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Welcome to Media Masters, a series of one-to-one interviews with people at 
the top of the media game. Today, I’m here in New York and joined by Heather 
Dietrick, chief executive of The Daily Beast. Her media career began as a first 
amendment lawyer initially in academia, then at publishers Hearst, before 
joining Gawker’s legal team when they were being sued by Hulk Hogan. 
Following its bankruptcy, she became president of the organisation until its 
sale to Univision in 2016, when the main website was closed down. She joined 
the Daily Beast as chief executive in 2017. 
 
Heather, thank you for joining me.  
Thank you for having me.  
 
So Heather, the Daily Beast is reaching more than a million readers a day. 
There’s clearly a digital market for a reverent intelligent news. 
Yes, absolutely. We really pride ourselves on doing breaking news, but with a voice. 
If our writers have an opinion about something, they wear it on their sleeve, and we 
try to bring that voice into everything we do – from the look of the site, so you can tell 
when you come in, all the way through the journalism, our breaking news pieces, 
and our opinion pieces. 
 
How would you summarise the Daily Beast? And if you met someone at a 
cocktail party who wasn’t particularly media literate, and wasn’t a fan, and you 
said what your role was, how would you describe the website to someone? 
Sure. The Beast endeavours to tell you what’s most important; so that you are an 
intelligent person and can go about your day understanding the news, and also 
understanding what our writers, our experts, think about what’s going on, so that it 
could shape your thoughts and your opinions about the world. 
 
I mean, chasing down Trump scoops is putting the Beast in direct competition 
with established brands like the New York Times. 
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That’s right. You know, we’re actually one of the few digital outlets that tries to break 
news still. And you know, the big players, the New York Times, The Washington 
Post, have really done a brilliant job at that. And then a lot of the smaller players 
have morphed to be bloggers essentially, giving their takes on the day’s news or re-
blogging it. And we endeavour to do a lot more. We actually will walk away from a 
story or just do something very short on it unless we can advance it and bring it 
down the road. So, unlike a lot of newsrooms, we’re telling our journalists, “Hey, we 
want you to get out from behind your computers. You should be spending a lot of 
your time away from your computers, talking to sources, developing sources, 
developing the story and trying to break something, and let’s advance this narrative 
down the road.” 
 
What’s a typical day like for you? What’s a typical week? What does the chief 
executive of the Beast do? 
There is no typical day or week; we’re doing a bit of everything that goes into running 
a media business. But in this very tumultuous age in media where there’s a lot of 
consolidation, there’s a lot of change in the market, a lot of the focus is on building 
new and diverse revenue streams. So traditionally we’ve been an advertising-
supported business, but it’s no secret that, in the last few years, the duopoly of 
Google and Facebook have taken the lion’s share of advertising dollars; that’s still a 
very big focus of our business, but we are also focused on building consumer 
revenue lines. For instance, we’ve just launched probably our biggest endeavour in 
that, which is Beast Inside, a membership programme for our readers. And we are 
just about coming up on the first anniversary of Beast Inside at the end of June. It’s 
been a really exciting year, and we have a product that has a lot of legs to it and is a 
real viable and sustainable line of revenue going forward.  
 
Tell us about Beast Inside, then. How do I join and what do I get for my 
money?  
Sure. You can join in a variety of ways on the site. And what you’re getting is special 
additional content, exclusive content. You’re getting newsletters that you can’t get 
anywhere else. You’re getting breaking news analysis, you’re getting early access to 
some of our long, juicy weekend reads. So it’s really a bunch of extras in addition to 
what we do every day.  
 
