>> Susan DeSanti: We have a terrific morning coming up far y8ut | need to quickly annoy you
with a very few housekeeping items. For those of you wéie here yesterday, you can sleep
through this part. First, the security announcement weeguired to read. Anyone who goes
outside the building without an FTC badge will be requieego through the magnetometer and X-
ray machine prior to re-entry into the conference ceritethe event of a fire or evacuation of the
building, please leave the building in an orderly fashi@mce outside of the building, you need to
orient yourself to New Jersey Avenue. Across fromETC is the Georgetown Law Center. Look
to the right-front sidewalk. That is our rallying poirEveryone will rally by floors. You need to
check in with the person accounting for everyone irctirderence center. Inthe event it is safer to
remain inside, you will be told where to go inside thddmog, and if you spot suspicious activity,
please alert Security. Second, here are the technalogyuncements. As you might have seen,
the FTC's home page has a link to the news-media workskebpatfe, where you can find a link
to our Twitter page, located at twitter.com/ftcnewgofle who are following the Webcast can
send questions for panelists using Twitter via the @ftcnais will try to pass some of these
guestions to the moderators. You should be awareedSdheral Counsel's office requires me to
alert you, that your messages may be subject to diseloswier FOIA or other applicable laws.
Also, there is Wi-Fi access available for those wiamt to write about the workshop in real time.
You will need to get an instructional pamphlet with a logade, and those are out on the table,
just outside these doors. Finally, I'm gonna describetbday's presentations and panels will
work. As you can see, we have a crowded agenda, sogeeigto keep the introductions short.
But | do encourage you to read the bios that you have infgtilers, because every one of our
speakers has outstanding accomplishments. We have faviytaeaks and a limited time for
lunch. If you need to exit the room for any reason, plgasahead and do so. You don't need to
wait for a break. For the panels, each speaker wit tlaree minutes to give an opening
presentation that highlights the main points that heéherwould like to make. Unfortunately, we
need to be strict on the time limits, given all thathave to cover. After the presentations, then
we'll have a moderated discussion. And if a panelidtegiso speak, please turn your table tent up
on end. If you have questions for the panel, use theignestrd that is in your folder and look for
Suzanne Drennon and Suzanne Michel, one of the two peopléheve, and they will take your
guestion up to the co-moderator, and we will try to make fon audience and Twittered questions
to the extent possible. Okay, now we're ready to begime order of our first three speakers has



changed due to Representative Waxman's schedule, but not too Rsthwe're going to hear

from Tom Rosenstiel, then Jay Hamilton, and then i@en Henry Waxman will speak at 9:30.

He needs to be back at the Capitol at 10:00 a.m. fotea 0 we're really going to keep to that
timetable. First, let me introduce Tom Rosenstiel. delgigned the Pew Research Center's Project
for Excellence in Journalism and directs its activitidfe project studies the revolution going on

in the world of news and information and has produced sadneports since its inception.
Basically, the Pew State of the Media study is dssarading for anyone who's interested in these

issues. Tom?

>> Tom Rosenstiel: Thank you. | see I'm not quite thevdhat Rupert Murdoch and Arianna
Huffington were yesterday. [ Audience laughs ] Weljill make it less personal, and hopefully
that will make up for the lack of people who came to see What | want to talk about in the ten
minutes that I've got here are -- is a definition of idra the essential problems facing what we
think of as the news media. Because | believe thgtatenot necessarily the problems that
everyone thinks they are or the problems that we eggedtirst of all, it's not really correct to say
that the media are shrinking. A component of our medmore robust -- richer, deeper -- and is
growing, and that is the discussion element of our axedhe commentary component of media
that happens after the initial reporting, which is aemsal, vital part of what the press is all about.
The goal of journalism is to inspire public debate. Whatsking -- what we're worried about --
is what you might call the reportorial media -- thenponent of the press that goes out and finds
things out -- the searchlight, the bearing witnessyietyeof functions which I'm not going to talk
about today, but I do talk about a lot. And that's impuri@cause that expands the agenda. That
tells the public what's going on. That grounds the publmud®son that's becoming more robust in
fact and accuracy and verification. So, what's going &t is causing this reportorial media to
shrink? The first problem -- And why should we care aloatshrinkage? The first cause here is
that the Internet has decoupled advertising from news. lEldwgrtisers no longer need the news
to reach their audiences. Whether it's Craigslistest Buy and their Website, you don't need to
wait for the Sunday insert to find out what's on saley hwch that iPod is now. You can find out
when you're so eager to buy it that you wake up at 3:0@imbrning to find out how much it
costs or what is that flat screen now? You can gihein Website and buy it right then and there

in your pajamas. So the media as an intermediargdeertising is disappearing, particularly in



larger markets where the retailers and the consumemdine in large numbers. The other
problem with this is that, from a civic standpoint, tr@ywhat media worked when advertising was
the primary subsidy was that the media bundled itgmétion. We used classified advertising to
subsidize coverage of the zoning commission. And theanpeda sense, could force-feed by
delivering en masse information to the public. So if youevieterested in the bridge column, you
might actually glance across the front page on yourtavdty And we had the creation of
incidental news acquisition, a social science terrmmlteametimes use. The Internet has decoupled
news acquisition -- has not only unbundled news acauisitithe way we consume -- it's even
unbundled it from a particular news organization. Wheolnline, | may go in and look for the
subject that I'm interested in and then find a varietstafies that answer the question that I'm
looking for. We are hunter-gatherers for informatiafiree, and we're no longer frequently having

a relationship with a news organization at one point duhaglay, saying, "New York Times' or
'Washington Post' or CNN, tell me the news right noim¢reasingly, people are going in
surgically acquiring one story or an answer to one questithin stories and departing. They are
becoming their own editors. I'm skeptical about whetvere becoming our own journalists en
masse, but we are becoming our own editors, our own aggregateating our own diet of media
acquisition, learning only what we want to know when vemtto know it. We are on-demand
news consumers, and this has a civic implication. ifdmy here is that advertising improved
journalism, because it made news organizations morpaemdient from political faction or even
any particular interest groups at all. The concepte-ethical concept embed in the old economic
model was "have so many advertisers that no one askfeoti even one category of advertisers
could push you around." And every newspaper publisher in Amewea bad newspaper
publishers, had the experience of telling the car deaey®t know, if they wanted to take their
ads out for three weeks or forever, "Sorry, you'regasina have to do it." The credibility of the
news organization was their franchise asset, and theggbedtit, and they understood that, and
they could get away with that because they had sucbeal trase of advertising. So advertising,
which evolved in serious ways in the 20th century, actaditbhyved news organizations to become
more independent to subsidize their journalism dirgbtigugh their relationship with the
consumer and then rent that relationship to the adeertdow, what's going on right now is that
the old media is holding on, by and large, to its audiguaticularly print. The problem facing the
news media is a revenue problem, not an audience proliBetthe audience is migrating to old



media's Websites, and there's no way to subsidize oetme the reporting of news online at this
point. If there's a model out there, we haven't figur@duat it is. In print, roughly 50% -- it
varies by newspaper -- Roughly 50% of the audience for mangpagers, particularly larger
newspapers, is now online. But the industry makes onlydfdés revenue online. If newspapers
were to eliminate print distribution -- the print editierthey could probably cut their costs, by my
estimates, by about 50%. Printing and distribution is 8#40% of the cost of a newspaper. There
would be some other economies that you could get. So ydd cat your costs by 50%, but you
would be eliminating 90% of your revenue. So the questidarishe news media, is there a new
economic model to subsidize the reporting, the gatherimgws, this reportorial media online?
Are there new economic commercial models that canyented? And if not, is there a way, then,
to get larger contributions from a handful of sourcespantect the independence of the news
gathering? This is really the question that you're letayt and yesterday to talk about. Imagine
that, at least in print, and, by the way, in every camity that I've ever studied, the print-news
organization in that community has more reporters andrsditan all the other news organizations
in that community combined. So when we talk about thie aews -- the news that is not sexy,
that's expensive to acquire, and has a specialized audmemcgou know, probably is the kind of
news that's going to be the hardest to subsidize -nByaage, most of that reporting is done, at
least initially, by the newspaper in any given communityagine that the newspaper today in its
print edition, with the revenues that it has -- And tmeesvspapers are cash positive -- They are
making more money than they're spending. They're noiglesoney on an operating basis -- most
newspapers. That revenue, that 90% of the revenug ¢bating from print, is shrinking rapidly.

In the last two years, 25% of ad revenue -- Ad revenuengelcby 25%. This year, that number is
gonna be even higher, | suspect, when the year isTdwt revenue is like the sand in an hourglass.
And that amount of sand is the amount of time thah#vespaper industry has left to figure out
what its economic model is. One these institutiomssia it will be very hard to rebuild. Now, do
we care? And I'll end with this point. Do we care whethese institutions survive? You know,
we've survived without typewriters. We've survived withaawsreels. Things do disappear. And
we somehow manage to carry on. But | do think we hastalkee as a civic society in the values
that reside in these news institutions, the valueth®ahews is there to inspire public discussion,
that the journalist has his or her first loyalty be titizen in a community, even above their
commitment to their employer -- that they are med to a political faction, that their goal is not a



political outcome, that they're in it as a committéderver on behalf of the rest of their citizens,
that they're there to make the news accurate, asade@s they can, and to report it
comprehensively and in proportion and in context. Thishigtwe think of as journalism. What's
growing, as traditional journalism shrinks in the repgrsphere, is more self-interested reporting -
- reporting from political interest groups and think targggcial interests, even government
looking like journalism, that has as its goal an attemphanipulate or shape the public discussion
toward a certain outcome. That component of our reygomedia is actually growing -- just
beginning to. But we're seeing more and more of t8atl think we have a vested interest in
finding out a way to subsidize an independent press thadswear behalf, or at least in spirit on
behalf of all citizens, and that is the question int#ide -- How do we continue to have what we

think of as an independent press? Thank you. [ Applause ]

>> Female speaker: Thank you very much, Tom. | ned ne ask all people who are gonna
speak and be panelists to please turn your BlackBerrybemf§use it's interfering with the
microphone feed. So, our next presenter is Jay Hamikbo is the Charles S. Sydnor Professor
of Public Policy at Duke University and Director of theVvidg Wallace Center for Media and
Democracy. His scholarly work and numerous publicatiefisct his interest in the economics of
regulation, public choice, political economy, environmeptdicy, and the media. He written, or
co-authored, eight books, including "All the News Thé&it to Sell: How the Market Transforms

Information into News." Jay?

>> James Hamilton: Good morning. Since this is a joismatonference, you might have
expected people to talk about the five W's about what vaelfeng at -- who, what, when, where,
and why. In "All the News That's Fit to Sell," | tiy make the case that you should be thinking
about an economic set of five W's, and those are o ¥dhes about a particular piece of
information? What are they willing to pay for it, or wiaae others willing to pay for their
attention? Where else can advertisers reach théfinén is this profitable? And that brings in the
cost structure of writing the story. And why is this gedfle? That brings in the question of the
definition of property rights to information. And jouiisés -- and | know there are journalists in
the audience -- rarely roll out of bed in the mornind say, "It's a great day to maximize profits."
Although I think we met some people yesterday who dootdlbf bed and say that -- "It's a great



day to maximize profits." But the set of stories thavive, the set of news outlets that survive, are
going to be determined by the answers to those five ecoridiiquestions. So, if you think

about the economics that drives the market for newsamation, one of the things that I think
you need to think about is the demand side. In particulzat are the different types of
information that people demand. A long time ago, AntHdawns, in a book called "An

Economic Theory of Democracy,” said that people demanddifferent types of information.

One is producer information. That's data that helpsdgoyour job. So when | was a management
consultant, | read about hog-farm management weahkty that helped me do my job. Consumer
information -- that helps you get a better deal. Twatim® ago, | was living up to a stereotype and
looking for a Prius, and so | went on edmunds.com,| @pént two days on Edmunds because that
was gonna get me a better car at a lower price. tamsrent -- That's not necessarily TMZ or
"People” magazine. Entertainment information is things ybu like to know simply because it
brings you utility. Things that are intrinsically inésting to you. In these first three types of
information, the markets for them work fairly weledause if you don't get the information, you
don't get the benefit. So if you were thinking about, gaing to a movie, you wouldn't hop in the
car and follow somebody out of the parking lot and hbpéethey took you to a multiplex with a
good theater. What you would probably do is go on movies.cwmest in getting that information,
and then make your choice. But there's a diffengre of information. It's citizen or voter
information. And what Anthony Downs pointed out a longetiago is that that type of information
-- that fourth information demand -- things that help yewalbetter voter -- that's subject to a
market failure. So, suppose you were a voter and youtiwaieng about gathering information
about public affairs. It could be the case that mo@imétion would help you make the right
decision as defined by your own preferences. You could cteain something by getting
information. And you might really care about a patécyolicy issue. But the fact that your vote
has an extremely low statistical probability of detiaing the outcome of an election means that
even if you care about an election, the fact that yote doesn't matter in a statistical sense at an
individual level means that many people decide to remaonedly ignorant about the details of
politics. That's the phrase economists use. It ggasst, totally, the Jeffersonian notion of an
informed democracy, but | think it's very important tik@owledge. If | had taken those two days
when | was looking for a Prius and, instead, studied tlar@lkhealthcare plan, | would not get a
better Obama healthcare plan, because I'm not thgimaawoter on the Obama healthcare plan.



