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Good afternoon and thank you Bob.  It’s a pleasure to be back in Memphis, the headquarters of The New York Times Broadcast Media Group.  

As most of you know, Bob was recently promoted to the position of President of our Broadcast Media Group.  What you probably don’t know -- since Bob is a very selfless guy -- is that he is also now a member of our Company’s Executive Committee, responsible for helping direct our strategic efforts across multiple platforms and around the world.  

Bob’s insights, counsel and humanity will all be extraordinarily helpful as we contend with the next stage of the communications revolution, a topic that I will be discussing a little later.

While getting ready for this event, I happened to come upon a February 5th article in The New York Times about what is happening in Memphis these days. 

(Show newspaper article)

It was quite an eye-opener and I know you all read it. But let me assure you that I did not come here to make fun at anyone’s expense – all great material to the contrary -- or make any moral judgments.  After all, I work for a Company that gave Times Square its name, if not its reputation.  We have seen it all.   That said, it certainly does sound pretty lively here these days.     

But enough.  I know I have a very high standard to meet in speaking with you. You have had such distinguished New York Times speakers as my father, Punch Sulzberger, and our just-retired columnist, Bill Safire.  I will keep to the high road. 

Today, I will talk about how a 154-year communications company – which, as Bob just mentioned, includes The New York Times, the International Herald Tribune, The Boston Globe, 16 other newspapers, eight network-affiliated television stations, two New York City radio stations and more than 40 Web sites, including NYTimes.com and Boston.com -- effectively manages change, stays focused on its long-term objectives and follows a business model that enables it to be competitive in the high-stakes struggle to reach audiences around the globe.    

I could begin by talking at length about how the Internet, broadband and all the other online innovations are changing our lives and bringing the people of our world in closer contact, but you already know all this.  You use these technologies to communicate daily with your employees, suppliers, customers and shareholders around the globe.  

These new tools have also provided you with unprecedented access to the most up-to-date market research and analysis -- which has undoubtedly had a profound effect on your business, whether it is Federal Express, AutoZone, Cleo Wrap or even rock and roll music.  

There was a time during the Internet bubble when some prognosticators warned that newspapers would go away by the year 2002.  Clearly that hasn’t happened.  And to quote Winston Churchill, “This is not the end. It is not even the beginning of the end.” In fact, I don’t even think that we are anywhere near “the end of the beginning."  I believe we will continue to sell newspapers for decades to come. 

I would also refer to a source closer to home.  When my father spoke here in 1982, he dismissed the prediction that American newspapers were “dinosaurs.”  Remember, this was over two decades ago.  Rather, he thought “electronic”- what we would now call “digital”- devices would live along side newspapers.  As in most cases he was, and continues to be, right on the mark.

I have found that the smartest individuals tend to be relatively circumspect about predicting how a major innovation or discovery might change the course of events.  Bran Ferren, the former Executive Vice President for Creative Technology and R&D for Walt Disney Imagineering, once explained why it is so hard to get your footing in an era that has been buffeted by one technological breakthrough after another. He said: 

 “Trying to assess the true importance of the Net now is like asking the Wright brothers at Kitty Hawk if they were aware of the potential of American Airlines Advantage Miles. We’re always very bad at predicting how a given technology will be used and for what reasons …Society evolves like the species. It’s not smooth and linear.  You’ll have something like the industrial revolution -- it comes like a jolt, and then you kind of dick around for the next fifty years getting used to it.” 

In the end, much of my thinking about how to move from future possibilities to daily realities can be traced, in good measure, to some time I spent at The Harvard Business School. 

What I learned during that cold, but occasionally fruitful, few months was that it is much easier to make the transition into a new era of any kind if you adhere to a well-drawn set of philosophical principles.  This allows you to stay focused on what is important and discard what is no longer relevant to your primary mission.  Of course, making this distinction is not always obvious or easy, but now I am getting ahead of my story.

