>> Jon Leibowitz: It used to be simple -- a conveosatieally. Someone tells someone else a
piece of information, and then it spread. But somethiag missing -- voracity, reliability,
authority. Enter the journalist. The newspaper becatnasted source for news, and it was the
wave of the future. As people's hunger for informatramaased, the business of distributing news
became big business. Newspaper publishers embraced a fimaodé&l| advertising, to support

the business of journalism. They also strived to fuli¢ public's need for news delivered fast.
Technological advances in the form of electrical iteps assisted the speed of delivery. This also
enabled news agencies to share information and resoBygdsanscending the limits of
geography, the telegraph had a profound effect on news matlaed reporting. But eventually,
impulses over cables weren't enough. So innovators lookbkd tr. Radio came into its own,

and it foretold the future of news. The business modatleértising proved adaptable to the
emerging broadcast media. And the spoken word deliveredré&lable sources became as valued
and trusted as the printed word.

>> Male Speaker: Lakehurst, New Jersey. The Germali#r Hindenburg is on fire. This

bulletin is from the press radio bureau.

>> Male Speaker: During World War 11, radio became a @tairce for news.

>> Male Speaker: We interrupt our program to bring you aigiemadcast. The allied invasion
had begun.

>> Male Speaker: Eventually, television allowed peopleansmit sound and sight in ways that

were once deemed unthinkable .

>> Walter Cronkite: Good evening from our CBS newsrooidemw York on this, the first
broadcast of network television's first daily half howvag@rogram.

>> Male Speaker: Quickly, technology was changing nedsliences wanted global news and
highly localized content. New technologies also adedribe methods of news writing.

Newspapers pushed aside the typewriter. Yet, theremrsethat newspaper readership was



declining. Information was available in new placesll, sgwer forms of content delivery
emerged. So newsrooms looked beyond their walls foreliffesources and new business models.
At the end of 2008, the majority of newly hired journalistse writing stories for the web. And
58% of Americans reported using their mobile phones fogthothers than talking. As 2009
began, a months-old platform proved itself a valuablecsofor news gathering and delivery. By
the end of 2009, it's estimated that Twitter will have 18anilusers. Facebook has more than 200
million active users. We've been here before. Audencave news. Fast is no longer good
enough when people now want their news delivered irtireal They want news from around the
world and right next door. They want objectivity, acoyrdrust. But the news gathering process
has changed. The way people consume news has been pdiyratered. The speed at which
news is demanded is approaching instantaneous. The loidjststd media are being supplanted
by new media, which are being supplanted by even newer médelong-established business
models are proving inadequate. Yet, people value news narever before. What's next? What

is the future of news?

>> Jon Leibowitz: Hi there, I'm Jon Leibowitz, Chaamof the Federal Trade Commission. Hold
on second while | throw my papers and my coffee down.tAatlwas a great little film. It's the

first time I've ever seen the -- a clip of the Hindenbuithout someone saying "oh, the humanity!"
Anyway, | wanted to welcome you all here today to th€ FVorkshop entitled, "How Will
Journalism Survive the Internet Age?" Some cynicspafse, have suggested an ominous
alternative -- will journalism survive the Internet age®@w since the beginning of our republic,
news journalism has been essential to making demowam@idy By ensuring that citizens are well-
informed about civic matters, news journalism helpstertd®e informed electorate that is vital to a
well-functioning democracy. Put simply -- and | suppose feaking to all the journalists in the
audience, regardless of your platform -- you help us reakee of an ever more complicated
world. You hold us accountable when we're not doing o pobperly. You provide a way for
the myriad of American voices to be heard, and youeakyrthe day-to-day champions of our first
amendment values. But now journalism, at least irird@itional sense, is in trouble. New forms
of competition in advertising are disrupting the businesdehthat has sustained most journalism
in the U.S. for more than 150 years. In response,ibotimbent news providers and new entrants
are searching to find the business models that enabletthigamive into the future. Now, as we all



know, many factors have driven this change, including ssetienflicted wounds. But in the long
run, competition made possible by the Internet is até¢néer of these changes. This kind of
disruptive competition is often called creative disruptidt usually involves an innovative

business model, sometimes combined with new technoldga&sexplodes past practices and gives
long-term benefits to consumers. And that is celstdme. | think we can all agree of the Internet
as a whole, which has brought extraordinary and wide-ngrggnefits to the American people.

For journalism, however, the concern is the createsgruction caused by Internet competition will
destroy more than it creates. Whatever the new esmedels for journalism may be -- and

we've seen glimmers of light and endeavors such asVale of San Diego," "Talking Points
Memo," and "ProPublica" -- they aren't yet fully apparant, or fully sustainable, at least in a
broad sense yet. And at the same time, we're witrgeasguantifiable, and some would say
qualitative, demise of the old world order of news delivefnd that's why it remains an open
guestion about whether the changes in news gathering atooenetative destruction or simply
destruction. Seems to me that it's a little bit ohbdtVe're here today to discuss these issues with
many of Americans leading publishers, editors, writergliaanalysts, scholars, advertising
executives and consumer advocates. Some of you arbmgnew careers online as citizen
journalists, bloggers or publishers of news. All of yolefamew job requirement to be an
innovator in a shifting news landscape. We expect to egneat deal from you and the
Commission appreciates your willingness to share yourrexmes with us. So why are we doing
this workshop? And | should say, | was reading a blognigsit that asks this very, very legitimate
guestion. It also complained that we didn't post our @dg@&nHTML format, only in PDF. And

I'm going to look -- | know it's early in the morning, Ibbhét was a joke. No, but he really did -- he
complained that we didn't post our agenda in HTML formmaly in PDF, and we're going to look
into that too. Well -- the Federal Trade Commissionadi-known for its law enforcement
activities, in the competition of consumer protectiogas. Also important, but perhaps less well-
known is the policy function that Congress assigneatieéd-ederal Trade Commission since our
inception in 1915. Both Woodrow Wilson and Louis Brandeis, ¢fvthe principal architects of
the Commission, endorsed this vision before Congressimony, in 1914 and 1915. And I think
in the longer version of my speech, we have excerpis fheir testimony -- or in Wilson's case, a
speech at the joint session of Congress. Lawmakeega with this vision. They gave our agency
authority under the FTC Act to investigate and make public developments in the marketplace



and, where appropriate, make legislative recommendatiémsdecades, the FTC has embraced
this policy role. From the study of radio broadcastinthe11920s that influenced passage of the
Federal Communications Act of 1934, creating the FCC, t@ mexent reports on subjects as
diverse as health care competition -- in which manyoa know, we are very, very involved --
patent reform and behavioral marketing. With the worggbday, we continue to fulfill the
congressional, or Wilsonian, mission to bring out facthie marketplace. And make no mistake --
we are living through a period of extraordinary change ircvthe bottom seems to be falling out
of the news business, as consumers shift their halaisgimiring news. This is not to say that all
news organizations are experiencing these forces aamhe sme, and in the same way.
Newspapers overall were profitable in 1978. Consumelsis&ITV as their primary news source.
But major changes are underway and the facts are striegis rooms across the country have
cut staff. The Pew Research Center's 2009 report atateeof the news media projects that by
the end of 2009, the newsrooms of American dailies mayognetween 20 and 25% fewer
people than in 2000, with higher losses at big city metreedaihcluding leading papers like the
"Washington Post," where my wife happens to work. And you e&dk into a meeting at the

"Los Angeles Times," as | recently did, without feelangense of shock at the row after row of
empty desks in what was once a bustling news room. Thteshg of a farm bureau or and office
covering state house or covering city hall may bedegsarent, but it is no less problematic. Local
newspapers have failed in greater numbers than we bawudrsa long time. And the loss of a
local newspaper can be devastating to a community. eTeetain, short-term factors have played
a significant role in the cuts at news rooms, includih@current recession and the debt overhang
from highly leveraged media deals. But at the core @ktlehanges is this -- the Internet is
dramatically reducing advertising revenue for news orgaaizat Now, for many years,
newspapers earned about 80% of their revenue from agngrtRecently, however, ad revenue for
newspapers has been dropping significantly, falling 23% ltyuest 2006 to 2008 alone,
according to the Pew study. Local TV, mass audiencs neagazines and radio news, all of
which also rely significantly on ad revenue for fundingydnseen troubling declines, as well. The
Pew report concludes, and I'm quoting here, "The problemga&merican journalism is not
fundamentally an audience problem or a credibility probléinis a revenue problem, a decoupling
of advertising from news." Now, of course, the benéditdmerican consumers of the Internet are

momentous. And maybe that's even underestimating ihe @ee the days when consumers could



only get news and be exposed to advertising from a fewtadons, a local newspaper or two, and
relatively small number of radio stations. There @siany new ways for consumers to get
information over the Internet. And there are many neys for advertisers to reach those
consumers. And even more important, American cisizesw can find many more sources of news
and other information on the Internet than they prelyoliad available. We can share news
stories, react to them, even help gather news in Waysever seemed possible before. We can
browse through the news, or for some of us, sportsraktimes a day instead of waiting for the
local TV news broadcast 6:30 or 7:00, or the headlinesnmorrow morning's newspaper. We can
advertise on Craigslist for free. Because of therh#@t, consumers have access to more of the
content they want when they want it, and that shalllde good. It should be. So does what is
happening to journalism fit the usual model of creative dagnz For example, when
Guttenberg invented the printing press, that was bad,us$epfor those who illustrated Bibles by
hand. When the federal government -- that was not a j@keen the federal government, under
President Eisenhower, built the Interstate highwayesysthat was bad, of course, for those who
built hotels on old Federal highways. When the Inteafiewed for the creation of online travel
sites that let folks shop directly for discounted a&ltickets and hotels, that was bad for those who
worked at travel agencies. Now those hotels and tegaicies were shuttered went on to find
other jobs, some perhaps in related fields, some notmnoltrquite sure what happened to all of
those monks. | wasn't around then. That was a bad [Bti.the overall benefits to society were
indisputable. But the same outcome isn't necessarfigisut in the market for news. We still
need journalists to be watchdogs and do investigative repadidingxample. But they can't keep
producing the news if they are not paid for their wdfkading a new business model for
journalism will not be easy, because the hard truthais U.S. citizens have never paid subscription
fees to cover all the cost of researching, gatherirgyaing, articulating, editing, and producing
the civic news that's required for the proper functioningusfdemocracy. Nor do citizens in other
democracies, many of which actually subsidized the nieresigh public funding. Indeed, before
advertising was supported in the news -- before advertising gedgbe news in America, which
happened, beginning in the 1830s with the rise of the Penny gredsderal government provided
crucial financial support for journalism -- for examglaough Postal subsidies and requirements
to publish legal notices. Our history clearly reflects fdrct that news is a public good, certainly in
the sense that it's necessary for government part@ipby an informed citizenry. And news is



also a public good in the sense in which economists thittkedlerm. That is, one person's
consumption of an item of news does not prevent angérson's consumption of the same item. |
think economists call this "non-rivalrous.” There aghHixed costs to produce the news, but
relatively low costs involved in copying it. And of gsag, the Internet has made those copying
costs lower by an order of magnitude. And so, as a qaasee, in markets for public good such
as news, consumers can free ride instead of payingduk, or in fact, paying anything for what
they're consuming, which means that the sellers @aikrhtrouble getting paid enough to keep
producing what consumers value. And that, of courseemgaly the problem facing news
organizations today. So the ongoing market for news, thiarrants serious study for at least two
reasons. First, markets for public good such as news myimperfectly and competition policy
is well-suited to evaluate these market imperfectiokisd consumer protection policy, the follow
other thing FTC that the does, is well-suited to help usrstatel the privacy and data security
implications of the behavioral marketing used by mediapaones to increase ad revenues online.
And second, and more importantly, this is not just anyketarChanges we're seeing in journalism
will affect how we govern ourselves, not just the pscdnd losses of various news organizations.
Now, we organize workshops like this, not only to educatsalves, but also to help educate other
policymakers in Washington, and to move the public debatelireetion that we hope will be a
positive one. And of course, that's what we're hotondp here. After a brief review of where we
came from and where we are now, today's workshop partisipalhaddress emerging business
models for news organizations, and given its importameews revenues, the future of online
advertising. Tomorrow will focus on nonprofit and foundationding, how to reduce the cost of
journalism, and how the new news organizations, includingdars, fit into this puzzle.
Throughout, you'll be hearing from prominent participantausiness and government. Rupert
Murdoch will be speaking in a few minutes. And later thagning, you will hear from Arianna
Huffington, who | believe is here but somewhere inldaek. There, in the front. Get a better seat
for you over here, if you want, for all participantsen Downie, who co-authored a report
commissioned by the Columbia School of Journalismaislb speak, as will Josh Marshall, who
publishes the online news site "Talking Points Memo." diwaw, Henry Waxman, chairman of
the House Energy and Commerce Committee will give oyger@marks. And later in the day, he'll
be followed by former FCC chairman Reed Hundt, who sp#ak about the Knight Commission

Report on the information needs of communities in a deswyc You're likely to hear some



disagreements among speakers about the best way to onaxzed, and that's probably an
understatement. And some may argue that there isn'bleprin journalism at all. But | think
there's no disagreement among any of them and any othes inom about the critical importance
of journalism to democracy. There will be more to eorliVe realize that the most we could hope
to do in these two days would be to get the facts and mleaut how to address these changes on
the table. We're going to have additional workshopsarsgning to delve into various policy
proposals, whether involving special tax or anti-trusatiment for news gathering organizations --
of course, we here at the FTC do not generally liketeugt exemptions -- to look at changes in
copyright law across ownership restrictions, lookategnment subsidies that exist for public radio
and public broadcasting, and then to assess the degrééctoamy policy response may or may
not be appropriate. We're also going to work closely iihFCC, which under Julius Janikowski,
has begun a major effort to look closely at the fatige of issues relating to news media and open
Internet. By working together, our hope is that wedam better job enhancing our understanding
of this changing marketplace and whether or not governhana role to play. My own sense is
that we need to understand these changes to journalismbatter than we do today before we
consider any changes to current law. Moreover, we argaiog to undo the profound changes
brought by the internet, nor do we want to. But asiden filmat, we should be willing to take action
if necessary, to preserve the news that is vital modeacy. Once again, | want to thank all of you
in the room -- and it is a full room, with an ovesfl crowd, | think, in our other building -- for
coming. We hope that by holding this workshop, which by thg we are webcasting and
Twittering, just to show that we're not Luddites, we calp shine a light in the right places. And
now, I'll turn it over to Susan DeSanti, if Susan DeBarttere. Oh, she's right here. Okay, turn it
over to Susan DeSanti, the FTC's Director of Poliepw/ing, to share some housekeeping items

for how today will work, and then introduce our first tejgeakers. Thank you all very, very much.