And have you found that there’s a desire to support journalism? I mean, I 
subscribe to more websites and apps as never before because, particularly in 
the days of fake news and Donald Trump, and journalism coming under attack 
figuratively and literally, I want journalism to prosper. 
Yes, absolutely. You know, there’s this groundswell of support for journalism, not 
only because of Trump’s assault on the media, which is a part of it, but part of it is 
people are realising that the Fourth Estate is more important now than ever to hold 
their politicians, their leaders, the people they buy their products from, to account. 
But I think there’s also a pattern where the big streaming platforms have started to 
teach people that content is no longer free, and that you actually have to pay if you 
want really good content. And so that was sort of at the very top of this line. And then 
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I think the big players in news, the New York Times and the Washington Post, 
leaned into that and really amped up their subscription offerings, and then that really 
opened the door for smaller digital players like the Beast to lean into what we have, 
which is a very large, highly engaged audience that’s very obsessed with the Beast. 
You know, we have over a million people coming for more than 50 page views a 
month because they very much want to see not just the news, but the Beast’s take 
on the news. And that allows an organisation like us to start thinking about offering 
them something more, and seeing if our audience would not just come and be 
eyeballs and impressions on our ads, but also open their wallets and really start 
participating in our journalism. 
 
And in that sense, you’re no different from all of the other media brands, both 
traditional and digital-first, that are trying to find new ways of monetising their 
content, as you say, than merely relying on the old advertising revenue.  
That’s right. And you’ll see this across media, that media companies are starting to 
look for this alternative stream of revenue. Not everyone will win in it, you really need 
to have an audience that is highly engaged, and you also need to have a system for 
moving people down the funnel. So for us, the old game was grab every eyeball you 
possibly can. Like in 2014, the heyday of the Facebook spigot being turned on, the 
traffic spigot sort of at its max flow, you saw companies like Vice and Buzzfeed really 
orienting themselves around that to grab every single new reader, new viewer that 
they possibly could. Now, we all saw the potential effects of that on the business, is 
that when Facebook changes its algorithm and shifts its business strategy, then that 
really can precipitate a decline in the media company’s strategy. But for those who 
spent time building a core audience and really building a relationship with the 
audience, they have this opportunity now to monetise that audience in a different 
way. And the Beast you know, didn’t get the big valuation in the time of like mass 
traffic and scale, say 2014, 2015, but we were very steady and strategic in building 
the relationship with the audience and now have a real opportunity in this 
membership subscription space. 
 
Do you see yourself as having any competition? I’m from London, England, 
and in the old days The Sun would compete with the Daily Mirror and the 
Telegraph would compete with the Times. Nowadays, with digital first 
propositions your competition... I mean, first of all, there’s an abundance 
mentality, you can look at lots of different sites, but also is your competition 
Netflix and CNN, you know, is it other apps on a phone? 
Yes. There’s of course competition for attention, if you simplify it that way. And so 
everything that you can possibly be looking at on your phone is competition. When 
you think about running the business, you need to narrow that down. And so we 
really think about other news brands, media brands, as competition for time. And 
then we of course have competition for stories. We go up against the New York 
Times for political scoops. You know, our White House reporters and congressional 
reporters are fighting for those scoops just as the big guys are, and that is what 
really drives our audience. Our audience comes back to us so many times because 
they know that they’re going to find something new, we’re going to find a way to 
advance that story. And so there’s really two types of competition there. I don’t think 
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in the subscription space that it’s a zero sum game. I think it’s being proven out that 
audiences are interested in and are willing to pay for multiple types of subscription. 
You see that in the streaming platforms, and I think you also see that in news. 
 
What’s top of your to-do list at the moment? I mean, top of my to-do list is, in 
one sense, is collect the dry cleaning. But I didn’t mean in terms of like 
literally, I mean in terms of, you know, what are the next big things that you’ve 
got coming up? 
So we are, we’re in the very early days of this membership endeavour, and so there 
is a long to-do list on that side. We are continuing to build new types of content, 
we’re continuing to find ways to engage with our audience. We hope to create more 
of a two way conversation with the audience so they feel like they’re really part of 
what we’re building in the Beast and they, this is more than just shelling out money 
once a month for our subscription, that this is a real membership experience and 
they feel part of Beast Inside. And then, we’re also very focused on building 
eCommerce. So we launched last year this brand Scouted, it’s essentially scouted 
by the Beast, and we have these really great writers who are scouting out cool 
products, products that are a great value, products that align with what our audience 
is looking for, and delivers that to them essentially as an editorial vertical and 
suggest things that they might be interested in, curate products for them. 
 