By the winter of 1984, I had spent about a decade as a journalist before migrating to the business-side of The Times, in advertising sales.  After three years there, I was deemed ready by my superiors to attend a three-month, mid-career business program.


We studied decision tree analysis and accounting techniques. We spent endless hours second-guessing corporate executives (which, until then, I thought was the purview of journalists). We examined spreadsheets, reviewed product launches, and dissected production processes. 


It was the most troubling educational experience of my life, and that includes my horrible third grade teacher.


It’s not that I didn’t learn a great deal there – of course I did.  It’s just that, at its heart, I’m not sure I bought all that Harvard was selling.

And the reason for this is simple. In the end, I wouldn’t want to work for the company they were training me to run. In my judgment, Harvard was confusing wealth with value.  It was teaching its students to maximize wealth.  My interest is in maximizing value because I believe in my soul that if one does that, wealth follows.

What made my three months in Massachusetts worthwhile was one professor -- John Kotter.   His course on leadership -- now an integral part of any contemporary business school curriculum, but then quite a departure from the traditional ways of training wanna-be CEOs -- provided me with the framework to understand and confront the real challenges that I would eventually face in the years ahead. 

Kotter argued that if one wanted to compete in an increasingly demanding world, one needed to embrace a handful of fundamental truths: 

· First of all, vision, teamwork and the capacity to motivate -- the three major components of leadership -- are absolutely essential skills for moving any complex organization forward. 

· Two, all companies are unique entities with radically different dynamics and personalities. 

· Three, long-term strategies must be based on the legitimate and particular interests of the people and groups in those organizations, and 

Finally, the most successful executives know everything that goes on in their companies.

Basically what Kotter (whom I eventually invited to address the management at The Times) taught was that real leadership was not just a vague, ephemeral concept, but a genuine discipline that could be learned and applied.    

While I admire and need people who understand decision tree analysis and accounting techniques, I want leaders who, quite frankly, can inspire, have vision and know the difference between right and wrong.   

When I finished my studies and returned back to The Times, I looked for ways to make use of this invaluable instruction, beginning with a tour in corporate strategic planning and a wonderful year as night production manager at the newspaper.  But I developed a much greater understanding of what Professor Kotter was teaching when I was named to my first general management position in 1987.  

At that point, The Times newspaper was on a roll. We had enjoyed five straight years of constant revenue and profit growth and were in the anomalous position of having to turn away advertising because we lacked the press capacity to print more pages.

The stock market collapse in October of 1987 ended this halcyon period, bringing both Wall Street and New York City to their knees.  All of a sudden The Times, and every other newspaper, faced the worst advertising recession in memory.  

The state of the economy and the condition of our marketplace in the late 80s had placed The Times in a seemingly untenable position as we confronted two fundamentally different challenges.

· In the short term, we had to make hard management decisions to respond to the fact that newspaper profits were dropping like a stone and no one knew where bottom might be.

· More strategically, we had to find a way to stay true to our values while adhering to a ten-year plan designed to carry us into our future. 

This plan, created just before the market crash, had many components. Among them:

· Creating a six-section, color daily newspaper with elements we had only dreamt about -- ranging from a stand alone Sports Section to a midnight close for the first edition.

· Building two new state-of-the art printing and distribution facilities.

· Reaching landmark labor agreements.

· Establishing new editions in Boston and Washington.

· And, of course, finding a billion dollars to pay for all this.


It quickly became clear that our greatest roadblock to achieving this plan was internal.  We knew that The Times was often too slow to adjust to new conditions; too set in its ways; and too hierarchically-based.  In order to make the leap into a new era, we had to address our root problems and our hidebound operational rules.  We needed to make substantial institutional changes, but in a way that preserved our core values.

Let me be frank, we fumbled for a while.  None of us had done this before and there were no road maps.  Our first breakthrough came from the teachings of Dr. W. Edwards Demming.  He had become a household name in Japan and, back then, was a growing presence in the United States.  Dr. Demming was a management expert who for almost a half a century had brought businesses, sometimes kicking and screaming, into the modern age.  