>> Susan DeSanti: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairmam gt to lay out the grand themes that
we're going to hear about today. | am the annoying pevlonis going to tell you about the
practical details. Like Jon, I'm very delighted to seensiny of you here today and | want first to
thank Minnesota public radio which loaned us the terrificovidhat you just saw on the future of
news, I'll quickly run through these housekeeping itemist Fhave a security announcement that
I'm required to read. Anybody who goes outside of thelimglwithout an FTC badge will be



required to go through the magnetometer and x-ray macgaie grior to reentry into the
conference center. Inthe event of fire or evacunatidhe building, please leave the building in an
orderly fashion. Once outside of the building you neediembyourself to New Jersey Avenue.
Across from the FTC is the Georgetown law centeyolk to the right front sidewalk that's our
rallying point. Everyone will rally by floors, you netwmlcheck in with the person accounting for
everyone in the conference center. In the eventttigasafer to remain inside you are told where
to go inside the building and if you spot suspicious actpliase alert security. Second here are
the technology announcements. As you might have seeRTii's home page has a link to the
news media workshop webpage where you can find a linkrtdwitter page located at
Twitter.com/FTC news. People who are following thebweast can send questions for panelists,
using Twitter via @ FTC news, we will try to pass sahéhese questions to the moderators, and
the general council's office wants me to remind you that gzessages may be subject to
disclosure under FOIA or other applicable laws. AlsogkaNi-Fi access available for those who
want to write about the workshop in real time. You'llchéeget an instructional pamphlet with the
log-in code and those are available on the table justdeubf these doors. Finally, I'll describe
how today's presentations and panels will work. As yrusee we have a crowded agenda. | sort
of think of this workshop as another Thanksgiving dinnersid@dly, the agenda is crowded
because we have so many great speakers, and just as sguentdy also have had crowded
dinner plates last Thursday, in any case, this means gaing to keep the introductions short but |
do encourage you to read the bios that you have in your $oloecause every one of our speakers
has outstanding accomplishments. We have only a feakbrand limited time for lunch. If you
need to exit the room for any reason please go ahead aud ylou don't need to wait for a break.
For the panels, each speaker has three minutes to giyeeaim@ presentation that highlights the
main points he or she wants to make. Unfortunatelyileneed to be strict about those time
limits given all we have to cover. Then we'll have@derated discussion and if a panelist wishes
to speak, please put your table tent up on end so we candgsescagnize you. Finally if you have
guestions for the panel and you're sitting in the audigriease write your question on the question
card included in your folder and give that card to Kathevice -- Katherine? Okay, please give
your card to Michael Robluski who is standing over théte.will give the questions to the co-
moderator and we'll try to make time for audience questotize extent possible. Now we're
ready to begin and I'm going to start by introducing ost §peaker, Paul Steiger. Paul is the



Editor in Chief, President and CEO of Propublica, a noftpradnpartisan organization doing
investigative journalism in the public interest. For 16 ygaesiously he was the Managing Editor
of "The Wall Street Journal." Under his leadership Jingrnal's reporters and editors were

awarded 16 Pulitzer prizes. Paul?

>> Paul Steiger: Thank you very much, Susan. I'm tryondetide whether I'm the cranberry
sauce, or the minced pie. | hope I'm not the turkeyktirau, thanks to the commission staff for
inviting me to be here, and thank you, Chairman Leiboam the entire commission for sharing
the concern that many of us feel about the changeg gaiin the news business and the
implications for democratic governance. I'm a careporter and editor by trade, a natural critic of
government, a civil one, | hope, rather than collalooradth it, but | do welcome the chance to tell
you what | see out there as | engage in the dailytibreof a small news organization. Let me
begin as some of our stories do with an anecdote. udd&y, July 12th, 2009, the "Los Angeles
Times" published on its front page and on four full insidgegaan article headed, problem nurses
stay on job as patients suffer. Of the many extiaarg things about this story, one stands out. It
was written and principally reported by two reporters,r@seOrnstein and Tracy Webber, who do
not work for the "Los Angeles Times" they work at Prom#hla New York based nonprofit and
nonpartisan team of investigative journalists founded in 20@8founded by philanthropy
including major support from the Sandler Foundation. Jteswaears ago there would have been
a very slim chance that a paper of the "Times"™ sta@naould have devoted so much prime real
estate to anything not entirely of its own originatiowl &xecution. But how the world has
changed. Over the past year, the "Times" and Propuldiga d¢ollaborated on two dozen exclusive
stories, on more than half a dozen subjects and aledstinly will on more. How good it's been
for the people of California that these two organizataidsiind a way to work together. Nor is

this story unique. Weber and Ornstein have previously We®tilitzer prize, as has a quarter of
our news staff of Propublica. They joined the staff ardhedcountry and results are in. 16 months
since we began publishing we published with nearly 40 other olyasizations from the P two
dozen in the "Los Angeles Times" to half a dozeriline'New York Times" more than ten with
politico and half dozen in "The Washington Post" and otber$JSA Today," CBS's evening
news, ABC new, Denver post, Huffington Post. Public radiwarketplace and WNYC, business
week, ins "Chicago Tribune," "Pittsburgh Post-Gazettd'@nwebsites such as slate, msn. When



we began, people wondered if such leading news organizatmrd accept articles from a
nonprofit web start like ourselves, more than 150 magtes later | think that's been established.
The California nursing piece detailed how the state blogdsed nurses P was failing horribly to
do its job. Specifically, the board was taking an avecd@el/2 years, sometimes as much as six
years to remove the licenses of nurses convicted ofrgehligs from their patients, beating their
patients or being in a stupor of drugs and alcohol whilg#tents face emergencies. If these were
fired from one hospital for such misdeeds they took fleginses down the street to another
hospital to begin a new cycle of mistreatment and eyelament. The day after the times published
these revelations governor Schwarzenegger fired a yagdmursing board's members and
replaced them with a new slate whom he charged withgtine system. Will they succeed? It's
far too early to tell although the board granted subpoenargmegan to set enforcement priorities
and more than doubled the number of cases that it @stia®ropublica will continue to monitor
their problem. | tell this store not to brag as the edit@ropublica, the importance is to show this
kind of work. Journalism intended to shine a spotligh&lousive power and failure to up hold
public interest and by so doing give the public informatieaded to produce positive change. We
used to be able to count on robust metropolitan dailipsoeide a steady flow of this work. While
many newspapers continue to do as much as they cande$traction of the business model they
once depended on, result of shrinkage and shuttering of aparsparound the country robbing
people of important bull work of our commodity. It'saffect of how we get our information of
the revolution how we get our information on the ingtr This transformed the newspaper from a
hugely profitable, locally dominant player, turning ouhast-have product for vast swabs of
society to a best break-even business with a dismgbgcoef flattening or shrinking revenues,
today, newspapers in the position of producing, at leggogrence, a product that's liked but
considered not needed by college graduates over the age bflddnereasingly ignored by
everyone else. That sounds terrible. And to many fsiemgrint journalism where | spent a 40-
year career it is terrible. Moreover, while detairis different. Much is similar in network
television news and serious magazine. At the samaeittsnmportant to remember this revolution
also brought many positives to society already with nmaose likely to come in the future,

creative destruction. So the answer is not to reuvirs revolution, you couldn't if you tried nor is

it to save newspapers, as major studies on the nightssmon by needs of communities by
Columbia University wisely concluded the goal should be toneidbenefits of revolution more



broadly and to ensure continuation of journalism. Negatof the revolution are easy to see.
News papers are shrinking staff. Seattle post has gamenlg, rocky mountain news is closed.
Great old newspapers like Philadelphia Enquirer have beerating in bankruptcy proceedings
like retired chains like Tribune even "The New York T&#heompany has lost money and
borrowed junk bond rates from American industrialidtsthe last two years, newspapers laid off
nearly 47,000 workers. Staff cuts hit two areas hard. figegive reporting and foreign reporting
in part because these are the most expense part$fd@&o Boston Globe and many others shut
their bureaus entirely. While propublica is investigateorting IGS believe solutions are needed
to provide in depth of reporting of politics and commissidnesée newspapers once offered. Much
closer to home, however, look what the trends meanensmall place. Trenton, the capital of
New Jersey where | got my first paying job in journalistnfew years ago there were more than
50 reporters covering the Trenton state house. Nowolthtliere are less than a quarter as many.
This means not only is there corruption that won'tdported but also politicians and others who
might have towed the line might attempt to cross iabse nobody will be watching. Multiply that
by 50 states, you have the bad that the internet resnlbtought. But there's plenty of good. First
is speed. Clearly we're getting much important newsirfagiirst detailed information about the
past summer's brutal crackdown came not from dissidenhtstizens tweeting and e-mailing from
the scene of the horror. Reporters had to verify sickeeipgrts, then there's information across a
wide range from weather reports for travelers, gameesdor sports fans and teams. Consider
another kind of ubiquity. Amanda Nickel mobilized citizéagrovide info for her report on the
Huffington Post website. Candidate Obama reported $olk®losing out on the global economy
were clinging to such things as religion and guns, nickeisar& captured it and we all heard
about it. Without that we might have never have knosyporters were invited into the area where
Mr. Obama spoke. Nicole works for propublica and put togethlenteers to do similar reporting
for us. Reports from this Army permits us for instatactrack progress on 500 representative
federal stimulus products in real time even though our mewn staff numbers just 32. The rise of
the web also produced a torrent of opinion, some is a mikesgding, folks ripping in their pajamas
about news they wouldn't know about and giving an often aangphyexaggerated spin to fit the
particular vision of the world but some is a real vafugling connections that no one else spotted
or keeping the heat on an important story as Josh Maddhalking points memo and then

colleague now a colleague of mine famously did a fewsyago about politically firings of U.S.



attorneys. Given these, in the future there wilhbeneed for newspapers or trained professional
journalists. Not so fast. The process of finding and comrating what we used to call news may
not require newspapers, seven day week ink on paper compsmatiuanbroad range of subjects
but still require journalists to smoke out stories, to pria the carefully contrived hoax, he's are
activities that take a great deal of time, money and gkor example of the piece in the L.A. time,
was in removing licenses from felonious nurses amply detraies the reports of journalism and
organizations like the times and PRO publica. Without ssthiutions there's no way the report
would emerge on the web. It took months to demonstrétekta length of time to dig into those
cases. Scores of people needed to tracked down aftdrategformation related to reporting had
appeared to uncover. Few bloggers have luxury of such faporters risk being sued for liable
or slander if they mischaracterized their behaviaw Bloggers can afford to lose or defend a
liable case. Database need to analyze and made frielrelly bloggers have the technical skills to
do this. To protect newspapers, to a lesser e-expect maganthéelevision provided legal
guidance and training necessary and as crucial as theAtgedes Times" report to get before the
public, some of those institutions will morph into mareb-friendly forms and carry on their roles
of department stores of news. Public radio and televigiely to play another role as they pour
efforts into their website and use text and still pgoaphy to go with audio and video. | suspect
they'll be joined with new news organizations spawn enriternet. | also think the relative role of
boutiques will rise both for profit and not for profiQuality magazines, web-based entries new
hyper local sites extend the practice of investigative cowaatability journalism. It will be years
before they make up for the losses incurred in theyésstor two. To a significant extent we're
witnessing series of emerging marketing failures and albifityaditional news organization or
even the fore market as a whole to produce criticalkof reporting for investigative journalism
or state-house coverage. Some will supply a rangelatieans some nonmarket. At pro publica
we strive to play a meaningful role in the process. i@ws staff may just number 32 but at that it
is the largest investigative staff in the nation. Tiseseme things we believe are uniquely
positioned to accomplish. Two quick examples. Our cover&ge risk to the nation's water
supplies from hydraulic fracturing, a means of drilling fatunal gas sets up a national debate now
reaching the halls of Congress. More than 50 storesdieaady run in five leading newspapers,
two major online sites, national magazine and public raslivell like all of our stories on our own

site. That is a range and persistence that many traglithews organizations increasingly are



unable to match. At the same time we've empowered atherglists as well. August 5th. Pro
publica launched public tracker. Enabling to review stimuybesding, local reporters dug into the
database and reduced story on the impact of spending¢memunities. Such story, each based
on the use of pro publica's database published in 70 newspa@evslasites. To be sure we
benefit or contribution made to us and we face to rteetRS's test for public charities and sound
practice foreign institution intent or financial sustbility. We believe current laws and
regulations are sufficient to make this goal achievaWle. got our tax exception within five
months of public announcement of our progress, not withstguaair intention to provide
exclusive stories to profit-seeing publishers and just weryears we received funding
commitments beyond those of original donors of $2.3anilfor more than 60 donors. That said,
fund-raising is our greatest remaining challenge beyonahrperative to sustain and improve the
level of our journalism. Seeking to create and go nonjaite is a new class of cultural
institution. It's vital to the way of life and aspirats that now exist. Our efforts don't lesson the
pain being suffered among other journalists today. Thei,dwy themselves remove the threat to
accountability and thus democracy post by the businedeitpas by the press but they start and

they hold, | believe, real promise. Thank you very imuc

>> Female Speaker: Thank you very much, Paul. Nexteaefrom Rick Edmonds, a media
business analyst at the pointer institute, where heltwes research and writing for the last 10
years. His commentary on the media, appears inusiedss blog on the pointer online. He
helped coordinator his own conferences on emerging nonpeyis alternatives and future of

advertising. Rick.

>> Rick Edmonds: Thank you very much for this invitatithm, honored to be asked to speak at
what seems to be a very ambitious exploration optbspects for American journalism. My
assignment is to talk about the state of the new#&éssi newspapers in particular, right now, and
in the near future. Switching holiday, Susan | guessnt&es me ghost of Christmas present.
There are unfortunate parallels to the state of the indasti Bob Cratchett as family and some
newspapers in as fragile shape as tiny Tim. | domkthewspapers tying. These are hard times
for news business. And more of the same for at &asther six to nine months. Very quickly,
what went wrong, three things, first of all intereempetitor, like monster, Craigslist and less



directly Google search took away much newspapers, fremeltivertising franchise. Made up as
much as half of the advertising revenues, at some laggrpacontributing to more profit since it
was very inexpensive to sell. A second problem may lBeolegious, there was a time not long
ago, when industry leaders hope there would be an ordanijtioa from print to online formats,
and indeed readers have followed along in a steady wagttertd. Advertisements much less
than anticipates. As you probably know, general onlinerging, display rates have fallen
sharply for several years now, basic questions lingeutahe effectiveness of banner and other
display ads, there's even other insider talk about mdntineiness. Digital revenue growth stalled
out and add to these two trends the deep recession wipeltma all kinds of advertising
especially categories like real estate, employment ary tngt latter,both critical newspapers and
local broadcast. Updating a figure that chairman Lietioused in the opening. Newspaper
advertising revenues have declined roughly 45% over three yBgnsecessity, news
organizations have had to cut very deeply to stay smlegs, even more so, if they want to remain
profitable. Newspapers have been busily outsourcinga8 sf things from office functions to
printing. Many metros cut circulation to outlying areggent much less than they used to on
selling new subscription and as a result, daily circutatl0% year to year in the most recent
reporting period. Also, at a time when aggressive investmeam ventures is clearly indicated,
news organizations have scarce resources for start-dgsrated access to capital. But the visible
edge of the cutting is in the newspapers themselves. Mdewer reporters have downsized
physical dimension of the paper. Sharply curtailed sgageted to news. Several months ago, |
sought to quantify those losses, using available data breleenue and some survey information
about the percentage that typically goes to news. Baddsult by a conservative calculation is
that newspapers are Garnering 1.6 billion, that's bilkd@h a "B" less annual spending on news
headed into 2010 than they were three years ago. Graaoted,of that may have been inefficient,
even unnecessary, but one alarming implication ofrthatber is that we really don't know what
investigations insight and basic coverage simply didn't happeénvon't. A second is that the
explosion or exciting new venture, you'll already heardra& and hear of many more still find
ways to sustain available does not match the scal®dfloss. We do know a bit of what's
missing. Let me highlight two area, hiring of the artatesgovernment are being closed down all
over the country. As a good example lot long ago estecgnt metro had a weekly health and
science section or one of each. Now only the langesspapers have one or two science reporters.



