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Ken: 
Well, hi there. Welcome to another edition of Chicago Newsroom right here on CAN TV. I am Ken Davis enjoying a brand new year. Happy 2017 to you. I hope it’s going to be a… Well, it’s going to be an interesting year no matter what. It’s going to be one heck of a year, and it’s going to be filled with events, many of them unpalatable I’m sure. And that got me thinking about why we ought to have a show where we talk about the state of the news media, and particularly in Chicago because there’s just going to be so much, and we need to know that the sources of our news are impeccable, unimpeachable, excellent quality, well edited, well thought out sources, so I thought I would bring some friends around the table and talk about whether in fact that is the case in Chicago, and what we can expect in the next year or so, and what the media is going to look like in 5 years, 10 years, 20 years, 50 years. Do you think there’s going to be 50 years?


Anyway, let’s get started. Robin Amer is back.

Robin:
Hi.

Ken:
Hi. Robin Amer has been selected to join us today because she’s an editor, and she’s a news editor at the Reader, and so a real expert, someone who can tell us about news, news media I hope, right?

Robin:
I’ll try.

Ken: 
Darryl Holliday is joining us, first time on the show. Glad to have you here Darryl.

Darryl:
Thank you.

Ken:
Darryl is with the City Bureau, and a lot of affiliated kind of inter-connected organizations down there in Hyde Park and we’ll be talking about that a little bit later in the program, and new media and how we can establish new voices in this town. And then some guy named Justin Kaufmann from…

Justin:
Old voice.

Ken:
The Download it’s called?

Justin:
Yeah, The Download, WGN.

Ken: 
On the great WGN, Justin Kaufmann.

Justin:
 Not the Downlow, that’s a different show. We won’t talk about that show.

Robin:
Oh my God. [Laughs] 

Justin:
I do that show too.  I do both shows. 

Ken: 
So it is a great honor to have a WGN radio star on the show with us today.

Justin:
Right. Right. When are they coming in? 

Ken: 
[Laughs] Well [00:02:32 Rowe Khan] is joining us later, yeah. This is going to get kind of crazy, I can see it now. So, I wanted to ask you all what is news? Because we keep talking about the news and news media and how we get our news, and I think maybe even the definition of that has changed, so Madame Editor what is news? You edit news all day. What is it?

Robin:
I feel like I’m back in grad school where I have to have like philosophical debates about information. I feel like I’m going to give you a really boilerplate answer, but to be news in my mind it has to 1) be new, and it has to be true. So within that there’s a lot of different possibilities. I mean commentary can be news. Analysis can be news. Investigations can be news, but it has to be current, it has to be relevant, and it has to be true. Those are the bottom lines for me.

Ken:
It has to be true?

Robin:
Yes!

Ken: 
Oh, see, so I thought that had been repealed, [chuckles] because you hear so much about fake news.

Robin: 
No. No. 

00:03:38
Ken: 
Darryl your turn, what is news? You’re in the news business? 

Darryl:
I would agree with all that. More and more so we are looking at how do we engage people in news, just news is, not just the [00:03:53 boilerplate] which I think is definitely the truth, true, relevant, timely, well reported, but how do we bring the audience into news. I think more and more so that’s what we’re looking at, defining what news is.
Ken: 
But you can look at a piece of copy or hear some audio or see video, and you can say, “I think that’s news.” Something in your head clicks and says that’s news to me. That’s news to me.

Justin:
I forgot, thinking about college, like there was a triangle that they told you this is what news is – timely, relevant, da-da-da-da-da. I remember Jody Becker used to like, she was a producer that when I first started in journalism she would slap that on our desk and we would look at that and we would have to like pick 5 of the 7 things picked that was news. News is stories, right? That’s the idea, but there are these elements, the parts of the story that you have to follow. It’s like relevancy, timeliness, impact. There’s a lot that goes into it, but I think that in Chicago we kind of know what news is. What I’m interested in is what… When we think about what news is what’s been left out?

Ken:
Yeah.

Justin:
Because there’s so much, it’s like oh you’ve got Ron Majors and Carol Marin up in front of us on the 10 o’clock news telling us what’s happening and we’re like oh I’m getting everything, and then you realize I didn’t get everything. There’s a lot that hasn’t been told about this city.

Robin:
I also think for me the two big questions that I’m really wrestling with right now, and I think from conversations I’ve had with my colleagues around the country that a lot of us are wrestling with now is not so much what is news, but what are facts and what is truth. And they sound like such abstract philosophical questions, but they’re not. I mean, and I’m not going to say anything that hasn’t been said previously, but I think one of the scariest things for me as a journalist to have witnessed over 2016 is the absolute break-down in the kind of consensus over what is truth and what are facts, and are my facts “the same as your facts.” And if we as the public can’t even agree on what truth is or what the facts are, how can we have a robust public policy debate about how we move forward as a country when we don’t even take the same facts for granted? 


I heard this great episode of This American Life recently where Ira Glass, the host of the show, a former WBEZ staffer, interviews his 85-year-old uncle who is very conservative about Barack Obama, and his uncle in almost every respect is a kind sane lovely person, but when it came to talking about the soon to be former president he didn’t even believe that Barack Obama had gone to Harvard University or had worked on the Harvard Law Review. And basically grilled Ira of where is your proof? Did anyone ever see him at Harvard? Like it wasn’t even…like forget the birther scandal, it was like nothing about the basic facts of Obama’s life was even…could be taken for granted in a conversation with this guy, like let alone how do you feel about the Affordable Care Act or the policies he’s enacted while president. I find this terrifying, because I think okay if I put it in the paper and it’s vetted and it’s fact-checked and like it’s true and you should believe that it’s true, but that’s not the case anymore. Like you can’t take for granted that readers will even believe you or that they aren’t reading something else that claims to be equally true that completely contradicts what you’ve reported. I think that to me this is like one of the great conundrums of our time.

Ken:
Even a year ago you had sites like Snopes.com and stuff that were sort of like the final arbiter. It’s like well they’ve decreed that it’s true, that it’s factual.

Robin:
And now some conservatives are saying that Snopes is a liberal, a liberally biased like propaganda machine, and then if they say something is not true it doesn’t mean it’s not true, it just means that they are trying to hide the truth. I mean it’s really frightening.

00:07:51
Ken:
So, I was wondering, just to sort of get us on the glide path here, can you guys tell us where you get what you consider to be the news? I mean we all wake up in the morning sort of a clean slate, right, and I don’t know how many of you actually sleep with your phones, but it’s probably a matter of only…

Justin:
It’s very personal.

Ken:
I don’t want to get too personal, but it’s only a matter of 4 or 5 seconds before it’s in the jugular. So where do you go, where do you go to get the news?
Darryl:
So many places, like a lot of people Facebook, Twitter. We have a [00:08:30 slack] at City Bureau that is constantly being updated with links from our reporters. Friends, subscriptions, some newspapers like Washington Post, the New York Times, classics, a huge range, like that’s the way I like it.

Ken:
I don’t see like the Tribune website in there or anything like that. That’s not part of your diet?

Darryl:
I can’t get the Sun-Times or the Tribune websites to work on my IPad, so I basically just quit. I quit. [Laughs] 

Justin:
That should be the whole point of this segment. Let’s get some websites to work.

