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I’m speaking to you as the Head of Arts, Entertainment and Comedy at ABC TV, but I’m something of a fellow traveller, having served as the librarian’s assistant at the Workers’ Education Association in Sydney twenty-something years ago. 

I was at that time pre-occupied by some of the exact same issues we face now in the digital age in the media….

I’m talking about…

- Storage,

- accessibility, 

- navigability

- and of course…. late delivery! 

And because I work at the national broadcaster, ropey old trolleys from the dawn of time seem to have followed me straight from the the WEA library in 1985 to where I am at the ABC today.

Just as libraries have changed radically in the past two decades – the way they work, the way they store stuff, the way people use them and the way people think about them - the same can be said for television and all kinds of audio/video content. 

Today I’m going to talk about some current industry concerns and also some new and recent projects that illustrate how we create and distribute content in the digital environment.

When I think about what the ABC means today, and what it means to be an Australian public broadcaster in 2007, a couple of key ideas and truisms stand out for me:

· Firstly, we have many platforms on which to speak to our audiences, both local and global, and users of all those platforms can speak to one another.

· And secondly, we are a credible and much-loved brand and, no matter exactly what we mean to people, I hope we still mean something to everyone.

Some of you will know the ABC is starting to grapple with ways to create new revenue streams in the digital space. This is a very sensitive area, not least because what makes our brand so credible is its incorruptibility.  If you are watching or listening to ABC content via the radio, online or on TV, you are not paying to do so, above and beyond your taxes, and you are not subject to advertising. 

Right now there are two main ways to make revenue in the digital space:

- Either users pay to view the content, to download individual programs or subscribe to packages of programming….

- or advertisers pay for their brands to sit alongside the content. 

Is there a third way? We shall see, but certainly it’s one of the issues we face now – in order to do more with less - to support the creation of more Australian content, for delivery to more platforms - we must create new revenue streams, or else start to decline into something less than the comprehensive broadcaster we are today.

When considering advertising online, for instance, I can’t help but remember something from the very first UK edition of Wired magazine, from April 1994, in which Douglas Adams wrote: “
"Lots of people are not in the business you think they're in.

Television companies are not in the business of delivering television programmes to their audiences, they're in the business of delivering audiences to their advertisers. This is why the BBC has such a schizophrenic time - it's actually in a different business from all its competitors.”

It’s true – compared to our commercial brethren, we might be in the same game – but we are in a different business. They are there to service advertisers. We exist to service audiences and users.
When considering ‘user pays’ approaches, I wonder: what might people actually pay for? They already pay for Chaser DVDs – might they also pay for Chaser downloads? Maybe. Might they pay to download Lateline? I don’t know. Would they pay to download Parliamentary Question Time? That may well be a rhetorical question. Even here in Canberra.
And anyway – should people be paying? There’s the argument that runs: “we’ve already paid for this with our tax dollars; should we be paying again – it’s the same content, just a different distribution system”. 

And in principle this argument stacks up – but the real-politik of the situation cannot be ignored. We have two publicly-funded broadcasters in Australia, one which takes ads - which is sbs - and one which doesn’t - the ABC. If we’re not going to have ads online (and the Federal Opposition has announced that a future Labour government would not allow it anyway; no word yet from the Coalition Government on this) but if we’re not going to have ads online, then to maintain the quantity and quality of our output, we need to raise funds some other way and we come back to some kind of user-pays model for downloading programs and other content. To me, user-pays is the lesser evil for a public broadcaster, with the potential for the least fall-out, bearing in mind Douglas Adams very relevant musings of 13 years ago.

There are central and quite philosophical questions that need to be asked: What does it mean to be a public broadcaster in the digital age? 

Does it mean no ads – well the countdown.com site has ads – ads for soft drinks, a finance magazine and moisturiser, among other things. Pepsi, The Australian Stock Report and Oil of Olay to be precise. Which is weird, because when you look at the wrinkles on those Countdown old timers, alongside those Oil of Olay labels, you want to say: “Guys, it’s just not working…no amount of Oil of Olay can help you now - Just keep reading the Stock Report and drinking the cola.” And supermarkets and shopping centres run clips of ABC shows with ads alongside the content. Our content is on trains and planes, again with ads alongside our content. We licence material from various operators – Bigpond and Yahoo for instance – they take news, At the Movies, sport, and run ads all around it.
Does being a public broadcaster in the digital age still mean free content? Well users have been paying for ABC content via mobile subscriptions with third parties such as 3, Virgin, Optus, Vodafone and Telstra for the past three and more years. The carrier pays us a licence fee and they charge via subscription or pay-per-view. This generates revenue to us and to the rights holders in the material, such as comedy producers and record companies.
So we’ve already been sticking our toes in the water with ads and with subscription services, but only in limited ways.