So for many people, they remain rationally ignorant abimaidetails of politics. Some are you
have been reporters. You've covered public affairs. snés an economist, | need a theory to
explain what you were doing, okay? Where was the defioandhat you were doing? And so |
think of it in terms of the three D's -- duty, diversi@and drama. Some people believe they have a
duty to participate in politics. I'm one of them. keamy kids to vote, and | try to convey to them
that voting is what you do as part of a civic responsibilByt I'm not there from an investment
perspective. | have no belief that my vote is gonnaghahe outcome of an election. I'm there
from a consumption motive. | think that I'm consuminhg idea of being a citizen and a partisan of
a particular party. But that's a duty motive. Diven8i For some people, C-SPAN is like ESPN.
And you're probably in this room, right? We have a biaaetpge. But, for you, the details of
politics are inherently interesting. And some of yaodiave a producer demand. You're doing
your job. You work for an association. So you hawetler demand. So we've got duty, diversion,
and drama. Maybe | can't tell you the details of a der bill, but | could tell you who's ahead
and who's behind in the horse race. | could tell you adbcsagandal. | could talk to you about
politics as a human interest story. And, so, if yiamnag back and say, "Why are we here? What's
different about the market for public affairs reporting®s because the market for public affairs
reporting has to deal with the problem of rational ignogardow, all information is a public good.
The statement "The Wizards won last night" is a pugdiod. You can consume it, and | can
consume it at the same time. You can consume liowitpaying me for its generation. What's
special about public affairs information, however, ig thereates a different type of public good --
accountability. The set of people who were willingead those stories about the school board, the
set of people who were willing to read those stories afliirban growth, the set of people who
were willing to read the stories about immigration refottmy were holding officials accountable,
and we can free-ride off of their efforts. So thardefinitely a market failure in the market for
public affairs. Economists would say it's generated bythiic good nature of information and

the positive externalities -- the positive spillovidrat are generated by your consumption. That's
enough jargon. What would a real-life example be?elil the Raleigh-Durham area. It's the
30th-largest media market in the United States. The 8\&Wbserver" did a story in December,
2008. It was a three-day story. |talked to the newspdpeost $200,000 to produce that three-
day series. And the story was about the probationmyisi®lorth Carolina. It turned out, over the
course of about eight years, 580 probationers had murderee peafd they were out on



probation in North Carolina. Once that story wasaséd and produced, it caused change in
legislation, it caused changes in funding. And thesesy from now, there will be people walking
around the Raleigh-Durham area who will not be murderesbbyebody on probation because of
that story. But does the "News & Observer" get criedithat story from the person who wasn't
murdered? No, they don't. They're not able to mondte&enefit of the stories that they tell.
Their stories generate positive spillovers, but theketadoesn't reward them for doing that. And a
story that cost $200,000 -- the "News & Observer" carhdbttvo to three times a year. So the
main problem with the market for public affairs is theries that go untold because a news
organization can't fully monetize the benefits thendpto society. If you think about the
incentives that are involved in information creatibrwould be, "l want to sell you information.”
That's the subscription model. It could be, "I wardeth your attention to others." That's the
advertising model. It could be, "I want to get your votéHat's partisan information. It could be,
"l want to change what you're thinking about.” Thatsrbnprofit model. Or it could be pure
expression. If there is a problem with commercial im@udgenerating a certain type of
information, | think that it would be interesting for tastry to examine those other motives. So If
you think about nonprofit media -- the nonprofit ownersHipews organizations or subsidies --
that's trying to tap in to a different motive. If you thetbout the things that we'll be talking about
later today, lowering the cost of journalism, that saltee demand problem as a given but tries to
address it in another way. 150 years ago, partisan iat@mmhelped solve this market failure. 30
years ago, news organizations were owned by people. Wéreyowned by families. And,
actually, if you think, in the 1970s, there were two industhas were dominated by family
ownership -- news organizations and sports franchiselotinof them, being the owner provided
you psychic income, psychic benefits, and provided a retuhetoommunity. And so today what
I'd like you to think about -- Is there a market failudethink there is. Economists would use the
term "positive externalities.” Other people would thibkat it in terms of benefits that a news
organization generates that it cannot monetize. And wideelook at the sessions that are coming
up, part of it will involve tapping into a different motiv@aybe the nonprofit motive. Part of it
would involve lowering the costs. That's issues like matational journalism. Part of it might
involve raising the return to people who are interest@aiblic affairs. That's that debate about
privacy versus behavioral-advertising targeting. | wattetsure and stop and yield my time to the
Congressman. Thank you. [ Applause ]



>> Male speaker: Thank you, Professor Hamilton, iat €xcellent summary. I'm honored to
introduce Henry Waxman, who is, as you all know, thai@man of the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce. He has represented the 30th CsingegDistrict of California since

1974 -- a Watergate baby and still youthful. And he has tetcal to much of the important --
most important legislation for American consumedisas been passed since the mid-1970s.
Involving the food we eat and the air we breathe and thenteuticals we need to stay healthy.
Chairman Waxman is very well known in these parts asodthe authors of the Waxman-Hatch
Act. A few people mistakenly invert that name. Which law that speeds up introduction of
generic drugs into the market and lowers drug prices for Amegonsumers. He has also been a
champion for rescuing the regime he helped to creabte $ome unfortunate decisions by some
very conservative, very misguided circuit courts, adrw to our Bureau of Economics. When
this problem gets fixed, and we have every hope it wihénhealthcare legislation that he has
helped to shepherd, consumers will save at least $3dnhkallyear. Right now, Chairman Waxman
is at the center of some of the most pressing lagislanoving through Congress, addressing
healthcare reform, global warming, consumer finarmmiatection. That's what makes it even more
of an honor to introduce the Chairman. He is a vesylman, and his presence here today is really
a testament to the importance of this issue, whicH urse, the future of journalism. And, Mr.
Waxman, the podium is yours. [ Applause ]

>> Henry Waxman: Thank you very much for that very kimtdoiduction, and | want to thank
Chairman Jon Leibowitz for inviting me to address this grtogiay. It's a personal as well as a
professional privilege to be able to work so constructivetis the Federal Trade Commission.
The FTC deals with issues that affect the econowes lof all Americans. And over the past
several months, the chairman has made it clearibd&TC will aggressively protect American
consumers using both the agency's competition and consumbectfn jurisdiction. And today's
workshop is another example of the FTC's vision of tinadler its new leadership, we can tackle
the 21st-century consumer issues. And | want to ackalgw!|€hairman Janikowski. He has
brought bold vision and strong executive leadership to tHereeCommunications Commission.
And | know his agency is looking very carefully at the pubiiterest, at the future of the media and
the context of the agency's proceedings on broadbangesniaternet, and related issues, and he



certainly has my support for these important initiativieswanted to attend today precisely because
of the reasons Chairman Leibowitz expressed in hidarathis conference. We have important
matters to consider. Now, I've been Chairman of thergy and Commerce Committee for less
than a year, and the big issues that have dominated onficatteo far have been healthcare and the
energy/climate change bills. We've had other issueatieamportant, not of the same magnitude.
We're been trying to get tobacco under FDA regulationravide our food-safety laws. We passed
both of these into law -- both of these through theid¢o-- and the Tobacco Bill into law. At the
same time, the committee, with jurisdiction over EieC, we've been working with the agency in
wide-ranging concerns about consumer-protection mattdysrast significantly, we have
legislation that will come to the House floor nex@el and hopefully pass very soon, which will
give the FTC the tools it needs to effectively prorisumers during this economic crisis.
Meanwhile, thoughtful and concerned people who know thsdigtion of our committee have
expressed the concern that a significant and troublingl is2occurring in the media sector.
Developments that threaten the very existence oé#ung very precious to our democracy -- the
continued existence of a critical mass of quality jousnain this country. All around the country,
the people are facing this issue. And they're facingsthesiwhich is a really tough question.
When they look at "The New York Times," "The WashingRarst,” and the "L.A. Times," people
wonder whether those newspapers will be around fiventgears in the future. People in Denver,
San Francisco, and Seattle already know the ansvtbat question. Newspapers in those cities
have closed, and their communities are worse off beaduseThe newspapers my generation has
taken for granted are facing a structural threat to isebss model that has sustained them.
Professor Hamilton just talked about the different wagscan make up for that structural failure --
that market failure. And | want to go into some of thaa minute. But the newspapers and other
publications that have relied on advertising revenues heae fparticularly hard hit with the

decline by over 40% and more in those revenues, as tmadhtes cannibalized advertising,
particularly classified advertising. The loss of reverhasspurred a vicious cycle with thousands
of journalists losing their jobs, which reduces the qualitthe paper and other publication. It
triggers the need for additional cost cutting. As neyspatanagements attempt to cope, their
publications are suffering, snowballing declines in circatatiAs audiences shrink, advertising
revenues fall off further. Even greater consolidatbthe business has not helped. We are seeing
this market failure go on and on and on. Journalismeintiernet could try to fill the void. But



it's not certain it can generate replacement reveoiugsch an extent as to ensure restoration of the
resources devoted to journalism by mainstream media oxgradt several decades, or, quite
frankly, anything close to it. This recent depressioménrhedia sector is not cyclical. Itis
structural. We are not looking at -- As our recessioth our economy ends, we are not looking at
the changes in the depression in the media area.n&evavill continue to be squeezed, and that,
in any event, will see audiences fragmented in dpegportion to the number of URL addresses.
Indeed, if anything, it appears these trends will continetelerate. While this has implications
for the media and the livelihood of people associatéd wyiit also has implications for our
democracy. We have seen journalism playing an intriegcin getting the facts, reporting them,
and making accountability possible in the public interest. ganaus free press and vigorous
democracy have been inextricably linked. We're here tbdeguse of these bonds and what they
mean, and that's why this conference is so importadt] #trank Chairman Leibowitz for bringing
us all together. We cannot risk the loss of an informealic and all that means because of this
market failure. With so much at stake, there have bheererous responses inside and outside of
the industry, and they focus on a number of areas,hmse thhave been discussed already, but |
want to go over them as well. One, we can havédkstanent of new legal or tax structures for
publishers that can cushion the blow by permitting medigpemies to have the option of choosing
other structures such as nonprofit status that would reitievpressures faced by publicly listed
companies. Two, we can have more philanthropic suppoméalia outlets. Three, examination
of the antitrust laws and whether changes there migbf bssistance. Four, review of the cross-
media laws and other ownership restrictions that magtcain the commercial vitality of the
industry. Five, the exploration of new sources of jalism from universities operating news
organizations to new hyperlocal Web-based journalism endegoto deliver local news and
information and reporting. Six, the prospect of publiafag for quality journalism as a means to
preserve a critical mass of resources and assets devgiellic media. This has been articulated
by Len Downie and Michael Schudson in their report cassimned by Columbia University's
Graduate School of Journalism, the Free Press Orgamizatid others. Now, Congress responds
to market failures. In fact, our job this year in tg/to enact a health bill is to make up for the
failure of the market, which excludes so many milliohgumericans from getting health insurance,
either because they have a pre-existing medical conditi the affordability is not available to
them. Inthe environmental area, government respontie tmarket failure that would occur if we



asked one enterprise to reduce pollution and they foundciheipetitors were not required to do
the same thing. We need level playing fields. In 1967, Ceagrade the judgment that public
funding for radio and television was important becaus®iild ensure the provision of content
deemed valuable in the public interest to serve largetsdgoals -- content that the market would
be unable to produce without some government support. $tome argued that this model applied
-- that this model applied to media publishers, could presemenaintain key functions of modern
journalism, investigative reporting, foreign news bureaugewanging coverage of the arts,
culture, science, and social trends by cushioning the ecorsgueeze publishers are facing.
Others, of course, have raised red flags about the damiggosernment support of the press and
whether support means government control or interferentbahle press. | have an open mind in
all of these different proposals. In the face aftocwing closures of mastheads across the country,
| see every reason for us to discuss all of thesewspmposals. As this vital discussion proceeds,
I'd like to suggest several criteria for evaluating any psedaesponse. First, there needs to be a
consensus within the media industry and the larger comyntisi¢rves that the proposal is in the
public interest. Congress can't impose a solution togbigei It needs to emerge from a
consensus-building process involving the industry and tgergaublic. Second, these initiatives
require bipartisan support, vigorous endorsement from baéis sif the aisle. Those advocating for
public funding need to address additional questions. They neetictdate the scope of such
support, in terms of the activities to be supported andahars required. They need to respond to
the concern that government support of journalism waa#d to government control of content.
And they need to explain the source of the revenués. Ifternet is replacing the public square as
a place where people in cities and towns across Aegdcevery day to absorb news and
information and to reflect on issues and their meaniogeur lives. The atomization of content
has resulted in the fragmentation of audiences sdhtbacommercial basis to support a critical
mass of authoritative and informed news and informatiandlting away, and this is creating a
public policy issue of profound import for our future. It's aar job to plug dikes and deny the
evolution of media. Indeed, there has been an expladihyperlocal journalism along with the
proliferation of Websites, and many of them are doingxaelent job. But for all of their energy
and entrepreneurial verve, do they address what is atlsta&® Jim Lehrer was interviewed by
"The Post" in Monday's paper. He talked about the valoeigihal reporting. He said the
shouting and opinion and jokes don't exist if there isist &irstory. And that's the issue. An



ongoing critical mass of original reporting. Mr. Lehtalked about all the commentary on the
health bill, and then he observed, "But what was agtualhe legislation?" We hear a lot of
commentary. We hear a lot of talking heads. We &dar of statements, but if somebody wanted
to know what was in the legislation, where would tge® Well, you go to a serious news
organization. And what has been discussed here ovepaghéwo days is the future of serious
news organizations in this country. At the White House&3mondents' Association dinner last
May, President Obama said, "You help all of us who satv¥ke pleasure of the American people
do our jobs better by holding us accountable, by demanding hpbggiseventing us from taking
shortcuts and falling into easy political games that meap@ so desperately weary of. And that
kind of reporting is worth preserving, not just for youkesabut for the public's. We count on you
to help us make sense of a complex world and tell theestof our lives in the way they happen,
and we look for you for truth." Well, we have to figung together how to preserve that kind of
reporting. As the Chairman of the House Committee mardy and Commerce, which has primary
jurisdiction over the FTC, the FCC, so many inteestssues, which originated the Public
Broadcasting Law, we have to watch carefully the ththgs are being said here at this conference.
| want you to know that my door is open for the beshsdend proposals, initiatives that you have
to offer, especially where government may be involved. 1Andre and more think, as we look at
these various solutions, government's going to have to bé&v@dsin one way or the other. And for
those who articulate, "Let us solve our own problens,give us money, just give us an
exemption from antitrust, just give us new tax treatsémat will make it all easier," eventually
government is going to have to be responsible to help eefudse issues, and our whole society
depends very much on reaching some resolution of a prohkensol many other problems, that, if
left alone, will not be solved by itself. Thank younedry much for this opportunity. [ Applause ]

>> Female speaker: Thank you very much, Congressman #vaxhext, we're going to have a
presentation from Matthew Gentzkow, who is Profes$&conomics and Neubauer Faculty
Fellow at the University of Chicago Booth School of Busindde studies empirical industrial
organization and political economy with a specific foongnmedia industries. And his work has
been published in leading scholarly journals, such as Arherican Economic Review" and
"Econometrica." Matthew?