I believe we were his last client.  Perhaps he felt that having helped The Times, his work on Earth was complete.

Demming was one of the major proponents of the idea that productivity could be substantially improved if there was more long- term planning, more constancy of purpose, less focus on short-term profits, fewer barriers between different areas of a company and most important of all, real authority handed to employees closest to the work – often those right on the line.    

We worked with Dr. Demming for two years and while his contribution was important, he could only take us so far. 

At the beginning of the 90s, it was obvious that The Times, with its strong culture, rejected solutions or constructs imposed from the outside.  It was becoming abundantly clear that if we were going to achieve reform, it had to come from within.  It required that we take into consideration those business and cultural issues that had been with us for decades.  

Let me give you one example:

Our newspaper was mired in a silo-based mentality, which for years, had fostered a culture of mistrust and antagonism.  Department heads only knew, and only cared about, their own areas of expertise.  Communication between departments was at the minimum level necessary to produce a paper every morning. 

The man in our Circulation Department responsible for sending our Production Department the daily print order, and the man in production who took that number and immediately inflated it, had each been in his position for 20 years. One was on the sixth floor. The other was on four. They had never met.

Obviously, we needed to dramatically alter this atmosphere and mindset.  Too frequently, fear was the deciding factor in our decision-making process.  Some may argue that fear is an inherent by-product of any structure based on hierarchy.  I can’t swear that’s true, but I suspect it is.  And if The Times was going to flourish in the years ahead, we needed to reduce our dependency on top-down decision-making of every sort.

To achieve the magnitude of change that was required in 1992, we decided to schedule a series of retreats.  We brought a facilitator to these sessions who distributed a draft statement of values.  This helped to drive the conversation and served as a starting point for building a new consensus.

As you could imagine, these were not easy exchanges. The divisions and walls between our business and news departments, for example, had been created over a long period of time; there was a lot of history and custom that had to be overcome.

And let’s be honest, those at the top benefited from the way things were, and any serious structural change was going to be a direct challenge to their hard-earned authority.

Throughout these sessions, we kept reworking our statement of values, and it became an essential tool for addressing our most critical concerns and problems.  At first, the various divisions of the newspaper discussed these issues separately, but the business and news sides eventually came together. There were three over-riding issues:

· First, each side, in good faith, felt that there was a fundamental lack of understanding by the other of what it did and why it did it. 

· Second, each side thought it cared more passionately about the future of The Times than did the other. 

· And finally, each side believed that certain kinds of change would seriously undermine fundamental values that it thought were at the heart of its mission.

Our initial news and business side retreat was a brutal meeting that left a sour taste in the mouths of many of those attending.  We spent much of our time dealing with an issue that most good news organizations inevitably confront: the false dichotomy between quality journalism and quality profits.  This is a shallow and useless division, which, left unattended, becomes corrosive.

In this crucible of painful and honest dialogue, we came together and agreed upon a value system that included the following words: “Editorial excellence and independence are essential to our profitability, and profit sustains them.” 

It was those words, but much more so, the process of articulating a set of values that, I believe, gave us the framework to come together collaboratively; to remake our paper; and to respond effectively to the many technological challenges of this new era while remaining steadfastly true to the basic beliefs that have served our newspaper for more than a century and a half.

These deliberations made us much more competitive as we made major strides in defining a new way of operating.  No newspaper has worked harder, or more successfully, than ours to strengthen the bonds between its news and business sides.  We’ve done so by agreeing on where we can appropriately approach the line and where we can’t.

Because we were able to forge a genuine philosophical consensus, we have improved our business direction (read profitability), our journalistic quality and the culture of our newspaper.

I will believe to my dying day that The New York Times newspaper could not have:

· Introduced the six-section, color daily; 

· Embraced such critical business tools as value-based pricing; 

· Developed an international presence on the Internet; 

· Expanded into the television space; 

· Come together on a second ten-year plan;

· Or competed successfully in the global newspaper marketplace

if we had not first found a way to overcome our old style of management and way of thinking.