Beyond the philosophical issues, there is a field of legal landmines and copyright clusterbombs the ABC has to traverse as it addresses issues such as: 

Who owns the content? 

What value does it have? 

Who might pay for what?

And how can we remodel the windows of release for content and then re-draw the business models that have governed traditional production and distribution structures.

When we licence something from an independent producer we are now looking for more runs on more platforms – digital channels, online, mobile, video podcast. As one big-end-of-town producer told me, ‘hey, everything’s for sale – it just costs’. And this is fair enough: if we want extra rights they should cost. But back to that question of: how do we pay for them? And the concomitant need to seek out new revenue streams so we might pay more without cutting back on our activities.

Getting back to the question of what it means to be a public broadcaster in the digital age, on the one hand - as our Managing Director Mark Scott has said – the times suit the ABC. We have multiple platforms, a brand money – at least for the moment – can’t buy, we have super loyal audiences and we are performing a much-needed role in Australia’s broader media landscape. 

But what we have to worry about now is whether the times might suit commercial broadcasters as much as they suit us: They can all get into bed now with the changes to the cross-media ownership laws - we’re not the only multi-platform, many-headed beast in town – and it’s much more straightforward for the commercial entities, because they are in a pure numbers racket. How many people are watching dictates how much they charge advertisers which dictates their bottom line. And that’s that. Except now they can construct clever cross-platform packages for advertisers to generate even more revenue. 

So everyone knows where they stand: The content creators and providers know what’s expected of them – numbers. Big ones. And the users know they will either pay for the content, or have ads alongside or in front of the content they see. And if the networks decide to pay producers more in order to exploit more rights, then they just work out ways to charge the advertisers or users more.

But where does the ABC stand? The truth is we don’t know yet – but we are certainly at a major fork in the road.

The ABC’s not the only organisation or brand that needs to ask what it is going to become as the digital age unfurls. All organisations need to ask themselves these questions. As do all individuals and communities.

I attended Picnic, a crossmedia conference in Amsterdam late last year, which was kicked off with a keynote by Gary Carter, the Chief Creative Officer of FMX, Fremantle Media’s crossmedia arm. 

He had been asked to speak to what was largely a room full of telco guys, and to address two main questions: what’s the next big thing going to be? And how can we monetise the web? 

Gary Carter said these weren’t the right questions: He said the questions are: how are we going to use these new platforms? And when we’ve been using them for a while, what kind of individuals and societies will we become?

He talked about the transit of various media from public commodities to personal ones. Radio started as something you went out to see in terms of the original soap operas, then it migrated to the lounge room where the family could engage with it, then the transistor radio came along and it was your own. Telephones did the same thing – there were public phones, then they moved to the home, usually located in a hall or some central thoroughfare, then we got extension cords and migrated the handset round the house then they went cordless, then mobile. TV – same thing –  newsreels we saw at the cinema, then we crowded electrical store windows, then they became more commonplace in people’s lounge rooms, then people got second sets for the bedroom, now we watch TV on laptops, portable devices such as mobiles – all these media have travelled the same path, from public to domestic to private to mobile.

Former Microsoft VP and multimedia pioneer Linda Stone followed Gary at Picnic with an address about something she put a name to ten years ago: Continuous Partial Attention….and her schtick went something like this:
For almost two decades, continuous partial attention has been a way of life to cope and keep up with responsibilities and relationships. We've stretched our attention bandwidth to upper limits. We keep the top level item in focus and scan the periphery in case something more important emerges. Continuous partial attention is motivated by a desire not to miss opportunities. We want to ensure our place as a live node on the network, we feel alive when we're connected. To be busy and to be connected is to be alive.
We've been working to maximize opportunities and contacts in our life. So much social networking, so little time. Speed, agility, and connectivity at top of mind and marketers humming that tune for two decades now. 

Now we're over-stimulated, over-wound, unfulfilled. 

