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Introduction

In the United States, as in other countries, the university campuses
provide the academic environment for the development and expression of new
ideas, as well as the periodic rediscovery of attitudes and philosophies
of earlier generations. Because it is a forum for the exchange of ideas
in endless informal discussions as well as in formal debates, the
university campus is a natural arena for the nuclear controversy. The
fact that the subject can be addressed from many points of view —
technical, economic, philosophical, political, legal, moral, and socio-
logical — makes the nuclear controversy an unusually attractive subject.
Everyone can participate, and the fact that the very real contemporary
problems of energy supply and use are involved lends an air of legitimacy
and urgency.

Against this background, a decision was made to attempt to communicate
directly with the students on the subject of nuclear power. The resulting
effort has been named the Campus America Program, and the purpose of this
paper is to share with others the development and implementation of the
program. The results to date suggest very strongly that other proponents
of the use of nuclear power to meet worldwide energy needs might benefit
from the experience already gained.

What the Campus America Program is.

The Campus America Program represents an effort by one reactor vendor
to establish a dialogue with the nation's university students on the
subject of nuclear power, and to generate thereby, a more balanced
coverage of the nuclear controversy by the electronic and print media.
In its essence the program consists of a small number of young nuclear
engineers, all of whom have volunteered and all of whom have full-time
assignments in the nuclear field, visiting university campuses to debate
with nuclear opponents before student and faculty audiences. The fact
that representatives of large industry, i.e., the Establishment, have
the temerity to venture forth onto the campuses for the express purpose
of engaging in a dialogue on a controversial subject usually arouses the
interest of students, faculty, and press reporters. What then follows
constitutes both the excitement and the success of the program.

How the Campus America Program evolved.

In 1975, it was obvious that the challenge to nuclear power was
nou simply a temporary phenomenon, a fad which would soon run its course
and be forgotten. The nuclear opposition, regardless of its motives,
had shown itself to be determined and resourceful. Energy growth in
general, and nuclear energy in particular, occasioned attacks in the
courts, in the legislatures, in the churches, in the press, on radio and
television, and on campus. Individual and collective programs were
developed and implemented to meet the various attacks, with varying
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degrees of success. But there was very little experience in industry in
addressing controversial contemporary issues with the academic community.
Nevertheless, it was recognized that much of the opposition's strength
was drawn from there.

Several factors combined to provide the right curcumstances for the
experiment which came to be known as the Campus America Program:

- Eagerness on the part of many young engineers
to tell their side of the story.

- Need for communication of factual information
through the media rather than through advertising.

- Need for newsworthy events which would generate
positive rather than negative coverage.

- Need to present the case on behalf of nuclear
power on university campuses.

- Need to overcome the problems of corporate
credibility with the public in general and
with young adults in particular.

A timely suggestion was made which offered the possibility of meeting
the requirements above. Simply stated, it was to provide an opportunity
for young engineers, who themselves were recent students, to seize the
initiative by challenging before student and faculty audiences, the
nuclear opposition. The fact that the challenge came from representatives
of a major (and therefore unpopular) corporation could be expected to whet
the appetite of the opposition and to interest the media in the prospect
of seeing a corporate giant expose itself to public attack. The stakes
in such a match were to be high, as were the risks. It was very much a
bold gamble, and as such required the best efforts of all who were
involved.

How the Campus America Speakers are chosen and assisted.

Having decided to undertake the program, the first step was to
identify those young volunteers who offered the most promise in being
able to communicate effectively with those en the campuses which they
themselves had so recently left. Technical competence, articulateness,
age, and willingness to devote substantial amounts of their own time
were all major criteria in the initial screening. Additionally, with
the help of a consulting firm which plays a major supporting role in the
program, candidates were evaluated on the more subjective criteria of
appearance, sincerity, and empathy for contemporary attitudes on the
campuses.
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The selection process identified seven candidates — six male, one
female — whose average age was 25 years. Two were Ph.D.'s, 3 held
Masters' degrees, anci 2 had Baccalaureate degrees.