Because this process was so successful at The Times newspaper, Russ Lewis, then our Company’s CEO, later followed this same approach at the corporate level.  His first step was to bring together key executives – in his case the heads of the operating units and corporate departments – for a series of equally painful sessions.

As with the newspaper, the goal was to create a common understanding of the purpose of The New York Times Company.  This would enable senior management to make better decisions about what needed to change, what should never change, and fundamentally, what we stood for.

As a result of these efforts came the codification of our Company’s Core Purpose, which reads: “To enhance society by creating, collecting and distributing high quality news, information and entertainment.”   

While articulating and adhering to a values system does not guarantee greater market share and higher profits, it has enabled The New York Times newspaper and Company to pursue its strategic goals and objectives in a more coherent and speedy fashion. Expanding nationally, utilizing new production tools and creating new Web businesses became much easier tasks because our managers and employees had a better understanding of our fundamental beliefs. 


Establishing philosophical alignment also makes it less difficult to allocate resources during more challenging economic periods, as has been the case for the past few years.  When there is a consensus about goals and objectives, you are far more able to make the hard budget decisions.  


By constantly reinforcing the reputation of The Times as a place that values honest exchange, debate and independence of thought; a place that encourages people to work collaboratively; and a place that instills trust and respect, we have created a more productive working environment. 

Apparently, we have been making our point loud and clear since we have been consistently cited on a number of important lists, such as Fortune magazine’s survey of America’s Most Admired Companies, where we have been Number One in the publishing group for five years straight.

Having a solid foundation of values was also very helpful as we confronted the Jayson Blair incident.  This was a painful period for everyone at The Times and while we strongly believed that this individual’s deceptions did not reflect The Times’s journalistic standards, we, nevertheless, had to confront a series of important issues.  

Guided by our historic legacy and our rich traditions, we pursued a strategy to address these problems that allowed us to send a strong message to our worldwide audiences that we remain more committed than ever to producing world class content.  

Let me briefly tell you what we did.  A few weeks after we discovered these improprieties, Al Siegal, our standards editor, and a group of colleagues started their exhaustive examination of our newsroom processes and the many issues underlying this incident.   And, a few months later, they submitted a detailed analysis and a series of thoughtful recommendations, all of which we made public.  

These proposals were very quickly turned into a comprehensive plan of action that is now being used to strengthen The Times’s newsroom’s management practices, reinvigorate our culture and provide our audiences with more transparent and accessible journalism.  

For instance, as you can see from reading The Times, we have overhauled our bylining and crediting practices.   You now know exactly who contributed to every article, and where that reporting physically took place.  

In addition, the appointment of Bill Keller as The Times’s executive editor -- and the many newsroom senior management appointments that followed -- have also helped us regain our journalistic equilibrium.   

But these reforms and management changes alone didn’t help us get back on track.  What they did was help us to refocus on our primary mission: publishing the world’s most respected newspaper.  As Joe Lelyveld said, when he returned to our newsroom as interim Executive Editor:

 “The cure for what has ailed us is called journalism.”  

Joe was absolutely right because in the end, while commonly held values, a great workplace, and superior managers and employees are critical components of the competition equation, there still must be a demand for what you are selling. 
Ensuring the long-term desirability of your products and services requires that you have genuine insight into what consumers need and a comprehensive strategy for meeting that need. 

In The Times’s case, we are doing this by providing world class content to millions of what we call loyal and like-minded consumers around the world -- individuals who have demonstrated a predisposition to the kind of information we provide in the pages of The New York Times.  

We call these individuals our knowledge audience, and it has an innate curiosity about the world around them – about ideas as well as events – at the local, national, and international levels.  