Do you have a traditional reader in mind? What are the demographics showing 
in terms of who is reading the Beast? 
They’re very diverse. I’d say the common thread that runs through them is that they 
are highly intelligent, well educated, they are generally news junkies. So when they 
come to us we expect that they have, they’ve read the news, they know the top 
stories of the day. We are delivering the top stories of the day in a product called the 
Cheat Sheet, which is sort of the ‘top 10 must know right now’.  
 
I read it, it’s great. 
Yes. Thank you. It’s not only like the top stories of the day, but also the most 
interesting that we’re not going to expand further on into an article, so we expect that 
they’ve either checked out our Cheat Sheet or read the news elsewhere, and they’re 
really news junkies, and then they’re usually fairly affluent. They have spending 
power. 
 
And it’s important that you know, the specificity that you know exactly who 
your readers are because you’re now starting to sell them things. So you need 
to know what their interests are and so on. How do you kind of ascertain what 
that is? 
That’s right. We did a lot of deep dives into who the readers are before we launched 
our membership programme and before we launched Scouted, because as you said, 
it is really important to understand who they are and that meant both being very data 
driven and then also talking to them. We surveyed them, we got these phenomenal 
responses, it was great to see people are willing, you know, before we even 
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launched to be part of this and to let us know who they are, what they’re interested 
in, what type of content they might read. And then there are things we find out in the 
data that they not only won’t tell you, but they affirmatively tell you the opposite. For 
instance, when we asked people to rank dozens of story types that they might be 
interested in across the board, invariably content about the royal family would be at 
the very bottom. 
 
Hear, hear. 
As it turns out, the audiences, or some cohort of the audiences like rabidly interested 
in it, so much so that we ended up building some special membership products 
around it. We have a newsletter called The Royalist, and it’s a great membership 
product. It converts really well. And so when you’re doing those kind of deep dives, 
it’s a great lesson that you can’t rely on kind of one angle. You can’t just ask people, 
you can’t just have your nose in the data, you need to really come at it from several 
different angles and extract what people might like. And then it’s just a constantly 
evolving process. You know, every time we publish a story, we get data back about 
how the audience reacted to it, how long they spent with it, what did they do next, 
and what did that make them want to read next? And that informs things that we 
produce, especially for membership. 
 
There was some recent controversy over whether they should have revealed 
the identity of the anonymous Trump supporter that did the doctored Nancy 
Pelosi video, what was your take on that? 
You know, we’re living in a world where, at times, for some people, or for many 
people, it’s really hard to tell the difference between a real piece of content and a 
fake piece of content. 
 
So the fake stuff is getting so realistic now you can’t tell? 
Exactly. And I frankly think it’s going to be the responsibility of news organisations to 
hold the hand of the reader through this morass, and sort through not only what is 
fake and what is real, but what were the motivations of the people producing this 
fake content, why were they doing it. Who they are can be incredibly important to 
their motivations, as it was in this case. It’s not just someone in their closet who has 
no connections to anyone. It’s not who we might think, which is a group in Russia 
trying to influence something about American politics. It’s someone who has been 
practiced at this and is doing it for a reason, and the identity of that person is 
important to that investigation. 
 
Do you think journalism is under attack as never before?  
Certainly by our President as never before, and that has precipitated certain groups 
of people to attack the media. On the other hand, I think there’s support for 
journalism like never before. I think there’s a realisation that much of what we know 
about our politicians, the people who produce our products, the people who are 
influential in our lives, our celebrities. Much of what we know that’s actually real 
about them, revelatory, comes from journalists. Otherwise we’re just being fed what 
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those people want us to know, and without that it’s hard to figure out who to vote for, 
what to buy, what to feed your kids. Journalists really inform so much of that, and I 
think with so many revelations that journalists have been able to make coming out of 
the White House, and sort of Trump World on down, people are realising more and 
more that journalists are very important for that reason.  
 