The biggest topics, environment, climate, change and healstithcovered but the rest of science
isn't, except in national newspapers and specialized publtisatSo much of what we do get
comes lightly filtered from the public information arwisuniversities or companies. The
experienced science journalist assess claims quicklgamplicate clearly, accurately is
endangered species in main stream media. Citizensnietiest in these topics turn to government
websites like NASA or those with advocacy organizationslepth and detail. The second type of
news that has taken a sharp hit is metro's newspaperage of extended region. In better times
the fielded bureaus in dozens of suburban towns and sdistiadts. That type of coverage is
being too expensive now. There isn't space for it eitAerthey enter the "San Francisco
Chronicle" put it to me a couple years ago, we can't affoodbver Richmond city council, being a
suburb in east bay. So residents of these commuarigshere are millions of them no longer
have basic news of their community covered by metrel laporters and editors, if they're lucky,
the slack may be picked up by a local weekly, or initiatadt-sip, otherwise they do without. The
challenge is life threatening as for newspapers --I'mystm skipping something here. That's the
magazine that local broadcast suffering similar problemsenagt as life threatening as
newspapers. | would like to turn now to three concerninglsras newspapers close this year and
head to the next. First the ad picture is improving but mrhe sense it's less bad. Public
newspaper companies reports and industry estimates, gossles at 30 to 35% first half of the
year, third quarter was more like 25% to 35% and fourth quairtgnt foe better than that. Cost-
cutting actions cycle through the years, so lay-offduine will turn out savings in January. But as
long as the advertising revenues continue to fall in dadiglerates. Newspaper companies have
little choice but to cut more. So we're headed inbbemvays than layoffs and buyouts. Not to
mention furlough programs to pick out reductions in the@tim®ahead. That won't stop until the
revenues approve rather than fall slowly. These aestspres are perilous for a second reason.
Many papers are close to a tipping point where thereliglsdn some editions that they fail to
satisfy local customers who still want a print forndare willing to pay for it. That hastens the
departure of readers on the margin to less lucrativeiteetr other sources all together. The
University of Carolina identified this years ago. A wegherduct leads to circulation decline,
currently 10%, remember, and lower circulation decretdmesgalue of advertisers on revenue, loss
revenues force further reductions in new space, repaetfinitely. So further cutting for
newspapers, now and in the months ahead is a risky bsigirgsosition, even leading aside public



service considerations. Further cutting will be hardvoid, however, and there is no date for --
certain for improved revenues, brings me to a third gt I'll highlight just briefly, a number of
papers, Washington post and Boston Globe are good exampkedolst money, maybe by cutting
will be breaking even going into next year and thattsanioad result, if it's as strong -- preserve,
excuse me strong franchise for many times but papeesidigonally burdened by heavy debt
typically taken on early in the decade by buying new pragserprrices that seem inflated. These
newspapers may still be making double digit operating msyrgnuch reduced revenue, generally
only enough earnings to make interest payments and pay dotwnSl&th is the situation with
McClatchy, second largest newspaper company. We see gaphras those in Minneapolis, and
Philadelphia. Companies like Tribune in bankruptcy, a fewrgipers like "San Diego union
tribune have been sold to private equity firms withoutsiexperience. | think we'll see, and
continue to see unorthodox entrants that is basipalste equity bankers, controlling some of the
most important newspapers and some of the most impaitest Well, despite this somewhat
gloomy take on the industry, | see the current statksasuraging but not hopeless. Newspapers
have been increasing their subscription in news standspaiggressively. There's some loss of
audience, but generally speaking, those increasing hawensgkereceived, and some are actually
reporting modest circulation revenue growth. That casrieistoric imbalance which American
papers have typically sold for half or less of the goatg m other industrialized companies.
Recognizing the chair of revenues being fixed. The compargsalertain see experience for
charging online as well, getting the better deal from neygsegators is a distinct possibility. I'll
reserve the detail of that story for Mr. Murdock, &f ¢hooses to address it and others of the
speakers. While this recession gives no sign of endirgdklgor completely. Certainly someday it
will. Advertising revenues will come back. | see a déngn Sun Belt developers are back in
business and advertising. I'm an optimist. Partnershipleginning to show encouraging
improvement in effectiveness and rates for digital eesreg. The extent of the advertising
recovery, though, is open to question. A lot of dealetsjlers resume traditional media spending
or see recovery to transfer budgets to digital fornmaggority of which have no journalism content.
I'm not sure the businesses or ad agencies know eBgithanks to the aggressive cost cutting,
even modest recovery of revenues tend to drop to thenbditte. It should replenish profits, leave
money to rebuild efforts and undertake new ventures, pegyes organizations have also
diversified their portfolio products with new offeringsthvboth print and digital formats. Another



open guestion is whether newspapers will be able to cothmahare of new revenue stream with
that of mobile devices if that develops. Realisticalbyvspapers will not regain the dominance in
news and commerce they enjoyed in the latter hali@ptint century. Most newspapers are
smaller, more expensive and targeted in most audiencesdratto serve younger audiences in a
range of advertisers with those alternative profié¢est case newspapers and other traditional
media will retain a critical year in the expanding anckrse media ecosystem whose potential
other speakers will be treating in detail today and toovar To succeed, newspaper organizations
need a sharper focus on what they do uniquely well andstenshigh quality execution of the
chosen editorial strategies. We need more newspbligetf3he New York Times," "Wall Street
Journal" and "Financial Times" that cost $2 but reliagiiver $2 of value. Well, happy ending
that would be, it won't happen by Christmas, and it'érden a sure thing in the longer rate view.
There remains a very hard traditional path ahead to tf@avehditional and new media and for the

vitality and civic contribution of American journalisnihank you very much. [ Applause ]

>> Jon Leibowitz: Thank you so much, Rick, for the dece update on the state of journalism
today. Rupert Murdoch, the chairman of the chief exeeufficer of News Corporation is, of
course, a giant in the news business. He started indbstry in Adelaide, Australia, and has built
an enormously successful company that delivers news atehtoeally in almost any way
consumers can get it. As you might expect, Mr. Murdahsome strongly held views on the --
for those topics we're going to talk about over the feaxtdays. He has been especially outspoken
in recent months about the need for news organizatiodsarge for content over the internet. Of
course, many of you may be skeptical about the abilihewrs organizations to do that, but let me
point out that the "Wall Street Journal' does. Andsieuld also remember how skeptical many
were when we learned that Mr. Murdoch wanted to stirtigh TV network, and then again when
we found out he wanted to challenge CNN. So we are deligiwegou have taken time out to join
us here today, and Mr. Murdoch, why don't you come up andtwmilthe microphone over to

you. [ Applause ]

>> Rupert Murdoch: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Ty@mkery much, Chairman
Leibowitz for that very kind introduction. You and conssioners Harbor, Kervicic and Rush are

to be commended for holding this timely and important wasks | particularly want to thank you



for inviting me. It is a credit to the agency that a widelety of views are represented here today.
Clearly the FTC recognizes that a diversity of a femfgas vital to debate and open democracy. |
appreciate the opportunity to speak to such a distinguishedhaadidnd I'm pleased that this
workshop has been carried by webcast, so that many nmegidans might participate. We've just
heard two excellent reports and accounts on the histadheafurrent state of journalism from Rick
Edmonds and Paul Stieger. That leaves me to talk abofawvosite topic, the future of journalism.
For a newsman like me whose company assets includetpfaision, film and digital news
properties, this is a particularly compelling subject. Méet at a time where many news
enterprises are shutting down or scaling back. You actugdllydome of this at this workshop.
That journalism is in dire shape, and the triumph intaligs to blame. My message to you is just
the opposite. The future of journalism is more promisihamtever. Limited only by editors and
producers willing to fight for their readers and viewerg@rernment using its heavy hand either to
over-regulate or to subsidize us. From the beginning, ngesphave prospered for one reason --
the trust that comes from representing their read#geseist and giving them the news that's
important to them. That means covering the communitiege they live. Exposing government
or business corruption and standing up to the rich and pdwd&rechnology now allows us to do
this on a much greater scale. That means we now havedans to reach billions of people, who,
until now, have had no honest or independent sourdée aiformation they need to rise in
society, hold their governments accountable, and pursuentems and dreams. Does this mean
we are all going to succeed? Of course not. Some neerspapd some news organizations will
not adopt -- adapt to the digital realities of our agagd they will fail. We should not blame
technology for these failures. The future of journallsiongs to the bold, and the companies that
prosper will be those that find new and better waysdetrthe needs of their viewers, listeners and
readers. And they should fail, just as a restaurahbpffifers meals that no one wants to eat or a
carmaker who makes cars no one wants to buy shotlldTiaere are some things that do need to
happen for the news business to prosper in this dagel Today | will outline three things that
need to happen in my opinion, at news organizations, amongustomers and within business for
good journalism to prosper into the 21st century. Firstlianeompanies must deliver the news
media consumers want, and do it in the ways thatfibélseir lifestyles. That means we must
innovate like never before. Second we must do arjetieof persuading consumers that high

quality reliable news and information does not come ftg@eod journalism is an expensive



commodity. Finally, the government needs to cleap#tb for companies to invest and innovate,
by reducing unnecessary regulation and eliminating obstacge®wth and investment. Let me
take these one by one. First, media companies neecetpgmple the news they want. | can't tell
you how many papers | visited where they have a watlwhgplism prizes and a rapidly declining
circulation. This tells me the editors are produciagis for themselves instead of news that is
relevant to their customers. A news organization's imggortant asset is the trust it has with its
readers, a bond that reflects the reader's confideateditors are looking out for their needs and
interests. At News Corporation, we provide news, spamtl entertainment to audience across
borders and continents via newspapers, magazines and bomddcast, satellite, cable and telco-
provided television, mobile devices, and of course, thenaterin the future, we'll provide our
content to devices that today are still just a glimmehe eyes of their inventors, and we are
always looking for ways, with a better content olivégy, to meet our customers' needs and
interests. We have a good record here. In telayisiox succeeded in taking on the big three
networks when everyone said it could not be done. Weampete with the news channel CNN,
and the sports channel ESPN. And we continue to produnadywreaking programming
including the first all-digital broadcast of the Super BoMore broadly, we've been working for
two years on a project that would use a portion of ourdwast spectrum to bring TV offerings and
maybe even our newspaper content to mobile devices. Wwspapers, Spectrum could well prove
an economic vehicle. For our customers, it would alleewnt to get national and local news,
weather, sports, and even their favorite TV show, ladredbn a train or bus, as a passenger in a car,
during their lunch hour at work, or while watching their daegh soccer practice. Today's news
consumers do not want to be chained to a box in their iomeffices to get their favorite news
and entertainment, and our plan is to meet the neetie ofixt wave of TV viewing by going
mobile. The same is true with newspapers. More and,roareeaders are using different
technologies to access our papers during different patke day. For example, they might read
some of their "Wall Street Journal” on their Bladkes while commuting into the office. Read it
on the computer when they arrive, and read it on taeger and clearer e-reader where they may
be. Already we've provide news to our readers through wepetmail alerts, blogs, Twitter and
podcasts. Now we are looking at e-readers. We haveention of getting into the hardware
business, but we have every intention of promoting mioog&e of our consumers and more

competition among distributors by pursuing ways to help us delew@s and information as



cheaply as possible and over as many platforms aswelet me add one point here that I'm
especially proud of. At a difficult time in our economigws Corporation is increasing its
investment in journalism. We do this because we intertthe news leader in each of our
markets. Excuse me. For example, over the yearse we&n continuously expanding the number
of ads of local news on the Fox owned televisionatati This year alone, we added more than 50
hours of news. Today we are airing more than 700 hoursexsk @f local news. That's more than
any other TV station group in the country. And it shdeltus that even amid challenging
economic times, there are opportunities to improveeapénd journalism. We're doing similar
things for our papers. "The Wall Street Journal" nowrsfinore national and international news
to complement its outstanding business journalism. often made the point about newspapers
this way. By reminding people that we are in the newsbsas, not the dead tree business. In
other words, what makes a newspaper is content and bkotchecessary the form in which it is
delivered. Soon we will launch "The Wall Street Jourpabfessional edition, which will bring
together "The Wall Street Journal" online and Dow Jéiaesiva. By giving our readers
instantaneous access to breaking news as well as tarehstes, the Journal intend to
revolutionize the way business subscribers get valualdemation about industries, companies
and people affecting their businesses. In short, weueeliercely that the key to competing during
difficult times is to invest more in journalistic cent, not less. My second point follows from my
first -- quality content is not free. In the futureogl journalism will depend on the ability of a
news organization to attract customers by providing ne@srdormation, they are willing to pay
for. Your business model, based on advertising only, id.deat's face it. A business model that
relies primarily on online advertising cannot sustain newspgapeer the long term. The reason is
simple arithmetic. The online advertising is increasimbat increase is only a fraction of what is
being lost from print advertising. That is not going targe, even in a boon. The reason is the
old model was found on quasi-monopolies, such as clasatieettising which has been decimated
by you and cheaper competitors such as Craigslist, mawstercareerbuilder.com and so on.
Even online display advertising is in such huge supply,itharice is under constant pressure. In
the new business model, we will be charging consureithé news we provide on our internet
sites. We are already charging, and successfullipstThe Wall Street Journal” online. wsj.com
boasts more than 1 million subscriber, barrons.com mather than 150,000 subscribers. We
intend to expand this pay model to all our newspapersiigws Corporation stable such as The



Times of London, Australian and the rest. Criticg paople won't pay. | believe they will. But
only if you give them something of good and useful value. ddstomers are smart enough to
know that you don't get something for nothing. It goes toesohour friends online too. Yet,

there are those who think they have a right to takenews content and use it for their own
purposes without contributing a penny to its production. Semete, at times without attribution,
the news stories of expensive and distinguished journalisisnvested days, weeks or even
months, on their stories, all under the tatteredofeifair use." These people are not investing in
journalism. They are feeding off the hard-earned effamtsinvestments of others, and their
almost wholesale appropriation of our stories is notuae. To be impolite, it's theft. Right now,
there is a huge gap in costs. Technology makes it @dmehpasy to distribute news to anyone for
internet access, but producing journalism is expensiviee all good news organizations, we invest
tremendous resources in our products, from my news roodnstadio and cameras and computers
to the salaries for the reporters, editors, producees;tadirs, writers, on-air talent and countless
other employees who contribute to producing a newspaenewscast. When this work is
misappropriated without regard to the investment made, tayssthe economics of producing
high-quality content. The truth is that the aggregateesi news organizations. Without content to
transmit, all our flat screen TVs, computers, cellnEs) iPhones and Blackberries would be blank
slates. Right now, we have a situation where comteattors bear all the costs while aggregators
enjoy many of the benefits. In the long term, thigntenable. We are open to different pay
models, but the principle is clear. To paraphrase adaraoonomist, there's no such thing as a free
news story, and we are going to ensure that we get lautamodest price for the value we provide.
Finally let me say a few words about government. énlaist two or three decades, we have seen
the emergence of new platforms and new opportunitasii one could have predicted, from
social networking sites and iPhones and Blackberriggegmet sites for newspapers, radio and
television. And we're only at the beginning. In a feaarg, we will look back at cutting edge
technology today, the same way we smile when wemaftV show from the 1980s featuring
cordless telephones the size of bricks. Finallygiineernment has a role here. Unfortunately, too
many of the mechanisms government uses to regulate theaneviisformation business in this

new century, are based on 20th century assumptions ametesisnodels. We are really concerned
about the survival of newspapers and other journalisterpmses, the best thing government can
do is to get rid of arbitrary and contradictory regulatioat actually prevent people from investing



in these businesses. One example of outdated thinkihg IRCC's cross ownership rule that
prevents people from owning, say, a television statiahnaamewspaper in the same market. Many
of these rules were written as a time when compatitias limited, because of the huge up-front
costs. And fortunately, in practice, these restnistifled competitive newspaper markets. If
you're a newspaper today, your competition is not naggsthe tv station on the same city. It can
be a website on the other side of the world or evenanon someone's cell phone. These
developments mean increased competition for people kkeand that is good for consumers. But
just as businesses are adapting to new realities, tlegrgognt needs to adapt, too. In this new and
more globally competitive news world, restricting crossership between television and
newspapers makes as little sense as banning newspapetsfrioign websites. In my view, the
growing drum beat for government assistance for newspapassalarming as over regulation.
One idea gaining in popularity is providing taxpayer fundgdarnalists or giving newspapers
nonprofit status in exchange, of course, for papers givingeipright to endorse political
candidates. And the most damning problem with governmefthhgeavhat we saw with the

