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‘New York Times’
Still Undecided on
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NEW YORK - For those
who wonder why The
New York Times Co. has
not yet made a decision
on paid online content,
Martin Nisenholtz had an
answer Tuesday. The
company’s senior vice
president for digital op-
erations responded that
the stakes are extremely
high for NYT.com, and
that “we need to be very
certain when we pull the
trigger.” “Making the right
decision is more impor-
tant than making a quick
decision,” Nisenholtz said
during the UBS Global
Media and Communica-
tions Conference in New
York City.

He explained the com-
pany is still looking at
different paid-content
models. “The reason it is
taking a period of time to
do this analysis is that if
we don’t do it right, a lot
of money drops out of
the system,” he said, re-
ferring to the flagship
NYT.com.

“That’s not true of other
newspaper Web sites,
including those in our
own company.” The
Times Co. is looking the
meter approach used by
the Financial Times, the
hybrid approach of The
Wall Street Journal, con-
tinuing its free model and
a variety of other mon-
etization strategies, he
added. Nisenholtz also
said the company has a
“good and significant”
relationship with Google,
and that the Internet gi-
ant brings their proper-
ties a lot of traffic.

At the same confer-
ence, CEO Janet
Robinson said she ex-
pects ad revenue trends
to improve in Q4. Ad rev-
enue is expected to be
down 25 percent for print
(a slight improvement)
and up 10 percent for
online. Company-wide
the work force has
shrunk 25 percent since
a year ago, and more
cuts are coming.

The New York Times has
already said layoffs may
be needed to reduce the
newsroom’s head count
by 100 by year’s end.
The company told the
UBS conference that
more staff reductions are
expected on the busi-
ness side of the flagship
newspaper by the end of
the year. Times Co. ex-
ecutives said total debt
will be $800 million by
year’s end, and they
noted that three-quar-
ters of that matures in
2015 or later.

How Google Can
Help Newspapers
By ERIC SCHMIDT,

Google CEO
It’s the year 2015. The

compact device in my
hand delivers me the
world, one news story at
a time. I flip through my
favorite papers and
magazines, the images
as crisp as in print, with-

out a maddening wait for
each page to load. Even
better, the device knows
who I am, what I like,
and what I have already
read. So while I get all
the news and comment,
I also see stories tailored
for my interests.

I zip through a health
story in The Wall Street
Journal and a piece about
Iraq from Egypt’s Al
Gomhuria, translated
automatically from Ara-
bic to English. I tap my
finger on the screen, tell-
ing the computer brains
underneath it got this
suggestion right.

Some of these stories
are part of a monthly
subscription package.
Some, where the free
preview sucks me in, cost
a few pennies billed to
my account. Others are
available at no charge,
paid for by advertising.
But these ads are not
static pitches for prod-
ucts I’d never use. Like
the news I am reading,
the ads are tailored just
for me.

Advertisers are willing
to shell out a lot of money
for this targeting. This is
a long way from where
we are today. The cur-
rent technology-in this
case the distinguished
newspaper you are now
reading-may be rela-
tively old, but it is a model
of simplicity and speed
compared with the online
news experience today.

I can flip through pages
much faster in the physi-
cal edition of the Journal
than I can on the Web.
And every time I return
to a site, I am treated as
a stranger. So when I
think about the current
crisis in the print indus-
try, this is where I begin-
a traditional technology
struggling to adapt to a
new, disruptive world.

It is a familiar story: It
was the arrival of radio
and television that
started the decline of
newspaper circulation.
Afternoon newspapers
were the first casualties.
Then the advent of 24-
hour news transformed
what was in the morning
papers literally into old
news. Now the Internet
has broken down the
entire news package with
articles read individually,
reached from a blog or
search engine, and aban-
doned if there is no good
reason to hang around
once the story is finished.
It’s what we have come
to call internally the
atomic unit of consump-
tion.

Painful as this is to
newspapers and maga-
zines, the pressures on
their ad revenue from
the Internet is causing
even greater damage.
The choice facing adver-
tisers targeting consum-
ers in San Francisco was
once between an ad in
the Chronicle or Exam-
iner. Then came
Craigslist, making it pos-
sible to get local
classifieds for free, fol-
lowed by Ebay and spe-
cialist Web sites.

Now search engines like
Google connect adver-
tisers directly with con-
sumers looking for what
they sell. With dwindling

revenue and diminished
resources, frustrated
newspaper executives
are looking for someone
to blame. Much of their
anger is
c u r -
r e n t l y
directed
at Google, whom many
executives view as get-
ting all the benefit from
the business relationship
without giving much in
return. The facts, I be-
lieve, suggest otherwise.