There’s still advantages in that journalism is what someone doesn’t want you 
to know and everything else is just public relations. 
Exactly! I frankly think that if you don’t have subjects of your stories a little upset 
about the stories at times, or very upset, as a journalist you’re probably not doing 
your job. You know? Your job is to reveal something unknown that is meaningful, 
that is, as we would say, newsworthy to your readership, and that means that a few 
people are going to be upset along the way. But overall, there’s a greater mission 
and a great good for getting that information out.  
 
I want everyone to be held to the absolute highest possible standard, with the 
important exception of me! But I have to accept the fact that one rule has to 
apply to everyone. Now, when I was researching your management style and 
your career for this podcast, I read that you brought, “a direct no bullshit 
managerial style” with you from Gawker. Do you recognise that description?  
I don’t know who said it, but it doesn’t sound… 
 
I assume it’s a compliment.  
It doesn’t sound totally off base! Yes, that’s just my personal style. And also I came 
from this organisation, from Gawker Media, that had this rabidly passionate 
employee base that essentially practiced what we called “radical transparency”. And 
so that meant as a leader, as an executive, you really never could bullshit your way 
through anything.  
 
People can smell it anyway, can’t they?  
Exactly. And they would jump on it. To the newsroom’s credit, and the organisation’s 
credit, it was a really good lesson as a leader. When you’re going to walk out there to 
an all-hands at a dramatic moment, and sort of unveil the plans, or explain what’s 
going on, if it doesn’t pass the smell test, or if you can’t look at everyone in a straight 
face and answer the toughest questions, then you might as well not even go out 
there because you’re going to be totally crushed. And I’ve probably had success 
there because that lined up with my personality anyhow. So that’s a natural way for 
me to come into the Beast. 
 
Now you began your career as a first amendment lawyer. Did you imagine 
when you started out in your career that you would end up chief executive of a 
digital journalism enterprise?  
I have to say it wasn’t totally off my radar screen. When I went to law school, I also 
got an MBA. 
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Covered all the bases. 
Yes. I thought at some point I wanted to transition into the business side. No idea 
how or when, but I figured, “I’m here. I might as well.” And so I had that in my back 
pocket. So it wasn’t totally out of the blue that I moved over to the business side. 
Though the way it happened was very serendipitous.  
 
Well, I was going to say, could you walk us through your career briefly? So 
what came first after you finished your studies?  
Sure. So I left law school to become a first amendment lawyer. I didn’t know at the 
time it’s a little-bitty field. There aren’t a lot of us out there, and it’s also like highly 
desirable for law students coming in because it’s very well known. It’s sexy. You feel 
like you have a mission behind it, but then very, very few people are able to practice 
it. So I went to a law firm where I was going to work for a very prominent first 
amendment scholar and partner. He was working on the Solomon Amendment case, 
which was where a group of law schools were challenging the Solomon Amendment, 
which would deny federal funding for the entire university if a certain part of it did not 
do a certain thing. In this case, that particular thing was that some law schools in this 
group wanted to protest ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell’ by having JAG recruiters recruit in a 
slightly different area than the rest of their legal recruiters who came to help find law 
students jobs. So the military found this unacceptable, and this case went all the way 
up to the Supreme Court. So my first case out of law school in my real world job was 
to work with this partner on this case. We unfortunately lost it eight to zero. 
 
Still an incredible privilege to argue with the Supreme Court. 
Yes. Although I didn’t argue, I was just a baby out of law school. 
 
Still, to be involved with the case. 
Yes, to be involved with the case was an incredible privilege. I said eight to zero 
because I believe Justice O’Connor had retired either after argument or before 
argument started, and hadn’t been replaced. But I really wanted first amendment law 
to defend journalists. That’s what I was very much interested in. When I was in 
college, I thought I might become a journalist, and then I decided I would be a first 
amendment lawyer. And so from the law firm world, I clerked and then I went to 
Hearst, and they have a very targeted, very specialised first amendment team. 
Unlike most companies of that size, they don’t use outside counsel for their litigation. 
They’re essentially running a small litigation team of first amendment experts inside, 
and it’s like the greatest training in the space that you can really get. 
 