bailout of the U.S. auto industry. Help prop up those fosmlg things that customers do not want.
In other words it subsidized the failures and penalizestlccesses. The prospect of the U.S.
government becoming directly involved in commercial jolisnaought to be chilling for anyone
who cares about freedom of speech. The founding faplethe first amendment first for a
reason. They knew that a free and independent presstab®rany self-governing people. They
also knew the key to independence was to allow enterpagaesper and serve as a counterweight
to government power. It is precisely, because newspakes pnofits and do not depend on the
government for their livelihood, that they have no teses and wherewithal to hold the
government accountable. This is also what builds readess and confidence. In the long run it's
true, politicians, bureaucrats and corporate executaede sacked because of an angry electoral
board. But in the day-to-day of ordinary life, the prnsgserhaps the only institution that truly
holds them accountable and they know it, and they fed&tarlier this year, for example, the
chairman of the New York Fed resigned after "The \8&léet Journal” revealed he had taken out
new Goldman Sachs options after the fed has bailed the. This summer the "Journal" also
exposed the plan by members of Congress to buy themselkygsrate jets with taxpayer money.
Reporting that helped lead to the cancellation of thderorin the same way long before the
housing bubble popped, "Wall Street Journal" editors w&negan republican and democrat



politicians alike for the mischief they were creatingfmiannie Mae and Freddie Mac. "The Wall
Street Journal” is the most trusted newspaper in AmeBecause people understand "The
Journal” is willing and able to take on the rich and powenid well connected. Every good
newspaper does the same. Whether it's forcing a magsighation over some illegal activity,
exposing some harmful practice of a business or justirsty up to some ordinary citizen in a fight
with the faceless bureaucracy, accountability in a $oesety depends on a free and robust press.
The United States has the most robust press in thd tivecause it is the most free of government
intervention. And we ought to keep it that way. I'mamaged that some government officials
have been taking the larger view when it comes to spe&etjulations. For example House Speaker
Nancy Pelosi has suggested that the Department of Jugliea reviewing mergers involving
newspaper, take into account the other sources for nehadwvertising in the market, including
electronic sources. Are there any conclusions reackiectrcurrent market realities. This is
exactly the kind of leadership we need on this issuewe\go forward, we need to remember that
the business of good journalism cannot be separated lfi®ability of news organizations to
prosper as a business. The brave new digital worltheancomplicated one for news
organizations, but the principles for success are dleamews organizations innovate to give their
customers the news they want, when they want ithamdthey want it. Ask consumers to pay for
the products they consume. Let aggregators desist ahérsiaoying their own journalists, and
that the government use its power to ensure the mostatimexcompanies are free to reach new
customers instead of looking for ways to prop up failuraatervene in a constitutionally sensitive
business sector. Though our formal topic today is theduwitinewspapers, in many way, | think
we do better to think in terms of the future of democrédélyen the representatives of the 13
former British colonies established a new order forapes, they build it on a sturdy foundation, a
free and informed citizenry. They understood that iné&dmitizenry requires news that is
independent from government. That is one reason whypilitetye first amendment first. Our
modern world is faster moving and far more complex thams. But the basic truth remains. To
make informed decisions, free men and women require handsteliable news about events
affecting their countries and their lives. With the spaper of the future is delivered with
electrons or dead trees is ultimately not that immbrt&Vvhat is most important is that the news
industry remains free, independent and competitive. Thamioydistening. [ Applause ]



>> Male Speaker: Mr. Murdoch, Glen Beck called Obanmecet. Do you agree with his

statement?

>> Female Speaker: Excuse me, sir, you may now sit downake your place, sir.

>> Male Speaker: Do you say you agreed to this statemeny@stand by that?

>> Female Speaker: May | ask our first panelist to ctumeard?

>> Male Speaker: Answer the question. Why won't you answeequestion, Mr. Murdoch? Do
you agree that Obama is a racist?

>> Susan Athey: Could you please take your seats, andsteetilagain? Thank you very much.
Chairman Leibowicz will join us in a moment. But etmeantime we have a lot of ground to
cover. So we're going to go ahead and start. Ouiptwrst| today will begin to take us further into
the future of news by addressing the state of news nabgay, but also tomorrow. We'll begin
the three-minute opening remarks with Mark Contreras vditbitsg to my right. He's senior vice
president for newspapers at the E.W. Scripps companyis &lso vice chairman of the executive
committee of the Newspaper Association of Americad Aa's speaking on behalf of both

organizations today. Mark?

>> Mark Contreras: Thank you, Susan. Thanks for yaddeship in trying to further the interest
of journalism with these workshops. I'd like to stattwa very brief discussion of what's
happened to the newspaper business model over the lastl slaexdes. There have been really
three major areas that have contributed to the finaock&lenges our industry currently faces -- the
decline of classified advertising, the fixed cost natureunfousiness, and the realities of the online
marketplace. Over the last several decades, mosti¢éananewspapers developed a burgeoning
stream of highly profitable classified advertising revenbetvuntil the last few years represented
between 40% to 60% of advertising revenue and the lion's shaur profits. There are two
reasons for the decline in classified advertising. Enestadvent of interactive tools that efficiently
connected buyers and sellers and the increasing pemetébroadband internet access in the



United States. While many newspaper companies haveetywafionline strategies, the amount of
profit associated with these efforts pales in comparisdhe traditional print model. Our print
business generates roughly $500 per year per set of eyeballs lunline businesses only
generate roughly $75 per year. $500 for print has traditiopally our fixed costs, which include
our commitment to journalism, expensive distributiortelys and capital intensive production
operations. At Scripps, our online audiences have growm 3@ to 50% each year for the last
four years, but as our audiences shift online, we're fadéda brand new phenomenon that
internet advertising has introduced to the media adiregtecosystem. According to a recent study
for every dollar spent on internet advertising, tradaionedia loses $3. | would like to suggest a
few necessary steps toward a more healthy industryle\Wiare are no silver bullets, we believe
that there are several areas that will help us continugournalistic missions. First, many
newspapers offer services which allow us to sell speaiftience to advertisers. This is especially
true in the online space as targeted advertising has becoessential part of our future. Because
of our long-standing relationship with our communities whschased on trust, newspaper
publishers are highly sensitive to consumer concerns alptine privacy. Second, newspapers
feel that it's incumbent on government to update its viegoofpetition in the local media market
to expand the evaluation of competition beyond the congraa&just newspapers to an evaluation
of the entire market including newspapers, broadcastniet and direct mail and others. If
newspapers faced competition only from other newspawerprobably would not be having this
conversation today. Third, unlike other industries, sscth@ music industry, we don't have
structures in place to help publishers to monitor the obmie produced. This content is often
copied and redistributed without compensation by third paffies industry is working on a
marketplace solution that will make it convenient foawttorized users of its newspaper content to
license such use and pay reasonable fees. It is stileveywa work in progress. And lastly for
more than 15 years after the widespread adoption oftémet, there is no single universally
accepted definition of online audience. There are skeerating one gold standard definition,
would assist all publishers, to derive fair value forgake of their online advertising inventory.

Thank you again for this opportunity to be with you today.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you very much, Mark. Next welleHfeom Tonda Rush. Tonda is
president of American Press Works and also servesuaseldto King & Ballow, a Nashville based



law firm in her media law work with newspaper clien&he previously served as president and

CEO of the National Newspaper Association, and sheres today to represent that organization.

>> Tonda Rush: Thank you, Susan. | think it's impossibteatly understand where the newspaper
world is right now. If you begin our history with theyd@raigslist showed up on our media web
browsers, if you took a "Washington Post" from the birggakf the Watergate stories, in addition
to the painstaking factual digging that that newspaper didd yme seeing ads on those pages from
Hecks and Woodies and Raleighs and McCrory's, a lot adsstbat no longer exist. The
restructuring of retail in the United States has had a imygact upon the fates of newspapers. It
was when the door hanging advertising service in 1949 begark®the idea that if they went to
the postal service and got a discount, they could pull adigytout of a newspaper and put it in
the direct mail stream. When | began my legal care#fashington, in 1980, newspaper market
share was about 33%, direct mail was 12%. Those lingsemnicearlier in this decade. And part of
it was a public policy decision to help the postal sersiggoort its then 600,000 workers and
deliver the mail. Two critical points there, | think. €is public policy decisions can have a huge
impact on newspapers. They have had, probably if tlahad been as rigorously covered on our
own newspages as the dawning of the internet advertisingeleais we would have had a little bit
more thoughtful conversation about that public policy denisBut the second point is, those stores
didn't advertise in the newspaper because they were sungpthri social mission of covering the
news. They advertised because it helped them selyj¢@ns and iPod docks. And thanks be to
God that there is Macy's and the JCPenney's thatsjilimse ads on the page, and they believe
that it helps to sell products. My second point is aboutoormunity papers. There are probably
about 6,000 to 8,000 of them. They exist in rural communities25% of America that exist
outside major metropolitan areas. They do cover ¢éhesnThey cover their local school boards,
their city councils. It was a newspaper in Miami, éTbaily Business Review," that broke a story
about a secret criminal case that went all of the theyugh the Federal Court docket without ever
being publicly docketed. And they are as important to tlwemmunities as daily metropolitan
papers have been to theirs. The biggest danger thatiteyight now, even though probably 80%
of America reads a community paper every week, is thegiteeobituary of newspapers. Those
newspapers are suffering with recession. But they atead. They do have business plans that
continue to be supported by advertising, and they are dévglojebsites. So | think we're gonna



see some changes in evolution with them. But there éot of newspapers that are very much
alive in their marketplace.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you very much, Tonda. that'shgoitant perspective. Now we'll hear
from Marty Kaiser. Mary is the editor and senior ixesident of the "Milwaukee Journal
Sentinel." Under his leadership, the "Journal Sentinet the 2008 Pulitzer Prize for local
reporting. Mary is also president of the American Sgaé¢tNews Editors.

>> Martin Kaiser: Thank you. So much of what we heaay about the present state of journalism
comes from the "New York Times," "The Washington Pd3the Wall Street Journal" and "USA
Today," national newspaper. This is understandable. Tdreshe titans of our industry, but you
can't judge what's happening to the state of journalism witbhoking at newspapers and their
online sites in large and small communities across thistcy. There are hundreds and hundreds of
newspapers truly serve their communities. | speak feetbeganizations, as president of AS&E,
the leading organization of newsroom leaders including pridtonline, and as editor of the
"Milwaukee Journal Sentinel,” an independent newspapeistibansistently among the leaders in
local readership. | live with what happening to journalisnhigs tountry every day through my
own news room and the editors I talk with daily in AS&Eunderstand we are going through the
most dramatic change in the history of our industrghinlast three years we have drastically
reduced our staff. Like most other news rooms, therstaries we used to cover that go
uncovered now. Like many editors across the countlrewwocusing our reduced resources on
what is most important. Maintaining our emphasis oerstigative enterprise and explanatory
reporting, the journalism of accountability. We are &sthbracing new technology, to reinvent
how journalism is both done and delivered, all to contow@necting with our communities. Still
today, the "Journal Sentinel" does what only newspapettiough now on different platforms.
Connecting our community. Many of our readers understantwhdo for them. At a recent
speaking engagement, | was asked about circulation. Wb&hthe audience it was down there
was a large moan from the crowd. At another recemctpktalked about our investigative
reporting on 18-month-old Detavius, whose mother starveddheath, and 5-month-old Will,

who drowned during an unsupervised visit with his mentallyistable mother. These are just
two of at least 22 children who died in foster care f&004 to 2008 despite clear warning signs to



the bureau of the Milwaukee county child welfare thase¢hehildren were at risk. Since we
reported on the first victim, the bureau has been oveestiauAnd for the first time in more than a
decade, according to the department, no child has died in 2d008uaber of children abused or
neglected is the lowest since the bureau was creafi&i®t At this point in my speech the
audience interrupted me by breaking out in applausehelfast year, | received more positive
comments about our news organization at any time ialmgst 13 years as the top editor. The e-
mail, voice mail, phone calls and letters tell me amhkhme, are all because -- I'd like to think are
all because of the great work we are doing. But whatllyrealieve is going on, that is, our
community knows the value of our news organization. mw accountability reporting is vital

to the Milwaukee area and Wisconsin. They know thatet¢he agenda for tv, radio and other
websites in our community. They know public officialsldusinesses can't ignore us. As we take
advantage of technology in the future, we can't losér#taitional values of journalism. Truth
seeking, loyalty to citizens, a discipline of verificat, independence from those we cover and
being accountable to our readers. The fear today is thafuidlity of journalism and the business of
journalism are two different things, but one is having protbnegative impact on the other. If
high quality journalism diminishes or disappears who satlthe community agenda and will there

even be one.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you very much, Marty. Next wetir from Bryan Monroe. Bryanis a
visiting professor at Northwestern University's Medill Salhaf Journalism and the CEO of the
Monroe Media Group. He's been the vice president andreditirector of "Ebony" and "Jet"
magazines at Johnson publishing company, and while at KnigheRihe helped lead the team
that won the 2006 Pulitzer Prize for coverage of Hurrid&atgina.

>> Bryan Monroe: Thank you, Susan and Chairman LeiboWithave to shout over the leaf
blower in the back. | don't want to take too much afryigme with my remarks. Thanks to
Arianna, there's a full version up on Huffington Post. IBuant to talk about a few points --
technology, diversity, hope and our future. Firsthhihk it's important to acknowledge where we
are today. Fresh exciting digital news initiatives@wgping up all over the country, but in most
cases these new media ventures looking a whole lobkikenedia, only less diverse in more ways.
Look no further than the 17 of 17 white staff member8®L's new sphere.com, or the single



African-American reporter at the Politico. Or theiadilack of diversity at Chicago's new co-op
journalism venture. You know, we're starting off on theng foot. With the recent closures,
bankruptcies, declining circulation, layoffs and the legaeylia business, it's proven that cutting
its way to success won't work. We know we can't gremfa crouched position. But journalism is
not dead, by a long shot. Itis, however, in the proaépainfully shedding its old skin for a new
one. But in that battle for its soul between old raexhd new media, something important is being
lost. We are now living for a new America. For the ufyileg DNA of journalism, accuracy,
inclusion, clarity, story-telling, fairness and truth Jive on, it must find a new host. To succeed,
we must make sure diverse voices, all voices, aregepted in digital and on the web. It's time
for media to start to play offense not just defenkest as a few leaders in traditional medium saw
the vital business and journalistic need to make sure theyr and reflect a richly diverse
America, now internet news ventures must, too, undetstat it just doesn't make economic
sense to write off a third of the nation as a markaedt tdl survive but thrive, we must change a
changing nation. The U.S. Census Bureau projects tH2@28, half of all U.S. children will be
nonwhite. By 2042 people of color will outnumber white&merica. And if you look at our
young students, for most of them, that diverse Amexiiczady exists. It's already their reality,
those 18 to 35 have grown up in a much more diverse rtaiaorthat of their parents. They're
more likely to hang out with blacks, latinos, asian-acagrs, and more likely to have biracial
friends and more likely to be exposed to diverse idead.ld the way, most young people under
30 have come to expect their news and information fer, filee the air they breathe, for free. But |
remain optimistic. I'm encouraged by the passion of theystudents that | run into across Medill
and other campuses. They know that they want ta k& fundamentals of journalism, of editing
and good writing, of ethics and discipline, and the selithhiques of story telling but they got to
take new skills and they now want to launch their omadia start-ups or community news
platforms. And for many of those young talented minds)ynad those are media entrepreneurs of
color. As an industry and a nation, they need, theyatenour support. We must clear the way for
them. They need that access to capital, that atzésshnology, that access to jobs, and access to
hope. Thank you.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you very much, Bryan. Next wellelfrom Nina Link. Nina is president

and CEO of the Magazine Publishers Association wher@gtocates on behalf of the consumer



magazine industry. Under her leadership the MPA has heddadeonferences about digital

platforms for magazines, and recently developed the megamiustry's first innovation summit.

