Hi, everyone:


Thanks for getting back to me this week. I’ve got a lot of ideas and information to convey, but first I have a logistical question: Moving forward, should we communicate via e-mail (maybe in a listserv format), an online discussion board (which I could set up), or conference calls (more immediate, but also more costly & logistically complicated)? Let me know which you would prefer.

Below, I’ve laid out some initial questions, models, and principles for editorial collaboration, both based on your suggestions and a variety of conversations I’ve been having. Here are the efforts I’m currently following. Please note: ALL OF THESE CONVERSATIONS ARE OFF THE RECORD. People are very excited about collaborating, but also quite nervous and protective of their own resources and projects, so let’s proceed cautiously but quickly on making alliances. 

· Robert Greenwald’s Brave New Films is hoping to set up a framework for content and activism coordination using his next film on Wal-Mart as a model. Right now their main focus has been doing research for the film and lining up screenings and actions with a variety of nonprofits/unions/activist groups around a premiere week this autumn. They’ve just started working with various progressive print/online outlets to “assign” different aspects of the Wal-Mart story; these stories are tentatively set to launch in the week before the film premiere in order to generate buzz and anoint experts who can be interviewed during the premiere week. They’re talking about creating a sort of VNR (hats off to Jennifer) to provide to television stations, etc., as well as maybe a stock story that can be sent out to daily newspapers, radio shows, etc. They are also talking about creating a specific media-related anti-Wal-Mart campaign, because apparently Wal-Mart refuses to advertise in local papers, and in doing so starves them of revenue in the same way that the company drives out small businesses. There was some talk of organizing an event/conference/press release/action (TBD) to announce collaboration among progressive media types—something this Media Consortium group we’re forming could definitely piggyback and build upon. More information to come on all of this.

· I’m participating in a weekly conference call with a lot of DC folks, bloggers, etc. which attempts to create messages that respond to political events and spin for the week. This “talking point” creation is interesting, and it’s good to be involved in such rapid response efforts, but I think this Media Consortium group could add some heft and nuance to those talking points. We should discuss this further. 

· The Center for American Progress already has a robust talking points program, and is looking at more framing efforts—I plan to speak with them next week at the Campaign for America’s Future conference in order to find out more about what that entails.

· I spoke with someone at the Independent Press Association; they’re trying to figure out their relationship to this Media Consortium group, and are also talking about possibilities like a speakers bureau for the magazines they represent, and other “amplification” programs for their members.

· Given all of these overlapping agendas and projects, my co-writer Tracy Van Slyke (who was also at the Media Consortium meeting) and I are hoping to put the progressive media map we developed online and start building it as an index to projects and media outlets that are committed to developing this media infrastructure. We’re still working on the details, but I’m imagining it as both a directory and sort of “switchboard” that could connect different folks who want to collaborate and give them more specific information about different media projects’ focus, audience, etc.

Whew! OK, so that’s the current lay of the land, with more interviews to be conducted.

First thoughts about ways in which editorial collaborations might work:

Big Questions:

Who makes the hard and touchy decisions about which stories/topics are collaboration efforts, and who’s under the “big tent”? Or, to take a more ground-up approach—how can the Media Consortium facilitate collaboration among journalism projects that want to work together on a specific topic?

How obvious do we want editorial collaboration to be? What are the strengths and weaknesses of trying to make it seem organic vs. explicitly referencing connected projects?

How can we protect the identities and integrity/legitimacy of existing journalistic projects so that efforts to collaborate are not characterized as propaganda or some kind of top-down project of the Democratic party?

A related question: How might editorial collaboration support and encourage healthy debate and a diversity of viewpoints?

How does editorial collaboration relate to/interact with the connected efforts to shape an agreed-upon set of progressive values and develop associated frames, talking points, PR efforts, etc.?

What is the spectrum of audiences for each participating partner, and how can we most effectively create interlinked but distinct projects on specific topics?  Here’s where the examples of the differences between our most successful editorial projects come in—a hit for Diana builds on providing access to the expertise of the organizations she’s working with, for example, while a hit for Ron builds equally on readers’ lifestyle concerns and their desire to create social change. These two projects can and should work together on certain topics, but have very different forms and appeals. 

First Principles:

Collaboration projects need to provide obvious benefits to participating partners. They should:

- funnel eyeballs and funding back to the media outlets; 

- leverage existing work rather than make more work for everyone; 

- allow for various levels of “opt-in” and investment; 

- be viable for both nonprofit and for-profit media outlets to participate in;

- share/promote/brand appropriate “experts” in conjunction with a campaign.

Collaboration projects should be cross-media, and some thought needs to go into which media should debut or refine ideas/terms/topics. We need to consider how different pieces of the puzzle link together: the relative benefits and influence of talking points, books, long-form documentary and investigation, punditry, magazine articles, radio/TV placement, comedy, guerilla media, P.R. outreach to mainstream media, public radio/TV pitches, campus media, etc. etc.

Collaboration projects should be tied to both local and national activism whenever feasible: house parties, local congresspeople, actions, art spaces, whatever—to serve and support both community-building efforts and longer term change projects.

Collaboration projects should highlight and reinforce public domain and progressive nonprofit and/or foundation-funded research.

Different Models of Collaboration to Discuss:

-Round-robin or potluck model
In this model, each segment/story which appears on a particular topic in one media outlet would the next segment and also promote all of the projects also covering the topic; the emphasis is on building out different aspects of a story, and creating both a sustained “buzz” and a deeper understanding. This model seems powerful, but requires a lot of footwork and negotiation.

-Consensus or ground up models

Projects like MoveOn and ACT are polling their members to determine issues of concern, and basing their research and activism on those results. Should editorial collaboration ideas arise from the grassroots? Would editors and writers accede to such an approach?

-Event-based model

This involves organizing content and research around a particular date or event, like the recent response to the “nuclear option,” or the coverage that pops up around Earth Day. This sort of collaboration has been fairly common on an ad-hoc basis, but has some weaknesses which we could explore—most importantly, the risk that the news-generating event won’t actually generate interest or traction.

-Talking points model

This is a more top-down approach, in which “experts” decide on a progressive agenda and then disseminate messages to media-makers. This has some uses, but seems both undemocratic and limited.

-Content sharing/syndication model
Providing the same story to different audiences has some benefits, but may also prove unattractive to projects that emphasize original content.

Next steps
These are only some of the many topics we should tackle, but the easiest next step for now is probably to hook into existing projects and then evaluate how they’re working and what the Media Consortium can do to strengthen or facilitate them. 

Also, we should apparently build on the “forum” idea that Paul had—but I never got that message for some reason, so if someone could fill me in, that’d be great.

Please let me know how all of this sounds and how you’d like to continue to communicate on this effort as we move forward.

Thanks,
Jessica