We’ve had a number of executives from Hearst actually on the podcast. It 
seems like an incredible organisation with a great culture. 
Yes, it’s really, really an amazing place, and the general counsel is a real believer in 
free speech and getting stories out. It’s a great leadership to have that you’re not just 
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coming from a purely defensive posture. That you really care about the journalism 
first.  
 
So what came after Hearst?  
So after Hearst or while I was there, I had met the CTO of Gawker, sort of almost a 
co-founder and said, “I would love to work there some day.” Eventually he tapped me 
on the shoulder and said, “Hey, we have this opening. I’ll get your resume on the 
pile.” So I ended up going over for an interview, and the founder, CEO, and I had a 
great chat. And at the end, he said this was a very important role. It was really their 
first real lawyer. I’d be tasked with building out a legal team, but he wanted me to do 
a trial week before he could really make the offer because it’s so key, it’s a very 
delicate newsroom, and it’s a very important role. And so I left thinking, “Man, I really 
want this job, but that’s impossible. I have a job. I can’t pretend like I’m on vacation 
for a week. There’s no way I’m going to ask my boss if I can take a week off.” So I 
thought, “Damn, I’m just going to have to let this go.” But then I slept on it, and the 
next morning I just knew I have to take a chance and ask my current boss.” So I was 
just utterly terrified, and went in the next day and said, “Hey, can I go work 
somewhere else for a week, and if it doesn’t work out, can I also come back and 
have my job here?” He was so incredibly gracious. He ran the litigation department 
at Hearst, and said, “There’s no better place to really cut your teeth as a first 
amendment lawyer than on the newsroom floor of a place like Gawker that’s really at 
times kind of taking on the edge, of taking risks in publishing.”  
 
That was incredibly generous of him, wasn’t it?  
Yes. It was really, really amazing. So off I went. I did my week, and it worked out. I 
got the job at Gawker and became general council and then was tasked with building 
out a legal team. From there, the job very quickly got much bigger than that! 
 
I can imagine. 
I was also tasked with just sort of unwinding a lot of chewing gum and baling wire 
that had been holding the place together, like many startups. It’s very typical of 
startups that you’re moving very, very fast, and processes aren’t totally in place. So I 
really started getting involved in almost every department and eventually became 
president of the company to run it along with its founder, CEO.  
 
And then we come to the famous Hulk Hogan lawsuit. 
Yes. That lawsuit was filed already when I got to the company, and was a few 
months along. There was a very robust docket of litigation when I had arrived at the 
company. 
 
And, of course, you didn’t know at this point who was behind it, ultimately. 
No and who was behind some of those other suits. I didn’t know. It was a lot of 
litigation. It wasn’t incredibly unusual because the company was taking a lot of risks 
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in publishing, but it was really a lot. Perhaps I should have thought, “Is there 
someone behind much of this?”  
 
Captain Hindsight’s always 20/20. 
Exactly. That’s with a lot of hindsight. 
 
It’s almost demeaning to admit it, but the one thing I remember about that is 
the gentleman whose wife Hulk Hogan was sleeping with was called Bubba the 
Love Sponge, wasn’t he? 
Yes, that is his legal name. I’ve seen the man’s driver’s license.  
 
That in itself is insane, of course. 
Very insane. Literally every time you turned the page or just pulled back another 
layer of this onion, the story got stranger and stranger. Not only with the lawsuit, but 
with this litigation assault on the company, and the fact that there’s someone behind 
it, an aggrieved subject of a story. 
 