>> Matthew Gentzkow: Thank you. So, thanks very much@éa@bommission for inviting me to
come and talk. | was asked to come and speak very baiedlyt some recent research that I've
been doing with Jesse Shapiro, who's a colleague ofahiie University of Chicago, and Mike
Sinkinson, who's a PhD student at Harvard. This workneally addressing the question -- What
is the future of journalism? Or how is journalism gonhange? But, rather, why should we care
if it does? And, so, as Congressman alluded to, asdawitdn alluded to, a lot of the motivation
for being concerned about what's happening in the medieadweyg period of time, the motivation
for regulating media in a different way from other inties is the view that there's some unique
relationship between media and democracy. The efbéctedia on the political process. And
what we're trying to do in this paper is, in a small wpantify one piece of why we should care
about what happens, in particular, to newspapers. SotwaTg to think about what happens,
what should we expect to happen to the political podeily newspapers become smaller, if
daily newspapers close. And in this paper, we look atiatyaf political outcomes. But the one |
want to talk about today and focus on is -- | apologizkeage are a little small -- how newspapers
closing -- If newspapers shut down, how should we expettd effect participation in the

political process? How many people are voting in edast? So, along with that, there are a few
related specific questions we want to address. Theadjrebw different are monopoly newspapers?
How different are the effects of monopoly newspapenms ftompetitive newspapers? If a second
newspaper or a third newspaper in a market closes, havdske expect the effect of that to be
different from the only newspaper in a market clositf#v different are the role of newspapers in
local politics, local Congressional elections, as opghdsenational politics in presidential elections.
And | think, very importantly for what we're talking alidoday, how have the effects of
newspapers changed over time? How do the effects oblthef newspapers in the political
process depend on what other alternative sources of itffomae available? So we might that
think newspapers had a critical role in American denwycaa a point time there where few other
sources of information. You might also wonder how tiheeat of cable news, the Internet, the
increase of alternative sources have changed the impertdmewspapers. Are newspapers still
relevant in a world where we have lots of alterreg® So this is the broad set of questions that
we're trying to look at in this paper. And what we dayda get -- Again, some small piece of this
is, in a lot of ways, pretty simple. We've put togethew data that covers all of the daily
newspapers in the United States over a very long pefioth®. So we can follow all of the



newspapers in the United States from 1870 up until 2004. Thenrea®ne of the reasons that
that's useful is because, over that period of timeetaer a huge number of newspapers that have
opened -- new newspapers -- and a huge number of newsgadrave closed. There have been
competitive cities that lost their second newspapérerd have been towns that had one newspaper,
where that newspaper closed. There have been townsetl&athad a newspaper before that got
one. And we see, literally, thousands of such everdstbis long period of time. It also allows us
to say something about, again, as | said, these changetnoxeand how has the role of
newspapers evolved as radio was introduced, as telewsismtroduced, as cable was introduced?
There's an obvious cost or caveat to go with, lookingiags in such a historical perspective, as
we're not going to have a lot to say about how is 2004drdifit from 2002, or what is the role of
particular Internet sites? But, | think, hopefully tlusger historical perspective will be useful. So
the basic strategy here is to use the fact that #resgharp changes in these markets. There are
many cases where you have a newspaper that has atancwf 100,000, 200,000, which shut
down in a market, and overnight the availability of infiation changes dramatically. There are
many cases where a new newspaper starts up and verlydask?0,000, 30,000, 40,000 readers.
And, again, it's a sharp, dramatic change in the infoomgteople are exposed to, and we can look
and see, do voting patterns in those cities change aathe time? Do we see those big changes in
newspaper markets associated with similarly large clsangeoting patterns? So that's the basic
idea. Let me summarize for you what we find. So thieink, overall message of this part of the
paper is when newspapers close, fewer people vote. ®thestrong, robust relationship
between the presence of daily newspapers in a martétetoser turnout, the number of people
voting. We also find that almost all of that effeotrees from monopoly newspapers. So we see
big, clear, strong effects of a community that never ddaily newspaper before getting one; big,
clear, strong effects of the only daily newspaper imtolesing. We see significantly smaller and,
in many cases, indistinguishable from zero, the effefcéssecond newspaper closing or a third
newspaper closing. So there's not -- There are othem®#sat we might care a lot about
competition. There are reasons different from thy Wwaving a competitive as opposed to a
monopoly media market can be important. But on thisqudar dimension, there's no real
evidence in the data to support the view that there's somedhdagal about competitive
newspapers that we should be especially concerned absat\png second and third newspapers.
We find in the early part of our sample that newspagersmportant for both national and local



elections. So if we go back to the period before telavidefore radio, when daily newspapers in
this country really were the only -- or at least bydad away the most important source of
information about both local politics and presidentialtfsl, it's pretty much the only way you
wanted to learn about the presidential election wasdd the daily newspaper. In that period of
time, when newspapers closed, you see both local tuamaupresidential turnout decline
significantly. Over time, as we follow this from tlage 19th century across the 20th century, the
importance of newspapers for presidential turnout hamdddasically to zero. So, since the
introduction of television in 1950, newspapers no longer hayaletectable effect on who votes in
presidential elections. When a newspaper shuts downdengisil voting changes not at all. That
is intuitive if you think about the fact that theseeatative media, like television, provide a huge
amount of information about national politics. And iuylook at opinion surveys where voters are
asked, "Where do you get information about particular eles®b people overwhelmingly say that
television is their main source of information abousptential politics. Voters also say that
newspapers are a much more important source of informfatidocal, Congressional raises. And,
so consistent with that, we find the importance afsgapers for presidential turnout has declined
quite rapidly. However, the importance of newspapearofal elections has remained strong and
is close to today where it was in 1890 or 1920. So newspeapetiaue to be important for local
politics, and that's something that echoes things a kpedkers yesterday and today have talked
about, that there really does seem to be a partieulaat the importance of local newspapers is
especially clear for local politics. There are maagnmunities where still the daily newspaper is
the only or the vast majority of the journalisticsoeirces devoted to covering City Hall, to covering
the State House, to covering local races. So thatwerview of what we find in this paper. |
have a few more minutes. And for those who are istede | want to give you a little more flavor
of the kind of nuts and bolts of how this analysis happettaiv we do this? This will be a little
bit more technical, but, hopefully, clear. So to tell yolittle bit more about what the data is that
we're using to do this, we take this data on newspaperddirentories that have been produced in
this country since 1870, when our sample begins. So, egarythere has been published a
directory of all of the daily newspapers in the Unit¢at&s. These things exist because
newspapers have, for a very long time, been funded Brtasing. Advertisers need to know
where the newspapers are so they can send their deisrio And so these directories were
initially published by early advertising agencies thattedno connect their advertisers to the



newspapers. So these directories list every daily ngespathe country, along with their
circulation, their prices, the city where they'reated, and so forth. We've digitized these four-
year intervals so we can follow all of the newspapethis country over this time, and we're going
to combine this with data on county-level voting pattefrcounty-level voter turnout, which is
available over this period as well. This is -- If yom c&e this, this gives you just a flavor of what's
in this data. So the years here run from 1872 up to 2004. And {bg the number of daily
newspapers in our sample over that period. So you eaneséollow the growth, the kind of rapid
explosion of newspapers in this country that happendtkitate 19th century. This was a period
where the cost of paper fell dramatically because of wadgl paper being introduced. There were
huge drops in costs. that were associated with thefribe penny press and the rapid growth of
newspapers. A gradual decline and then a long, flat perioal 1§80. And then a slow drop in the
number of newspapers that's happened since 1980. 2008 isn't picttirat But if you put 2008

on that picture, it follows right on that trend lin8o you couldn't look at that picture and see any
effect of the Internet. There has not been any uhdecaease recently in the number of
newspapers. The number of newspapers that closedlastHeur years is similar to the number
that closed between '96 and 2000, for example. And, inatigrif you looked at circulation,
several people have alluded to this, too. If you look aspaper circulation, you would see the
same thing, which is the trends in circulation thatreqgpening right now are trends that have been
happening for a long time. And there's no detectable, efésat of the Internet just in that time
series. So when we say that we want to try to pinndoow these exits and entries of newspapers
affect voting patterns, there's a critical challengéaimg that, which is, it's not random where new
newspapers open and where newspapers close. Newspagdsdpen in communities where
newspapers are becoming more profitable. They tend te icigdaces where profitability is
decreasing. In this data, the overwhelming thing that deméses and exits of newspapers is
simply population. Cities that are growing get new nepsps. Cities that are shrinking lose
newspapers. Population is also associated with changeteinturnout. And so you could easily
find a spurious relationship between these things becausg Wwtiesponding to the same things as
the newspapers. There are several things that wetdottoaddress this. To say quickly, | think
the most important is, based on prior evidence and ouramatysis, all of those forces tend to push
against what we find. So it turns out that newspaeis to enter communities where voter
turnout and political participation is falling. Why? Basa they enter communities where



population is growing, and population growth is associatdd neduced political participation. It's
intuitive. If you think about it, when cities are growimggw people are moving in. New people
tend to have less attachment to the local communigppleé who have recently moved vote less.
And so where population is growing, voter turnout isriglli So that bias, if anything, works
against what we find, and the more we correct for teba@ges in demographic trends, the
stronger our results become. We also do some dtimgst which | won't talk about. 1 think, in the
interest of time, let me just have a few more pictina® that just sort of show you what's in this
data. This picture, if you can see, to explain ithistworks? This shows changes in voter turnout
in years relative to the entry of a newspaper. So aerthat picture is the year when a newspaper
entered. Things to the left are, how was voter turnoammging before the newspaper entered?
Things to the right are, how does it change aftervardiad the thing I just want you to notice is
there's one dot on that picture which is different fiadhof the others. That is the year that the
newspaper entered. There's a sharp increase in vateutuwhich is not part of some broad trend
that's happening before or after. It's really uniquelyait point in time, and it's pushing analysis
like this further that allows us to disentangle the$ermint things. So, the implication to turn this
into numbers -- How important are newspapers? A nevsp&per in a market, on average,
increases turnout by one percentage point. That soundsyigbtthink, small. You might think
big. Among those who read the newspaper -- Not everyleatls a new newspaper when it opens.
That increases four percentage points. And among pedpleead the newspaper who would not
otherwise have voted -- those are the only people evhekavior can change -- that increases 13
percentage points. So this isn't a huge change, busigsificant and very clear, statistically,
change and big enough to influence a lot of election owgsoro, just to conclude, I think the
summary is, if newspapers close today, we should expaete local participation, most likely,
decline in cities that lose newspapers. We should éxpsee no major effect of second
newspapers closing, third newspapers closing. There areresiudts in this paper, which we'll
make available. How does ideological diversity of pampeatter for these effects. Is it important
to have a Republican and a Democratic newspaper? Howtikapaapers shift party vote shares?
And how are newspapers related to the advantage of inctsrdoshincumbents the advantage in
elections? Thank you very much. [ Applause ] Sorry.

>> Female speaker: Thank you. Thank you very much, Blatth



>> Matthew Gentzkow: Sure.

>> Female speaker: Next we're gonna hear from Katetap, who is the President and a Trustee
of the Poynter institute. She's also a member oBtdad of Directors of the St. Petersburg Times
Publishing Company, the Board of the Newspaper Associatidmefica Foundation, and the
Eckerd College Board of Trustees. She has devoted name€hyears to the education of

journalists and aspiring journalists and has three time®d as a Pulitzer jurist. Karen?