Google is a great source
of promotion. We send
online news publishers a
billion clicks a month
from Google News and
more than three billion
extra visits from our
other services, such as
Web Search and iGoogle.
That is 100,000 oppor-
tunities a minute to win
loyal readers and gener-
ate revenue-for free.

In terms of copyright,
another bone of conten-
tion, we only show a
headline and a couple of
lines from each story. If
readers want to read on
they have to click through
to the newspaper’s Web
site. (The exception are
stories we host through
a licensing agreement
with news services.) And
if they wish, publishers
can remove their con-
tent from our search in-
dex, or from Google
News.

The claim that we’re
making big profits on the
back of newspapers also
misrepresents the real-
ity. In search, we make
our money primarily from
advertisements for prod-
ucts...

It’s understandable to
look to find someone else
to blame. But as Rupert
Murdoch has said, it is
complacency caused by
past monopolies, not
technology, that has
been the real threat to
the news industry. We
recognize, however, that
a crisis for news-gather-
ing is not just a crisis for
the newspaper industry.

The flow of accurate
information, diverse
views and proper analy-
sis is critical for a func-
tioning democracy. We
also acknowledge that it
has been difficult for
newspapers to make
money from their online
content. But just as there
is no single cause of the
industry’s current prob-
lems, there is no single
solution.

We want to work with
publishers to help them
build bigger audiences,
better engage readers,
and make more money.
Meeting that challenge
will mean using technol-
ogy to develop new ways
to reach readers and
keep them engaged for
longer, as well as new
ways to raise revenue
combining free and paid
access. I believe it also
requires a change of tone
in the debate, a recogni-
tion that we all have to
work together to fulfill
the promise of journal-
ism in the digital age.

Google is serious about
playing its part. We are
already testing, with
more than three dozen
major partners from the
news industry, a service
called Google Fast Flip.
The theory-which seems
to work in practice-is that
if we make it easier to
read articles, people will

read more of them. Our
news partners will re-
ceive the majority of the
revenue generated by
the display ads shown

beside
stories.

Nor is
there a

choice, as some news-
papers seem to think,
between charging for
access to their online
content or keeping links
to their articles in Google
News and Google Search.
They can do both. This is
a start. But together we
can go much further to-
ward that fantasy news
gadget I outlined at the
start.

The acceleration in
mobile phone sophisti-
cation and ownership
offers tremendous po-
tential. As more of these
phones become con-
nected to the Internet,
they are becoming read-
ing devices, delivering
stories, business reviews
and ads. These phones
know where you are and
can provide geographi-
cally relevant informa-
tion. There will be more
news, more comment,
more opportunities for
debate in the future.

The best newspapers
have always held up a
mirror to their commu-
nities. Now they can of-
fer a digital place for their
readers to congregate
and talk. And just as we
have seen different mod-
els of payment for TV as
choice has increased and
new providers have be-
come involved, I believe
we will see the same with
news. We could easily
see free access for mass-
market content funded
from advertising along-
side the equivalent of
subscription and pay-for-
view for material with a
niche readership.

I certainly don’t believe
that the Internet will
mean the death of news.
Through innovation and
technology, it can endure
with newfound profitabil-
ity and vitality. Video
didn’t kill the radio star.
It created a whole new
additional industry.

Mr. Schmidt is chair-
man, CEO of Google.

Schmidt Strikes at
Murdoch on News

Aggregation
By David Coursey De-

cember 4, 2009
Just as Kodak was al-

most terminally slow to
recognize that its film
business was dying,
newspapers were slow
(many terminally)...
What nobody’s talking
about in all this “old
media is dead” discus-
sion is the loss of trust
that folks like... It is per-
haps ironic that the
Internet companies most
often blamed for “killing
newspapers” have made
little, if any, money do-
ing so.

Both Craigslist, which
ended newspapers’ mo-
nopoly on local
classifieds, and Google
News are available free
and with little or no ad-
vertising. It’s almost like
they are killing for fun.
This week, the Federal
Trade Commission held
hearings on the future of
news. News Corp.
founder Rupert Murdoch
again accused news

aggregators — think
Google — of stealing is
company’s content and
reiterated that he plans
to start charging for his
company’s online news-
papers.

Google’s Chairman, Eric
Schmidt, defends his
company today in an
editorial published in one
of Murdoch’s newspa-
pers, the Wall Street
Journal.