From years earlier. 
Yes. Like a decade earlier had been plotting this plot and finally found… 
 
It’s like the plot of a bad novel, isn’t it?  
It really was, and I was in the centre of it. Ultimately, we got through the litigation. We 
got a very large judgment against the company, and in order to keep it afloat, 
needed to clean the assets off through bankruptcy and sell what were, without the 
litigation, a very great group of assets. And so we did that in very short order. We 
raised money, which was interesting, because the company had, for its whole 
existence, really shouted from the mountain tops that we’ll always be independent. 
They didn’t have outside funding. They didn’t have a parent company. No VC 
funding. It was profitable, which was rare in digital media. They took the profits and 
put it back in the company in order to grow it. So in short order, with that backdrop in 
this litigation, we raised money, which was pretty amazing, went through this very 
difficult trial, and then sold the assets in really an auction essentially, a public 
auction, which is how bankruptcy works. And ended up selling them to Univision. 
 
It must have been an incredibly emotional and challenging time really. You 
mentioned the smell test. When did you start to think maybe there is some 
conspiracy behind all of this?  
The normal incentives of litigation were not lining up as they usually do, where a 
plaintiff usually wants to get paid. Hulk Hogan seems like the ultimate plaintiff who 
wants to get paid, and things were just not aligning. At one point the plaintiffs made a 
move to essentially collapse our insurance policy for us, and that’s highly unusual. 
Usually a plaintiff is happy that you have insurance, because that’s usually how 
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they’re going to find money if they’re awarded a judgment. And so there were just 
little signals along the way that like, “Something isn’t right here.” But it became more 
clear after trial and then it was revealed that someone was actually behind the 
litigation. 
 
So what came next?  
So yes, when you said it was an emotional time, I really didn’t have time to be 
emotional in that. It was just utterly around the clock; I was leading this litigation, the 
capital raise, the sale, with our CEO, and so we sold the assets to Univision, and I 
stayed along for another six months and tried to integrate the companies. And then I 
knew it was time for me to move on and find the next thing. And I landed at The Daily 
Beast where I am now.  
 
What was your brief coming into the Beast then?  
I was looking for a place that had a real and very engaged audience, and that was 
really making an impact in the world with their journalism, and that sounds like it 
would be easy to find, but actually it’s not that easy to find because the job at 
Gawker was fairly high profile. I was being called for a lot of different things, but it 
was around the time where the sheen was coming off of a lot of these really high 
traffic numbers, and for the companies that got the big valuation. And I had a sense 
that you couldn’t really see down the road, that in order to kind of rebuild the 
business around journalism you had to start with a very real asset, and that meant 
the audience had to be real people coming in because they were highly engaged 
with the content, not because you sort of tricked them, being mesmerised watching 
cheese stretch across the screen. Which has its own merit, and not to diminish that, 
but I decided to come to the Beast because it really is trying to make an impact, and 
the audience is really understanding that, and there’s a lot of brand affinity. 
 
I mean, the Beast has always been seen as a kind of liberal, left-leaning brand. 
Do you think neutrality is over in the way that people consume news and 
opinion? 
It’s funny you say that about the Beast, because I wasn’t there in the Obama era, but 
I understood, and I know from our editor-in-chief, that critics would sometimes say, 
“Oh, the Beast is a neo-con site,” and now, I hear, “Oh, we’re left-leaning.” And that 
all makes me feel good that, essentially, the newsroom is doing its job, which is 
holding whatever power’s in office to account. So, yes, I’d say there are certain 
issues that the organisation is more liberal about, you know, gun control is probably 
one of those, a few others, but overall, I think the era of trying to be completely 
neutral in news is probably really waning. Maybe the BBC is the best example of an 
organisation still endeavouring to be very, very neutral. I don’t know that we should 
mourn that, really. I think there’s a real utility for a user, viewer, reader to understand 
the environment that they’re in, where the opinions are coming from, if there’s a bias, 
have a voice. Say that if you have a voice, and when it’s time to be neutral, be 
neutral. You should certainly be unbiased in your reporting, but I don’t know that any 
human can be totally unbiased. And so, if you have an inclination towards 
something, then have a voice and let that come out in the story, too. 
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There are very few news organisations now that actually have the ethos that 
the Beast has about constantly breaking new stories. That must be something 
you’re quite proud of. 
Yes. We’re enormously proud of the impact we have with our stories, and it’s not 
surprising that that’s fairly rare. It’s hard to do. You need to really invest in your 
people, and you need to give them room to breathe. So, you can’t be saying, “Every 
day, produce six blogs and just pump them out,” because they really need time to go 
out into the world and sort of figure out what’s going on with the story, to call 
sources. You’ll hit dead ends. You’ll get some leads, call others, and develop the 
narrative. And that takes time, and that means you’re getting, volume-wise, less out 
of every individual, but impact-wise, you’re getting so much more. So, you’re really 
playing a long game. You need to believe that your audience will understand that 
impact, and it will make a difference to them, and that’s a reason that they’ll come 
back, compared to just sort of giving them an onslaught of content. 
 