>> Karen Dunlap: Thank you, Susan, and thank you forleefay you've organized this
workshop. Much of the information here has appropridtelysed on the economic side of
journalism of the industry today. My topic is the impoite of journalism to civic involvement.
And | want to turn the conversation just a little toitthinking about the people -- the people
involved. Tom Rosenstiel started by talking about the shymkd reportorial media, and I'll

follow along that line. | want to talk about the peopl® are involved in producing journalism,
engaging communities in journalism, but, more than that the people who are called on to act
in the role as citizens. Now, since journalism ieofpresented through news and feature stories, |
want to make my comments about civic engagement througbsstdrast week, Lebrew Jones was
released from prison because of a reporter, Christine gfoMow, that type of action by a reporter
is not unheard of, but the circumstances of this case wnusual, and they are instructive in the
discussions that we're having today. This is an excenpt & column last week in the "Times
Herald Review" of Middletown, New York. It says, "Letwdones would still be behind bars for a
murder that experts are convinced he didn't commit ifSBihe young hadn't investigated his
guestionable prosecution and conviction. Jones walked ousohprhursday after spending 22 of
his 53 years behind bars, even though there never wasdaofl@@dence to prove he killed a
young New York City prostitute named Michaelanne 'MickegflM Here's what happened. Let
me tell you the story. Christine Young was a collegern in Manhattan reporting on runaway
prostitutes over 20 years ago when she heard about a nunaewfo unrelated sources. And
what she heard convinced her because of discrepanclestime of the death in those two stories.
It convinced her that the wrong man was convicted. Nowinglthe next two decades, she
reported for television, and she reported for newspapeusndithe country, but she never forgot



the murder, and she gradually developed a file on Jonesharthrried it around in a plastic
basket, as she moved in various jobs. But in 2005, shediadk to near New York to work in
Middletown, and she decided to track down Jones. Whelisl, what she learned was that at
about the same time she moved back there, he wasetraksto a prison within 20 miles of her.
Young interviewed him. She read volumes of transcripteefrial. She checked evidence and
talked with those who were involved, including the mothHehe victim. And the mother
immediately said she thought the wrong man had been cedvidthe newspaper produced a
multimedia presentation on its Website about the.c&tbers got involved, and Jones was
released. My Poynter colleague, Al Tompkins, broughtstioisy to my attention last week, and he
wrote about it in poynter.org in his blog, and the stsmyorth a close look for a number of reasons,
but two stand out in light of our discussion. It speakisvb important qualities of journalism. It
required reporting skills, and it required the investmeninad by individuals and by organizations.
The best reporting requires training and experience. gheat works often require resources,
particularly the resource of time. And those are sofitke things we are concerned about in the
changes in the industry today. The story speaks toiomdvement, and let's define civic
involvement as "moving others to act in ways that bettemamunity, a group, or the life of an
individual." Good journalism is still about comfortingethfflicted, and it's still the business of
writing wrongs. | want to briefly mention three sesrthat are nontraditional approaches to
journalism but that also serve civic life. The fissthe Chauncey Bailey project in Oakland.
When reporter Don Bolles was murdered by a car bomb in 48ilé he was investigating the
Mafia in Arizona, reporters flocked to Phoenix and curgd the investigation. When journalist
Chauncey Bailey was shot down on the street of @dkila2007, a coalition of media
representatives formed to continue his investigationadénce and fraud associated with an
Oakland business. Sandy Close of New American MewleDeri Maynard of the Maynard
Institute convened the coalition. And it crosses m@thtforMs. It includes representatives of a
number of media organizations and association. It inslfrée-lancers, university professors,
students, and others. The continued reporting of the pro@atinuing the work of Chauncey
Bailey, presents a stand against fear, and it showsaiément to the community. That
engagement invites residents to also act for the godwomfdommunity. Open is the base of
spot.us, and some of its stories also show the imp@&t@hcommunity engagement. As you know,
spot.us is an innovative approach to financing specificestdom public donations. One story,



"The Green Movement Comes to Inner-City West OaKlasdn audio report told by members of
the community. It traces the history of the areatawlhistory to the community ecological efforts.
Speakers tell what they've learned from generalizatiostsgi®ut farming, and in the middle of the
city, they are creating farms to improve health ancetheronment. They are leading their
community by telling their own stories. By the waytlbof those projects received funding from
the Knight Foundation, and in their recent report, tizdyed about the importance of news and
community, the community needs, the news needs of contigss Eric Newton will speak later
and we'll talk about that. The third example I'll meni®RolitiFact, and I'll make a point here to
also keep that brief because you'll hear from Phil Aldéar. PolitiFact was developed by the "St.
Petersburg Times" to move citizens past apathy and cymieisn faced with elections, when
faced with lies, half-truths, countercharges. It'ssproto be a useful step in holding figures
accountable for what they're saying and sorting out thik for the public. Innovative approach. It
won the Pulitzer Prize this year for national repgytand in all fairness, | should mention that the
Point Institute owns the "St. Petersburg Times," scbitma dispassioned observer of it. But in
each of these three people I've mentioned, journaliggrowes civic life because it encourages
people to act in the role as citizens. It encourages @¢opict in their role as citizens. That means
going beyond personal interests, going beyond trivial pyrsaibetimes going beyond self-interest
to focus on that which serves communities. I'll give oore example. Last year, the "St.
Petersburg Times" ran a series of stories on a alid Plant City, which is a town just east of
Tampa. The title was "The Girl in the Window." Maymai've heard of it. Here's how part of that
story starts. "Three years ago, the Plant City pdbaind a girl lying in her roach-infested room,
naked except for an overflowing diaper. The child, pateskeletal, communicated only through
grunts. She was almost 7 years old. The authoriteslisaovered the rarest of creatures -- a feral
child deprived of her humanity by lack of nurturing.” It waparter Lane DeGregory and
photojournalist Melissa Lyttle who traced the lifenielle after she was found in a waste-filled,
roach-filled, closet-sized room. Neighbors knew thabaan and her two adult sons lived there in
the filthy house, but they didn't know a child lived the@ne did recall seeing a little girl peek
through a broken window once. But they never saw tHd again -- until someone called police.
The story followed Danielle through the hospital, fostemes, school, and finally to a couple that
adopted Dani, and who, with their son, helped her thideGregory also wrote about the woman
who kept her daughter in a closet for years with onbugh food to survive. Here's some of the



results of the story. The Children's Board reported a 3@%ase of calls reporting cases of
possible child neglect. The "Times" Website had oveill@mmpage views, which was a record at
that time. Large numbers of those who saw it onlere somments, sent e-mails, and commented
other ways. Calls to adoption agencies went up, andaunge reported adopting a son after
reading the story. It was translated in at leastiséanguages and appeared internationally,
including in a newspaper in Tel Aviv and in a South Africasther's blog. Educators used it in
college classes. One woman who had been adopted sadrghmart of her retirement funds to
Dani. And some said they were shocked that a child neddedhat could happen in the United
States during the 21st century. It's the last commeant to focus on in terms of civic life.
Journalism allows us to look through a window and see saisetee our communities, to come to
grips with who we are and what is going on around us. sithg | described and the effects are
well known in many other stories in many other commasitiThey include, for instance, the
Washington story on Walter Reed Hospital, a Las Vegag enh the injuries and deaths of
construction workers. They are familiar to us, but gomes we lose track of the real effect of
journalism. And we can lose track of the informatioattwe have now might not be journalism.
I've given examples that show the best of journallsum et me quickly mention that news reports
today are false, also. News reports today include manyiop@&isle stories -- story choices. | can
only hope that | have heard the last of a couple who invatliéashington dinner. [ Laughter ]
Many stories are poorly reported, poorly edited, poorly prodianetiwve wonder why citizens

don't understand them. Some communities are still gghor underrepresented, and, yes,
sometimes facts are wrong. No doubt some of you baea misquoted once. And, yet, day in
and day out, society is served by outstanding journalisnughiaut the nation, throughout the
world, on various platforms and traditional and newemfof news media. The examples that I've
given show that journalism goes well beyond informa#iad observation. I'm concerned that
some others have indicated that we could gain a voldnméoomation and opinion and we could
have extensive channels of social interaction and hesadws -- lose the civic-focused news. I'm
concerned about that. And by the way, I'm also concemitbdsome of the discussions of new
models that suggest that we could move to a more @lgioach to news -- higher costs, consume
a fewer number of people, and therefore have a few pedyleare well informed and masses who
are misinformed or underinformed. There's a huge saustlic that, including the possibility of

unrest. Journalism brings communities together. (tiias individuals and groups to act



constructively. It still seeks to right wrongs. fems a window so that we can see ourselves as a
society, and it points a path to improvement. | damiw the answers for the financial problems in
media right now, but | know that the bottom line -dave talked yesterday, it's not newspapers, it's
not, | would say, even journalism. The real bottom ingemocracy. Our interest should be in
providing the journalism that serves civic life in a @enacy. | also know that we need to involve
the people more. They need to invest financially im#h@s organizations that serve them, and
they need to be intellectually invested in the outcomeewafs. Congressman Waxman asked about
solution. The public needs to be a part of finding thokeisns. And finally, I'm grateful to this
commission for convening this workshop. | hope you wiliteaue to involve many voices in

preserving journalism. [ Applause ]

>> Thank you very much, Karen. Now, I'm going to intte panelists to come up, and I'm going
to introduce the co-moderators for -- come on up. Youarenplates are out there. Table tents. We
have two people who will be co-moderating this panel. ®A@®m Krattenmaker, who has been a
dean of a law school. He's held senior positionseabtl®.J., the FTC and the FCC. The other is
Jessica Hoke, Who is on my staff and has done ai¢godif in helping to put together this
workshop, and once again, | have to ask that all -- this Lil be more specific. All attendees turn
off your PDAs and cell phones because it's interfering thie webcast audio recording. Thank

you.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Yeah. This on? Good. Good morniignk you for the coming. The
title of this panel is "Public and Foundation-Funded Joigmal If you want to know the
guestions we're gonna try to get at, it seemed to melld t@ve had a subtitle. | think maybe the
people who organized it through that the subtitle for "Pwbit Foundation-Funded Journalism”
might be "Niche or Substitute.” It occurred to me thdifferent question might be put there.
Public and foundation-funded journalism -- two oxymoronse'IMliscuss both those topics
sometime today. As Susan kindly said, I'm Tom Krattd@mal'm a recovering academic, a
federal pensioner, and a consultant to the directoreoBtireau of Competition here at the FTC,
and I'm -- my associate, Jessica Hoke is a graduatingtiaent. | asked her how she wanted to be
introduced, and she said, "Graduating law student sounds éikeett.” We have here the most
wonderful panelist and a short period of time. We'veagairfeit of talent and a parcity of time.



Our solution to that is that everyone's going to begime've all drunk the Kool-Aid on this -- with
a four-minute statement. Because we've all been so geoagded a bonus moment in there. |
want to say | was able to do something for you todayant speak for everybody here. | know
I've never given a speech that only lasted four minutethis is gonna be a first for me.
Everybody's going to try to follow along with that. Agtpaf that strategy, we have sitting here
our timekeeper who has an office next to me -- Dam@il -- but for present purpose, he's to be
known as the Grim Reaper, and Dan will let us know wheartime is up. For those of you in the
audience, first of all, I apologize if you feel likewyre in a rushing subway train. We certainly
have been moving things along very well today, but | shiudgbologize for either the quantity of
the quality of everything that's been covered so far toalay | know this will follow along in the
same vein. For those of you, we are -- one reaseny@ne is keeping our remarks short is that we
are going to have a long period for questions and for dialogoa@the panelists. If you'd like to
contribute to that, there are cards where you caadtlfor a question that you'd like to have posed,
and Chris, are you a recipient of cards? Chris Grdyaygk with the computer? I'm sorry.
Suzanne Michelle and Suzanne Drennen. Okay, any woman fi&omexhne" will be happy to
take your card in the back. Just wait it around, and ghelit up. In order to give people time,
we decided not to put in a break, and so | do want to gaymow the etiquette of this is if you
need to go out and have a cup of coffee, you just gonoubave a cup of coffee. Nobody's gonna
take umbrage at somebody walking out. There are fudl foioeverybody in the handouts, and so
I'm also not going to spend 20 minutes reading everybodysamby. Rather, | assume you came
to hear from them, not of them. With that, I'll turever. We're not going to go in alphabetical
order because of scheduling issues. We've rearranged it bame@ur first speaker for today is
Vivian Schiller, and she is the President and C.E.(Nabional Public Radio. Thank you for

coming.

>> Vivian Schiller: Thank you. Thanks, Tom. Than&sdgharing your microphone with me.
Anyway, I'm delighted to kick off this section on public andridation-funded journalism and to
be here with so many of my friends in the industry wéqar@ésent various aspects of the public-
media landscape, including content creators, funders, @dsicahd, of course, all great thinkers in
this field. I've spent my career in commercial medi@MNN, at Discovery, and most recently, at
"The New York Times" where | was general manager ahmgg.com. But | came to NPR almost



one year ago because | recognized the great potent@ilitic radio amidst the current, shifting
landscape of the news business, a potential to buildioal@ady-considerable strengths to serve a
public need in bigger, bolder, and better ways. We are amgmas story amidst all of this sea of
troubles that we have been discussing over thesedapte of days -- a good news story, of course,
with an asterisk, which I'll get to in my four minutesPRlis advantaged with a -- and public radio
is advantaged with a huge and really ridiculously leyalience. We have almost 30 million
listeners a week and growing who listen on averaga average -- the medium listening 4 1/2
hours a week. This is not a niche. This is not daa alidience. Our "Morning Edition," for
instance, has a larger audience than any of the broadoasing television shows by a significant
margin. We have hundreds of journalists doing origiepbrting in 36 bureaus, 17 of them
overseas. Our member stations are nearly every camyntA number of them have very, very
strong newsrooMs. My friend Jon McTaggart from Minnegeualic Radio has one of the
strongest. And many of the stations are the only poalined and operated news organizations in
-- left in their communities. NPR's nearly 500-membatiehs know their local audiences and are
able to serve them with NPR's news programming as wtle@sown local programming in a way
unique to their local communities. That's all just sadWe've also become an indispensable
source online at npr.org, at every local station webaitd unes, on iPhone, soon on Android, and
that's not just audio, but text, photos, you name it. r&wnue is diversified, which give us
strength in a down economy. Our stations count on gowrnfunding and audience support,
which is at an all-time high, by the way. And theytum, fund NPR, which is also supported in
addition to this member stations by underwriting -- coap® underwriting, foundation grants, gifts
from individual philanthropists, and other sources of ineor8o now, we look to build on this
foundation of strength, both because we can, and beseuseist, for all the reasons we've been
discussing these few days. First, we will build on dwgaaly strong reputation for balanced,
independent, serious, original reporting with more investigagporting, more reporting on -- at
the national and international level on serious thdikesealth care, like energy, like the
economy. More foreign coverage. Second, we willdboin our existing efforts to beef up local
news in partnership with our stations. We have vatiaising programs and partnership with the
CPB. And the Knight Foundation, by the way, was alpoesented here -- where's Eric? -- on a
project called Argo, which is to beef up local online emtat the station level, and in partnership
with other public media players, new not for profits,ovére represented in the last two days.