>> Nina Link: Thank you for inviting me to be part of tHisstrious panel and for recognizing that
magazines need to be part of the conversation. So we tkiad much of the concern about the
impact on the internet journalism has centered on p&pess, the journalism in consumer
magazines is equally valuable and equally at risk. Magazieategpassionate communities
around content and the professional journalism practicedagyazines help to create a literate and
informed citizen. Magazine publishers investment and tarstwy content has always been
substantial, but has increased significantly during thenateage. Print and online audiences and
experiences are different and require different kofdsontent. Print magazines are a lean back,
relaxed experience, while online reading is a lean fonaaddsearch-oriented experience. Our
magazine online content is not simply repurposed from the gmoduct. It is new. These are very
difficult times for the magazine industry. Especially éar news, our business, and our
technology publications. Publishers are drastically @uttosts, but it is clear that our traditional
business model has been disrupted. Print advertising padjesvemue are down dramatically,
revenue down, year to date, around 20%. Due, of coures tecession and the advertiser's
migration and fascination with all things digital. Ourioaladvertising revenues are weak, and the
success of paid content has been spotty, but we areistjitiabout several emerging trends. We're
having good success selling print subscriptions online over @@%riindustry, and won major
publisher over 40% of print subscriptions are coming frormenliWe're seeing growth and
revenue from e-commerce and e-readers, represent \eathianderful potential opportunity both
for advertising, as well as for paid content. On thermokiand, we are concerned about the
dominance of a few big players who have the power tolishe marketplace. So publishers need
to be able to work together, to leverage resources, tpetenagainst these potential market
disrupters. So the path forward is unclear. It's a timernmvation, transformation, investment and
experimentation, and | look forward to the discussion.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you, Nina. Next we'll hear fraedFYoung who will bring us local

broadcast TV perspective.



>> Male Speaker: Thank you, Susan. I'm here to reming/leaey that local television and radio
stations are alive and well and functioning at a very lagél. In language of emergency
management, we are electronic first informers, providiitgcal news and information in
communities across this country. Like everybody hedaypwe've experienced economic
challenges. As the economy improves, advertisensest in our programs. We continue to be the
preferred source of news for most citizens. It shbeldoted that those who write about us and
purport to predict our future, are oftentimes those whoxgrerencing the downturn with us, are
hoping to redirect our audience and revenues in their pockétsall know there are many ways to
get news today, many more competitors for eyeballs andldsidut the broadcaster message
today is that we need to stand together and share our iasthusr the value of relevant local
news coverage rather than predict the death of ercell® journalism while tearing each other
down. We're observing the transition of some eleatrand web-based journalism into a medium
of communicators who throw out content without suldgaéian, without balance, with rare
admission of error or without many ethical misstepd.jolirnalists, regardless of the distribution
platform, need to be reminded that they should be vaatied and produce content that is invested
in their respective communities. Today there's munettiter about shared investigative reporting, a
good concept, by the way. But it should be noted that rieeay broadcasters continue to support
their own investigative reporting. My company, many af peer groups have Peabody and
Merrill awards on our shelves reflecting excellenlaeporting of local stories. The Hearst group
received five Cronkite awards for political reportingntradicting those who say local
broadcasters don't know how to cover politics. Whiledeehis good work, we are not waiting for
our audience to come to us. Our brands have been extendletistribution channels are
changing, next generation news technology is makingsieeto broadcast in post breaking news
instantaneously. We have many synergies, and you camge®/ements every day on the air, on
the web, and on our PDAs. Before | go, | want to spedkd pending retirement of Oprah
Winfrey and the media speculation of the impact ofdegrarture. Oprah has been a major
audience destination for 24 years, driven by her skilisted by local stations that have aggregated
viewers. These days I'm somewhat offended by those witeatmout broadcaster panic tied to
Oprah's departure. | can tell you that if local broadeastover hurricanes, tornadoes, ice storms,
government misdeeds, political campaigns, 9/11, Fort Hootlhtezaie and swine flu, ladies and
gentlemen, we'll survive Oprah's departure. There will bepregrams, new news programs and



new syndications. Yes, there are fewer people in statsbns than there were a few years ago, but
good work will be done by good people, and there's still aellext future for those who want to

work in local TV.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you very much, Fred. Next wedl fimm David Westphal. David is
executive in residence at the Annenberg School for Conmation and Journalism at the
University of Southern California where he teaches anigsvabout new media and before joining
USC in 2008, he was the Washington Bureau chief for McClatetwspapers for 13 years.

>> David Westphal: Susan, thank you. Today, anyone caredsgie a news provider, so perhaps
it's not surprising that increasingly that's exactlyatmmany people in institutions want to be. the
new players come in all sizes and forms, includingioafrse, for-profit models. I'll focus here on
nonprofits and non-news organizations that are springing apexty rapid rate. | would not argue
that these newcomers are replacing the news resolne@$yg mainstream media, but in places
like San Diego and New Haven, it's clear a more robewssrenvironment has already arrived. It
won't be long, | think before nearly every community abkeast one news site that reports on civic
life. Seems it will be a citizens passion, and othepaid staff of one or five or maybe ten
reporters. You can see the ten reporter version garafs now like the Voice of San Diego as
well as recent start-ups like Texas Tribune. While tis¢sts small it's noteworthy that most are
targeting the heart of civic life, the territory wermest worried about. We're also seeing rapid
growth in investigating reporting nonprofits not just naditly but places like Massachusetts,
Wisconsin, Colorado and other states. Will these rewprofits find sustainability before their
funders move on? Impossible to know, but the exampileeo€enter of Public Integrity and its
upcoming 20th birthday suggest sustainability is not imposs®tier institutions like University
Journalism schools are becoming increasingly importansmproviders. Still others brand new at
the game of producing news. Foundations like the Kaageilyf foundation and nonprofits like the
Heckenger Institute have established their own news aagams, devoted to issues they care
about. Labor unions in Chicago and California are bankgptiews sites that pay attention to
worker issues. And then there's government. My US@aglle, Jeff Cullen and | wrote this week
that government directs more than $1 billion a yeaulsidies to for-profit news businesses.
These subsidies are destined to decline, new ones argiegn In Los Angeles, the county



recently hired a "Los Angeles Times" journalist to repaorcounty government issues for its
website. Why? First, because it felt the public was ummdak about critical issues, and second, it
now could do something about it. These two factors arerspgw very robust cycle of innovation
and renewal. We don't yet know whether a better inddroitizenry will be the result. There's

little doubt, though, that the potential is there. Thymk.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you. We'll next here from RoBerard who is leading expert on media
economics. He's written 23 books, serves as a consaltd business school professor on that
topic and is editor of the Journal of Media Businessli®s. Robert?

>> Robert Picard: Thank you very much. I've studied ecocs of news media for about 30 years,
and I'm one of the few in this room probably that rememtiex FTC holding hearings on
newspaper concentration in the late 1970s and the histatryhe commission has had with that
regard. | prepared a background paper that's been submittedctuntimission. It's online, that
gives more extensive time to remarks. Clearly, w#/reg in turbulent and transformational times
in terms of newspapers, magazines and television. Angritmary reason that this is occurring is
because of the increasing preference of audiences aadisenrs for cable, satellite and internet
content provision. The problem isn't the internainly exacerbates what's been happening for
about four decades. Now, although it's clear that thes maustry is being seriously shaken by the
forces of change, that the organizational structur@ghbs have in place are being damaged and
that the firms are having to undergo significant restrugjuthe situation is not as dire for news, or
for journalism as it would appear. And much of this cofm@® an unfortunate misunderstanding
that confuses the contemporary situation resultingn faoshort-term economic developments with
the longer term trends in the city. To give you an iofidaow | view the situation, in a longer term,
last year, the U.S. newspaper industry was a $55 bitidustry. It had average profits of 4% that
-- of 12%, four times more than those are other indsstaist year in the midst of the recession. It
is becoming a major player, news and advertising provaidine and last year alone, received $3
billion from online advertising. Certainly, the situativasn't as good as it has been in the past.
Certainly not like the 1990s. But the industry is nowhmear on death's door. In fact, if you look
at the financial condition of the industry, it's bettay than it was in the 1950s, better today than
in 1960s. 1970s, 1980s and the first half of the 1990s. Thegtrabsition of the industry,



however, is far worse and it needs significant adiioensure that it can move forward. A lot of
policy measures have been suggested to respond to cenditiacag including copyright, anti-

trust, tax and pension law revisions as well as subsioliizd've reviewed those proposals and don't
believe they will provide the kind of relief that peoplant to significantly alter the economic
conditions of the news industry. They will, howevenyide special privilege not enjoyed by other
industries and will shore up profits once the recessionas. Altering copyright to provide
protection for news will require rewriting more thanemtury and a half of copyright law and the
fundamental principles, and providing an antitrust excegionision will allow collusion that will

do substantial harm to consumers and advertisers. Inadéneoptimistic about the functions of
news in journalism, but it remains to be seen what rmeganizations will survivor or develop to

serve those functions.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you. Finally we will hear froomdthan Knee, who is senior managing
director at Evercore Partners and a professor atahar®ia School of Business where he teaches
media mergers and acquisitions and strategic managemewdad. He recently authored "The

curse of the mogul: What's wrong with the world's leadgglia companies.”

>> Jonathan Knee: Thanks. The internet has radioadlyced the fixed cost requirements to
collect, aggregate and distribute news and informatioat ieans that there's a lot more
competition in a business that didn't have a lot competitThat lack of competition is reflected in
the 30% to 40% margins that the guts of the newspaper buthiass 90% plus of the circulation
that was represented in the local papers has had foy, many years. So to the extent you want to
think of policy implications of that development, itigt really different than the kinds of policy
implications that happen whenever there's more congetitihat is, there are winners and losers,
and if you think that the natural fallout of who is a vanand who is a loser is bad for policy, you
might do something to change it. The losers, in thiswerld of increased competition, are
obviously the shareholders of the newspaper companiesisdtbto benefit from these enormous
margins, as well as the employees, including most ngtttd journalists who lived under the
protection of companies that had those kinds of margimd.to be clear, the source of this change
has been the reduction in the fixed costs. Newspapedation has been falling since the '80s.
Indeed, readership has been falling since the '60s evee asrtiber of journalists at these



journalists has increased by 50%, 60% during that period of tirhe reason we have a problem
doesn't relate to that. That trend has continued amétisted during the period that newspapers
outperformed the market significantly. It's a functadrihe fixed costs that allowed them to be the
only place in town if you had a classified ad that yould put there. Who are the winners? Well,
whenever there's competition, increased competitionuprasly, the consumers, who are now
able to get news from any number of other sources, pallgrihie people that Mr. Monroe referred
to, who might have been excluded for one reason or arfotimebeing able to communicate their
ideas, purvey their craft through the one monopoly plaaeytbu could do it through town. Now
they can set up a website themselves because thdyeareaho significant fixed costs to doing
that. So, at the end of the day, the relevant questiovhiose interests are you looking to serve?
The consumers are doing well. The shareholders arfdlkdsewho benefitted from the monopoly
rents, including the journalists, are not doing as welle only thing | would warn you against is
people who argue that competition that now hurts thermwitiney had the benefit of it before, is
bad for public policy, should be looked at at least wishmewhat skeptical eye.

>> Female Speaker: Thank you very much. All right, Ghaim Leibowitz, do you want to start?

>> Jon Leibowitz: Let me just follow up with you, Joiman, because | think you made a very, very
good point. So just to follow up, you're not worried abbatgtate -- we're dealing with a product
that's widgets, to a certain extent we look at it filngompetition perspective, which is the way we
often look at these issues from the FTC, but we alsib d&irwant to look at it from the perspective
of sort of the long-term benefits of consumers of hatigginformation they need to be informed
participants in democracy. You didn't come out and sayuititBeems to me you weren't were
getting close to saying, this isn't the problem.

>> Jonathan Knee: | think if you are honest about hawhmnformation you can get today, the
ability to collect information and distribute it is mubetter than it was before. Previously, if you
lived in Opalaka, Alabama, if it wasn't in the Opalaka paymmu,weren't going to really read about
it or hear about it. Now you have lots of other wiykarn about it. What has changed in the
world is, predominantly, in terms of negative, is, aay, journalists aren't able to make the money

that they used to. These companies don't have thespifeéiy used to, but me as a consumer,



there's no question that | have much more informabiecause lots of people can collect it in much
cheaper ways and get it to me, and smart innovatorshink of ways to aggregate it and provide

it to me in a way | find interesting and hopeful.

>> Jon Leibowitz: Let me just follow up with Martyrfa second, if | could, and | need to come
clean with you and the audience that I'm a reader of "ab8emntinel" online, and mostly for the
sports, by the way, and for the Wisconsin Badgers andddkee Bucs, but let me ask you this. In
a city like Milwaukee, who has gone from two newspapemin the last 20 years and where
you have -- you seem to be struggling to some extent, whiatage is being cut, and what do you
worry about most? And | guess in a certain sensepifyant to respond to Jonathan, who | think
made a series of very, very good points, that thedutupretty bright, and from the perspective of

the people in Milwaukee? Do you agree with them?

>> Martin Kaiser: | agree with the point in Opalakattthey're getting news from all over. The
concern is, who is covering the events that take ptaGgpalaka? In Milwaukee, there are things
we don't cover. Luckily, we own a community of newspapleas cover some of these small
communities, but not with the quality of journalism thag had before, and so we have to make
very tough choices about what we want to cover and waaton't want to cover.

>> Female Speaker: Let me follow up with Mark, and pogeestion for you. How long do you,
and the other publishers in your organization see printpegvess surviving? Surely, some of us
have thought about the possibility -- the transitmonline. There are newspapers that are
undergoing that right now. How do you all look at tha¥hat do you think about the transition,

and the factors, the critical factors that are géandetermine how long print newspapers will last?

>> Mark Contreras: You're talking to somebody whosepaomy is just completing a brand new
printing facility in Naples, Florida, at great expensecause we believe in the essential form as
well as the content that we produce. So | think long aftef us in this room are retired, there

will be printed versions of what we do. One of the diffi things about explaining our challenges
of industry is to put a very fine point on the fact thha don't have -- that audience is not our issue.
Print circulation is declining, but if you look at whatappening with online audiences, you can



make a very credible argument that our audiences have Imese bigger, and yet we're 15 years
into the internet, and we don't have a defined starmlamdhat a unique visitor is. That is exactly
what happened to the broadcast industry 10 to 15 yearst sti@ted, and eventually Congress
didn't directly regulate it, but they did create cormhsi that created a gold standard of how to
measure audience. And | think that will help balance wehatirrently an imbalance between
publishers and advertisers which will be part of our pattk to health. Hope that's helpful.

>> Susan Athey: So you're saying basically, that oncecgawshow advertisers more convincingly
what your audience is online, you think you can get additi@vanues and that will make a

difference? Is that the implication?

>> Mark Contreras: | think it will help. And again, | dowant to imply that there's any one single
bullet here, but when you look at what happened to t&evelvertising revenues in the '60s
before standards were imposed and after, televisionta&ingrrevenues grew like a rocket ship.
Today, we're trying to exist and sell advertising in théstnof chaos. And chaos does not benefit
the creators of content. Eventually, when an order doe®, we think it will have some uplifting
effect. Again, not sufficient to supplant what we've lastlassified, but it will sure as heck help.