Ken:
Let’s hire some people who know how to make websites work, right.

Justin:
But nobody [00:09:09] in a mobile situation, if you’re looking at your phone…

Darryl:
And the quizzes and everything.

Justin:
The ad comes up and you try to get out and you’re back to the… Ugh… Ken [you get me started].

Ken:
Don’t get me started on this. You know it’s really refreshing for me to hear someone like you say that, because when it happens to me I always just think God you know I am just getting older and stupider all the time. I can’t operate an IPhone anymore. 

Justin:
Yeah. 

Ken:
It’s true, it’s true. 

Justin:
Yeah, I just wonder. I mean I think, and I know we’ll talk about this, but I just wonder if the devices that we use, whether they are made by Apple and the sites that we peruse, whether it’s Facebook or Google, are they getting more complimentary with the new sites that we use or are they getting less? Meaning are you seeing more of the Chicago Tribune wants to make money with their ads, but that ad doesn’t actually work on a Facebook mobile, those kind of things. And that makes a difference as a news consumer, you’re right. 

00:10:03
I go to the Sun-Times, it bounces me out to an ad and I’m like I’m going to see what the Trib says about the same story. I’m out, you know, and I think that at a certain point…

Ken:
If I see that Sun-Times survey thing one more time. 
Justin:
And you figure out how to get around pay walls and you figure out like, and really at the end of the day you find yourself continuing to go back to Google and to Facebook, which are two companies that even this week advertisers are doubling down to say these are the places we want to put our content, this is where eyeballs are at. And you just wonder if the future of news as we know it is there and not in these local sources.

00:10:41
Robin:
Yeah, absolutely. I mean I was going to say, I have a feeling that what we as journalists consume is sort of not indicative of what the general public consumes. Because post-election, like I got subscriptions to like 5 or 6 new national news magazines, because I was like I have to support these outlets. I mean a lot of people did that too, but something like, I forget what the percentage is, but a really really high percentage of people get their newsprint early from Facebook. Like wherever that news comes from or wherever that information comes from it’s being filtered through social media. They’re not going to the home pages of local news outlets. They’re getting it through word of mouth through their friends who are sharing it on social.

00:11:20
Ken:
Well, that was actually where I wanted to sort of head this conversation, because I’m old enough to remember the great scare that when the first surveys indicated that most people were getting their news from TV, it was like oh the end of the world has happened!

Robin:
And that’s still largely true.

Darryl:
TV or print, [00:11:39] getting their news, it’s mostly from broadcast TV stations.

Justin:
And you saw today that ABC 7 they’re doubling down and sort of going after this fake news as a way to get eyeballs on their newscasts. So their new promotion that’s essentially like, you know, make sure your news…your news is fake, here it’s real. Like they are essentially taking on this sort of idea of this sort of internet news and saying ‘come back to the 10 o’clock news, we’re real.’ Which is really fascinating when you think about the history where they were the ones that everyone said that’s fake. The newspapers are real. Now they’re taking a chance and saying the 10 o’clock news, that’s real, right.
Ken:
This is where we are all headed, right. I mean I actually, the thing that worries me is consolidation into two or three companies that are either going to be our ISPs or they are going to be the agglomerates of all of our information. 

Justin:
It’s already happening.

Ken:
It is happening, but you talk about you know cable unbundling, which is like so last year already, but still many many millions of people are doing it, and they are saying, “That’s great, I’m no longer beholden to the cable companies,” except that the cable company is also your ISP and everything you’re doing you’re streaming, right. So you’re cutting the cord and you’re going to Netflix, but you’re still giving Comcast or AT&T the exact same amount of money because you have to get those pixels from somewhere. And if you’re completely mobile well then you’re probably beholden to Verizon. So either the Googles and the Facebooks are going to be the ones who present the information and there are going to be two or three other companies that actually physically bring it to you. 

00:13:30
Justin:
I had a conversation on the show with Bruce Sagen, who is the chair at the Sun-Times, and the question, and I think Michael Farrow at the Tribune as well talks about this, is whether or not news organizations, newspapers, are they going to join in or be in a situation where they use Facebook and Google to be their platform, or are they going to compete against those platforms? And that’s what the news industry…

Ken:
That is an existential question.

Justin:
That’s the news industries’ sort of issue with 2017. Do they put resources into building their platforms to be Chicago Tribune, Facebook, Google? Or do they say, you know what, these are the platforms, we’ll make our money in other ways.

Robin:
And it’s a real doubles bargain. I mean we have had this conversation a number of times at the Reader already.

Ken:
I’m sure you have. 

Robin:
To a certain degree I feel like we’re behind because we don’t publish straight to Facebook in the way that like a DNA info does, right. If you click on a DNA info story on Facebook you will see that you are actually [native] in Facebook, and then you can swipe through and look at all these other DNA info stories on Facebook. The Reader does not do that. Like we have our own Facebook page and we share, but you’re ultimately going back to our platform. Now we could go straight to Facebook, but at that point you are giving them all of your content and you are putting yourself in a very vulnerable situation, because the second that they change their algorithm, or the second that they change…

Ken:
Which they do all the time.

Robin:
Their ad rates, or the second that they change their time about being a source of news or whatever, they’ve completely pulled out the rug from underneath you and you’ve cultivated an audience that isn’t used to consuming your content anywhere but there. And so we’ve been really reticent to do that.

Ken: 
I don’t blame you.

Robin:
Because it just seems like it may be great for 6 months or even a year, but at that point we have no sense of what’s going to happen and no control over it, and that’s really frightening to us.

00:15:13
Ken:
And it is so easy for all kinds of media. Television news could do the same thing, because video is very poppy on Facebook. It works very well. Well I mean look at The Download, Download is a great example. You do a 4-hour show every night but it’s a bunch of segments, and your segments work really well on Facebook. So I don’t really have to listen to 720 AM to enjoy your show. 

Justin:
I mean it’s about brand identity, right.

Ken:
In fact in many ways your show is more enjoyable cut up into segments.

Justin:
It gets a lot of hits. I mean it’s outside and in a way it’s cut up. Commercials and the news casts are cut out, so you’re right, but that’s a little bit by design to say you know a WGN product, which used to be the only way you’re going to get that at the old 720 is just by listening to 720. The idea now is that yeah, we can compete with podcasts. We can compete with other forms of even alternative media to say this show is as good as the podcast that you’re listening to on the train.

Ken:
Right.

Justin:
I mean I think that that’s just a normal thing that you have to do with any media company at this day and age, right.

Ken:
But see, what’s so interesting about this conversation today is you with City Bureau, you’re kind of being born into this environment. I mean for you this is native. You’ve got younger people working at City Bureau and you’re trying to create a kind of a new news shop, and you don’t have to worry about legacy like printing or running a 50,000-watt transmitter or anything.

00:16:51
Darryl:
That is often the case. Yeah, we’ve been born in a certain way that makes us fairly nimble. We work with the Reader and they have their streams that we adapt to fit that path. We work with various organizations. We work with [00:17:09] Weekly which prints out 10,000-plus copies every single week on the south and west side, so we can basically take over an entire issue when the time and the energy permits. I’m sure that’s a solution, but what it allows us to do is to put focus on the content and just shipped it to various streams and see what works.