That's a very important point. And third, we will buildon our effort to make content universally
accessible. 18 months of experience with an open AR3H@sn us that we can do more in
partnership with all of the public media partners. Wenare prepping to broaden it in to a larger
public media API, a public media platform, if you wilt i NPR organized, but it is to the benefit
of stations with partners in all of public media, inahgdour partners in radio distribution, APM,
PRI, and also PBS, and many of the start-ups -- not-fafit gtart-ups throughout the country. All
of these things take funding. We are pushing on all of ma@ntee streams, including philanthropy,
but we are counting on continued or increased governmergtmeat for stations and
infrastructures in order to build on our original promidéis is not your grandfather's public radio.
We are nimble. We are stronger than ever. We engagaudiances. We work with partners.
We are eager to bring more like-minded partners into thefgrublic media and better serve the

public. That's our mission and why we're here. Thank you

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. Fortunately, Vivian gefittle bit of time on hers, and since
she is the head of National Public Radio, yes, | thoyglid like to hear witty and charming
stories about my growing up in a small town in Quincynadlls, on the banks of the Mississippi
River, so if everybody would like to listen. No. Owaxt commentator, Joaquin Alvarado, is the
Senior Vice President for Diversity and Innovation at@worporation for Public Broadcasting.

>> Joaquin Alvarado: Good, um -- whoa. The voice of.God

>> Male Speaker: There you go.

>> Joaquin Alvarado: At the Corporation, we're heavibuged -- and to echo what Vivian sort of
ended with -- on the possibility of creating new kindeadsystems around the public investment
that goes into journalism currently. Supporting locahowinities in the relationship with national
initiatives through NPR and American Public Media and Msmt@ Public Radio and PRI. We're

in a uniqgue moment, though, to take a step back. Wherogéuat what's happening out in the
country around this question, I've been on now -- thiskes, my seventh panel related to this issue.
We have very strong transactionally coming from theipubkdia field. There are things to build
on. What we are doing better now is actually openingltee through this public-media platform



for software developers to participate in the questldo.we have any software developers in this
room right now? Two. So, this...exists the old busimesdel for journalism is the innovations
occurring in the broadband space, in the mobile broadipawts We need to bring them into the
conversation as quickly as possible in a way that&ges our strength, which is the content that
we've got and this 40-year infrastructure that has beenupudh the lowest funding of any
industrialized country. When it comes to public-medialing, we've managed to do a heck of a
lot lot. So, there's a lot further that we can go,dmét of the initial things that I've been tasked with
and have been working with Eric and some of the oth@rrnf@undations is if just actually we
pool our money in a more collaborative way and lookdogeted opportunities to fund innovation,
we can do a lot more than we've done ever beforeth8@rgo Project represents that, and if we
can also start to map the investments that are clyrteyppening in this country and the
innovations that are succeeding, we can figure out veag®ve resources through them more
effectively. So, we can just do better with our catriget of resources, and then | think that starts
us at the platform for if there's going to be infusionddifional public moneys, we don't want to
fund legacy systeMs. We want to fund the innovative pr@gtwhich bring more community
members in to the fold. | was really glad that theu@lcay Bailey example was cited. I'm from
Oakland. I'm familiar with that. That had a deep impactur community because it brought
diverse community members to the question of what josmadan do to have that impact. And
when you look at innovation and how minority audienespond to media, they are at the most
innovative edges of how media's getting distributed, aatktmobile, that's the Internet, that's
broadband, that's even gaming, which also tends to be stiynabggnt from our conversations
around innovation. We are a good wave if we do things agtite Corporation of moving
resources in to public interest content development.SIB\a great example of a relationship we
have with the independent community that has worked stugniredl at extremely low costs,
drives local engagement around critical issues in docamefilmmaking. We can go further than
that, and we could really take something on in the joismadpace that, | think, would make a
significant difference in all of this, so I'll just sttmere.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Okay, thank you, Joaquin. | wastssasted. Senior Vice President for
Diversity and Innovation -- such an interesting combamatand | realize -- | guess the point is that
you -- both of those tasks require that you be able toit@okhe future and not think it's just



gonna be a repetition of the past, so thank you for tteyearks which really elaborated that point.
Our next presenter is Jon McTaggart, who is the Senag Rresident and Chief Operating Officer
for the American Public Media group which includes Minnadaablic Radio and Southern

California Public Radio, and he's also President ofsitlabSouth Florida.

>> Jon McTaggart: Thank you.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you.

>> Jon McTaggart: Yesterday, if you were here andhsatigh all of the presentations, | think we
heard from more than 30 panelists and presenters talkmg #ie business of journalism, and
talking about strategies and pursing all the ways that wenest the desires or the needs of
consumers. American Public Media doesn't really thbduait that way, and | want to talk a little
bit about why and what informs our thinking. For Americablie Media, journalism's not a
business. It's a public service. And it's foundationaltomission, and it's why we do it. We
don't serve shareholders. We don't serve consundéesserve citizens, and the tone and | think
even the content of today's conversations have alsadyd out fundamentally different from
yesterday, and that's really appealing to us. ChairménoWwéz yesterday, in his remarks,
reminded all of us that markets for public good may work imp#yfeand Representative Waxman
used the words, "market failure." As a civil society,dea't trust the open market or the free
market for public education. At least we don't trushtirely. We don't leave to only the free
market our needs for public safety, our needs for public healtd American Public Media
believes that public information -- the information resaey for an informed democracy -- should
also not be left only to a free market. The federakgawent has been investing in the public
media for more than 40 years. They've built infrastmectuth taxpayer funds. We've created a
network of television and radio stations and now meeservices that have the capacity and the
content for free and universal access to public medigifierally every American in the country.
That's an important investment. Public media attrast§/ivian mentioned, a large and growing
audience of Americans, cutting across every crosseseafithe demographics in the country. We
have a sustainable business model. It is thought thatgoment funding provides a substantial
amount of the resources for public media. My organinaione, federal funding, state funding --



all government funding combined accounts for less than 8¥eatsources that we use to operate
American Public Media stations. Public media is faadhaf the start-ups. We believe in a
diversity of voices. We believe there's more thae news organization needed in every
community to serve our citizens well. This is nob@making a case only for public media, but it
is to make part of a case for public media as part ofithegiie and solution. New start-ups,
digital or otherwise, have to build infrastructure, d&v find new revenue, have to create ways to
sustain their service. We'll encourage them, we'll do whatge can to support them, but public
media is 40 years ahead of that with a sustainable basimadel, with audiences that are already
loyal and relying on us, and we believe that there ism@ortant opportunity for public media to
serve even more than we are. Continued and expanded founoling will strengthen local news
organizations in every community where a public medigostaxists. Better public media
organizations will make for better partners, and publicianethanizations in every community are
ready to create content. They are creating coatahdistributing important public service
programming as it exists now. I'm going to stop there aserve time for the questions.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Okay. Thank you, John. We've dyr&éad one question from the
audience for you, and it is "seeing that you have joldimmesota, Southern California, and South
Florida, have you ever spent January in Minneapolis?" [ Laugh

>> Jon McTaggart: Northern Minnesota is even better.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Okay. Our next presenter is Bewton, who is the Vice President --
excuse me, the Vice President of the Journalism Bnodpr the Knight Foundation. Eric?

>> Eric Newton: Thank you. And thanks to chairman tedstaff at FTC for having us here
today. | would like to tell you about Cicero. When Cicefas sent out to the provinces, he was
quite unhappy with the commercial news packets that be&irg sent out from Rome. Really. He
wrote back complaining that what he needed to know weredtes of the Senate, but what he was
getting were these weird stories about gladiators anitlosst So Cicero's not alone. The
Newspaper Association of America tells us that in 200 etlvere 1,422 daily newspapers in
America, but at the same time, there are 3,248 coud¥800 incorporated places, and 30,000



minor civil divisions like towns and villages. All thgbvernment is not being watched over by the
fourth estate, and it wasn't before the Internet eithide newspaper | once edited, "The Oakland
Tribune," got attention for its watchdog coverage. Wegéched over maybe 5% of the government
within our region. That's the truth. So, the marketat suddenly failed. The market has always
picked and chosen what it's done. That's why | tendlieveehe -- the school of thought that's put
forward by the Knight Commission and the commission ntegays, "Journalism does not need

saving so much as it needs creating." "Journalism doe®erdtsaving so much as it needs
creating.” We need to care about not losing the cufiemtof news in the public interest, but at
the same time, we really need to think about how taemfow of maybe 20 times more, which is
what we actually really need. And that's the line ohgraaking we've pursued at Knight. We're
agnostic about who creates the 20 times more flow, whéth all of the different kinds of
organizations you've heard about over the last day and benal But for the most part, our
nation's media policies, when it comes to creating foems of journalism, are just old and in the
way. They're of the industrial age, not the digigeg.a They often block innovation, which is what
our grants are trying to create. So, a couple of quickpkess. Public media -- a lot of the
government money that flows to public media is status quaesn Not good enough, you know?
Change the rules, and then every dollar CPB gives dngteisnnovation. Nonprofit digital start-
ups -- the old rules don't treat them fairly. They miakard to switch to be a nonprofit. They
don't give nonprofit news organizations equal accessets @alleries, nor do the nonprofits --
were they able to exercise the community leadershigdhgurofits can in the way of writing
editorials. Another example is university journalisitis going on all over the place -- students are
showing they can do great journalism. By the wayeafnation's 200,000 journalism and mass-
communication students spend 10% of their time doing ajctwadalism, that would more than
make up for all of the traditional media jobs that hagen lost in the last 10 years. But our old
rules don't treat student journalists fairly, eithehiefl laws in main states don't protect them --
don't even consider them to be journalists. Finaigpa is that the government itself is a huge
mass-media producer today, because of the Internetin Bateral, not a very good one. It has all
of these freedom-of-information laws, but can't seeffigtore out how to use the people's websites
to actually provide the information it's supposed to provide uitglewn laws. So, I'm not really
sure how much of this FTC can or should try to changepekidly, news literacy will create
consumers that will demand more, but there is one kg ththink the FTC could do. Consumers



have to have universal broadband access to -- to do whké# idigital age. If you don't have it, it
doesn't matter what kind of journalism falls in the forééou won't hear it. You aren't connected.
You aren't there. So, the FTC could be out there sa{yng, know, hey, FCC, we are going to dog
you mercilessly until you deliver on universal affordabledotband access.” That's the level
playing field upon which everything, everyone at this tabid, everyone else in the room depends

on.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you, Eric. Although you dicoger a bit, as | let you know, we did
vote collectively to let you have some extra time, ymu were supposed to spend it announcing
grants to each member of the panel.

>> Eric Newton: That will be in the hall after thanel.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: That will be the follow-up, | hop@ur next presenter, Charles Lewis is a
professor at and the founding Executive Director of the ingestigative reporting workshop at

American university School of Communication. Charles?

>> Charles Lewis: Right. Thank you, and | want tonththe commission for having this affair,
and John Leibowitz, the chairman. Well, | think I'miiad here mostly because I've been deeply
involved in foundation-supported journalism, including the Khigoundation as a supporter. |
didn't come to that easily, so one of the issues l@pne of the messages, | think, certain folks
like Tom Rosenstiel and Eric just eluded to is we shotud@lt the past too much. | quit CBS, "60
Minutes" as a producer and started the Center for Putbégiity from my house. Why? Because
| was frustrated that all of the important storie®of time weren't being investigated by the
commercial media. The Iran/Contra story was brokdrebanon and announced to the press by
the Attorney General. That's a bad sign. The S&kysttory was mostly broken in the regional
press around the country -- not in Washington. On andaouldl give you, like, six other
examples. We don't have time. So, | started theecénom my house, and over 15 years, raised
about $30 million from foundations and individuals, and weld#ed our donors and did 300
investigative reports, 14 books, and at a full-time stedfCopeople, 25 paid interns a year and a
network of 100 journalists in 50 countries called the h@gonal Consortium of Investigative



Journalism. And you know, I still have a skeptical vidwhe commercial media. Did the
commercial media investigate the war contracts ghahistan and Iraq and disclose who had
gotten the most money? No. Sorry. The Center ofi®lriiegrity did. | could take a lot of
nonprofits and tell you what they did that others hawdorie locally and regionally and nationally
and internationally. What is happening now is nothingtsbfathrilling and quite extraordinary.