So between raising questions about what kind of people we will become once we’ve been using digital technologies over time, and the idea of Continuous Partial Attention, this conference had kicked off in a fascinating, mind-expanding way, striking out laterally and putting the issues to hand in a philosophical, sociological and ethical framework.

But sure enough, by the end of afternoon tea, the telcos had regained control and gone back to asking; “yeah, but…right, but… whatever, but…. how can we make money out of this thing?” 
That’s by way of explaining where these discussions always come back to. And there’s nothing less creatively enervating than being at afternoon tea with a bunch of telco guys all saying “where’s the money?” Over scungy muffins and overboiled coffee.

But what Linda Stone said – being connected and busy makes us feel alive comes back to me now and then – I was away with my kids on holiday last week. No web, no email, just a crap telly with poor reception and a mobile, and I was quite drunk with excitement about the idea of turning on my computer as soon as I got home. I could taste that delicious anticipation. Why wasn’t I just there enjoying the escape and being in that moment? And when I think about the events in my life which have had the most impact on me I think of the births of my children, the death of my mother and getting a home broadband connection…. and I actually think getting a broadband connection has had a bigger impact on me and wrought more change in me and my life than any of these other things and I know that will sound weird and appalling, but I don’t think we can underestimate the way access to these technologies has changed our lives and maybe also changed the very nature of who we are, as individuals and communities.
Rather than hearing about the depth of the changes in us - the users - what we tend to hear about is the speed of change in the technology. So alongside the: How-can-we-monetise-the-web question, another refrain that discussions about digital media always come back to is a headline that reads something like: “Shock Horror: the speed of technological change is now faster than ever.”
And it’s true, broadcasters have got to adapt to their audience’s desire and ability to engage with participatory media, but as futurist Tom Coates paraphrased these ‘shock horror’ announcements:

“Shock revelation! A new set of technologies has started to displace older technologies and will continue to do so at a fairly slow rate over the next ten to thirty years!”
And it may well be that in the five years we’ve had i-pods and ten years we’ve had blogging and mobiles and in the fifteen years we’ve been building the web, that widespread, mainstream uptake has only happened relatively recently. But it’s still been a fairly incremental technology change that anyone involved in the media could have seen coming from over the hill and far away, especially if you consider Gary Carter’s handy rear-vision guide to the movement of the platforms. 

Most futurists acknowledge that broadcast is probably still going to be one of the most dominant forms of content distribution in ten or twenty years time.

It’s just obviously not the only one anymore. 

On his blog at plasticbag.org, Tom Coates has likened the way media organisations use the rhetoric of incredibly rapid technology change, to someone screaming that they're being pursued by a snail and yet they cannot get away! “The snail ! The snail !, they cry. How can we possibly escape? The problem being that the snail's been moving closer for the last twenty years and they just weren't paying attention.”
Coates says: “We don't need people standing up and panicking and shouting the bloody obvious. We need people to watch the industries that could have an impact on them, take them seriously, don't freak out, and observe what's moving in their direction and then just do the basic work to be ready for it. The only way that snails catch you up is if you're too self-absorbed to see them coming.”

News International took the gastronomic approach to the snail, which is to say…it ate it…when Murdoch paid 580 million dollars US for My Space in 2005, and made it His Space. 

Interestingly, while there was a fear that users would take one step sideways away from the space when he moved in, that hasn’t happened, not yet anyway.
Another media megabrand - Viacom - has called in the lawyers to deal with the snail, suing Youtube for a billion dollars for copyright violation. So what happens now is, if you upload clips from any Viacom shows – the Daily Show for instance has been a popular upload – if you upload the Daily Show or Col-bear or any Comedy Central show to Youtube you get email from Youtube stating you are infringing the copyright of Viacom by attempting to load the clip and that if you do so again your account will be suspended and your Youtube access denied.

So hardball is being played and the Youtube smackdown is in full swing.

In this context, the ABC needs to figure out its position. Right now we are trying to get our content out on as many platforms as possible. Users upload ABC content such as The Chaser to Youtube and BitTorrent and other content sharing platforms. And right now it’s free to stream or download on our digital platforms so we’re in the midst of what the Chaser’s own Surprise Spruiker might call “multiplatform madness”.

The fact that we have no desire to restrict the uploading of ABC TV material to sites such as Youtube didn’t stop a 15 year old high school student in Perth creating for himself a very interesting media project as part of his school studies. 