One of the things I also read about your management style is that one of your 
business strategies is to grab time every day at work with someone you 
wouldn’t normally meet to brainstorm with them. How did that happen, and 
how do you make it work? 
It probably just happened naturally. That’s how my personality is, but I found that it’s 
incredibly useful, and now, at times, I’m a little strategic about it. I think it helps close 
the gap between people at one end of the organisation and management level. It 
helps the organisation get aligned on priorities, and it helps me understand where 
pain points are that I would’ve never thought of or had no exposure to, because they 
might be several levels away. And so, sitting in my seat, I have the ability to remove 
roadblocks for people. I think of my job in one measure as really developing talent, 
giving them the freedom to grow and breathe and have their ideas play out, and 
removing roadblocks in their way. And you’re not able to do that if you don’t know the 
small stuff that’s going on. And so, I just find grabbing coffee or lunch with someone 
at any level of the organisation, I try to do it once a week, can be really helpful for 
managing the business at the other end. 
 
What are the best aspects of your job, and what are the most challenging parts 
to you personally? 
I think because I have personally been interested in the news and involved in helping 
to get stories out, the best aspect is when we do a really important story that’s made 
a difference in the world. 
 
Because you’re a typical Beast reader in a sense, aren’t you? It’s just that you 
happen to also be behind the curtain as well. 
Yes. I am an avid reader in general, and I read almost everything we publish every 
day, which is insane. 
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I read almost everything on the internet before I’ve even got out of bed. 
That is very impressive, I have to say, very impressive! And then, the biggest 
challenge is setting strategy in this climate that is ever-changing around us. The 
power of the platform is very much present in our lives every day, even though we 
don’t try to rely overly so on any single platform. They’re still incredibly powerful, and 
they can make decisions, and change your business strategy, or change its outcome 
very quickly, at a blink of an eye. And so, you need to build moats around those 
things, and also think about innovating and how to innovate, and one way we’re 
innovating is via our membership programme. 
 
And where do you think you’ll take that membership programme? You don’t 
have to share the exact numbers, but do you have objectives in terms of are 
they revenue or numbers of member-centric? How are you quantifying it? 
We think about it both in terms of revenue and people, but really, bringing members 
in the door is the most important to us. We think the rest will fall in place later. And 
so, developing that programme and our sophistication and understanding, not just 
who the general audience is, but who are the various cohorts? We know we have 
people that are just utterly rabid about politics and about the Beast’s take on politics, 
and so, for them, right now, we produce this breaking news analysis product called 
Rabbit Hole, where we are not just kind of talking about the big story of the day, but 
we are breaking it down. We are making all of the connections. We’re connecting all 
of the dots for the peripheral characters – again, for people who are news junkies, 
and they understand what the story of the day is, but this is the much deeper product 
on it. And then, we have cohorts who come in for entertainment coverage, and so we 
build products for them. We have a newsletter – it’s actually not a membership 
product, but it’s a way we drive people down the funnel – called Obsessed, and it’s 
what one of our very popular entertainment writers, Kevin Fallon, is essentially 
obsessed with that week in the entertainment world. And I could go on and on 
breaking down the cohorts, but the future for us is really about understanding who 
the audience is in a very narrow, specific way and then producing more of what they 
like that feels ‘beasty’, that feels right to us. 
 