>> Susan Athey: Mark, I'd like to ask you and also aslatitkence, will everybody raise their

hand if you know someone under the age of 30 who readsspaper in print? You are a very
erudite crowd. | am impressed with you, and maybe, Mankrg right. Jonathan Knee, | do want
to follow up with you, as well. In your book, you mainténat content does not generally lead to
entry barriers. And that entry barriers are whatyeed in order to create the market power that
will enable you to get higher revenues. In this industrw hou see this pattern evolving, because
what we've been talking about this morning and certainly wiegtist heard from Rupert Murdoch
is that content is key. Content is how you are gangadke sure that consumers will, in fact, value
your product sufficiently to pay for it. And that's whe&mwvspapers and other news media,

regardless of the platform, need to innovate. Whatis take on all of that?

>> Jonathan Knee: There are two different points h&tet is content is hugely valuable to those
who consume it, and that's the parts of media thatllthink about and know about. The question



is whether or not the businesses are good businessesywsheran get super normal returns. And
creating content does not have any barriers to it,lwisievhy people who -- you know, my
daughter, who is 5, decides -- comes to me and says shetovaeta musician or and actor, and
now, although before, when there are high barrietsamewspaper business, | wouldn't have said
this. And now if she said a journalist, | would say Gagbsblyou, if that's what you want to do, |
will support you. Don't expect to be rich. There wélinany people, you will be unemployed,
probably, but it doesn't mean that there aren't busgsdbat might be built and can -- related to
those that are profitable. So newspapers, to the dkiEnivere in the printing and distribution
businesses, which is an aggregation function, and theeeseate economies to that, that's how
they were able to have the high margins. Similarlynenbroadcasting side and rest of it. It's
possible that content businesses can be businesseretpabfiable businesses, but typically, only
if they are aligned with some kind of distribution ftina that has some scale effects that can stop
anybody else from doing the same thing.

>> Susan Athey: Tonda, what's the view from commuretyspapers on these prospects?

>> Tonda Rush: Interestingly enough, there are new logieg created. So | think it's premature to
say that we're gonna set a timeline for the deatlewtpapers. We have a member in southern
lllinois who made an offer for a small daily that was company that was shedding some titles,
and the offer was refused. So he started a new papekgdvb around a local person who was
very much into the local politics, had no journalismKground or business background. Got a
stake in the business, started it up. They ran itfieeeanewspaper for about three months. When
they decided to convert it to paid, they had about 700 padkein and subscribe before they
even began to promote the paper subscriptions. Thatshisrout there. | think what we are
seeing, and the reason | raise the department storécdees that at the very micro-hyper local
level, if you will, those business models have alreadyisealed to the revenues that are available
from the local businesses that advertise and providfthrenation for those consumers. Now,
clearly, the recession has not helped. |think the neaent impacts that we've seen that kind of
came out of the blue is the closing of so many auto déglerdhat's not helping. The real estate
market's not helping. But | think the essential businasgel there isn't broken to the degree that it



is with the larger papers. There are businesses oetitercan be viable. And people are going
into them, and yes, young people do read them.

>> Susan Athey: Thank you. | want to follow up with yBuyan, on the point that you made about
the need for diversity of voices, especially as thentty moves toward 2050 when we are
supposed to be, | guess you would say majority minorityatWhcurrently the minority would be
the majority. And one of the things that the repo2009 noted was that minority users tend to
use mobile devices, mobile platforms, more frequently tdihar types of platforms. And I'm
wondering if you could speak to some of the innovative &ffibrat you are involved in, and that
you may be hearing about to meet the demands of that populat

>> Bryan Monroe: |, too, am optimist in that while tinadition industry are going through the
struggles, there are some really exciting things happenimpimle and in other business. For
instance, I'm working with a group of guys in Chicago rightvnihat are in the digital, out of home
space which is everything from, drive down the freewayyandsee the big electronic billboards
on the side of the road to if you're in an elevaaog you have a little screen showing CNN. These
guys are going into black-owned barber shops and beautssato distributing through -- they're
giving them 42-inch LCDs hooked up to an internet routetPaaddress, and pumping to them
advertising and content and soon to be journalism. Angtieerp I'm working with in Silicon
Valley, a start up, ripple.com, is looking at a verfyedlent way of doing social media. Almost a
safe and secure Facebook alternative. Both of thospattes are run by young African-
American engineers and entrepreneurs. That's one bidhest problems is that we still need
access to that capital, and access to technology emdatiegists who go to engineering schools.

You don't see a lot of people like me coming out of that.

>> Male Speaker: And Bryan if | could follow up. We jgst a question from the audience who
asked about, why there hasn't been significant V.C. ¢apisapport digital ventures by
multicultural groups, especially when there are suchdawiers to entry here. There ought to be,

seems to be more investment.



>> Bryan Monroe: You think so? Part of it is fundamnadig that it's access to the circles where the
money is happening, to the venture capitalists, to the angels conversations when the deals
get made or the ideas get floated. They're not justatists of color, but entrepreneurs of color
need to be in those rooms, need to be in those -- whéreyat school you have your friends and
your buddies that you come up with. The circle needs teider, and | think by that, you'll see
more ideas go from just a back room thought to a fullgiéel venture, and the closer they get to
becoming a venture, the better the chance for theiesaagill be.

>> Male Speaker: Can | just ask about news aggregatioaysethis has been a topic that sort of
percolated up a little bit on this panel. And I'm just séturious, Mark, you know, some critics of
news aggregators differentiate among those who take dg@dine in a sentence and link you
directly to a newspaper story, | think Arianna Huffingtsmgoing to talk about this a little bit,
versus those who take a headline, a couple of paragaphsjay or may not link. Do you see a
difference there?

>> Mark Contreras: What's interesting is how peoplaallst consume news. If you looked at the
consumption, the Fairness indication study just shovredcdnsumption of headlines is much
more prevalent than a deep vertical reading of a newg sBb consumers are consuming much
more horizontally. And by that | mean nuggets, headlieesn a word in a headline represents
consumption, far less consumption deep and verticalty tlaat, to me, indicates that the headline
is just as valuable, and the content that we originadeceeate is just as valuable for the internet
world as the depth of the reporting. Both are critioalhat's -- to what journalism is, but the
consumption indicates that there's far more sporadsuroption than in the print product.

>> Male Speaker: So we are becoming a nation of samterhet browsers, right?

>> Mark Contreras: Yes.

>> Male Speaker: But from a legal perspective you seditlegence.



>> Mark Contreras: Yes, and unlike other industries, muadiastry, for example, the music
industry generated $10 billion in CD or digital sales and geedr$2.5 billion for people who
reused that content. There is no such construct ingiwspaper business. Americans spent $10
billion on newspaper subscriptions or single copies keat gnd we don't have that extra source or
structure yet to be able to recoup some of the reuseuhiantly exists. | think that that would be

a smart thing for us to do.

>> Male Speaker: Does anybody else want to come ¢ thaoks like Robert you want to.

>> Robert Picard: | think we have to remember a litis¢ory in here, as well. When we go back to
the beginning of radio, for instance, back in the daygadnd read. Essentially it started first by
taking the local news and then reading it. Over tiney developed their own news reporting.
Television news started with 15 minutes with no correspasdind no bureaus that took the news
headlines from the newspaper and did the same thingveSe been there before. The essential
problem with the various kinds of aggregating, in termuf want to apply copyright law to them,
iS you cannot copyright information or ideas, only tleegpression. So anybody who thinks that we
are going to suddenly get 180 nations, 190 nations around the wadde®that we're going to
suddenly no longer protect ideas and information has got agbigainead of them in trying to
change those copyright laws.

>> Male Speaker: Bryan, I'll turn to you, but | just wampbint out, the only time we get all those
nations together is when they want to extend copypgdtection, and | don't think you can do that

anymore.

>> Bryan Monroe: The other thing that's changing issfheed at which information is being
delivered. I'm sitting here, and there's probably a dazks in the room tweeting right now. Jeff
Jarvis is probably doing 20 tweets per second? But it cemésst. We saw when Michael
Jackson died, a story | got to be very close to -- 8, @d0messages per second, AT&T reported, at
the peak of that story. The Tiger Woods story lastkwédews is happening so fast, you can't stop
and wait for it all to come together and then writelthmg 30-inch story because it's moving too

quickly.



>> Male Speaker: Anyone else want to comment?

>> Male Speaker: Yes, | want to go back to what Rupert dtlrdaid and the whole idea of trust
and as it splinters, and we go after this local accodityat@porting. Where is the mass audience
to make action happen in a community to go after theoma&y go after the business that is doing
things wrong? And that's one thing that the news orgamimatio now that I'm worried about, as

we make this transition going forward.

>> Susan Athey: Marty, let me ask you this. Are yoallavorried about competition from online
competitors? One of the things that we've been ifgnibout is the extent to which, as has been
pointed out on this panel, online competitors have veryfiked costs. Existing newspapers have
much greater legacy cost, and how does that influenasthpetition as it unfolds between you

and online news competitors?

>> Martin Kaiser: What I'm worried about is carving ugdifpieces of sports. Maybe carving --
which, for years, funded the coverage of city halinash as former sports editor and | love sports
that's what funded it. Getting the late baseballescéom the west coast, we don't --we can get
that other places. That doesn't serve a purpose. Ahd mewspaper, we're still gonna report that
when we can. So carving out those little things binaig readers in, the crossword puzzle brings
readers in. Someone asked me when | was speaking tekelgly, does it bother me, that he and
his five friends buy the newspaper just for the crosdvpoizzle? No, it doesn't bother me. It's
great. Buy it for that, and maybe they'll read the ndwses. But we need a large enough audience

to hold public officials accountable.

>> Male Speaker: Let me ask this question. Following you was visiting the "Las Vegas Sun"
last week, and they were doing some very, very inteigeghiings in terms of getting subscribers off
of Facebook and to their site? Do you guys think about daurfiytsat?



>> Martin Kaiser: We do it all day long, on Twittanchon Facebook and everything we can to try
and bring in the audience and make the audience pdm otvs and to make it a conversation, get
us tips and get better sourcing.

>> Susan Athey: David --

>> David Westphal: | think it's important to point outauPStieger talked about propublica’s
success, early on success, at investigative journdigtmeally had an impact and righted some
wrongs, that's not the province of the big nationalgrayow, and you see the voice of San Diego,
for example, won an investigative reporters and editward last year for their coverage of city
hall that resulted in resignations of public officials ¥enongdoing there. And | agree, Marty, that
there will be questions about what mass you need, wiightwou need to have really had an
impact. This is a newsroom of ten people that is havingamp

>> Male Speaker: | think the other thing you really neethittk about is, there's no question that
that monopoly paper that has a 40% margin, could do a bdistbres that a paper that is under
pressure now only has a mere 20% margin as the averageucatynpaper has, which is still
double the margin of most media businesses. They ang gwdo less stories, but the reason
they're going to do less stories is because the samemkaa that reduced the margin, I.E.,
competition, has created more than enough compensatinmfeemation, whether it's that kind of
investigative journalism otherwise. If you really think thas is the one place where we, as a
policy matter, should insist on a big monopolyist who has #@#@in as the sole place for
information, and it will net, do better that way nhae would, letting the lower fixed cost benefit
all of the consumers, then | think we have gone feryrom our general principles of how we
think about the economy, the world and democracy.

>> Male Speaker: I'm not saying that. I'm saying the dayisreé or four newspapers, they had

power to do that.

>> Mark Contreras: What we're really trying to figure bare is a way to create sustainable
servants of our communities. In the days of threef@amdnewspapers, what most newspaper



staffs, what most newsrooms consisted of was very déivirners and a whole network of
correspondents and stringers back in the '30s and '40s. w&patdoing in many companies is
taking a bit of a step back to the future, but what we te@deserve are trained, reasonably well-
paid professionals who know how to do investigative jousnaknd just relying on, "only the low
cost operator,” may work in the next couple of yearsijtisutot, | don't think, a sustainable model
to ensure that our communities are being consistentlyserled for decades into the future.

>> Susan Athey: Let me ask -- let me follow up withd=re

>> Fred Young: | just wanted to add that the differendayavith respect to my friend here, and
we compete in the same market, the thing that soihellbroadcasting to fuel enterprise reporting
is the competition factor. There are three, fourfamgstations in a market out there elbowing
each other to beat the other person, the other guy #wk on that big investigative story. So we
provide that fuel, and to the point of aggregation, and eveagythat it leads to, there are good,
solid journalists at every one of these places tlatereen talking about doing the work and then
somebody else eventually is taking it and running witlinib. teaching at a college right now and |
still have trouble separating aggregation from plagiari3imere's a little of both there.

>> Susan Athey: David, I'm wondering if you can speak to gaperience with some of these new
news organizations. I'm just wondering to what extentloay do the regular accountability
reporting that has been so important over time. In otloeds, yes, they may be able to do
wonderful investigative, very specific stories, but aeytbhowing up at the voting commission
meetings? Are they showing up at all of the city cduneietings? Are they showing up at all of
the other smaller zoning meetings, where traditionallst, paving a journalist there, can make a
difference to, and knowing that they are being obsensdntake a difference to government
officials.

>> David Westphal: First of all, they generally keeprtin@ssion very focused and narrow, and so
they're not trying to do everything. Not even trying-td's not just that they're not trying to do
sports and entertainment and so on, they are not tryidg soiburbs and so on, they've got a focus
that's often at the heart of the community, city, lshools and so on. But | would also say that



going a little bit beyond examples like the Voice of Saegoithat we're talking about, there are
others that often -- citizen journalists, who are shgwip at meetings that no one would be at
otherwise, some cases showing up there for the fingt, fperhaps at a level that -- of geography
that just is not -- no one would be able to do thaniom@anization where you're trying to cover the
Waterfront. So, yes, in some cases, of course,rfanzations that I've been talking about are
limited, but they are doing that by choice and | think thate will be more and more and more of
them filling in the gaps.

>> Susan Athey: Nina, I'd like to bring in the magazpeespective again and have you talk a little
bit more about the differences between online magaxissis print magazines, and how

consumer use is affecting how you meet their needs.

>> Nina Link: | think one of the surprising statisticshe bverlap of an online and offline
audience. For a magazine on average, is only about 15%ne $aline reader is a very different
reader in many cases, or is introduced to the magazind brdine and is not a print reader, and as
well, many print readers are not going to the web fdrahane brand experience. They are
perfectly satisfied with the print experience. So Wi evolved is very, very different content
and experiences, offline from online. Hence, more aha@stment in terms of creating content for
the online product. The third variable, which we're ali\excited about, is mobile. And e-readers
which could be on a cellphone or a smart phone orpawtoch begins to get you closer to the
physical experience of reading a magazine. And whatth&rm is, we think we'll be closer to a
magazine but will also have interactivity and some efdttributes of what happens online. So |
think the evolution of how our content interacts withse communities is going to be very, very
interesting going forward. We believe that the pay éotent model online, that genie is kind of
out of the bottle. And that is going to be a very tough w try to stuff back in. We do think
there'll be hybrids and when there is really very impuytateresting differentiated material that
the consumer wants, they will probably, and thererstances where they'll pay for some of that
online, but in general, we believe that most of thdemins going to continue to be free. Whereas,
as we start to look at the e-reading and the mobile exyey, that's where we see, really, more of
that pay for content, and also, of higher value tcatheertiser. And therefore, we believe, there
will be higher CPMs and all kind of new revenue modelgiqdarly as you look at location



based, couponing, you know, e-commerce, there are jasbadifferent ways that we think there

will be new revenue opportunities for our brand.