Here is the gist of
Schmidt’s comments
about newspapers: “Now
they can offer a digital
place for their readers to
congregate and talk. And
just as we have seen dif-
ferent models of pay-
ment for TV as choice
has increased and new
providers have become
involved, I believe we will
see the same with news.
We could easily see free
access for mass-market
content funded from ad-
vertising alongside the
equivalent of subscrip-
tion and pay-for-view for
material with a niche
readership.

“I certainly don’t be-
lieve that the Internet
will mean the death of
news. Through innova-
tion and technology, it
can endure with
newfound profitability
and vitality. Video didn’t
kill the radio star. It cre-
ated a whole new addi-
tional industry.”

Well, actually, video did
kill radio as the vibrant
medium it had been in
its pre-television era.
Likewise, the Internet will
likely be the final blow to
news delivered using the
medium of dead trees.
Internet users also don’t
seem willing to provide
enough of a revenue
stream to support the
army of journalists nec-
essary for free societies
to prosper. Surviving lo-
cal newspapers will not
provide “a place for their
readers to congregate
and talk” if Facebook and
Twitter have anything to
say about it.

And Craigslist isn’t giv-
ing an inch on local
classifieds. The Internet
Difference What Schmidt
doesn’t say is that on the
Internet it is easy for
users to move from one
service to another and
the “winners” are quickly
creating links necessary
to cement their develop-
ing relationships.

Newspapers just aren’t
a force in what has be-
come known as social
networking and seem
unlikely to become one.
Mr. Murdoch’s argument,
in counterpoint to
Schmidt’s optimism, is
that content provided for
free isn’t likely to fund
the cost of the original
reporting; especially
content that can be so
freely repurposed by oth-
ers.

Lacking the consider-
able barrier to entry that
paper distribution cre-
ated, traditional news
organizations are find-
ing it impossible to com-
pete. Further, Mr.
Schmidt’s prediction of a
rosy future aside, news
organizations are bleed-
ing out during a technol-
ogy shift that has yet to
help them find a viable
revenue model.

By the time it becomes
clear how a newspaper
will prosper going for-

ward there will be many
fewer left standing. As a
journalist, I know
Murdoch is telling the
truth in describing the
pressures journalism
faces. As a technologist,
I can’t say Google is to
blame.

If it wasn’t Google, it
would have been some-
one else and Murdoch
should take comfort that
Google, at least, is mak-
ing a sincere (and ex-
pensive) effort to be
newspapers’ friend. I see
no sign that Google is
happy with its unin-
tended role in damaging
the quality of news re-
porting and the long-
term impact negative
that will have on demo-
cratic institutions.

Murdoch is right in say-
ing that news is expen-
sive to produce and com-
panies that produce
news, such as his, are
seeing their content
widely reused without
payment.

The Internet has re-
duced barriers to entry
such that anyone, well,
almost anyone, can cre-
ate a news site that costs
little to operate and bases
its stories mostly on the
work of others. Schmidt
is correct that newspa-
pers were in trouble long
before the Internet
sealed their fate. He is
also correct that Google
sends publishers a four
billion clicks a month as
readers go from Google’s
search results to the pub-
lishers’ sites.

What Schmidt doesn’t
say is that without
Google, readers might
have to find their own
news, resulting in those
clicks being spread
across far fewer publish-
ers. When Murdoch talks
about pulling his content
from Google and creat-
ing a paid model, such as
the Journal already uses,
he is counting on the
power of his brands and
quality reporting, plus
subscribed-derived rev-
enue, to see him through.

That may work for a
small number of publica-
tions, but will not sup-
port the local reporting
necessary to keep gov-
ernment in check. In
short, Murdoch is talking
about the business of
journalism and the prob-
lems it faces, while
Schmidt is saying, es-
sentially, that progress
can’t be stopped and
newspapers need to find
a better way to cope with
it. (Should they survive
long enough, I might
add).

The problem is that
newspaper companies
were complacent in ad-
dressing the threats to
their industry and the
traditional advertising
models they relied upon
have gone away, with
nothing comparable—in
terms of revenue, at
least—to replace them.
Journalism needs help
now and technology has
been quick to create
problems and slow to
provide answers.

For readers’ sake,
Murdoch and Schmidt
need to work to be work-
ing together. David
Coursey has been writ-
ing about technology and
companies for more than
25 years. He tweets as
@techinciter.

l'ennemi du journaliste

Journalism needs help now.