In early March he set up three channels on Youtube onto which he has been uploading ABC material. He also wrote to Youtube asserting ownership of all ABC material, and asked Youtube to take down any ABC material uploaded by any other users, hoping that anyone who wanted to see, say Chaser clips, would come to his own Youtube channel.

And Youtube responded by doing just that – for about six weeks, any time anyone uploaded Chaser material to Youtube they got a message from Youtube that read:

“Dear Member:

This is to notify you that we have removed or disabled access to the following material as a result of a third-party notification by Australian Broadcasting Corporation claiming that this material is infringing:

NAME OF CLIP

Please Note: Repeat incidents of copyright infringement will result in the deletion of your account and all videos uploaded to that account.”
There were over 200 separate ABC clips pulled as a result. 

Now I don’t know what this media project started out as – this kid said he loves the ABC and just wanted to start a channel, and, hey – who doesn’t - so we’ll just leave it there. But his project has arguably now become about the efficacy of copyright checks on Youtube, and also raised questions for the ABC.
It’s all very well for me to say – we want our stuff out there on as many platforms as possible and see youtube as a great distrubutor of our material and a fantastic marketing tool.

But what happens when Youtube start charging users to access material? They say that’s their plan. How will we feel then? Will they pay us and our co-producers for that? If they don’t will we feel less magnanimous about our content going everywhere? And how does it square with our existing copyright controls? Where do we draw the line? Are we saying it’s okay for the kids to upload clips onto Youtube but not okay for the big end of town to lift our material and put it on their platforms?

The ABC will not be taking any legal action against this guy and if he doesn’t get ten out of ten for that project, the Chaser and the ABC will be very disappointed.

In terms of getting our material out onto other platforms, a really interesting development we hope to be part of is Joost TV, probably the hottest thing on the web from the two guys who created Kaaza and Skype. It is, effectively, TV on the internet, and it is launching next month focusing first on the early adopter demographic of young males. Guys from Telstra have said to us: “Hey ABC, you guys are dead man – Joost is coming and it’s gonna leave you in the shade.” To which I reply: No it’s not, we wanna be on joost. Joost is just TV on the internet – Warners, mtv, Viacom, Endemol – they’re all doing deals with Joost. We don’t see it as a threat – we see it as an opportunity. If a 14 year old guy in Helsinki or a sixteen year old girl in Idaho sees Chris Lilley or the Chaser on Joost they’ll probably search google for them and wind up on abc.net.au to see what else we do. Joost is great for us, I tell them, now stop making proclamations about our early demise, and fix our broadband speeds, you creeps!
Wise men might say “Only fools rush in” but I would like to propose instead that he who hesitates is doomed. And the problem is we’re operating in a media environment where you’ve got the double whammy of the rapid change rhetoric, at the same time there is the residual fear of another dot.bomb – there is this prevailing view that says – there’s no point jumping in and blowing your dough because by the time you’re there the market will want something different. 

So we’re suffering a bit of paralysis in this country I think.

I’ve heard lately from people in the UK that interactive TV has stopped innovating, people have red button fatigue and interactive TV is all but “over”. This is infuriating, given that in Australia we have red buttons on our remotes that have been doing virtually sweet FA when tuned in to the ABC - and only marginally more on Foxtel and Austar - how annoying to hear apparently the party’s over …… and we’re still in the bottle shop working out what kind of beer to buy.

We all know the Australian marketplace has been unusually retarded in adopting digital TV. It’s partly because of tardy legislation and it’s partly because the offerings on digital TV have remained pretty lean. We all know it’s strong and idiosyncratic content that drives the uptake of any technology. Digital TV in Australia needs to be so much more than electronic program guides and time-shifting. Now that video podcasting is here, and here to stay, time-shifting, which seemed so exciting a year or two ago, starts to look a bit ho-hum.

So….given all this….

there are some key issues ABC TV needs to train its attentions on:

We need to listen to our audiences and get back to business.
Media professionals – the commissioning editors, the programmers - have been completely freaked out by the democratisation afforded by the web: You can imagine, it’s pretty confronting for people who’ve built their careers being the tastemakers and prioritisers, deciding what matters, and when and how it gets put out there. Now its users who decide what’s on top of the Google board for instance, or on Current TV, and as a result, I think, media professionals have lost their bottle.