Justin:
But that is the future. I mean the future being that if you are not dependent on a platform, because media, legacy media they’ve invested in platform, and so we’re in a situation where you still have to feed that beast. That’s where you make money. You get commercials and the advertising. But if you’re in a position where the Chicago Reader or the Chicago Sun-Times or WGN or City Bureau, they’re just a name that you see on a platform on the magical internet. And you say I love City Bureau. I love Darryl’s work. I want to read that. I don’t care where I’m reading it.

Ken:
Or how it’s coming to you.

Justin:
Yeah. I’m just getting it because I’m invested in the brand.

00:18:09
Ken:
But I mean I am so with Robin on this. The idea that you would have, again, with the legacy, the Reader has been around for 30 years…

Robin:
45 years.

Ken:
45 years, has it really been that long? [Laughs] The Reader has been around for 45 years. You own something. There is something that is intangible but it is real. There is an essence and you don’t want to just give that to Zuckerberg. And as you say, the last thing any of us want is to be completely beholden to that imponderable algorithm that changes every two weeks.

Robin:
Now there’s a real irony, because even as print has diminished and faced incredible cuts and existential crisis because of the unbundling of advertising from print, there is still something really powerful and prestigious about print. I mean the reason that people come to the Reader is not because we have a great website, because we don’t have a great website and we have a decent website, they come to us because we distribute 100,000 print copies every week across the city, and we have a legacy identity and brand that people know and recognize and trust. Like those are our most valuable assets.

Justin:
But I love the Reader. I grew up in Chicago and we would go to Rose Records to try and get the Reader when it came out on Thursdays. We know everything about it, but the Reader that I consume now is based on the reporting that you guys do. I mean when you get that in-depth piece and you’re like no one has the resources, or frankly wants to take the risk to report this story, but the Reader does. I don’t know, I can’t even tell you where I got that story. Meaning did that come through Twitter? Did that come through [00:19:54], email? I know I didn’t pick it up in print.

Darryl:
The brand…

Justin:
Yeah, but the brand of the Reader I’m like I know that. I know Robin. 

Ken:
So are you saying that that’s less important now?

00:20:06
Justin:
I think that as the media landscape changes and platforms, I mean I don’t think it’s any different. I think it used to be the Chicago Tribune and Chicago Sun-Times have huge printing presses, and they could be able to print out a daily newspaper, and that took places like the Reader or New City or the Defender, other places couldn’t keep up with the distribution, so they found other ways to make their brand alternative, to serve different audiences. I don’t think that’s any different than saying the Sun-Times and Tribunes of today are Facebook and Google. So now you have to find other ways to, maybe you don’t have to be on that platform, but you have to figure out ways to mimic that platform, to say okay, this is the way we all consume news. This is where it’s at. I’m going to go with the Reader. I don’t need the Washington Post.
Ken:
The newsstand is different now.

Justin:
Yes, exactly.

Ken:
And if you’re not on this then you don’t exist.

Robin:
But let’s not forget that, I love this expression, I wish I could remember who first said this to me, if what you’re getting is free then the thing that’s being sold is you, right. Either you are being delivered to advertisers or in the case of like Facebook and Google, perhaps to some degree Apple, they’re collecting data about you and selling that data. And so I guess the question for me is is what Facebook and Google are doing worse or more, somehow more insidious than what newspapers did when they collected demographic information about you and sold it to advertisers. I think it is because it’s so much more granular and on the level of the individual than what newspapers were ever able to do.

Ken:
Just because they couldn’t do it.

Robin:
Yes. 

Darryl:
But what you’re saying is all part of the same pattern, right, like monetizing clicks. Like we’ve sort of like inflated what it means to count people, and now you can pay Facebook to bring you readers and then sell them things. It gets crazy and it gets circular, like who is being sold, who are you selling to, as opposed to just make good content. 
Justin:
But the Sun-Times and Tribune did the same thing. I mean I don’t want to keep pointing them out, whether it be the New York Times or the LA Times, in Chicago you paid a quarter and then every third page there’s an advertisement that takes up the space of what the product you bought. I mean they just did it in a different platform, and on top of it they charged you. Like now you’re in a situation where I question as a consumer and I agree there are limits and there are checks and balances that we have to have, but as a consumer if you’re going to sell my eyeballs, if you’re going to put a 30-second video on top of a 30-second video which drives me crazy, if you’re going to do that that’s the deal, right. Don’t on top of it charge 25-cents or 50-cents or a dollar. And you see with the newspapers, I mean even if you look at a newspaper today and you open it up it’s mostly advertising and that 25-cents turned into 75-cents.

00:22:57
Robin:
Oh, and I don’t want to have to like blame our readers, because I love our readers, but the reason we’re in this mess is because people don’t want to pay for content. Like the reason we have all of these horrible horrible pop-up ads that are so invasive on what seems like every news outlet is because people don’t want to pay for stuff. I mean if you set up a pay wall and every reader was willing to pay the equivalent for digital access that they were willing to pay for print access then it would change the landscape of the way we consume media. 

Justin:
If you trust that, and this is what gets me on pay walls as well, okay, I’m going to give you whatever it is per day to do that and then you’re still going to throw an ad in front of my stuff. I don’t necessarily trust big media companies that are, you know, the idea that they are like well if people pay for content advertising will just go away. They will just find a way to continue to do that.

Robin:
Well those are for-profit companies I think is the other thing.

Justin:
That’s the news business, right?

Robin:
Well, not necessarily. I mean Justin you and I worked together at WBEZ for many years and there is a real difference in my mind between the non-profit news outlets like WBEZ that are most…yes, do take underwriting, but are largely reliant on their members.

Ken:
Yeah.

Robin:
And an outlet like the Reader which is owned by Rapports, which also owns the Sun-Times, like whatever profits we make when there are any go to our owners. And with WBEZ like any extra money that’s made has gone back into their general operating budget, and it does create a different climate and a different kind of pressure, because are you trying to satisfy your shareholders in like the case of the Tribune or your members?

Ken:
In the last 24 hours we’ve just seen the Tribune do a $500-million payment out to their shareholders, and it does make you ask wow, what kind of journalism could have been done with that $500-million? But that’s the nature of the beast. It’s always been the nature of the beast and there doesn’t seem to be… 

00:24:44
Well, one of the things I was just going to ask you is I remember that a few years ago there was this mantra news wants to be free, right. News does not want to be kept inside little vessels somewhere. 

Robin:
Or just information wants to be free, but there’s a lot of attention over that mantra, and that mantra has really been questioned and debated.

Ken:
Yes it has, and I never liked it or believed it when it first started, because it isn’t free. The fact that it exists is a direct outcome of the labors of many people, many talented people who birthed that piece of information for you.

Robin:
But I think there’s tension there, because that’s absolutely true also and yet how can our society thrive if people don’t have access to information? And not everybody has the same capacity to pay for information. So if it’s something you have to pay for that also disturbs me, because there’s a lot of people who can’t pay for it because they can’t feed their families or they can’t pay rent, or they are struggling to survive in some other way and they need information just as much as we do.