It was obvious immediately that engineers in the nuclear field
cannot be presumed to be well informed on all of the many issues which
make up the nuclear controversy. There may be extensive knowledge in some
areas, superficial knowledge in others, and virtually no knowledge in
others. Therefore, familiarization with the details of the controversy
was an absolute necessity, for uncertainty in or unawareness of topics
sure to be raised by the opposition would impair either the competence
or the credibility of the individual speakers. Accordingly, apart from
their regular duties, the candidates were reinforced in their knowledge.
As they encountered and as they questioned the various aspects of safety,
waste management, plutonium toxicity, proliferation, etc., they acquired
a much greater command of the issues of the controversy, and their
confidence increased accordingly.

It must be noted that the education process is a very dynamic one.
There is no such thing as completed training. The issues change, the
focus shifts, and the concerns vary from time to time and from place to
place. For these reasons, the speakers must be kept up to date on all
issues and positions at all times. The fact that the speakers'
enthusiasm and dedication continue undiminshed in spite of the formidable
tasks imposed, is a great credit to the speakers themselves. It is also
a measure of the importance of careful selection.

In addition to facts and figures, the speakers are given suggestions
as to how to improve their communications skills. They are encouraged
to speak for themselves, letting their personal convictions become
apparent. Frankness and openness in responding to questions are an
absolute necessity in communicating positively with the university
audiences. The objective is to communicate with peers, not repeat not
to be viewed as corporate spokesmen who are merely presenting a corporate
message in a novel package. Where the individual speaker may differ with
a corporate position, he or she is free to so state. Candidness in such
cases gains far more in credibility than is lost by exposing differences.
The very fact that such dissent can be expressed has a powerful impact,
and the inference to be drawn is that differences are mutually acceptable
if there is overall agreement.

How the Campus America Program is carried out.

Approximately once every six or seven weeks, a team of from 3 to F,
Campus America speakers travels to a selected state for a period of one
week to 10 days. Several weeks prior to the speakers' trip, extensive
advance work is devoted to utility contacts, itinerary preparation,
media contacts, familiarization with current local issues, etc. Central
to the advance work are the contacts with universities and colleges in
the state in order to schedule the debates and other campus events. The
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usual procedure is to go directly to student organizations to explain our
interest in debating the nuclear and other issues on campus. No conditions
are specified, and the student organization is asked to select the opponents,
the format, and the moderator for the debates.

Once the campus events are set, the press and other media are notified
of the events and of the availability of the speakers for interviews or
other discussions. Appearances before civic, professional and citizen
groups are also scheduled. Utilities and other allied organizations are
advised of the plans, even though there is no participation by them in
the events.

In the intervals between trips, there is much informal discussion and
information exchange between the speakers. Several times a month, the
group is assembled for examination of new or emerging issues. Prior to
visiting any state, the speakers are provided up to date information on
issues of particular interest in the areas to be visited.

Once the itinerary has begun, the speakers spend 14 to 16 hours each
day participating in events and traveling in between events. A typical
working day begins with a breakfast meeting, at which time the daily
schedules are reviewed. Two speakers may then leave by car to speak in
another city two hours away, while one speaker may remain at the hotel for
a newspaper interview, and still another speaker may go to a local radio
station to participate in a telephone talk show program. Late in the
morning, the speakers will proceed to another university city several
hours away, using the travel time to review and discuss the morning's
events.

Upon arrival at the new destination, the team disperses again, with
a speech before a civic group in one part of the city, an informal
presentation and discussion at the local high school, a seminar at the
university, and interviews at the local television and radio stations.
The major campus debate usually takes place late in the afternoon or
early in the evening.