>> Susan Athey: This leads to another question that I'ngqisg to throw out on the floor, which
is, related to the fact that in order to get conteniéocbnsumer, there's usually some intermediary
that you need to negotiate with. There are ISPs. Whenalk about e-readers and getting
revenue from e-readers, you're still talking about howrgagoing to negotiate with the company
that's sending you digital content out to the e-retmlarake sure that you have a share of that
revenue, and I'm wondering how people are thinking about agpngatbat. Yes, Mark?

>> Mark Contreras: I'll take a crack. We have an agreemigh Amazon for the Kindle. And the
way that the economics work there is that, abdhbtrd goes to the publisher, a third goes to
Amazon and a third, according to Amazon, goes to thghehe providers which provide the cell
phone service on the device. And so we're used to beingpatiiletate the price that we charge for
our products. In this case, when we have an allianceanittrganization like that, it's a kind of a

set menu that we, in order to participate, we have teedgreheir basic price list.

>> Male Speaker: Yes, although, | think you're going tonsere competition to the Kindle coming
out in which case you'll have some more negotiationgygam) and presumably, also the Kindle, it
may replace local reading of local newspapers, busdt ialthe way in which people who are
traveling can download for 35 cents or a dollar or 75 cents.

>> Mark Contreras: We're viewing it not as somethingglgaiing to supplant our loss revenue but

as ancillary stream of revenue which we're excitediabo

>> Male Speaker: Robert, did you want to follow up?

>> Robert Picard: One of the most important things hhappening here is transformation of the
economics of distribution, as Jonathan said. Andadiee problems for newspapers particularly,
it's a very highly efficient way to produce for a mass enck. But as the audiences have gotten

smaller and become -- it's a terrible way to produce.ald& 15% or less of all of your -- of every



dollar you spend in the newspaper industry goes to newhamddt goes to something else. So
over time, as functions move online, move to e-readense to mobile services, they will shift

that cost that is being lost to these other distribwne productive functions to the intermediaries,
and actually probably have a greater amount left overcirago to news production. So it's a
long-term kind of trend. These things aren't happening ovht.nithere's a point at which you

will get enough happening in these other digital mediattteat the paper will become less
desirable. Keeping the paper alive today is not a mdtteeaeaders. What's keeping newspapers
alive today are retail advertisers who don't do verly erethe internet yet. In the future, that may
change.

>> Bryan Monroe: | think the pipeline question is anésand | talked to some pipeline providers,
they are still hungry of this content. | mean, ghptrt of what's behind this NBC Comcast deal.
Comcast is a big cable company that does do much contdrnthey need content. Oddly enough
we're pretty good at that stuff. We know journalisme Mdow story telling, we know how to put
it together and connect the dots. There's tons of infiwmaut there but it's like this fire hose of
water, and people can't drink from a fire hose. They nes@agne to take a little cup, make sense
of it, put it in context and say here.

>> Nina Link: | also think as we're looking to 2010 and beyamd made the point there are going
to be many more devices and they are getting cheaper amokechd've seen offers of laptops for
$79, if you sign up for a two-year contract with a cétbpe carrier. So, as they get cheaper, in a
sense, they get more commoditized, and what's goingfésatitiate them is content. So | think
that beings to shift the balance a little bit from wivathave with an Amazon situation.

>> Fred Young: | just couldn't help but think when you wereangliabout the e-reader dilemma of
negotiating with different companies, welcome to our dide call that retransmission consent,
where you were negotiating with any number of cable corapdnicarry your product. I'm sure
there are broadcasters out there who will be pletsdd you a deal.

>> Susan Athey: | do want to follow up. There's been a stiggebkat during this time of

transition, newspapers should be looking at all possihleces of revenue and that newspapers,



and this would be true for magazines and other news medvalg should think through all of the
value they create from the very beginning. And as onmplea | recently brought a greeting card
that had a headline from the Onion, the satirical paysr on it. And when | turned the greeting
card over, it said "the Onion, just one more way fotousiake money." I'm wondering to what
extent newspapers and other news media are actuallynittkough all of the value that they
have, and innovating to find ways to make revenue owlok that they may not have thought of

in a particular way before.

>> Bryan Monroe: Absolutely. | think from the magazinerld, we | was at "Ebony" and "Jet,"
we had probably the largest photo archives of African-Araerlife in the world and cut a deal
with the Associated Press to help scan them and dis¢rihat photo archives to a much wider
audience and bring in revenue, also did a deal with Anregoeetings to take the brand of
"Ebony" magazine and attach the covers to greeting candd.sé&you absolutely -- for a lot of
legacy organizations that have great brands, there's ivatlne brand beyond just the words we
write, as long as it's consistent with our values.lofg as it's consistent with our ethics and our

journalism.

>> Male Speaker: We're doing the same thing with expexitbeevents where you hear the
experts on different topics. Also have a pay Packesiteeblf you want certain information about

the Packers, you got to pay to get it.

>> Mark Contreras: We also have a number of niche prothatserve discreet audiences. All of
those, though, pale in comparison to, "A," the audi¢haethey aggregate and "B," whether or not
they're news focused. And if you look at what the soal néwspaper really should be in our
opinion, it's to deliver great news and content. Thatige are investing in other innovations to
help shore up the core mission, but the core mission'slmcdically and permanently changed.

>> Male Speaker: Robert, go ahead.

>> Robert Picard: Actually this isn't new, and whatls rethat after 1950, between 1950 and 2000
advertising increased 300% in real terms. Newspapers aatgatliiyto do these things. Most of



them if you go back to the 1800s, early 1900s, did commeraming, book printing, magazine
printing, advertising services, some of them had travei@gs, they had book shops, they had all
of these, but when advertising made them not neededshieelythem and now it seems wrong to
move into these services, because the history of mbat executives have known for last 20, 30
years have not been that, but it was actually pdmhancing journalism in previous years.

>> Male Speaker: They had a band that traveled aroursiates

>> Male Speaker: And it could still have a band. And I'mineled a few years ago, | red Ben
Hecht's autobiography, and he ran away from his home im&adalisconsin or somewhere,
Kenosha, Wisconsin, to go to Chicago. He was 15 yddrsfnd was hired as a stringer by one of
the now defunct and for a long time Chicago newspapers towgr fires and jump into windows
where larger adults couldn't get in. That was his $instt as a stringer. To some extent, Mark,
when you compare -- | know you're familiar with Chicagarnalism, you worked for Paul Simon.
When you contrasted the days of three and four newspaghrstringers, | don't know that that's
such a contrast. Because I think a lot of days in tioee newspapers before the advent of radio
had a lot of stringers and had a lot of -- or about aflabmpetition that might be just as discordant
as some of the competition we see today.

>> Male Speaker: Stringers really are going to continueeta growing part of our mix. | guess
the dilemma that we face in the '70s, '80s and '90s grewdlepton the full-time staffers as the
primary news gathering model. The reality is, in ordesdrve the community news as well as the
hard-hitting, impactful news, we need a combination olfib&hen we've opened our arms to the
communities to solicit stringers and correspondentgfallr communes have responded
incredibly well. It is a more economically efficiemtly to get news, but it is not a trained
professional journalist that you rely on to uncover cdroumpin city hall.

>> Male Speaker: That's a fair point. David, | wantuiantit over to you, and | just want to ask you
something. | know in 1990s the "Los Angeles Times" had ab®@0 people in their newsrooms
and in various bureaus. Was that, maybe you can answeothi Was that too many journalists,

now that --



>> David Westphal: | would never say any number is too mdimgy are obviously putting out a
very fine newspaper with 550. So | guess in a way youtrs@ythat. But they've also cut back
tremendously the scope of their coverage. Say onetwamedia front, not surprisingly, these are
small operations, their profit margins are a lot aldsezero than 12 or whatever. And so you're
seeing a lot of innovations, there too, and Marty, youtimeed events being one of them where
Jonathan Weber of new west has a quite profitable wamde business, where he invites people to
come for a fee on the topics that are their speggats in New West. Texas watch dog is small
investigative nonprofit is making some money, going arouadnly training sessions for citizen
journalists, that charges a nominal fee. In a somemiadiiably more controversial idea, that Global
Post, which is a for profit, and also New England aefateinvestigative reporting, are trying, and
that is research for hire. Having separate arms whegeassign, sometimes freelancers, | think
but to do contract research and then to use that morgy back into their journalism.

>> Susan Athey: | would like to just go back to --

>> Tonda Rush: | just wanted to respond to Robert's caornalmut the advertiser's needs here and
also, | was pleased Jonathan told me they're making 28%ima. I'm definitely raising my fees.

The community papers had done the diversity of revenu®mationg time. We've had

newspapers that opened fudge shops to keep news in businessnehedustry left town and

that's what they needed to do. If you look at a tymoahmunity paper | think you'd find that the
advertising base looks much more like a magazine thare# aonetropolitan daily newspaper.

The revenues coming out of the annual county fair editioere you saw signature ads to the title
companies and insurance people and whatever around townk btie of the confusing things
about analyzing the newspaper business is because itmbmsizsion wrapped inside an economic
model. The temptation is try to draw a straight linerMeen the content producer and the reader, or
the viewer or the listener, and if you don't keep the ridees' subsidy in the mix there, that | think
you wind up with a distorted result. If you do keep it intthig, then it enables you to look at an
audience for those newspapers that's based upon ad diftrent exposures that they have,
whether it's the news column, the special sectionw#iesite, the event, and all of the places where
the consumer -- the news consumer comes acrossaifion that is really supported by the



advertiser, and it may be the kids sports scores thatscthem in. But in the process they
probably see the zoning story. | think the mix is mamaglicated than some of the analysts that
are looking at the changed business model are giving us foedi

>> Female Speaker: Thank you. I'd like to conclude by goinf tmathe issue of the aggregators
and Mark, you had made the point that even headlines atmwld be -- you would consider
valuable, because that's what people are browsing durimtayheAnd Robert, | believe, made the
point that copyright law generally doesn't allow protethd facts and ideas. And I'm wondering
what your response to that is?

>> Mark Contreras: Well, maybe the best analogy isseomusic industry. If you are a consumer
and you buy a CD, you can listen to that CD to your lseeohtent. If you're at a bar with your
friends having a beer, chances are that bar has maatgreement with an ASCAP or a BMI to
license the redistribution of that content. And | gudssre are some very poignant similarities
here that there is nothing wrong with sharing infornmgtas long as the originator for whom --
we've made the up-front investment in paying a salary, payswance and having personnel
policies -- that we get some compensation for thaalnnvestment and for that service that we're

providing during communities.

>> Female Speaker: Okay. Well, even if | -- let's gyau all of that, what would you suggest is a
legal mechanism by which to do that, because people donllyysasaunless they have to.

>> Mark Contreras: Well, again, the debate is wheth&ot you know "B" to "B" or "B" to "C."
Business to business or business to consumer. At threenpthis is my own personal view, I'm
much more of a fan of trying to go business to busimeddyusiness to consumer, so an ASCAP or
a BMI model would be arranging with other redistributdrewar content, not going after

consumers, because our evidence, so far, at script@vaiv experiments, has shown that getting
paid for our content has very limited audience resattd,even scantier revenue results at the
moment. But for now, | think we would favor going businesbusiness, as opposed to business to

consumer.



>> Male Speaker: Anybody else want to comment on that?

>> Bryan Monroe: You know, | want to sort of double backlt point and double back to part of
this conversation we've been having today has been focrmawtgoarticularly newspapers and the
print world, a little bit of broadcast. But | don't mtaus to get confused that this should -- | love
newspapers, | spent 20 years at "Knight Ridder" and newsphapethis should not be a
conversation about how newspapers should survive. licgbeuhow journalism survives and on
focusing on the content ant seeing the mediums ashatstnhbediums, and figuring out best
mediums for the content and the best mediums fojotim@alism. | think we'll have a better chance
of getting it right.

>> Male Speaker: You're right. | think you're absoluteiti This is an issue that crosses
platforms and should not be specifically associated evih particular platform. The only other
point | would make, anybody else have a last word --ritw@say one thing, which is that we're
going to come back in March with a couple more hearingisftitus more on possible remedies if
there's a problem that needs solving. Marty, why don'ggoahead?

>> Martin Kaiser: One quick example of the businesdehbtalked about earlier trying to connect
it to a readership model. We had a story about a monthlagd couple where the wife got
ovarian cancer and the husband lost his job. Theydausaorance. He joins the army, so now
he's going off away from her to be able take care odhdrthe kids because they have no
insurance. The story got picked up by Yahoo! We had 1.9 mpiémye views on the story. Record
before maybe 300,000 page views, but there wasn't much moneyroradbat. Fantastic

readership, fantastic story. We gotta figure out a busimestel to make money off of that.

>> Male Speaker: Anybody else like to add anything before axeerto our next speaker? 1 just
want to say, you've been an absolutely terrific panebdes extraordinarily educational. Those of
us at FTC and, | believe, folks in the audience. We Inaave follow-up questions, we'll take any
written submissions to put into our record. Susan, anythse® e

>> Susan Athey: No, I'll ask the audience to join uha@mnking these panelists. [ Applause ]



>> Male Speaker: In about 15 seconds, | think we're goimy to imove this along. We are going
to go to our next speaker, so if you folks could take yeatssor take your conversations, perfectly
legitimate, mostly into the corridor, that would bedllus. And we'll wait a little bit and then

we'll bring up our next speaker.

>> Male Speaker: All right, if folks could take theilas® that would be great. It seems that a big
part of my job today is to introduce people who actualgdn®o introduction at all. Arianna
Huffington is a prominent author, radio and television @easity, and political observer. She's the
cofounder and editor in chief of "The Huffington Postrieavs blog site that has quickly become
the most widely read, linked to and frequently cited newscas on the internet. One of them,
certainly. Like the folks on the last panel and I thiklk IRupert Murdoch, Arianna has strongly
held beliefs, and while her views may be far from Murdadbr example, on matters of politics,
they both believe in the vital importance of news tod@emocracy, and for someone so youthful,
she's already had extraordinary success in a varietgoofpations, and for someone who is such an
astute political observer, she's also, in the words l&h sure I'm Butchering them -- but in the
words are Theodore Roosevelt, she's not afraid to gr@e@arena. We're delighted to have you here
with us today. Please come up, the microphone is ygukpplause |