00:25:45
Ken:
But is it time to just admit that pay walls have died, that they are not working?

Robin:
No. There are a lot of really successful pay walls out there. I mean the New York Times has more than a million digital subscribers.

Ken: 
But they’re in a class all by themselves.

Robin:
Yes and no. I mean I’m also operating in the podcasting sphere. I’ve been developing a podcast this year, and in a recent conversation I had with someone on the business end of a company that I really respect, he said that when you look at the landscape of podcasting they expect to be transitioning from an advertising-based model to a membership-based model within the next 5 to 10 years. And what they’re doing now is cultivating audiences and developing loyalty so that when they say we’re going to put this behind the pay wall people will go, “Okay, well I’m really into your show so I’m going to do that.” What’s going to happen though is that we’ll shrink the landscape, right. Like if you put up the barrier for access, like the people that get paid for it will do better and everyone else will do worse.

Ken:
But pay walls have run up against a lot of resistance, and I know for myself that there are many organizations that I really respect and whose work I really respect, but I can’t join all of them. I can’t be paying you know, $50 here and $30 there and everything else. So I find that there are a lot of things where I just kind of get my little notice, you just read your fifth item, and so oh well thanks, bye, and then I go to someplace else, so I’m just a freeloader. 

Robin:
Whereas I get that notice…

Ken:
As we used to say in public radio, you’re all just a bunch of freeloaders if you don’t become members.

Robin:
I get that notice and in a lot of cases I have subscribed at that point, even if it’s like a limited subscription, and some of these places are cheap. I mean I just bought like a subscription to the Nation and like a year’s subscription to the Nation is like 30-bucks, which for 12 issues is really not bad. And when I think about the work they did his year, the Nation did like a more than yearlong investigation where they sent a freelance reporter inside a federally-run private prison, and on the strength of that reporting the Obama administration and the DOJ said that they were going to end all of their contracts with private prisons. Like that is worth paying for and I will pay for that. I can’t speak for everybody else, but 30-bucks a year to support the Nation doing that to me is worth it.

00:27:59
Ken:
And similar things have been happening within these times right here in Chicago, very important work. You guys did a very exhaustive piece on lead just recently, which was really very well done, very well reported. 

Darryl:
Thank you.

Ken:
So where does that fit in for you?

Darryl:
I mean we might be an outlier in some sense. I mean we call ourselves a civic media lab, but emphasis on lab, meaning that we get to experiment. We’re funded through foundation support, through consulting contracts, through syndication fees from selling our stories to various other publications. We’re trying the whole thing.
Ken:
Yeah, I know you are.

Darryl:
But not necessarily a pay wall and I don’t think we ever will actually.

Ken:
Well, you’re too… You’re still too fragile a green [shoot] to be talking pay wall. I think you need to have been around for a few years before you can start making that claim. I don’t know.

Darryl:
But it gets back to I think a couple of points made earlier about trust and objectivity. I mean what we’re really doing is building an audience that goes beyond just an audience. There are participants in a lot of what we do, so when we do need something and we come back on it later there are people who know us personally who are in our space, who have our phone numbers and emails. We have people that we know, but in increasingly larger pools. 

00:29:26
Ken:
You know, it raises – I’m sorry Robin, one of the things that I really wanted to have us talk about today is length, because you know the lead story is a good example, where it goes into excruciating detail. That’s a bad word; it goes into great detail.

Darryl:
It wasn’t excruciating. It’s important.

Ken: 
It wasn’t excruciating at all. I’m sorry, I apologize for that.

Robin:
Well the subject is really upsetting, so it’s probably excruciating in that way.

Ken:
But you treated it with the respect it deserved and gave it the amount of space and time that it wanted, and I salute that for you. You guys have done various… We’ve had you on the show to talk about various things that you’ve done about public housing and theater and everything else. Where are we on that? What is the zeitgeist with the population at this point? All I’m hearing is that radio stories that are longer than 94 seconds cannot be consumed, that videos that are longer than 18 seconds won’t be watched, and written stories more than 100 words are just absolutely impossible. 

00:30:24
Robin:
 I mean look, what I can tell you is that the Profiles Theater investigation that we did earlier this year, and which you had me on to talk about previously, which was a 13,000-word story, was the most read story that the Reader has ever published online. We had more than 200,000 page views in the first 24 hours after publication online. So I think that don’t go long because you can go long because the story warrants it. Similarly with podcasting, I’ve heard podcasters that I listen to say, “You guys have asked for longer episodes, we’re going to give you longer episodes.” So I think that people will consume longer content if it’s well done and if there’s a reason to consume it. But those are also for those formats. I mean I don’t know if you’re like a local TV news watcher, if you want to watch something that’s an hour local TV news, because that’s not how you’ve been conditioned, to consume that subject matter.

Ken:
You’re a good example here yourself. I mean I know from personal experience, I’ve been on the radio with you for up to an hour talking about things. And I can only assume since you’re a commercial radio station and a highly successful one, but if that wasn’t working you wouldn’t be allowed to do it.

Justin:
First of all, we’re at night, and at night there’s different patterns. You talk about conditioning, I think that there’s a little bit more place to open up and we can thank people like [00:31:43 Milt] Rosenberg who works extension 720 for 40 years at WGN, who did long form radio. I mean that’s something that still exists in commercial radio. It exists not in rush hour, [chuckles] that’s the kind of thing, but I think it’s great. I think it’s throwback, and I think that you find more as Robin said, I mean if it’s done well there’s value to it. And I think that you’ve seen more and more consumer judging it on the value as opposed to the time.
00:32:12
Ken:
But we’ve been talking about this sort of Facebooky Googleization of news content, and aren’t they really, isn’t that their modus operandi? It has to be short?

Justin:
No, I don’t think so. I think what you’re seeing with Facebook and Google I think they’re more interested in where the content is going to be read. I think Google and Facebook probably love if Chris [00:32:37] piece was on Facebook. They would be like, “Great, that’s going to keep people on this site.”

Robin:
Oh you spend 15 minutes on our native Facebook page reading this story, great.

Justin:
I think Robin nailed it. I think it’s conditioning. I think that the beginning stages of a Google or a Facebook are about immediacy. I think Facebook was about scroll scroll scroll. You know you want to see all this stuff as fast as you can, but I think that you’ve seen the evolving nature where people will spend more time. They will go down the rabbit hole on something that they click through on Facebook, or that they searched on Google. I think it’s really interesting, Google is doing this new thing and you would put a search in who is Ken Davis. And at the top, depending on I don’t know if they will do this for Ken Davis yet, it will essentially tell you the story of Ken Davis without having to click through anything. It used to be there’s Wikipedia and whatever; it just says here it is and you’re like oh, you can just read it. Where that source is coming from I don’t know, but Google is started to play the game of saying we’re going to… Pretty soon that’s going to turn from a paragraph to 5 paragraphs to you know, 10 or 15 minutes.

00:33:41
Ken:
I mean this is a little off the subject, but more and more you’re finding when you Google search something that it sends you its own little page of things that it’s assembled itself. It’s done its own aggregation for you.

Justin:
I think that they are testing the waters to expand the pallet of their reader.