We are witnessing nothing less than the dawn of an emgengw investigative reporting
ecosystem in the country. You know, in '99, David Praddes] the Innocence Project. Now there
are 50 Innocence Projects across the United Stategowritiialism schools and law schools. There
are now 10 to 12, at least, investigative reporting ceatausiversities. The one investigative-
reporting workshop | headed here in D.C. was the onlymotteiDC area, but they're all over the
country. There are now 25 or more investigative-repodérgers across the nation, many of them
small -- local-, regional-, state-based groups, soantest by the the donors, and then they find
journalists; some started by the diaspora of immenagnted journalists with nowhere to work.
And taking a page from A.J. Leibling, "the only free priegte one you own, and if you can't own
it, why not start a nonprofit?" And, so -- you know, lbus a really interesting thing that's
happening. In July, an investigative news network wagdeulez 20 of these investigative
nonprofit centers. It will be incorporated and becdhge..C-3 in the next few months. That will
become 50 to 100 groups by mid 2010. There's groups around thehedniecant to join it, not

just the U.S. And what is happening? Well, the comiakentedia have recognized reality. They
have opened up the Pulitzer Prizes to online news publisaeksn December -- first time since
1917. Associated Press, the largest nonprofit journaligiaton the world -- started in 1846 -- has
asked for nonprofits to put their content availablellttha clients -- first time since 1846. And the
landscape is shifting, and there's a great study aboutdlebsgity and the capacity. It may
surprise you. Jan Schaffer who runs the J-Lab, thitutesfor Interactive Journalism at American
University did a study in June called "New Media Makefsiind that 180 foundations had given
$128 million for journalism and news initiatives, $66 milliohthat for investigative reporting
since 2005, not counting public broadcasting, which would be anetdhundred million. So,
there's something going on here that is growing and changimegponse to the hollowed
newsroom phenomenon we've been living through. So, I'lltbeviest for questions but I find it

all quite exciting, actually.



>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you, Charles. If you wetl®ing your bios, you notice that this
is Charles' fourth nonprofit that he started thad tadrking on now, so | thought we could give
those data points to Professor... Plug them in and/Baeit's done to participation at the local
level. Our next presenter is Mark MacCarthy, who'senity teaching and doing research at
Georgetown University's Communication, Culture, and TedgyolProgram, and teaching about

the economics of network industries.

>> Mark MacCarthy: Thanks, Tom, and thanks to Chairbreabowitz for doing this wonderful
workshop on the future of the news. I'm at Georgetown bat I've spent many years on the Hill,
working as a congressional staffer at the House ErsrdyCommerce Committee, and my ideas
come from both the academic work that I'm doing now hatléxperience as a congressional
staffer. | want to develop the idea that public fundinggig of the future of journalism. Chairman
Waxman gave us the path to legislative success in tsatearlier today, and | want to do what |
can to try to meet the challenge that he set dowth®people who advocate public funding. Why
do we need it? The conference has sort of set ouatiomale. The internet has undermined the
advertising and bundling mechanism that has supported nedsgbion. Charging online readers
for access to news won't be enough. If the 80/20 sphéwenue between ads and subscription is
the same online as it is offline, then the most treesy of erecting online payrolls could net us
about 25% above the $3 billion they currently get fromnendids. That's about $750 million. It's
just simply not enough. So, what do we do? Congresddhdopt legislation that would provide
substantial additional resources to the CorporatioRftnlic Broadcasting to support local news
gathering by public-service media. This system of publigcise media already exists. What it
needs is the funding to hire journalists to cover lacal regional news -- the school boards, the
zoning meetings, the city council, and the state legida As you heard, CPB and NPR clearly
recognize their opportunity to fill the local news-gathgniale, a step in the right direction is
NPR's new local journalism project with support from bG8#B and the Knight Foundation. With
several additional federal fundings, this initiativeilcbbe expanded. A supplemental CPB funding
request for the fiscal year and all future funding requstsisld contain a provision for local news
gathering. CPB already dispenses federal funds for asd/public affairs for programs like "The
News Hour" and "Frontline." One model for the new nemd @ublic-affairs grants is the
independent television service that Joaquin made referend&VS currently receives money



from CPB to fund public television programming produced by indepémeduction entities. |
was in involved in the funding of the entity back whewelk a congressional staffer 20 years ago.
So what are the objections? Wouldn't the governmentaldhe news agenda and point of view?
Not necessarily. Other countries including Great Briteve a tradition of publicly funded news
organizations that are vigorous critics of governmenc@di We have this tradition here in the
United States, as well, through the Corporation for Pihiiadcasting. It has heat-shield
provisions designed to prevent political interfere with ieantent. Finally, should public support
be conditioned on the grant of maintaining some variehpaprofit status? Some might allow
grantees to be low-profit, and there's there is a Eg#lis called "L3C" that might permit this. My
judgment to keep going is that their purpose has to be puidées-gathering grants would not
preclude other support mechanisms including philanthropy, dosdtimm the public, and even
some revenue from advertising and subscription feee Iifevenues exceeded their costs,
however, they would have to use all or most of thdir@eenues for their public purpose. | don't
think all local news can be produced through government gr&fdgbe it | would be ideal to keep
the center of gravity of the news business in the f@isactor with only a supporting role for
philanthropy and public funding. | don't know the right miunding sources, but | do think that
public funding is an essential element of the mix, aedithe to start developing the specifics of
this idea is right now. Thanks very much.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. The next presentem Leonard, is University Librarian and
Professor in the Graduate School of Journalism at UntiyersCalifornia, and Tom's academic
specialty is the historic development of the media si8¥#6, so if anybody's has to compress his
time, it would be you, Tom.

>> Tom Leonard: Well, I'm gonna switch on you and kindieé @ different perspective here. |
think, at many gatherings of this type, we have some vivatessions. We have a vivid
impression, all of us, of the founding fathers in thstFAmendment, and we're quite keen on that
period of American press history. We have a vivid impoassf the great comparative prosperity
of the news media in the 20th century, and Some ofaysb@ nostalgic for that period. And we
certainly have a clear vision of the funk -- maybe tlwepse, but certainly more pervasively the
funk that news media are in today. Missing, howegethat 19th century, so this is sort of gonna



be a few words, or might be titled, "Mind the Gap."wHdo we get a prosperous media, the kind
of prosperous media suggested by Matt Gentzkow's graph wkislaw earlier of those bars
marching up and the number of newspapers, presumably the grefit®tmaking -- that was also
true. And, by some measures, civic engagement at leasunee by voting behavior. How did
this start in the 19th century? You know, actuallyoifiyook to the hard scrabble part of the 19th
century, you will find voices that sound very much a padwfmeeting today. In the 1840s, in his
private correspondence, Horace Greeley, the famousYsekveditor, described the field as
nothing more than an assemblage of pains, a title we ppabably use for everything that's been
presented here. It was an assemblage of pains becawas henvinced owning a New York,
New York, newspaper destined to make him rich that hedvaeNer get any money from it, and
an assemblage of pains because he knew that in New Ytirk ¥840s, only 5% of the talented
reporters and writers could ever hope to make a living. eBom this changed. What were the
facts on the ground and why was this ground fertile? | veadtaw our attention to three facts on
the ground of the 19th century. The first concerns agplyprotection. It was very little help to
newspapers and magazines. Indeed, they benefited byatscabsAmerican publications pirated
British material until the 1890s. It was an immens@ belour start-ups. By convention, as many
of you know, the local papers that were the heart anbo$d 9th century journalism were printed
freely from one another through a system of changiessalmost enough to say that 19th century
newspapering was built on plagiarism. It's certainlyddege that 19th century journalism was built
on aggregators. And in light of Arianna Huffington's devasggbresentation that to Rupert
Murdoch yesterday, or post today, I'm expecting to seeBempson write on the blackboard "I
will now honor aggregators, mate," in the next "Simpsofi$e second factor has to do with a pay
wall. There was, of course, a pay wall in the 19thusn Virtually, nothing was published
intending to be free, but what pay wall? Americansiigdat, jumped over it, laughed at it, drove
editors and publishers to distraction. Nothing is more comimthe 19th century press than
verses of this type. "Would you know the cause, deaereawhy the paper stops today? 'Tis
because so many of you owe the printer and won't paydt'siffrom lowa of 1872. | think many
of the people who've made presentations about chargirmgfbent on the web will want to look
up that verse and borrow from it. The third factathie 19th century that made things go was
government subsidies, and Jon Leibowitz has alreadygubmit correctly how the postal system
and the publication of legal notices mattered. We matgd mention the happy impressment of



young children to work in the newspaper industry as nevsslsmynething allowed in the 19th and
20th century, and, of course, the broadcasting license$\whitded newspapers enormous
benefits in the early 20th century. So, because myisirap, I'll just say, if you want prosperity in
the news and you want to learn from the 19th centuryhgee to understand three things -- it
didn't happen because the press was protected by stiistdihntellectual property, it didn't

happen because payment schemes worked well, and it digp'¢m because the government stayed
out of the picture.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. And our next presestdosh Silver, who is the co-founder
and executive director of Free Press. For thosewtlyat don't know it, Free Press is a
nonpartisan organization that's dedicated to engagingmdtim media policy debates and in
creating a more Democratic and diverse media sysfersh?

>> Josh Silver: Thanks, Tom. | just want to go arord that this Tom's joke about Bart Simpson
may be the most underappreciated joke of the day. [ Laujghteme to this issue of subsidy for
journalism, how we're gonna pay for it, with a vergazleye about the simple economic question,
and that's what | want to sort of impart to the roond, #at is at the end of the day, we can
theorize as much as we like about, "Well, do | likeegament subsidy of journalism? Do | not?
There's obvious liabilities in it." But according to tleta that we see, there's simply no choice.

It's not as if we have this option that we can allogvittarket to prevail, to keep the government out,
as many people have eluded to and spoken in support of mhedying. It's not like we can do

that and have any kind of confidence that we are goingtteae the significant erosion of the

fourth estate and what's left of it. And | think it'oontant that we understand that there needs to
be a commence for a sort of psychic shift, if you whie same principles that say, "You know, our
safety is so important, we have to have public sulisidige police, and our safety at home is so
important, we have to have subsidy of the fire departnagwl our children are so important, we
have to have public subsidy of the educational systend itsrthat same line of thought that due

to market forces, due to many kinds that have been discassadseam over the past several
months, that the government is gonna have a role iNatwv, | do want to cast a little bit of
perspective about -- for people who say "Woe is me.nt deant my tax dollars going in to
journals." For folks with me in Minnesota, | apolagizl have to reiterate some stats that are really



staggering. One company, AlG, has received 175 times mareymo the past year or so for the
bailout than the corporation for public broadcasting restklast year alone. We're looking at, for
the total bailouts, they're 1,223 times higher than thB'€&nnual budget. 2008 earmarks coming
out of the Congress, 41 times the budget of CPB. AndyfjrtAe US government did spend 3 1/2
times more money on office furniture than the budgéh@iCPB, and, so, we have to keep that in
mind when we think about scope and scale of what we waartdavhat we propose to be spending.
If that increases, there are obvious conditionshibae to be in place. First of all, if we are to
increase subsidy, we have to know that the firewathek-solid, and Mark, who's my new BFF, he
alluded to this, but it has to be improved. | mean, we tmkeow that the kind of shenanigans
that happened with Ken Tomlinson a few years ago carapgem again, and that's absolutely
critical, and structure is part of that. We havenow that the system nationwide is better run,
especially at the local level, that we have stat@magers committed to producing journalism. We
have to have a greater diversity of audience and coaenive have to have a broader definition of
what public media is with more of an attitude of abudaand less of scarcity. It has been said
here, but | do want to echo, if you doubt the ability of muloadcasting and public media to
conduct enterprise, hard-hitting, critical journalismt josk at other systems in England and
Europe where | would actually dare to say that they ane mdversarial than the commercial and
public media in this country in general. And, finally, hgeve to move from platitudes to policies.

| don't have to tell people in this room. There haeen so many discussions about where are we
going, what do we want to be, but now we are getting wird where we have to figure out two
things -- one, what do communities really need? Andengetting there. There are these great
reports that have been referred to, the Knight Comams®iport, the Len Downie report. And then
we have to get down to the brass tax and really ertipageublic in what is going to be inevitably a
political fight. My time is up. My last word is -- lamt to echo what Eric Newton said -- we
cannot ever look at any of this without also having anteyrds Internet policy and the fact that
1/3 of Americans still don't have broadband and they iggraportionately poor and rural, and that
has to change at the same time.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you, Josh. What I'm gainda -- we now have an hour for
discussion, and because everybody's doing such a goodnadvofg this along, what | want to
start by doing is moving right down the panelists and askiegn each to give me one more sound



byte. [ Laughter ] But | mean that. One sound byte.gbmna start down at the right, but because
they weren't warned about this, I'll call on myselftfiesnd I'll go first. As somebody whose
academic background was in studying the commercial broaugasustry, I'm aware both of

how many billions of dollars the federal government gauhat industry and also the extent to
which the federal government regulated it, and it was atabesry tame pussycat. So, like many
other people in the audience, | am wondering how itasttie future vision that's being talked
about of a vigorous independent publicly funded press fitswihit we saw in the country in the
'20s, '30s, '40s, and '50s. That would be my sound byte.ePldask.

>> Mark McCarthy: So, the one point that I'd like topdrasize is how traditional, mainstream,
and all-American government involvement in contentée all have experience with our local
public libraries. We go to public venues where theatricdopmances are provided. We go to
museums that are funded by local and state operatiahshese are all things that we accept, we
like, we encourage, we enjoy. At the national leved, National Endowment for the Humanities,
National Endowment for the Arts, the National SceeRoundation, the Institutes for Health, all
provide funding for content, scientific, artistic coriteithis is not some weird, strange aberration,
an alien intrusion in to our life. This is the way deethings in this country.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. Charles?

>> Charles Lewis: Well, | confess, unlike some ofabieer folks on the panel, I'm not an expert
on media policy, but | am fascinated by certain ironMd& send out hundreds of millions of
dollars to foster democracy around the world, includingngfthening media. In recent years, we
were doing that at the same time we were putting reqsartehe US in jail and issuing 60
subpoenas. | found that incredibly interesting. | am fscinated by the percentage of money
that goes to the media in other countries, which | kisoan old saw, but it's pretty interesting. It's
a stunningly different landscape in other parts of thddvoks an investigative reporter, | also
know, like it or not, that journalists would never acknalgle that news organizations, whether
they're commercial or otherwise, are not famous fomdihe hand that feeds them, whether it's
advertisers, foundations, or government money, and thatigssue where | have some

ambivalence, and | don't know the answers about sonmesé things, I'll candidly acknowledge.