Some will read a news report – in the pages of the paper.  Others will want to gain access to us on the Web.  And we know there are millions in that knowledge audience who want the information we provide, and just would prefer to get it on television.  We need to be there for all these people in all these mediums.  And we’re working on that. 

An excellent example of our ability to use different platforms to reach this audience was Lowell Bergman and David Barstow’s joint print and television production, “Dangerous Business,” which last year won the Pulitzer Prize for Public Service.  

These two journalists, working closely with their New York Times Television colleague, David Rummel, spent two years investigating the horrific working conditions at McWane Industries.  In its path-breaking ability to integrate print, television and the Web, this effort stands as a premier example of our “multi-media platform strategy” approach to quality journalism.  

In fact, this most recent Pulitzer -- which one online commentator said was the first such prize awarded to a major media convergence project -- says even more about our future than it does about our past. 

In 2004, there were many great examples of quality journalism, such as our coverage of the brutal fighting in Falluja, the relentless presidential campaign, the killer tsunami that devastated countries throughout Asia and so much more, added new glittering chapters to The New York Times’s legacy of outstanding journalism.       

I am also proud of the work we do here in Memphis at WREG-TV.  The men and women here have won a regional EMMY award for Best Overall News Coverage.  They also won a regional Edward R. Murrow award for Best Newscast for a report that followed "Hurricane Elvis," a major straight-line windstorm that knocked out power to more than 300,000 customers in the Memphis area, including WREG-TV!  

They did the newscast on back-up generators, two studio lights, and one camera.  This heroic performance -- and the day-to-day work of this station -- is in line with our Company’s highest values.
Of course, one of the cornerstones of producing quality journalism is having reliable access to information.   And this brings us to a United States Court of Appeals decision that recently concluded that a New York Times reporter Judy Miller, and a Time magazine reporter, Matt Cooper must disclose confidential sources to a grand jury investigating the leak of a name of a woman who works for the CIA or go to jail for up to 18 months. 

The consequences of this landmark case are almost impossible to overestimate.  When you consider the many complex issues we face at home and abroad, it is hard to imagine a more inopportune moment to restrain the free flow of information.  Given all that is at stake, we all need to know much more -- not a lot less -- about the major issues of the day.  

While confidential sources and unattributed quotes are not our favorite part of the journalistic process, they are important factors in how Washington, and most of the rest of the world operate.  Unless we are content with newspapers that are just reprints of press releases, official pronouncements and news conferences, we must accept such sources as a way of life.  

The Times goes very far in trying to tell our readers why someone won't speak on the record.  But when individuals do speak to us confidentially, they do so knowing we will protect their identity. 

It is, therefore, essential that the press be allowed to perform our historic role.  This is why many member of our industry are urging all concerned citizens to write their members of Congress and ask them to support a federal shield law, recently introduced by Senator Richard Lugar and Congressmen Mike Pence and Rick Boucher, that would ensure the confidentiality of sources.   

***

I hope that I haven’t gone on too long and that I’ve helped you understand how a company that was founded in the mid-nineteenth century, in the midst of the industrial revolution, can manage seismic change in its industry and thereby continue to be relevant and prosperous in the Digital Era.  

And what a challenge it will be as we prepare to compete in a new communications era fraught with profound changes on both the demand and supply sides of our business.   
In the years ahead, we will have to deal with customers who are more platform savvy and less brand loyal; new generations who are even less interested in the news; non-English speaking immigrants making up a larger and larger segment of the national market, more ideological differentiation and everyone having less time for anything.  

Then there is our ultra competitive marketplace.  We will need to deal with free newspapers; all-but free newspapers; cable channels by the hundreds and Web sites by the millions; bloggers by the hundreds of thousands (35,000 new ones-a day) satellite radio, and more and more magazines.     

Yet, we will persevere by remaining true to our history, our values, and our commitment to provide quality news and information in this country and around the world.  It’s a simple formula for success and it is why The New York Times Company has been able to stay ahead of our competitors, generation after generation.  

Thank you for inviting me here.