Darryl:
Facebook Live I think is the same way. They are pushing Facebook Live hard. You click on it or you start watching it and the next thing you know it’s 15 minutes later. The same thing applied to Facebook videos. That’s probably what they’re testing in some way.
Robin:
I think they’re also trying to get repeat, like return visitors. I think I read earlier this year that the state was, that out of all the time that all people spent on the entirety of the internet, like one out of every four minutes spent on the internet was spent on Facebook. I mean that’s an incredible statistic. And what that means to me is not just that people are staying for long periods of time, but they’re coming back again and again and again and again over the course of their…

Ken:
So they’re actually at the point where there may be more Facebook viewing that there is for all of porn on the internet.

Robin:
That I don’t know. Don’t quote me on that.

Ken:
Because I mean porn has always claimed that its had like 30 to 38% of…

Robin:
And maybe the other 3 minutes are spent on porn. I don’t know.

Justin:
I wonder you know as Facebook…why we choose that site. I mean there’s places you can go. I actually consume a lot of news off of Google News, just the concept of being able to scroll and see what the headlines are.

Ken:
Right.

00:35:01
Justin:
But I wonder if Facebook, the reason that we do that is it’s a mix of…it’s curated, meaning these are all your friends or people that you subscribe to or people that you follow.

Robin:
People you trust.

Justin:
And people you trust, and so I wonder if that’s the blueprint for the future of news is that you know you trust Darryl, you trust Robin. You trust their brand, maybe become curators as opposed…

Darryl:
The trust and the brand is…

Justin:
Because you can tell the same story, you can tell the story of violence in Chicago 6,000 ways.

Ken: 
Hold it, isn’t that how we got into the mess we’re in now with our new president, that news media no longer is seen as a communal thing, it’s just seen as something that your friends send you.

Robin:
Well trust in institutions are down in like every institutional form. I was reading last night another piece in the Nation, Chris Hayes, in there like a big wrap-up of the Obama years and he wrote this book in 2012 where he talked about how distrust of American institutions was at an all-time high. This was 2012 and the media is absolutely in that. I mean we can’t forget that while a lot of people love and respect and trust us, a lot of people hate and mistrust us and think that we are largely to blame, if not for the election of Donald Trump, then for whatever else ails our society. And that is another existential problem that I don’t think we’ve really begun to talk about.

Justin:
I guess the question, I mean I have brands that I trust and I’m sure that someone who voted for Donald Trump has brands that they trust. I don’t think there’s anything wrong with that. I think that the idea that you may be reading Chris in the Nation, someone may be reading Joel Pollock at Brietbart, and I don’t think there’s anything… I think that that’s where we’re going, but that’s not necessarily an evil. It just means they have a point of view that’s different than my point of view or your point of view. And I think that that’s actually how media was supposed to be drawn up in a way that we don’t just have one… The New York Times, if you talk to anybody who is a conservative, they will say the New York Times is a liberal mouthpiece. The Washington Post you saw in this election was really, I mean Donald Trump went after them saying ‘liberal mouthpiece’. Conservatives are sick and tired of having big main institutions as we call them be one-sided. And I think there’s something to be said. This is course correction in the way that said you know what, a lot of Americans don’t want us to only have five different places that you can get the news and they are slanted one way, maybe a different way than they think. I [00:37:28] think that’s what’s wrong.

Robin:
I think you’re hitting on something really important that I would love for us to talk about more, because I agree with much of what you said, but I disagree with some of it. Namely, I don’t think that you can mention a site like Breitbart which has been a platform for the so-called [00:37:42 altright] which includes a serious contingent of neo-Nazis in the same breath as you can mention it in an outlet like the Washington Post. And the notion that like an outlet like the Post or the New York Times or NPR is perceived as being liberal comes in part from this notion that like the truth or fact-checking or science or authority is somehow elite or liberal. And that is also a really disturbing trend, right. If you believe in facts, if you believe in some sense of the objective truth, then it’s not liberal, it’s just true and the truth itself has been politicized, so…

Justin:
Yeah, maybe, maybe, but I don’t know.
00:38:20
Robin:
If you talk about like global warming for example, like the majority of the international scientific community says that global warming is real and that’s where the research is and that’s what the science says. But when conservatives say, “Oh no, that’s liberal propaganda,” then the truth has been politicized and that’s really disturbing.

Justin:
Yeah, but I guess the further I go along in this career and then the more I do this work the more the doors open to say well maybe there is something to be said that the story that’s being told sort of in the name of the truth has already been slanted one way or the other. And that somebody can say the same thing, and you see this a lot, you saw in the elections where the Washington Post was really getting on Donald Trump about every single thing and we all accepted it as truth. Now the truth may be in there and there may be places for it and they may have fact-checked their version of the truth, but if you went and asked a very smart educated Republican voter they will say, and I have had them on the show, they will say that is wrong. And I wonder…
Robin:
Which stories that the Post published in particular are you thinking of?

Justin:
I mean I’m thinking of all the stories along the way in the election cycle that I consumed and said oh this is crazy. There’s no way that this guy can be president with this kind of stuff. Where someone else is reading it going, “You’re spinning that to play to your audience that’s going to click through to this and that audience is mainly liberal.”

Robin:
Well I think that the Washington Post actually did some of the best watchdog reporting over the election.

Justin:
Ask other people they would say no, that’s not what it is.

Robin:
David Ferenhold from the Washington Post broke some really important stories starting with the fact that the Trump – his philanthropic arm, like the Trump Foundation, the Trump Foundation had made all kinds of promises that it was going to give major donations to veterans groups and other charities, and he could not find any evidence that the Foundation had actually given the money that it had promised. And not only that, but then it came to light that they didn’t even have the non-profit status that they needed to accept donations. 

00:40:18
And then not only that, but Donald Trump had used a lot of the money that the Foundation had received to buy paintings of himself that he hung in his resorts. Now that is all true.
Justin:
Yeah.

Robin:
And it was stuff that he came to from leaks and from collaborating with people on Twitter where he said, “I need to find this painting. Has anyone seen this paining?” And someone said, “Yes, I’m staying in the resort. Here’s the painting.” So, I don’t know, I think that we have to be really careful to be specific. Like if you think the Washington Post has done biased reporting that ignores some of the facts, I want to know specifically which stories and in what way.

Justin:
I’ll take that story and it’s all anecdotal because I’m not in that room with them and will speak as a commentator, not as anyone who has fact-checked any of this. But you could, I mean where I think it goes off the rails is when you go okay, give me more context. Is this usually how charitable donations… No, but Republicans will come back and say, “Take a look at the Clinton Foundation. Take a look at some of the things that they have done in different places,” and you’ve seen that, that popped up, that populated, bubbled up in the election cycle. My point being that like when you call out one spot and you say the Trump Foundation, the response Trump will say is, “Come on man, this is nothing. This is what we do. This is what the philanthropy community does.”
Robin:
But that isn’t true.

Justin:
I wonder if it is.

Robin:
It’s not true.

Justin:
That’s what the Washington Post people tell me.

Darryl:
Do those readers even care? I don’t think they’re concerned. I don’t think it matters.