>> Tom Krattenmaker: Eric?

>> Eric Newton: On the commercial side, | think tawhs matter a lot. Tax laws helped the
family owners of newspapers feel good about sellinpgacompanies. Tax laws could help the
companies feel good about selling back to local familleguess | first became aware of the
strange American feelings about news and information wiaexs editing the newspaper and the
state started putting in sales taxes on newspapers,jastddund it odd that -- | mean, here you
had chocolate doughnuts and the newspaper taxed the szaied] the same. One is supposed to
have to do with the first amendment, the lifeblood@focracy. The other one, you know -- One
quick fix to help America's commercial press is to diwgse sales taxes on news and information,
and if you need to make up the money, you can double thedaxa@®colate doughnuts. | think
society would be better off. | know | would be bettdr ¢gfLaughter ]

>> Tom Krattenmaker: It's an interesting thought. ¥oow, the Supreme Court has held it's
okay to tax the newspapers as long as you tax themniee asayou tax the chocolate doughnuts.

Joaquin?

>> Joaquin Alvarado: | can't speak to the question of chtedbughnuts. We're going to put $7
billion in to broadband stimulus in this country over tiext 14 or 15 months. That's federal
funding going in to the infrastructure for broadband. We hio@ about the innovation of public
interest content on that. And | think journalism and etlocare the two core strengths that the
entire public media feel at large can lay claim to. Sehare two key needs that will drive
broadband adoption in poor, rural, minority communitieber€'s a win there. And it's coming in
the next 12 months if we get it right. So when theatl@and plan comes out, if we can speak to
this issue within that plan, then | think we can credtarmework for smarter, more focused
investments, and start to make the case that meetstdr@adhat Congressman Waxman laid out

earlier this morning.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Jessica, a sound bite?



>> Jessica Hoke: | don't have a sound bite as muanaetising that I'm looking forward to from
the panel today. Yesterday, we heard from panelistp@sgnters that government should stay
out of funding the news. And | think from the opening stesiets we've heard today, that's not the
opinion of the panel. So I think it will be interestirmghtear how we can find ways to have
government funding help the news and still find ways to keegovernment from interfering.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Vivian.

>> Vivian Schiller: Yeah, as a newbie to public mediag got convert syndrome about it, and I'm
kind of insufferable at parties because I'm, you know, seaatabout it. But | just have to say that
public media, the infrastructure of public media -- Surexdlare things that are little things that
could be corrected or fixed. But we have an increditsyng, powerful, sophisticated
infrastructure between the national organizations araf #tle stations around the country. We
have a strong system. We have other revenue stréalstment by the government as it's always
been, but an increases investment in the public me@i& @i on that, to use a business term, in
support of this public service will go further than | cangina of any other sort of so-called
bailout of the commercial newspaper industry or evettthat | want newspapers to go away -- |
love newspapers -- or any of the other industries tleagj@ng in. The system is there. It works.

It needs support so that we can develop the kinds obtnficiures and systems to be able to

deliver on the digital age.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. Josh.

>> Josh Silver: To the skeptics that have spoken in preyganels and yesterday about
government subsidy, | think it's really important to keeferating there is simply not enough
private money in the form of advertising revenue, supson revenue, philanthropy and otherwise
to support particularly the local journalism that our infed, participatory democracy requires. |
think there are inherent challenges to it. Chuck, | agigteyou. They are significant. But the
people in this room, the people who are thinking aboutitlsiseally crucial that many folks leave
your comfort zone and start looking at policies and figuout which ones make sense, embrace



the fact that there needs to be a role for governmasnCongressman Waxman said. And it's like
eating your broccoli. That's media policy reform.

>> Male Speaker: That's good.

>> Tom Leonard: | want to second Mark's very good suggestiat maybe we can learn
something from libraries. These are upstart institutiortiee 19th centuries. There had never been
free public libraries before. They kind of rose in flatavith the great metropolitan newspapers
that people could afford. And they could never have prespsithout strategic philanthropy.
Carnegie at the beginning of the 20th century, Gatdsedidginning of the 21st. And although
cultural wars certainly happen in libraries, it's remarké#iepublic trust they've earned, in part
because they are places where people of varying bbééés/e they're respected. One of the
reasons that library bond issues continue to pass anelkdaiple, people on the right don't attack
libraries the way they do media is, for examplet thany public libraries now are a place for
home-schooled children to get together. So that modedtaklly contributing to the civic good
with a mix of public and private investment is a vergiasting one. And the end of the story is if
you count libraries and you count McDonald's, therararee libraries than McDonald's in the
United States now. And if you begin to count school liesgrihere are ten times as many libraries
as McDonald's.

>> Jon McTaggart: Thanks. | want to pick up on a threadtbeme that's not as much public
funding as it is about innovation and the -- | don't knatleast the tone that innovation cannot or
will not happen within a legacy of media organizationsio fjuick examples. | fully expected in
my community of St. Paul and Minneapolis that Mike Svegemwho's the publisher of the Star
Tribune, he's going to innovate at the Star Tribune,| @&xgect the Star Tribune, to be healthy for
quite some time. But two quick examples within my publidm@rganization, one from the
earliest beginnings and one more recent. In the sabéginnings, it was innovative for us to
choose FM when everybody was on the AM dial. Athirk that was the right choice. It was an
innovative choice. It was a risky choice. It regdieesignificant amount of investment at that time.
And | think for many public radio stations and certainly ocmgrcial radio stations, FM has proven
to be certainly the innovator's choice. But more rdgeand thanks to a grant from the Knight



Foundation, we have invested in an innovation within nésedfior within how we're going to --

how we're doing news. And at American Public Media, calethis news innovation the Public
Insight Journalism. Very simply, it's the belibt someone in our audience knows more about the
story that we're reporting than we do. We have a sewrt audience. And if we can get that
individual or those individuals who are the experts @ $tory to trust us enough to share their
information and expertise with us, our journalism Wwél stronger. We now have over 80,000 of
these experts in a trusted database and in a netwogkhawe a growing network of news
organizations that are partners with us in this. Andeal@ve that by using these experts, both by
their experience and their authority expertise, wedmamuch better journalism than we have been.
And it's working. We've been doing it for about five weand we're excited about it. So | think
we have to make sure that legacy organizations, eveagheyl radio organizations can and will

innovate, and we shouldn't count any legacy media ouinto. S

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. Jon, | have to salyytha sort of typecast yourself a little bit
there when you talked about the investment in FM. FHrgnyears of teaching, | can guarantee
you, anybody in the room who's under 35 has no idea vehateytalking about when you suggest
that people use to AM radio instead of FM.

>> Jon McTaggart: 45 years ago, when our organizatiotedtat was a risk.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: There you go. Absolutely. Modiaadidn't even have that band at that
time. The questions from the audience are running erteltees, and they're running very heavily
on the question of how do you do public funding and preservgritt@and independence. And so
we need to talk about that. There are a couple othesttat have come up | thought | might
throw out first for some discussion. 'Cause you alehbeen talking about that issue. One of them
is -- | mean, Eric has mentioned a couple of timeg,raaybe this is just the old law professor in
me, changes in law that might be helpful in orddsring about a more vigorous, more active
public press. And another is both Josh and Joaquin taticad 8o some extent it's not an issue of
money or maybe in any way an issue of technology abeubttent to which we may be able to
build on the technology. | think maybe I'll throw out teehnology question first. This is perhaps
the general question. But are we looking at money,eowarlooking at technology. What do



others think about what it is that might be on theZworiwith respect to new technology that may
be providing increased opportunities for public-funded or for founadtioded materials? Again -
- and this reflects the question which was presentedtheraudience. If you had lived through
my course in telecommunications law, you would havenkgzhthat virtually every cable company
in this country is saddled with the requirement thay ghrevide public-, educational-, and
governmental-access channels, paid access channels!s Bhleuge investment in our country in
those. | believe that -- | don't know, maybe Joshih@snumbers. The viewership probably

approaches zero on those.

>> Joaquin Alvarado: That's not true.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Good. Okay.

>> Joaquin Alvarado: Not true. So PEG was the resudtoal governments making really
important demands when cable got rolled out that thereniversal coverage. And as statewide
franchising becomes normalized when telecom companiestggnovide triple play, like FIOS or
U-verse for AT&T, that is discombobulating the spadghin which PEG was possible. So if you
speak to local governments who in many cases are figgiting the good fight to get broadband
connectivity out to their communities, working with orgaians like One Economy, they are
actually figuring out how to preserve that PEG functioa liroadband space but where the
franchising is not working on their behalf. So I think thate@nfused or we don't give enough
credit to what has occurred that's positive with PB&wahat goes away when that no longer
happens. They are the ones recording the city-counctimgseso that they are in a searchable

database to later be sourced by reporters who wantdevfah issue.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: That's an interesting point. Yduwegga credit for marrying the legal
change with the technology change. | wonder whethgone else would like to comment on
technological changes or investments that we sedr hsmsmentioned universal broadband access.

| don't know if there are others. Vivian, did you --



>> Vivian Schiller: Yeah. Well, | think technologytise key to everything. | mean, the point is -
- The reason we exist as public media is to make our moateailable to people. If they want to
listen to it, which they do, in large numbers on FM rathat's great. But guess what. Technology
is making and new devices are making -- giving people many ntewesovhere they go for
content and we have to be there. That's why the taymaf a public-media platform is so critical,
because especially -- Tom Rosenstiel talked aboutidimeization of news content. We talk about
these devices that are coming out. If we can't havpdher of all of our original content, which
hopefully will be growing over the years, available aodessible for communities, for software
developers, and for others to access, to be able to maeipuladon't mean manipulate the
journalism, but manipulate and select what they need anadprto our users on every device and
in every form and in every niche way, then we wilédailed to remain relevant. So it's at the

center of everything we do.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. Yes. Mark.

>> Mark MacCarthy: Quick comment. Paul Starr, wheridlked about public funding in front of
a congressional committee about six months ago madeaploetant point that public funding
should be platform neutral. It really has to be atenadf creating the content. And then the
distribution, whether it's mobile, broadband, or televisr radio or text on an Internet site is

something that should be up to the content producer arabsloeiated distributing partners.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Anyone else want to commeniechriology and opportunities that are out
there?

>> Eric Newton: Technology or money, both. | mdamy do you -- The traditional media that
survive in the 21st century, you know, will be the ones femrelpnough to create cultures of
continuous change and be able to keep up with the changelssoAt means new technology all
the time and not just we're gonna move to the Web, andwewe fixed our probleMs. But how do
you create that kind of a learning -- a learning organizatiew, technologies all the time, and a
constant stream of innovation? You know, many news orgamis survived the 20th century.
Many will survive the 21st. But instead of the big ones sumgivit'll be the nimble ones.



>> Tom Krattenmaker: Joaquin, did you want to talk somee about the Internet and how it's
affecting CPB?

>> Joaquin Alvarado: Well, we are asking the questionf@mmoney goes out into the system,
how does it live on beyond just its traditional broadbasin, and we don't do a good enough job |
think as a group of people talking about this, of understandiag lwcal stations are actually doing
and not doing. We have been surprised -- | have beensad@i CPB to find out that there are
many local journalism initiatives that stations are hsotstrapping because they feel compelled to
do so as connected organizations. So, if we can do beperparing the public-media field for a
broadband space, and that's everything from the public-m&dfarm, the PI1J, the Public Insight
Journalism Network, represents the killer wrap in miiop for melding social networking with
broadband in a journalistic fashion. If we do bettethat, if we do better with broadband in terms
of the stimulus money going out and stations getting ilbanectivity, we can actually create the
kind of space where developers at low cost can writacapipins for our stuff. And we've got to
make sure that we don't have any more panels wherestbalg two software developers in the
room. It's like trying to solve climate change withoating India, China, the U.S., and Europe all
in the conversation together. It's not gonna happemtiys

>> Female Speaker: Quite an analogy.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Josh, | wonder if you wanted tbaxate a little bit more on the point
about universal broadband access and the importancatof th

>> Josh Silver: Sure. There's another divide thairsdibat's often age-based. And that is this
understanding that virtually all media will be delivered lyhhspeed Internet or broadband
connection in just a few years. It's already hapgenow. It's notable that TV sets being sold in
box stores at this moment connect directly to the a&ed,it completely revolutionizes how people
get their news and information, and we must remembewidhab, television continues to be by far
the dominant source of news and information. That tiendt changing substantially. That's
important. We're looking at a parallel challenge héed the parallel challenge is that in the same



way that we have to figure out how to subsidize and suppotbust fourth estate, we also have to
figure out how to subsidize fast, competitive, neutrabldband deployment nationwide. And once
again, as with media, we have a rich, national hisbbdoing this. We did it with roads. We did it
with phone service. We did it with electricity. And navis absolutely critical that it happens in
broadband. Tom, probably the most important point te nolin the last nine years, this country
has slipped from 4th to 22nd in broadband adoption and speathimeally. And that's because
of a failed policy. So that has to move at the same as the media policy moves.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: | want to put explicitly on tiadle now the question that some of you have
addressed about what if, any, changes in law would you meléd@mm your point of view to make
more accessible, more valuable, or even to build ugrtisewvorthiness and integrity of public-
funded or foundation-funded journalism? I'm inclined torie,B know you talked about this, but
should | come back to you to begin with that? | kn@w'ye got a list.

>> Eric Newton: Well, you know, | mean, | said thees@mbout equal treatment of student
journalists, equal treatment of nonprofit journalistsy ¥now, more innovation and money in
public media. All of those are, you know, rules, andrties determine, you know, the outcome of
the game a lot of the time. So I'm not one of thwalse thinks that -- who has the mythology that
the government has never been involved in media, veryr imuolved from the very beginning.
And the question is maintaining sort of the fire walMsstn that involvement and the content. But
anything that we can do to level the playing field and givefalie new kinds of emerging folks
and the existing folks who want to innovate a chance to ldbink would be good change, good
law change.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Anyone else want to answer this?