What we have to do is get over ourselves, and really listen to our audiences and watch what they’re doing. And more than that, we need to imagine what they’ll want next and how they’ll want to access it. We need rapid response. And we need to encourage and enable rapid response from users in terms of providing the tools for participation and interaction. And we need to take a Who Dares Wins attitude to all this or nothing will happen. People say: “No one knows what the future will bring” – you can hear this from really smart people in powerful positions in the industry from whom who we might hope for some vision. There’s this adjunct to everything they say like a mantra: “No one knows what the future will bring”, well, come on, listen, think, decide, and then bring the thing.

Tom Loosemore from the BBC has created a list of 15 web principles – you can find them on his blog at tomski.com. At Number 4 he recommends a strategy: he says “Fall forward, fast: make many small bets, iterate wildly, back successes, kill failures, fast.”
And at number 9 in his 15 web principles he says: “Remember your granny won’t ever use “Second Life”: But She may come online soon, and with very different needs from early-adopters”.

So, if we’re really listening to our audiences and watching the way they use media, the ABC must go back to doing live TV. 

Live TV is like Latin – a language we all used to know and learn, now in the space of a generation all but forgotten. Everything on TV used to be live. It’s why so much doesn’t exist from the very early days – post-produced programs were played out from a tape, but live shows were just relayed out there as they happened, and rarely was a tape run across it in the TV control room. No one had domestic recording equipment, so it all just came and went. Now only sport and news is live on ABC TV – which is deeply depressing. 

But with the digital age comes the rise again of live TV – Big Brother has used Live TV very cannily. They’ve turned the brand into a must-be-at, multi-media event: You have to watch the show live to see who’s been evicted. And that’s while you’re on the website looking back at that housemate’s time in the house, while you’re texting your friends about it, as it’s all happening. And you have to watch it live in order to play a meaningful role in the dissection of the show the next day online, or at work, or in the school playground.

Until Big Brother had this effect pundits imagined that people would use one platform at a time and that what each platform should do then is drive users from one to the other, in a linear pattern – what I will call the serial killer model, where you go from one to the next to the next. 

But in fact, what we saw from Big Brother, was the rise of the mass murderer – the vast number of users who sit across several platforms at the same time. And Big Brother responded by tailoring their output accordingly, making it work for both of those markets – the serial killers enjoy it and don’t feel they’re missing out on anything, but the mass murderers get an enhanced experience.

So stand by, I hope, for more live TV on your ABC.

Other stuff the ABC needs to do: We need to manage our content.
The ABC is creating a hell of a lot of content across a hell of a lot of media and platforms. And it’s critical now that we create the infrastructures that organise and name all that content. 

It goes beyond generating meta-data so that people can find our stuff on the Internet: It’s about building a foundation of knowledge, information and reference. It will also be vitally important come the time we comprehensively embrace user-generated content. After all, archive isn’t what it used to be - dusty, disused material filed away forever in a box somewhere - Archive is a living thing, as useful and, hopefully, as findable now, as it was when it was first published. 

Another burning issue is copyright – we must explore the need for - and efficacy of - digital rights management tools. 

As I’ve said, the traditional business models and governing structures need to be re-approached and re-drawn, and this needs to be done in ways which are fair and which make sense in their application twenty years from now. I would draw your attention to Platform Papers Number 12, by Richard Harris of the Australian Screen Directors Association, published by Currency House last week. It’s called:

“Film in the Age of Digital Distribution; The Challenge for Australian Content”

In it Richard makes the point that with more platforms to manage and fill there will be the need to generate more content and less money will be there to invest in that content. And he reminds us that in November last year James Packer from the Nine Network warned that Australian content will be the first casualty of any change to broadcasting’s status quo. ie: You open up this industry and smash our oligopoly, stand by for us to challenge the quotas for Australian content. 

And when we are looking at new business models that are relevant in the era of digital production and distribution it’s like Playschool – it’s all about the windows. What gets screened - on what platform - in what sequence - and when?