00:41:42
Ken:
No, because we’ve all chosen up sides and whatever doesn’t comport with our view is just rejected. And, I want to know to what degree it is our responsibility as people who are somehow engaged in the process of trying to present news to the public if it isn’t a failure of this institution that we have become so polarized. I mean I’m not sure who to blame this one. We’ve always been polarized, but we seem to be polarized in a slightly different and more pernicious way now than we were even 10 years ago, back in the innocent [aughts]. 

Justin:
I don’t know if it’s just the climate in which news is sort of become something that is right in our face all the time with the mobile apps and Facebook and whatever, and actually using news for a commentary and weaponizing it in a way, where you would have a Washington Post piece that you would put on your Facebook page and say…

Ken:
Look at this.

Justin:
Oh my God, I knew it, you know, and people are like, “Get out of my face with this.” I mean I just wonder if, because I think back to the media coverage of Monica Lewinsky and Bill, I mean Kenneth Starr. Remember that? That was just like Washington Post, New York Times, so I mean it’s hard to say that it hasn’t always been politicized or polarizing. But I wonder if because the platforms have brought it right to our face like this then it has…

00:43:15
Ken:
I think that’s really a key point, because just one of the things I really wanted us to talk about today is distribution. We’ve talked for years about how much longer will newspapers print a dead tree edition and you can debate and argue that all you want, but the fact of the matter is that probably for most newspapers today, or for everybody as we said earlier, if you can’t get on this thing then you don’t exist, because nobody is going to a news stand and dropping a dollar to buy a printed copy of your brilliant work. So, is this what’s happening? I mean I don’t know if something is going to replace the smartphone any time soon. It doesn’t look like there’s anything on the horizon unless its implanted chips or something. So, it really looks like…

Robin:
I disagree with that actually.

Ken: 
Do you?

Robin:
Yeah, because I mean even now the internet of things is a major trend among personal digital devices, and what used to be called the Consumer Electronic Show and now is just called CES for short is actually taking place this week I think in Las Vegas.

Ken:
In Vegas?

Robin:
Yeah, and you know, I didn’t report this myself and PR did something about this last night so this is how I know this, but they are talking about how Twitter is forming partnerships with companies like General Electric so that you will now have refrigerators that have a panel on them and you can get Twitter on your refrigerator and that is…

Justin:
Your frig can [retweet]? [Laughs] 

Robin:
That is not like 20 years from now, that is like next year.

Ken:
That’s now. But you know what? I will make a confident statement on this, there is nothing out there, and I love technology, I read everything about it, there is nothing on the horizon that can do what this can do.

Robin:
What about the smart watch, do you think that that’s different?

Ken:
Yeah, it’s the same thing, it’s just a slightly different version. What it is is you now have the ability to have the world within 18 inches of your brain at all times. It’s an XO brain. It really is [00:45:11] the brain.

Justin:
That future is an XO brain.

Ken:
Right, right.

00:45:15
Justin:
And I can’t remember, on the top of my head, is a great film, a New York filmmaker last year about a guy who models glasses, the Google glasses, but it’s a newer more slim kind of thing and wears them for a month. It’s a fiction, but a great film about how it just ruins his life.

Robin:
Well it’s so interesting that Google glasses was such a failure, right. I mean that I would not have predicted.

Ken:
But that was for a lot of reasons, a lot of aesthetic reasons, and also hey, we all remember when people first started walking down the street with their earbuds in talking to somebody on the phone and they looked like they were mentally disturbed individuals. I just remember thinking anybody who would do that is an idiot. I mean why would you do that? Why would you walk down the street just talking? And now it’s so commonplace on trains and everything else we don’t think about it.

My point is that yes, there will be other devices, but I think we have actually reached the point at which we can be contacted directly, well by the President of the United States, the next President of the United States can send me a message in the middle of the night on my phone directly to me. So it’s just different and…

Robin:
Sure, but are you also arguing that there’s nothing that will come next that will advance the technology or increasingly personalize the experience?

Ken:
No.

Robin:
Because to me, with all due respect to me that’s just like a failure of the imagination. Like I don’t think we can totally predict what will come next.

Ken:
That is disrespectful you young person. No, no, of course, I completely get that. I’m just saying that this stuff just, it just ratchets up and ratchets up and ratchets up and it never goes backward.

Robin:
Yeah, I think that’s true.

00:47:00
Ken:
We are at a point right now where we have never been before and we are trying to figure it out. We’re trying to figure out as news media people whether we as news media people are relevant anymore, whether the institutions we work for are relevant anymore.

Robin:
Yeah, I don’t know, the one thing that I would say though in terms of…

Ken:
With all due respect.

Robin:
Yeah, about not being able to go backwards, I mean one of the big stories in [my world] this week was that the feminist writer Lindy West made the decision to quit Twitter, and she’s a major sort of media personality, and I would call her even a public intellectual at this point, because she does some of the best writing out there about what it means to be a woman, what it means to be a fat woman, two categories of human beings that are very much despised and trolled online. And the argument that she made was that Twitter has become a platform that is only useful as she put it for trolls, robots, and dictators, right. And I think that the problems that she’s alluding to of social media not being a safe space for women, for people of color, for various kinds of other marginalized people, it’s a huge problem that social media networks have not successfully tackled. And unless they do that I think that you could see a mass exodus of people from that space of discourse, which is bad for them. But I think it’s also bad for society if that happens, and yet I can’t blame her. I have withdrawn from Twitter a lot because of those same kinds of issues, so would that be a way that step backwards? Because these aren’t like safe spaces.
Ken:
Does it just do it to itself?

Robin:
Yeah.

Ken:
Does it just self-inflect this kind of damage?

Robin:
But what does that mean to self-inflict? Like these are individual people who are behaving in a way that at one point we would have called anti-social.

Ken:
Well, I’m talking from the perspective of the platform itself, that the platform has offered us freedoms that are so all encompassing that our response to it is to reject it, because we don’t want all of that. We don’t want all of that messaging coming to us all the time. 

Justin:
It’s strange. I mean I know that, I mean it’s interesting being a talk show host, because you will put something out and have a conversation, people don’t like it and they get real personal. And so whether it be text or phone calls, I mean regardless of social media. It’s human nature. Oh, it’s hilarious. I mean it’s hilarious to me, but there’s other people that it’s not hilarious to.

Robin:
Well, that’s probably why you’re able to do the job and survive. If you can brush it off…

Justin:
I think it’s interesting, because social media is the same thing, and I think that when any situation where you are putting your opinion online in any sort of discourse there are people that just want to knock you down.

Ken:
Yeah.

Justin:
And I just wonder if that’s the inherent problem with social media, is people giving their opinion, which is what makes it move. I mean that’s what makes it so energized.

00:49:57
Ken:
Hey, look, let’s take that one step further. Just as we started to tape today there’s this story breaking about Facebook Live, where there was a bunch of people beat a guy up.

Justin:
Four guys kidnapped somebody on Facebook Live. 

Ken: 
It’s really horrible. I haven’t seen it thank God, but the point is that the general revulsion against it is interesting. It’s kind of what you’re talking about in a way, that Facebook gives us this amazing new tool, this amazing freedom. Now you can take the phone out of your pocket, turn it on and broadcast to the whole world live. Everybody can be a live broadcaster. And what are we doing with it? We’re doing beatings and dogfights and whatever, and there is just a kind of a revulsion, but I don’t know what that means. 