Are you in one sense like a stereotypical manager of a football team where 
you’ve constantly got an eye out for emerging talent in lots of different 
geographies and other sectors? Do you read something in The New Yorker or 
New York Magazine or where you think, “Actually, that writer’s amazing. I’ll try 
and poach them”? 
Always looking for new talent, and my editor-in-chief is really the one out there 
looking for new writers, but I am very frequently reading something that I love, and 
just keeping my eye on someone, and I don’t think there’s any difference for any 
other business except that in journalism, someone’s work is just right out there. You 
don’t have to read their LinkedIn profile. You’re interacting with their work very, very 
naturally, and so, keeping a pipeline of talent is always really smart, but we also 
invest in our people. So, we don’t expect to have a lot of turnover because... 
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Yes. You want to retain the best talent, don’t you? You don’t want them 
leaving, frankly. 
Yes. Exactly, and especially because we’re focused on breaking news and 
advancing stories. We know that takes time, and we know it takes time for that 
muscle to really develop and for people to be very skilled at it. And so, we’re not just 
having people come in, write a few blogs, leave, go somewhere else. We really hope 
that they build an audience for themselves and a voice that then has effects for the 
audience of the Beast and the Beast’s voice. 
 
So you started as a media lawyer, a first amendment lawyer, as you would call 
them here – I have to remember that I’m British; I have to switch languages 
sometimes, and I occasionally get it wrong – but what advice would you give 
someone that’s starting out now on their career journey, that ultimately does 
want to be the chief executive of a media operation such as the Beast? 
My biggest piece of advice is be willing to take risks, and put yourself in a position 
where you’re able to take risks, because if you’re thinking about being a chief 
executive down your career, it’s very difficult to plot that out exactly. There will be a 
lot of twists and turns and a lot of serendipity, and so I think have your eyes open, 
and when an opportunity presents itself, be willing to take a risk on it. I left what is 
essentially the law firm world track, which is a very safe and traditional track for a 
lawyer. Most law students go to be summer associates, basically internships, in law 
firms, and then most get offers in law firms, and then they’re on this very rigid track. 
And going to Hearst to specialise in first amendment law and then going to Gawker, 
which was very unknown, there really wasn’t a legal team or even a system for 
interacting with legal, were all risks. I wasn’t sure that this would work out this way. I 
mean, I certainly didn’t think it would work out in the way it ultimately did. And so, 
being in a position to try different things and have some things not work out, I think is 
really important. 
 
And given that you’re chief executive and a former media lawyer, general 
counsel, does that make you a kind of better customer internally of your own 
general counsel, or actually are you a nightmare customer because you’re 
always double thinking everything? 
I always hope I’m not a nightmare, but I always think about it every time he comes 
into the office. I always think, “This must be the worst thing when the new CEO 
comes in, and she happens to have your exact background.” 
 
Yes. There’s nothing worse than an ex-smoker is there, type thing? 
Exactly, but I try to be very conscious of it and let him fully do his job, and I, frankly, 
don’t have time to even think about doing his job, and so, he is so highly capable 
and, first and foremost, a very skilled first amendment lawyer. And so, hopefully I’m 
not too much of a nightmare to him, but it’s really on the top of my mind. 
 
I always ask this question at the end, and in three-and-a-half years of doing 
this, no one’s ever answered. So, I don’t expect you to either, but what’s next 
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for you? Because the standard answer of course is, “Well, I’m very happy here 
at the moment, and I have no plans to move.” 
Right, right. I see why no one answers! Well, my answer is probably similar. What’s 
next is continuing to build the Beast, and giving us opportunities to expand, and 
continuing to make an impact with our work, and then build a sustainable business 
model around that. We’re only part-way through that journey right now. 
 
Well, Heather, it’s been a hugely enjoyable conversation. I’m very grateful for 
your time. 
Thank you so much. It’s been a ton of fun on my end. 
 
 
 