>> Vivian Schiller: I'll just chime in to say we needeaaxamination and reauthorization of the

Public Media Act. When was the last time we were --

>> Joaquin Alvarado: '92. It ran out in '96.



>> Vivian Schiller: Right. So a lot has changed sithen. And we need to reauthorize reflecting

the new realities.

>> Joaquin Alvarado: | think amending -- Yeah, | mean, asiirg what has to -- what the
authorization should look like given all of the thingatthre happening right now is one critical
guestion. Another is you don't want to reauthorizedt make it a zero-sum game. If we change
the language and don't increase the funding, we're gonhalsedlamstringing the whole initiative.
So we have to address how much funding to do how much aatdimtine language needs to be
different to do that. | would love to see a scenariore/lséations can have a pathway to absorb the
innovations that Knight and other major foundations Haeen putting into the field in a way that
builds towards the sustainability of the small, greatpmofit journalism innovation start-ups.
They're going to run into the same wall that stationantma How do we make this sustainable
over time? And that means that you've got to diversifyr yunding anyway. This is already the
situation we have in public broadcasting. So if we caragamp there and preserve the species of
journalists, professional journalists, before we kigam -- This is like the California Condor
Project. Just get mating pairs together, and just whatetakes over the next few years. We can't
take forever. We got to go right now if we're going td pudff.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Mark, did you want to add to this?

>> Mark McCarthy: Yeah, just to emphasize the urgeri¢ii@situation. | like the image. It's
going to be hard to get out of my mind. But | think the dikgrof funding is a key element.

We've all known that funders have a way of wanting tehbeir point of view reflected in the
entities that they fund, and it's been true of the dideersupport of media for generations. And the
way you fix that is by diversifying so that no one entiéwy call all the shots. And | think that's
gonna have to be true in public media as well. Fundiagdbmes from the government is never
going to be the whole ball game. It's going to have totber sources as well. Beyond that, |
think you have to write right in to the statute. Yowwknthe requirement that this is -- that there is
an independence of the entities that are funded. Youdwiue put it right in the statute. You
have got to have congressional oversight. You hatawe media oversight over that. And you
have got to build a culture in which the principle of ipeledence is part of the DNA of the whole



system. You do that, and you'll get over time the ssoneof resistance to government control in
the publicly funded media that you currently have in tvmercial media. It's just a matter of
developing the tradition, developing the habits, and writingcongressional statute with media

and congressional oversight.

>> Tom Leonard: Tom, can | add? On the issue of lavpublic policy, it's extraordinarily
important in this environment of more and more, if you, vrikelance news operations that access
to knowledge not be priced outside their capacity. And afltaxpayer-funded research has
traditionally gone into commercialized journals wheneas inaccessible, for example, to science
writers unless they worked at a university or work forch riews organization that could pay the
toll. The National Institute of Health has institugesiery enlightened policy of bringing back that
taxpayer-funded research into a repository, PubMedr&lenthere six months after publication or
now 12 months after publication, anyone can see whaesearch was and use it. The content
providers are not so happy with this reform. They woldel o roll back that access. These are
companies with 34% profit margins in some cases. tjtsod business to be in but not a good
business for the new landscape of journalists and weitkosneed access to material. Another
aspect of this would be the mass digitization-projech stscGoogle. But that's another topic.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Okay. | think we need to open thisxgdicitly to the question of
government and foundation funding as opposed to private reark#tink it's important to begin
by the point that Eric and others have made, which is tierer has been a complete government
absence from funding of the media or interaction withmedia. We do not live in an anarchic
society. So if you're running a newspaper down in your bageyau're still probably relying on
intellectual-property laws. Tax laws have an effectuhat you do. The way in which the
communications -- I'm sorry, the transportation infrasture is laid out has something to do with
how it is that you deliver whatever news you createit'Saot possible in this day and age to
imagine any kind of a business that exists entirely inddgr&of government. That's just not
something that can happen. But the questions that wéteggeere are rife with -- without
reading any particular one of them -- how in your ovanlel if you are in the journalist world, or
in the world that you're observing, if you're someone vglobserving journalism from the outside
in a professorial way, do or should the public-funded erfélandation-funded media maintain



independence and integrity? If a principle function ibea critic of government, how does one be
a critic of that which funds one? That's a long quastibich you can break down in to pieces.
And | sort of think everybody should have something toadsut this. So | just want to move

down. And this time, I'm going to move out from the eentSo, Vivian, you're going first.

>> Vivian Schiller: Thank you for giving me time to prepaio, | mean, the proof is in the
pudding. | mean, as journalists -- You know, any jourhgkss a little oochy, to use a technical
term, about direct government funding of content. Beff#lat is if you take a step back, if you

look at the commercial world, | mean, you know, thisas a new concept. | mean, advertising
appears in newspapers. Advertising subsidizes the newspapall commercial media. You

know, does that mean that newspapers have pulledotinaihes about those advertisers? Certainly
not. Quality news organizations have not. You known&wes organization worth its salt is going
to accept money with any kind of conditions attached. \We'tdilo it in commercial media. We
don't do it with advertisers. And we certainly don'titdeith foundations. | would ask anybody in
this room to say any instance in the history, at leastRRR where a story has been slanted or, you
know, favorable to a foundation funder. Government monkg'same thing. | mean, if you look
at our coverage, we do plenty of criticism of the Ugevernment and any government institution.
And | -- There's no reason to believe that that woalgplen. If you spend any time in a newsroom
and you spend any time with journalists, you'll know thaty know, if anything, the opposite
problem is true. "Oh, they're funding us? Well, lettskleven more deeply into them." That's sort
of the instinct of most journalists. So, yeah,atlgtle -- | mean, as someone that comes from
commercial media, it takes a little bit getting usedBat, again, if you really pull it apart, the

analogies to all funding mechanisms are pretty similar.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: | remember when that "Car Tatidve led the opposition of the Vietnam

War. Work from the outside. Did you want to respondio-t I'm sort of moving out this way.

>> Eric Newton: Yeah, | want to jump in. It's abpubfessional ethics. And one of the great
things about the commercial newspaper industry is how angireds of major newspapers have
fantastic codes of ethics that they do hold each otfwuatable for and the professional

organizations and journalism schools do hold them accblent®8ut it's the same thing in libraries



and schools. And, | mean, how do you keep the librargependent, how do you keep the schools
-- the teachers with academic freedom? And it's tildibg of these fire walls. And I think that,
you know, rather than worrying so much about that, wheréave a society with more than a
century of professionalization in these fields, itrse¢o me that using that as an excuse not to
increase funding is sort of like saying we can't give mayeaw to libraries because somehow
that's gonna influence libraries, or we can't give -cau@t have the schools teaching news literacy
because somehow that's going to, you know, hurt the kidhsnk it's a bogus argument that just
keeps us from doing the right thing.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Josh.

>> Josh Silver: | think there are three structural chatigat should be made right out of the gate
that would greatly protect public media from undue politicillence. Number one is to abandon
the appropriations process, which was the recommendsititve Carnegie Commission, and
Congress rejected it in the late '60s. That is abdplatitical, because in the current system, you
have a regular parade of politicians bemoaning coveragehthasee as biased or unfair. And that
is a position that someone like Vivian should never hav@ in. Number two, | think we need to
change the way that the Corporation for Public Broadwgs board is appointed. It's currently
appointed by the president, and no offense to the presidéfités but that's too political. And
there are other ways to do it that just make more gbasevould avoid that problem. Number
three, | think we want to bolster the role of the omimais at the CPB and across the system. That
would be helpful. There are great -- Like, for examplER has a great ombudsman, but it could
be better. There could be more resources allocatied tbe funding were there. And as far as the
funding, those independent funding mechanisms go, | thinkagsard that the public airwaves,
which we all in this room and everyone across this ecguawns, that the revenue from the auction
of those, that spectrum, shouldn't go to public mediahduld. That's one method. Another
would be a very small device tax on electronic-media dsviddere's many ways to do it. Those

are not specific recommendations but examples.

>> Charles Lewis: Yeah, | would -- from the other emtdthe grassroots, | mean, nonprofits that
operate and they're growing every minute like rabbitsethes certain --



>> Tom Krattenmaker: Condors, rabbits.

>> Charles Lewis: Rabbits, condors, sorry. Yeah.rdhee a number of obvious things that
commercial newsrooms have done that many of the natgpboit not all do, which -- obvious
things like a wall between the fundraising part or advagjdut in this instance -- Actually, some
nonprofits also advertise. So they are blended. Bullabetween the staff doing the journalism
and the folks who are more in this traditional publishingcfion of making it work financially. No
conditions. | agree with Vivian completely. Of coaig®u have to -- You know, one rule of thumb
is often, "Is it my idea or someone else's idea?" kvbaunds basic, but transparency, | think, is
fundamental. A good number of nonprofits do not disclbe& tonors. | happen to think they
should. The work ultimately, if you are doing your jolnigyou're investigating subjects that are
inconvenient at a receiving end, if you're doing investigagperting, the work will stand on its
own. And if it doesn't, then you actually won't get anynifareling and you'll start to dry up as an
entity. So your integrity is reflected in the worknd finally, ethical standards. There are multiple
ethical standards in this country. | mean, therela&bciety of Professional Journalists. There's
a number of other standards. | think each organizationldliecide what their standards are. |
think the SPJ standards are too weak, actually. And so dneske ways that at the grassroots
level, an organization, whether they're getting founddtimding or corporate funding or, yes,

government funding. So there are ways to address thiskl that are not surprising.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Tom.

>> Tom Leonard: | guess | want to second the suggestaarddosh made that in an institution in
some ways is in declined, the ombudsman or the publicratBieds to be taking another look at
and, you know, beefed up both from the point of view offierganizations and from the point of
view of government agencies in the business of fundingink that that airing of different points
of view and the transparency of, you know, surfacingt&isin and seeing what the facts are is
just about the best hygiene we can imagine.



>> Eric Newton: | think it's a temporary situationttixdatever kinds of funding we're talking
about, because the primary relationship is between the omyanizations and the people formally
known as the audience. You know, if they can managjariteractive relationship, they'll thrive.
If they depend too much on any kind of -- any source ofifigade it advertising, government,
foundations, they won't do well. The relationship ltalsé between the news organization and
people.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. Mark?

>> Mark McCarthy: | think these are all good suggestiddse that | think might be achievable at
the same time as you actually increase the funding &stbsaid before, write directly in the statute
the requirement for independence. And maybe a mechamégtrareates maybe a little of
additional complexity might also act as a fire wadflyou think about the way ITVS works, the
money goes from the government to the CPB and passegythto ITVS. And then from there, it
goes to the independent producers. So there's anayeralhat provides an extra layer of
insulation that could very well prevent any kind of rogueriigrence by people at the funding
agency itself. And that might help a lot.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: And, Jon, since you've come aline from South Florida, Southern

California, and Northern Minnesota, you get the last word

>> Jon McTaggart: Just a couple of additions to thifink additional factors in this are diversity
of funding for the organization that's receiving the fundad an accountability to the community
-- | agree with Eric -- a demonstrated accountabilittheocommunity. And there's any number of
mechanisms that would allow that to sort of come togettieether it -- and not have to be sort of
formulaic or even entitled. But a demonstrated sugpam the community or the organization
that is the journalistic organization that then jussfor triggers or leverages support from the
public. So diversity of funding and remembering, as | thinkkMiast said, government funding
not flowing to the individual journalists. The governmemiding flowing to organizations that
then employ journalists, and | think that any seriowssn@rganization has a fire wall in place
where organizational funding is certainly distinct froma #ctivities of the journalists themselves.



>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you, Jon. I'm sorry. tiretently skipped Joaquin. He's too tall,

so | missed him.

>> Joaquin Alvarado: Just speaking on behalf of the caporaur C.E.O. Pat Harrison has said
repeatedly, now is the time. We have to be open te tt@sversations. We have to go further
than we've gone before. | think all of these areittg conversations to have. It's just a matter of
critical mass, a timeline, what is the path, how niaaderal agency players need to be in the
conversation at the same time. We have a coording8oe. But there's more opportunity than
not, | feel. And we have to remember there's sometlalgdcAmerican ingenuity, which
Americans like to talk about. And we keep having this caaten about what's going away, not
the possibilities in front of us. And I think the possilas are for more news, more reporting,
more interaction, and transparency, and more engagd&mantiverse Americans. That's the
possibility. And until we get to that narrative, you're gohna get the general public excited about
saving the dying patient. We got to be about birthing the baby.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Thank you. | believe we haveraoee person to hear from. Being from
the government, | believe in treating everybody equalhgl so apparently we're going to hear. |

think the chairman, Leibowitz, would like to make a comtneYou've been sufficiently by all this

talk of rabbits and condors. Mr. Chairman, we would bagald to have you come to the podium.
All you're doing is keeping people from getting to themcln, Jon. Please.

>> Jon Leibowitz: No need.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Okay, you're declining. Susan?

>> Susan DeSanti: You still have time, until noon.

>> Tom Krattenmaker: Okay. Join me, if you will, mabking these extraordinarily talented,
thoughtful people who came a long way to help us out.nK lgau.



>> Jon Leibowitz: Let me just do one -- | will do ootder thing, which is first of all, | want to
thank Jessica Hoke and the legendary Tom Krattenmakerywetare delighted to have back, for
running this panel. And then also Susan DeSanti, ChrisgSr&uzanne Michel, and really Susan

DeSanti, Susan DeSanti's team for doing just aapeletr job in putting together these panels. So
please thank everybody.