Robin:
I think it just means that technology is a tool and it’s only as good or as evil as what we do with it.

Ken:
Right. And I’m sure that was true in…because it was true in the early days of newspapers, and there were people who said the same thing about telephones, that telephones were going to destroy our…

Justin:
Well, I mean I think there’s a distinction to be made that technology is not a news platform. Technology can be used for anything. I mean you just said it, microwave for tweeting or whatever. But the concept being that you know, there are news organizations that are using that technology and that’s where, I mean these four guys who were caught on Facebook were caught broadcasting themselves. I mean it’s their faces. If they didn’t get arrested you would be like what are we doing here police? But you just wonder at a certain point like how much of that, by myself being a total cynic in the way that I saw it and I’m like staged. Right off the bat I can’t believe anything that’s coming off this technology unless it’s people I trust. And right away I’m like even Prime where I’m like I don’t know if that’s real. I don’t know if these are like a comedy troupe that have figured it out. They are probably not and it’s probably serious.

Ken: 
Like those Trump supporters, you just don’t believe any of this.

00:52:02
Justin:
I don’t believe… I mean there’s something to it where you just like I am lost in a sea of truths and non-truths, and I feel like the best way as Yoda once said, move forward we must. I’m not sure he said that, but you can check that out.

Robin:
Well that’s like the sub-head for everything is you are lost in a sea of truths… [Interposing voices] 

Justin:
You just don’t even know anymore, and as a talk show host I’m like you find yourself going on a rant about something that you find out a day later isn’t true.

Ken: 
[Laughs] 

Justin:
And so it really changes the way that you approach your work. I mean I find myself being very cynical about everything that I read because it used to be, and I would be naïve to say that is in the paper, that is news, that is true. It’s not anymore.

Ken:
You know the thing that just flashed to me is it’s been probably a year or so since I’ve read the last oh my God the sky is falling story about sexting.

Justin:
Right.

Ken:
That was so big for 6 months or something, right. It was the end of culture as we knew it. But what happened? Yeah, you know, people kind of learned that yeah, this is bad. Some really nasty things can happen here.

Robin:
Do you know what two technologies has changed dating more than any other? The telephone and the car. Let’s just keep this in perspective. Like [sext panic] by baby boomers over teenagers is like so overwhelmed…
Justin:
If there was Facebook and Google back in the 50s they would be like ‘this car, this phone’, a million stories of [interposing voices].

00:53:35
Ken:
Let’s wind this down by talking a little bit about Chicago if we can. This whole thing that we’ve just been talking about, in the next year or so or in the near future how does it affect how we report on our city and on our city leaders? It’s changing. I get a feeling that it’s changing, but I’m not exactly sure what I’m talking about. I mean I see for example, let’s take something like the Sun-Times. The Sun-Times as I think we all know is just a shadow of what it was 20 years ago, but it’s still got a really good investigative team working, and that piece of the heart is still beating, and there must be a reason for it, it’s because we want it, right? It’s because we need it, and that’s what you guys are doing. You are creating something new from the ground up at City Bureau, but the thing that you are focusing on is investigations, longer form stuff and all that. So, many people are fearing for the future of our republic and some of us fear for the future of our state and our city. Put this all in perspective for me. 

Justin:
I don’t know. I wonder, the Sun-Times does great work. The Reader does great work. You guys do great work, so I wonder if it just becomes this, we have to pick the right stories to sort of rise to the top. I mean you could make an argument that the Sun-Times for its thickness that it was in 1987 did that because that’s what was expected of a newspaper. 

Ken:
Right, and they had the money.

Justin:
Yeah, and they had the money. And I wonder if now the idea is that there are certain core things that we need to cover in the city, and I always see this and Robin and I know this first-hand, I mean arts and culture gets the haft. There’s so many great stories about people being creative and living an artful life that newspapers because of the space and time are like that’s not a story. It is a story because it tells… Mark Baser is a buddy of mine and we had this great conversation about the New York Times coverage of Chicago violence, which has been tremendous, right? The problem is they can come in and do one story, where if that was the story, this is Mark’s point about if there was a Chicago Tribune you’ve also got arts and culture. You can talk about what’s happening in the business community.

Robin:
There’s the context.

Justin:
There’s a whole city. But right now in the national paper all that Chicago is is what’s happening and shootings and homicides.

Ken:
60 Minutes.

Justin:
And that I think is where we have to have our media outlets remember that there’s a lot going on in the city and it can’t just be one or two stories. I mean, I don’t know, how do you do it, right?

Robin:
I think this is where we turn to Darryl and have him talk about like a model for coverage of the south and west sides that goes way beyond that.

00:56:24
Darryl:
That’s such an interesting conversation. I had multiple thoughts.

Ken:
Well spit them out Darryl.

Darryl:
Oh man, where to take it. Um, [chuckles].

Ken:
You can finish it up because I think we’ve just sort of ended at this point where it’s like what does this mean? This is Chicago Newsroom. We talk about Chicago. We talk about the media. We talk about Chicago media, and many times, because of the conversations I have at this table I am often really enthusiastic about the people who are working in media in Chicago. I think some brilliant people are working here and they are doing some brilliant work. I think my concern is a little bit more about platform. It’s like how do you pay these people? Where do they work? How do they get their work disseminated? And that’s why I’m so excited about you guys. I think what you’re doing is exactly the right thing at exactly the right time. I only hope to God that the money stays there long enough for you to be able to make it work.

Darryl:
Right. I’m thinking and hoping that there’s a re-investment in our revitalization of local media. I think again of the election of Trump and how there was an uproar about national media always getting it wrong. But you look at local outlets, those small towns, they knew what their people were talking about. They knew exactly how it was going to go.

Ken:
Yeah.

Darryl:
Because there was trust there, because they were local and because there are these invisible audiences. I’m talking about social media and digital platforms. There are people who are not on Twitter or Facebook and who are not talked about as part of these conversations. The same goes for Chicago south and west sides, talking about violence. It’s almost anonymous with the south side in a lot of ways in media. There’s not great coverage of just day to day life of a south and west side resident, but we love talking about crime.

00:58:18
So when [00:58:19 when your town comes in] they sense that and they see it and they pick up on it and they elevate it, but leave out again what we could be doing here, which is elevating the whole city. So I’m hoping and what City Bureau intends to do and hopes to do is find ways to diversify media so that when people come in with that knowledge and that experience, and do stories that are not… There’s a [comfort] in our year and a half of history and I’ve done crime stories about violence and policy, but never about scoreboard shooting. That’s intentional in a lot of ways because there’s so much of it and we’re saturated with scoreboard reporting, but can we get more reporting about the new bakery or just these mundane things, our stories, our arts and cultures, they are all stories.

Justin:
I say at the top of the show, I always say the show is about Chicago starring those who know it well. And I just think that’s where media needs to go in this way that’s like talk to more people. News is stories, back at the top. So it could be the same topic. It could be let’s talk about Chicago violence, but instead of just hearing from Gary McCarthy, who is the ousted police chief, let’s talk to people in the community. Let’s talk to other…I mean just different… If we learned anything from the election is when you polarize and there’s only one point on either side you’re not getting the full story. 
Darryl:
To me [00:59:43] spoken to.