>> Arianna Huffington: Thank you. Thank you very much. €baference is about saving
journalism. I'm definitely fast becoming journalism's bigigan. You know, Tom Friedman
recently said that whenever there is a discussiontatdou is going to win the 21st century, China
or the United States, he likes to quote his Russian graheémeho said never cede a century to a
country that censors Google. So whenever there's asdistt about which media company is
going to shape the 21st century, | like to quote my great graiietr who always used to say,
never bet on a company that takes itself out of Godglkremarks are going to be divided into
three parts. The first part is desperate times leadsjgedate metaphors. The second part is
desperate times lead to desperate revenue models, ahddhgatt is desperate times require,
desperately require better journalism than we have Badr since we decided to launch "The
Huffington Post," I've talked about how the future of néswgoing to be hybrid. That there was no
point in doing either/or, old media versus new mediaabge the hybrid future was going to be



traditional media adopting the best of online media, parecy, immediacy and interactivity and
new media, adopting the best of traditional mediayi@ay, fairness and impact investigative
journalist. But playing nice has increasingly become aveanestreet. Suddenly, the air is filled
with shrill, misplaced and completely nonsensical akdssaults on those in the new media.
Apparently some in the old media have decided thatntfizat an either/or game, and that the best
way to save, even our journalists, at least thems@&\ugspointing figures and calling names. It's a
tactic familiar to school yard inhabitants everywhevé¢hen all else fails, reach for the nearest
insult and throw it around indiscriminately. So let jn&t quote a few things that Rupert Murdoch
especially and his team have called news aggregatorsasitgar content kleptomaniacs, vampires,
tech tapeworms in the intestines of the internat,arcourse, thieves who steal all our copyright.
It's the news industry equivalent of your mama weamyAboots, and it's less persuasive. In most
industries, if your customers were leaving in droves, you dvaciually try to figure out what to do
to get them back. In the media industry, you instead spandiyee accusing aggregators of
stealing your content. Of course, let me just remindd®t Murdoch and Robert Thompson and
everybody else, that you can shut down the indexing wf gontent by Google, right now, right
now, this very minute, wherever you are, simply by agtwdicking disallow in your dot text file.
Would you like me to repeat that? It is really, reaiiyge. It's actually much faster than whining,
but be careful what you wish for. Because as soonaslg that, and this is why you haven't done
it. You will start denying your content to other sites thggregate and link back to your original
source and you tend to lose a large part of your trafecroght. Now, as they say in Australia,
good on you. And as someone who cares deeply aboubtimsrg, | would say that having Glenn
Beck not searchable on Google is a really good thingdarocracy. But a good business move,
not so much. | was recently on a panel in Monaco Mithias Dophner, the CEO of the German
publisher Alex Springer. He decided to play a really confusietaphor game with me by
comparing news content for beer. He said if you waselidbeer for free, fine. But don't take our
beer and sell it to someone else. This struck maaallg bizarre metaphor. Information is hardly
the same thing as beer, and the problem is, that if youveth a false metaphor, if you start with a
false premise, you will inevitably be led to a false dasion. Or to put it another way, if you
chugalug too many of old medias, metaphorical beers, yoemdllup staggering down the street
of illogical thinking and hanging onto the lamp post of wroegenue models. And we heard that
from Rupert Murdoch today. First of all, he confusetlisispeech aggregation with wholesale



misappropriation. Now, there's a law against wholes&appropriation right now. He can have
legal redress. We link to "The Wall Street Journal" dalye have never had a single complaint.
If misappropriating, retail, even not wholesale, we wwdwdve heard from them, right? If they're so
serious about it, we have never heard from them. Yowkmay? Because we drive a lot of traffic
to them, and they like it. And on top of it, theralmsolutely nothing about aggregation that is not
also consistent with original content. "The Huffingost" aggregates and has masses of original
content every day, both original reporting and at leasto?ithal blog posts. But aggregation
within the fair use exceptions of the copyright law ig p&the web's DNA, period. Most sites
understand the value of this, and we understand the valbes.oAt the "Huffington Post," we love
it when other sites link to us. We love the traffic. ¢/ee the eyeballs that we can monetize with
advertising. That's why because so many other sitesstaddrit, too, get hundreds of requests
from news outlets every day to link back to them. isanzero sum game. It's what Jeff Jarvis
constantly refers to as the link economy. Plus 'honest. Many of us complaining the loudest
are working both sides of the street. Take, for exanfplipert Murdoch's news call once again.
Just look at the site news call, as sector.com diehtgG and you will see example after example
after example of the pot calling the kettle black and aggregtie kettle's content. Let me give
you a few examples. The "Wall Street Journal” hesh section that's nothing more than a
parasite, | mean, aggregator of outside content. Foxoemshas a politics back tracker that blood
sucks, | mean, aggregates and links to stories from ayafidifferent sources including "The
New York Times," "Washington Post,” MSNBC and otherdl. tiAings has a section called Voices
that not only aggregates headlines but also takes a nick chtext and puts the links out at the
bottom of the story. News Corps owns IGN, did you ktb&at? And did you know that IGN has a
variety of web properties including the rotten tomatoesiereview aggregator site which is
entirely made up of movie reviews pulled together fromrmopleces. Did anyone say wholesale
misappropriation? Talk about having your aggregation's stakery, aggregation cake and
bitching about others eating a slice too. | was talkingdbe® Thompson, the managing editor of
the "Washington Street Journal" right outside after Ruderdoch's speech. And | did tell him
that | could only roll my eyes when he wags his fingeeabgle and complains that it promotes
promiscuity among news consumers. Heaven forbid. bettsonest. While promiscuity is not a
good thing in relationships, it's a great thing for thoséileg for news and information. Trying to
deny news consumers as wide a range of options as passines short-sided and ultimately self-



defeating. This is a golden age for news consumers amswrf the net, use search engines,
access the best stories from around the world and béoatdenment, interact and form
communities. The value of having the world of informatbryour fingertips is beyond dispute.

So it's time for traditional media companies to stop whiaing face the fact that far too many of
them lied by a lack of competition and years of pretafitprof 20% or more, put cash flow above
journalism and badly missed the web when it arrived erstiene. The focus was on consolidation,
cost cutting and pleasing Wall Street, not modernizatmhpdeasing the readers. That's exactly
what Detroit did, remember, and look how well it worked for them. They were asleep at the
wheel. Missed the writing on the wall. Let thenrkgave the station. Let the ship sail, pick your
metaphor of choice, and quickly found themselves omtloag side of the disruptive innovation
the internet and new media represent. And now they warall time-out. Ask for a do-over.

Start changing the rules. Questioning fair use, Rupert ddirdid today, did you notice that, as
well as praising the First Amendment and Nancy Pdldgipe you noticed that, too. And he is
going to hear it from Glenn Beck tonight. And he also toesd fair use, and basically attacking
the new media for being, well, new and different, andgformational and here to stay. Suddenly,
it's all about thievery and parasites and intestinest. réal, you guys. The world has changed.
Here are some facts that | culled from one of thetpogular anthems on Youtube, to the impact
of technology on our world. A video originally put togetbgra math teacher, Carl Fish. Did you
know that newspaper circulation is down 7 million ovey st 25 years? While unique readership
of online news is up 34 million in the last five yearsi# ®u know that newspaper advertising fell
nearly 19% this year while web advertising is up 9%? And mabertising is up 18%. Did you
know that more video was uploaded to Youtube in the lasintanths than ABC, CBS, and NBC
had been airing all new content every minute of everysdae 1948? And did you know that we
have access to more than 1 trillion web pages, 100,000 iRip@seand sent more text messages in
one day than the people on the planet? And Rupert Musdldininks that aggregators are the
problem? We are not in Kansas, anymore, Toto. And sbimgstbetter, while some things for the
moment are undoubtedly worse, in terms of upheaval etiedly the painful loss of jobs. But

this is inarguably a brave new media world and there's edvisg in digital denial. The
information super highway is a busy thoroughfare, ancktisegoing to be some roadkill along the
way, but only among those who insist on merging intfiictaiding a horse and buggy. Okay.



Here's my second point. Desperate times also leadspedde revenue models. Practically every
day now, we hear about a new initiative designed to bardigital media and get people to pay for
their news on the web. Well, the big buzz last week almut news corps fantasies of breaking up
with Google and tying the knot with Microsoft, giving itsaineand all its content to Bing. Well, I'll
gladly wager my share of "The Huffington Post" thas tiin't gonna happen. The charge-for-
content crowd seems to change strategies as often@saly Lohan switches meds. First, paywalls
were going to be the answer. Then, it was micropaymdriien, per-article purchases. Then, day
passes. James Harding, the editor of the "London Tiam'member of team Murdoch, recently
said that he preferred the idea of charging for 24-housadoehis paper's website over the use of
micropayments, which he fears could lead to newspapetd,cqote, "writing a lot more about
Britney Spears and a lot less about Tamils in NortBerhanka. Now, for those of you in the
room who are up on Britney but not on the Tamils, theyewon the losing side of the Sri Lankan
civilwar. In any case, only 3% of consumers say fireyer the micropayment method. But hey,
who cares what they prefer, they're only consumaeyist?i Now, James Harding is a really nice
guy, a really smart guy. | was recently at his offitéondon, | love "Times" online, a great site,
but seriously, on what grounds would a reader decide, not opaatigular day, instead of surfing
around the web, clicking on the stories they find intexgssnacking, sampling and moving on, or
digging deeper by following a link, they are going to purchasel@d4 pass to every bit of
content on just one single site. Is it becauseeoofse, you fool, Tuesdays at "The Times" are
always so much newsier than anywhere else? Meanvdtédeen Brill, who | think is speaking
here tomorrow. He has his "Journalism Online," that heportedly, come up with 16 different
payment schemes that it plans to offer its member pubdisidieman Lab recently listed six
payment models that Brill has trademarked, and that newispeitd can employ. | just want to
read them to you quickly. Because, it's really paymedersimple. High activity pay points.
Selective content pay points. Time-based pay pointsl half service pay points, market access
pay points and preview activity pay points. Did anyone '$hgt's good revenue models"? Or
take The "New York Times." A quick search of headlimethe business press shows that, in the
summer of 2009, the headline was, "New York Times' Com@&EO Confirms Likelihood of Pay
Wall for 'New York Times' Content by Autumn.” We'red of past the Autumn. By September,
that had become "New York Times' Pay Wall Decisiobgdsut Call." By November, it had
become, "New York Times' Pay Wall Decision ComingWitWeeks." Are you holding your



breath? It amazes me that Murdoch and Brill and theyadlyteam at "The Times" continue to
believe that people are prepared to pay for news onlinesalrry to quote myself again, but | think
people are only going to pay for specialized financial infdrom and weird porn. And 80% of
U.S. news consumers recently said that they wouldttig to read news and magazines online if
the content were no longer free. Sure. Free newgmbis not a perfect system. But it's a lot like
what churches said about democracy. It is the wonst &drgovernment, except all of those other
forms. That's the reality. Free content is ndahaut problems. But it's here to stay, and publishers
need to come to terms with that, and figure out how to ntakerk for them. And many, many
passionate entrepreneurs around the world are making itferatkem. 1 just picked three
examples. Is monetizing its engaged and highly informeahaanity by turning them into focus
groups for hire. We heard from Paul Stieger, that proputsim@el is great model of using a not
for profit model with the help of many, including from tkeight Foundation, that's doing such
incredible work supporting real journalism, both at taeanal and at the local level. To produce
impact investigative journalism. Our own "Huffington Pastfollowing the same model. Again,
a combination of resources from "The Huffington Post som foundations. We are producing
open-source investigative journalism, available to anyoneal time. And there are many
different powerful local journalism models. Alreagigople have mentioned "Voice of San
Diego," which supports its award-winning journalism with a boration of advertising and public
radio style contributions from foundations and uses, ti& new paths to success are still being
chartered. And much remains uncertain, no question ataiut But this much is clear, we can't
use an analog map to expect to find our way in a digiveld. Okay, here's my final point.
Desperate times call for better journalism. It'snerportant for us to recognize that the current
media culture, with a few honorable exceptions thetvie written again and again about, fail to
serve the public interest, by mixing the two biggest starfiesir time. They lead up to the war in
Iraq and the financial meltdown. Just go back and readdiabmagazines, cheerleading all the
way. Until the end. And don't tell me that that'skhwl of journalism you want to preserve. |
repeat, there were many honorable exceptions, but theyneé given much of a voice, or they
were drowned out by the thumping sound, thumping sound afgtists, walking in lock step. So
as a result, we've had far too many autopsies and not ebhmygies. So, we need journalism that
gives us a lot more biopsies, including right now, with tghstill happening around the country.
And that's where online media, because of their pergist because they tend to stay on a story



and stay on a story and stay on a story, until somethpgeins, have a huge contribution to make.
We've only begun to see the beginnings of that. We alsddieaf talks these days about saving
newspapers, including congressional antitrust exemptionsutsa but the question should never
be phrased like that. Although, | personally love newsp® subscribe to about six of them a day,
including "The Wall Street Journal," and | actually beliéva they are going to be here
indefinitely. But the question that we are addressingtish@future of newspapers, but the future
of journalism. And the two do not always coincide. bulehe future of journalism is to be found,
at least partly, in the rapidly growing number of peapt® connect with the news in a whole new
way. News is no longer something we passively tak&\r.now engage with news, react to news
and share news. It's become something around which we,gatheect and converse. We are all
part of the evolution of a story now. In short, tievs has become social. And it will become
even more community powered. Stories will be collalbyairoduced by editors in the
community. And we saw the power of citizen journalguming the uprising, earlier this year, in
Iran. People tweeting from demonstrations in a viddaratfal violence, taken with camera phones,
were able to tell story in real time and circumveset eéffforts of their regime to control the media
and the flow of information. In fact, the new paradigas illustrated perfectly by The "New York
Times," which covered the stories, both in the old amay the new way. The former came by way
of executive editor of Bill Keller, who was in Tehrfaw the election. Three days after the
fraudulent vote, and well after the street protestsbeae revved up and hundreds of videos had
been uploaded and thousands of tweets have been postadidieand | quote, "With this election,
Mr. Ahmadinejad appeared to have neutralized for now themefib forces that they saw as a
threat to their power, political analysts said. @iegolitical analysts were not on Twitter. Not
exactly, right? At the same time, "The Times" also a blog by Robert Mckey. That was like the
terrific one that our own national editor, did on "THeffington Post," a 24/7 nerve center of
updates, video and tweets, largely by citizen journalistatediby the Robert at The "New York
Times" and by Nico at "The Huffington Post.” I'm notisgythat it's going to be either/or, we
need great reporters on the scene. But we also neediden journalists, thousands and thousands
of them, all around the world, reporting on the storids. The Huffington Post,” we started with
the best coverage during the election, and now, wedaueen journalist program called "Eyes
and Ears." And a specific project, "Bearing Witness 2t@t has been bringing flesh and blood
stories from around the country, really bringing to ife statistics of the economic crisis. And



here's really my final point, that | don't quite undardtaThese contributions of citizen journalists,
bloggers and others, who are not paid to cover the nesvspnistantly mocked and derided. It's as
though people in the old media cannot really understandeitianology has enabled millions of
consumers to shift their focus from passive observadi@ttive participation. From coach potato
to self expression. You know, writing blogs, sending t&/agbdating your Facebook, editing
photos, uploading videos and making music are just a fehedadctive entertainment options now
available to people. But when they dare to begin to sheignificant shift in consumer habits,
traditional media responded by belittling web journalisthe $ame people who never question
why consumers would sit on a couch and watch TV fdmtdwgurs straight, can't understand why
someone would find it rewarding to weigh in on the issgeeat and small, that interest, and even
though this is not the way they make their living. THewn't understand the people who contribute
to Wikipedia for free, they really don't. They don't uistiend the people who maintain their own
blogs for free. They don't understand people who write btwgS he Huffington Post" for free,

we constantly get that. They don't understand people wiitbeT for free, they constantly don't
understand people who update their Facebook pages foMfiee.want to tell the stories of what
is happening in their lives and in their communities feefr And they need to understand that, if
they are to understand the future of journalism. Nowe"Hbffington Post" and "The Huffington
Post" investigative fund, we also deeply value the @bjgrofessional reporters and editors. And
who have dozens of them on payroll. And as our adirggtiacreases, and it is increasing, we are
going to be hiring more and more of them. It's not dregibr model. But we are also going to be
expanding our citizen journalism projects. And the valud@m is absolutely irreplaceable. But
at the same time, the value of editors as guides amtbcsyis going to become more and more
essential to keep us from being swept away by all the afasformation coming our way. So, the
sooner we all embrace this brave new world, the soong@utvaside the increasingly desperate
metaphors and increasingly desperate revenue modetsydher we'll be able to focus on what
really matters and what the purpose of this confererglast, ensuring that in the future,
journalism will not only survive, but be strengthened andi¢hriThank you. [ Applause ]

>> Jon Leibowitz: But what is Arianna really thinkinghank you so much. And we are going to
go off to lunch now. We're going to come back at 1:15. dreething | want to mention is, please



keep your badges, it helps us process people in more quisklyagain, thank you all. It was a

wonderful and informative morning. Bye.