At ABC TV we are starting to muck around with this stuff – our jtv comedy “Spy Shop” will premiere on mobile before it’s on TV. It still freaks the programmers and publicists out a bit, and it has to happen as part of a very carefully planned marketing strategy. I don’t know whether we’ll premiere the first episode of Chris Lilley’s new show Summer Heights High online ahead of its TV screening  - you don’t want to risk lessening the numbers viewing on TV. And by the way, anyone who thinks viewing figures aren’t important at public broadcasters is deluded – and the ABC’s always between a rock and a hard place on this. We can’t have our viewing figures drop to the point where our paymasters in Canberra can accuse us of irrelevance, because a bums-on-seats mentality does prevail. And of course, when we achieve great success with shows like the Chaser, we’re seen as being too commercial, as though being popular by necessity means being ‘commercial’ – this argument is bogus – it just means we have the kind of audience figures that commercial broadcasters would kill for.

Another thing on the to-do list: We need to look at the work and ambitions of the UK’s Creative Archive Licensing Group
This is a shared licence scheme involving BBC, Channel 4, BFI, Open Uni, Teachers TV, Comic Relief, British Library, National Theatre among others – a critical mass of organisations working to shape and drive policy to create a single gateway to allow people access to archive with a single set of clearance forms and rights-related protocols.

Lord Puttnam – the film-maker David Puttnam - who is Chair of the group, has said:

“The Creative Archive Licensing Group exists to ensure public access to public archives is optimised in the digital age. We all pay for the upkeep of the material in the archives so we should all be able to access them. If we are unable to access most, if not all, the riches locked up in these treasure troves, then it naturally begs the question: “why are we paying for them to be preserved in the first place”. 

Puttnam posits that it’s obscurity, not piracy, that poses the greatest threat to creatives in the audio-visual field. And he says the objective of universal access won’t be achieved over night, or in a few years, but feels it ought to be achievable in a couple of decades at most. 

So what are we to make of this at the ABC: the archive is one of our great resources – could we and should we make loads of it available? Almost like a lending library? It needn’t compromise the copyright holders – just because one person lends a book from the library doesn’t mean others don’t buy it from the bookshop or from Amazon. And it certainly doesn’t stop others from optioning the book, where the real money is to be made. Surely the same could apply here, with a revenue stream to the underlying rights holders driven by the frequency of downloads? But how would this altruistic approach play alongside our need to maintain existing revenue streams, of which archive sales is one.

And finally, all of us need to question the rise of the short attention span.

For ten or more years we’ve been told we live in the age of the aquarium, with the attention spans of goldfish.

But recent surveys have found that people who read newspapers online actually give them deeper and longer attention than people who read the hard copy. 

I don’t believe this is a society suffering from short attention spans – this is a society that’s grown up being babysat by home video and dvd.

If younger people have these horrifically short attention spans, why are they able to immerse themselves in games and watch longform dvds for hours and hours and hours on end?

My seven year old daughter can watch “The Sound of Music” from beginning to end without once taking her thumb out of her mouth to draw breath. When I was a child we saw it in Panavision at the movies and it had an intermission, allowing us a respite from that barrage of yodelling and nuns and nazism and bracing Alpine air. I don’t think it’s short attention spans that are the problem – it may be that there is an endless sea of choice and lots of refreshingly experimental and imaginative user-generated content that’s throwing temptation our way and creating a fashion for small but perfectly formed clips.

But we still feast as well as snack. 

Chris Anderson, editor-in-chief of Wired magazine, predicts demand will shift to shorter content for entertainment and convenience – to be watched in moments snatched between other things - and longer content for substance and satisfaction. But he believes the arbitrary middle will not hold.

This sounds right to me – we program ABC TV on Wednesday nights hoping people come over at 8pm for the New Inventors and sit there till Margaret and David send them off to bed at half past ten (with apologies to Tony Jones at Lateline). All the channels are doing this now – they’re thinking in terms of the whole night. The commercials put ads in the middles of shows and leave the tops and tails ad-free so you seamlessly move from one show to the next – you are warned what’s coming next in the second-to-last segment of each show by a red strip across the program – and the credits of one show go split-screen with the opening titles of the next. So even with endless interruptions, they’re trying to create the illusion of flow. Hoping several shows pulled together can be experienced as an intense and singular longform experience.

And if we think of the ultimate in immersive media, today people die playing online games for so long, and without taking nourishment, that they suffer organ failure and their systems collapse. 

So why do we believe this rhetoric that we had longer attention spans in the past? No one ever died playing monopoly. Or even Twister.

All I’m saying is - don’t believe the hype about short attention spans and go tailoring your projects exclusively for people you imagine have no time, focus, or who you imagine don’t want longform media experiences.

And with that, I shall wrap up this longform media experience and thank you all very much for listening. 
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