The debates are invariably lively and, together with discussions and
questions, last from 2 to 3 hours. Following one or two more interviews
with press representatives covering the event, the group returns to the
hotel for a late dinner. During the long trip back, there is a great
deal of mutual and self-criticism, as the speakers review the debate and
other events of the day. It is through this intensive but informal
debriefing and criticism process,, both during and in between trips, that
the speakers are able to maintain the technical competence which permits
them to be factual while sharing their personal convictions about the
issues.
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The speakers' schedules are grueling, and they must be prepared to
discuss a multitude of issues with a wide variety of audiences under rapidly
changing conditions. The dialogues are often taxing emotionally, as the
speakers frequently face intense hostility and antagonism. The speakers
have all handled these challenges extremely well and have learned, with
experience, to separate the emotional issues from the technical ones.

In 26 major debates during 1976, the Campus America speakers faced a
wide variety of opponents: local and national anti-nuclear professionals,
university professors, physicians, lawyers, and concerned citizens.
Although the debate formats were usually fair, there have been instances
of obvious bias, such as the time when the moderator turned out to be the
husband of one of the opponents. Where bias is obvious to the audience,
the bias usually works to the disadvantage of those responsible.

What the Campus America Program Has Achieved

In the eighteen months since its inception, the Campus America Program
must be considered an unqualified success. Without suggesting an order
of importance, positive results achieved include the following:

- Large academic audiences on 26 campuses in 6 states.

- Extensive media coverage, both in print and on the air.

- Seizure of the initiative from the opposition.

- Effective separation of technical issues of safety, etc.,
from socio-political-cultural issues and goals.

- Portrayal of industrial firm as consisting of individual
human beings, rather than an impersonal entity.

- Demonstration that the academic community can be engaged
in constructive dialogue.

- Broad dissemination of positive facts concerning energy in
general and nuclear energy in particular.

- Enhanced morale as a result of successful, innovative effort.

- Development of responses and communication techniques useful
with other audiences.

In addition to programmatic results, as above, there was tremendous
personal benefit to the individuals directly involved. Each has grown
professionally and personally, and the attitudes reflected while appearing
in public are having their impact on the overall corporate attitude
toward communications with various segments of the public which may have
been perceived to be hostile when, in fact, they were simply reacting to
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the absence of good communications on the part of the nuclear community.

Variations on the Campus America Program Theme.

The program described above has been tailored for a specific audience,
in a specific country, under specific conditions. It is not unreasonable
to project the application of some of the lessons learned to other
audiences, other countries, and other conditions. For example, we are
considering the possibility of undertaking a parallel program which would
have, as its target audience, the various governmental bodies which are
in a position to consider legislation and regulations affecting the use of
nuclear power. Ethnic groups, religious organizations, labor unions,
sportsmen's groups, and business associations are other possibilities. In
each case the details would vary, but the overall approach would have much
in common with the campus program.

Only one such effort has actually been undertaken, and this was done
for a limited, specific purpose. In one of the states having a moratorium
initiative on the ballot last November, an ad hoc group was assembled from
within the nuclear community to attempt to communicate with female voters
in the state. Drawing heavily on the Campus America experience, 20 female
volunteers were assembled, briefed and scheduled on an itinerary which
included 64 presentations, briefings and interviews in 21 cities throughout
the state. The results were remarkably consistent with the campus results:
large audiences, good dialogue, extensive media coverage, and confounding
of the opposition. In the November voting, women in that state opposed a
nuclear moratorium by more than 2-to-l margin, a ratio higher than indicated
by opinion polls for the national average for all women. The extent to
which this special effort contributed to the margin of success has not been
measured. Most assuredly, however, the effect was beneficial, as evidenced
by the appreciation shown by the audiences at having been considered
important enough for special attention.

Conclusion.

Even though university campuses are generally viewed as being hostile
to the increasing use of nuclear power, the task of influencing such an
attitude, regardless of its basis: is not a hopeless one if careful steps
are taken to open and engage in meaningful dialogue. Similarly, other
groups may be open to receive factual information if approached sensitively
and candidly.
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