Editorial collaboration

First principles:

- 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.

Some thoughts from our conversation:

- We have a number of different sorts of projects at the table: for-profit and nonprofit, print journalism and talk radio, representing different political stances and focused interests. While we share a general orientation, no project is going to bring us all into alignment with one another, and group members' commitment to free speech and open debate preclude that anyway. 

So one challenge we face as we move forward may be to turn what has historically been a weakness—our tendency towards forming factions and ostracizing projects that we deem too centrist or too extreme—into a strength, by creating spaces and projects that showcase our most compelling content and allow debate to flourish so that we  strengthen and hone our arguments before sending them out into the mainstream fray.

- Editorial independence—both from business functions and from overt activism or electoral politics—is a value that many content producers hold as their highest standard. For this reason, some of the "framing" and "talking points" projects that have gathered momentum over the past several months may be more useful for politicians and for communicating with mainstream media outlets than they are in coordinating the content that appears in progressive/independent outlets. 
When speaking about collaboration, we need to be a bit more precise about whether we're doing it to promote specific projects—an approach which shades into PR, which some outlets may find objectionable—or to tackle specific topics, which allows for more independence.

- We had a bit of conversation yesterday about whether the group should define ourselves around journalism. 

The media consortium may want to do some thinking about ways to describe progressive media that underscore both its clear political stance and its commitment to fact-based and fair-minded coverage. Paul Glastris and Tracy and I worked on some of this language in thinking about how to explain progressive media to members of Congress: We offer readers analysis, storytelling, investigative research and a perspective on the stories of the day that moves beyond celebrity gossip and stenography. Because we aren't necessarily bound by the he-said-she-said conventions of the mainstream press, we can often get away with saying things and telling stories  that have more power, truth, and impact than the mainstream media. We provide context and critique received wisdom. Bill Moyers said something at the media reform conference that I've been using as my signature tag line: "A free press is one where it’s OK to state the conclusion you’re led to by the evidence." We need pithy ways to say these things in order to defend our brand of truth-telling when we're challenged.

One thought that the group had was that it could be helpful to set up a listserv or meeting specifically for editors who are members of the Media consortium, so that they could share ideas and concerns in a space that's separate from the discussions about how to coordinate our lists and promotion efforts.

 Media consortium meetings have already generated some valuable connections and collaborations, a few of which we'll be hearing about in a moment
(grab from my memo)

a. Greenwald collaboration

b. Show us the War