Justin:
Yeah, and that involves being present I think. It’s not just about [00:59:50] in for a story where you talk to certain people, but being there and making a commitment to stay. That’s why I’m hoping that there’s an investment in local media that focuses on doing that, on opening and operating bureaus in areas that have been ignored for a huge amount of time, within our own industry, you know, we’re responsible for that.

01:00:08
Ken:
Oh, and we should also just mention quickly that you have an event, if you happen to be watching this show on Thursday the 5th there’s a thing going on tonight.
Darryl:
Yeah, tonight is our reporting and open event, which we do around three times a year, where you can come in and talk to our reporters, sort of as their stories are happening, not necessarily when it’s already out. You know you can have an impact and be speaking to them sort of as they are reporting and writing. That’s tonight at our newsroom in Woodlawn, 6100 South Blackstone, from 6:30 to 8:30.

Ken: 
6100 South Blackstone, 6:30?

Darryl:
Hmm.

Ken:
Thanks. We really have to wrap this up. We really do. I know, you all have to go.

Justin:
I was promised food. 

Darryl:
There’s food?

Justin:
That’s how Ken gets me here. 

Ken: 
That’s in the Green Room, yeah. We don’t have a Green Room. So listen, can you just indulge me for like, we’re so far overtime it’s ridiculous, so let’s just do two more minutes and talk about radio, because we love radio, right? Darryl you love radio too, but we all came up in radio. What I want to ask you, I want to ask you is radio… I think that a lot of the radio industry is just going to kind of fall by the wayside in some period of time. I’m not going to say how many years, but kind of like the printed edition of the Tribune. We know it’s not going to be there at some point, but there is a chunk of radio and you are in the epicenter of it, that I don’t think will ever go away. Because it’s so intimate. It’s so all-pervasive. It’s the original wireless. It was wireless before there was wireless. It’s in your car.
01:01:53
Justin:
It’s amazing to me how many people listen to 720. I would think coming up in radio being like oh I’ve had this conversation about the sunset of radio…

Ken:
Oh God.

Justin:
And who is listening anymore, and then you come to a radio station that has such a legacy that people know and I mean the number is staggering. 

Ken:
When I was 20 the big thing was you know WGN is going to die because everybody who listens to it is 60, and they are all going to die and then the station is going to die. Except the only problem is when people get to be about 45 they all start listening to it. [Chuckles] 

Justin:
I think there’s a utility in it. 

Ken:
And you will too. [Laughs] 

Justin:
I’m learning how to do it. I mean I’ve only been there for a little bit over a year, so it’s like to me I don’t know, there’s something in the idea of having a live and local presence to talk about the people that you live next to, to talk about the stories that are on the news, and to have this sort of companion. And it’s not segmented. It’s not a magazine. It’s not sort of like a host who just throws to 15 different stories and then they do it every our or every 10 minutes or every 15 minutes. There’s something about the idea that you’re investing in talking to people and it’s great.

01:03:00
Robin:
I totally agree. I’m bias because I love radio, but I really do believe that it’s true. I mean my favorite example of the power of radio is not a local one, it’s in New York, but I will give it anyway, because I think it so perfectly illustrates to me why radio isn’t going anywhere, but also how it’s changing. So during Hurricane Sandy, so this was like 2013 I think, I desperately wanted to know what was happening on the ground in New York, because you were hearing these minute by minute reports on Twitter of, which you didn’t know whether they were true or not of Brooklyn is flooded and the subways are flooded, and like a transistor blue and there’s a fire. And so what did I do? I downloaded the WNYC app for my IPhone and I listened to the live stream of WNYC in Chicago on my IPhone. And what they did that night was they had Brian Lehrer who hosts a daily talk show on their radio station doing like a live broadcast where he was taking calls from people, including like a guy who was like trapped in his house in Jersey like waiting to be rescued in the floods. And I was just like riveted listening to this broadcast, even though I don’t live in New York. Like I’m not being affected by this, just the power of that, but I can only imagine that if you were in New York and you were listening to it in New York that it would have been this incredibly powerful experience. I don’t that we don’t ever have to do that same kind of thing here.

01:04:22
Justin:
Well, we’ve always known this, I mean Chicago has just this unbelievable connection to radio. You can make a wrong argument and they do. I mean Bob [Serrot] did the piece on CBS Sunday Morning about how Chicago can say one of its imports is talk radio. I mean it has this…

Robin:
Also the homeless [interposing voices] did so much to contribute …storytelling. 

Justin:
So it’s a little bit engrained in us, that’s like you come up with this, there is this sort of growing up in Chicago that radio plays a part. Even today I would assume, I mean my family is biased obviously because I’m on it, but…

Robin:
And WVON is still one of the only like media outlets in the country that’s owned by a woman of color, and that is huge and that station still serves that community so well every day.

Ken:
I was reading a trade publication a couple of months ago about how in Los Angeles they are pretty much ready to just shut the AM band down because there’s like nothing on it. There’s a few people who are interested in maybe buying some of it, like KHJ, legend stations, but that never happened in Chicago, and even in New York AM is not dominant the way it is in Chicago.

Justin:
I think most of the AM radio stations are owned, most of radio in general is owned by major conglomerates, and the question is what is successful, what is profitable when it comes to running a radio station? That’s just at the end of the day because you can continue, like probably it’s sort of a threshold in which a media company is like this is what you need to make to… And if it falls below it they are like we’re just going to jettison it, so that’s kind of what…

Ken:
I’ve always said if we could just wait long enough sooner or later infinity and all the other big, they are just going to get tired of the business and they are going to sell all those stations for like $100,000 apiece, and I’m waiting. [Laughs] 

Darryl:
There are two new ones coming in with Chirp and [01:06:10].

Ken:
Chirp is going to be on the air in a few weeks I think.

Robin:
They’ve got low power FM signals which were opened up by congress when digital radio became a prominent technology, because suddenly you could have more precision in how you tune the dial. And suddenly you could have, you know the rules were that you could only have stations like two adjacent points on the dial, and suddenly you could have like stations in between that and that’s why so many [FM] stations are coming into band.

Ken:
I have just been informed that our digital space…

Justin:
Is up?

Ken:
[Laughs] Yes. It’s like our digital recording space is running out, so I think we better shut up.

Justin:
All right. Sounds good. Let’s get to that food.

Ken:
I totally enjoyed this. Thank you so much for doing the longest Chicago Newsroom ever in history. Robin Amer from the Chicago Reader.

Robin:
Thank you. 

Ken: 
Justin Kaufmann from WGN. Darryl baby, Darryl Holliday from the City Bureau and other affiliated organizations, all of which you can follow if you go there tonight. Go see them. Thank you guys. You have been watching Chicago Newsroom, the extended long edition of Chicago Newsroom right here on CAN TV, and we will back again next week with another edition. And don’t forget, starting in February we move to Channel 27. It’s going to be cool. A lot of things are going to change I hope. Do I have anything else to say…?
01:07:38
End
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