










may yet bring profit to old media
companies. lS onetheless, the question
remains: Will Internet-based distri­
bution-much of it ad-supported­
ever generate as much gross and net
revenue as traditional, paid distribu­
tion? If so, how much of that revenue
will be captured by Hollywood, and
how much by the companies that own
the new media distribution platforms
(which, so far, are mostly companies
other than the Hollywood studios)?
And what about mobile-what will
Hollyvvood reap from this emerging
medium? No one knows the answers,
but there's been little good news in
these areas for Hollywood of late, and
the near future, at least, looks dark. 16

If the studios continue to lose their
grip on distribution-to become
vertically deintegrated and disinter­
mediated from their own distribution
channels-they'll be left with content
as their core business. That's a problem
because, fundamentally, the econom-
ics of content creation are inferior to
those of distribution. The former is an
industrial process, painstaking and
manual. The latter, in the digital age, is
postindustrial and automated. Nothing
in Hollywood's production mecha­
nism has become faster or cheaper at
anywhere near the rate seen in Silicon
Valley, if at all. Even with technological
improvements, it still takes a long time
to write, develop, design, shoot, and
post-produce a movie, for instance. And
much of that process, especially for stu­
dio films, has become more expensive,
not less, in the past few decades.

If this article were a screenplay, now
would be a good time for the hero to
reappear: perhaps a prince to restore
content to the throne it once occupied.
Unfortunately, as tough as it is to craft a
good screenplay, it's even harder to re­
structure an industry. That's an endeav­
or not for a prince, but, rather, for all of
the king's horses and all of his men and
women, who, hopefully, will be able to
put the industry back together again.
Hollywood may be under siege, but the
war's not over yet. This article's not a
script, but, for the Los Angeles content
industries, it is a call to action. •:.

Jonathan Handel is an entertainment and
technology attorney at TroyGould in Los
Angeles He can be reached at jhandel@att.
net. A port ion of this article's discussion of

the devaluation of content first appeared on
the author's blog at jhandel.c0111 and 011 the
Huffington Post.
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