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For business, there is good reason not to tell everything. For journalists, there is good
reason to report almost everything. Especially, if they can frame a story of big business
against the powerless citizen.

Besides other industries, the nuclear industry has been an awarding target for politically
inspired quests for gaining power.

One of the reasons for aacking this industry is its inability to think in political terms, its
desire to educate everyone - even those who are not at all interested in knowing the facts.
Therefore, this branch promoted the goals of its opponents. If someone doubts this
statement, I would recommend to look at the present situation: despite costly "information
campaigns", the opposition is still gaining ground. Why do we see almost no changes but
another silly approach - a lot of efforts to please our enemies?

Why is it so easy to condemn industry? Why arrived our enemies, the enemies of the
average citizen, at powerful frames like "business interest sacrifices human interests"?

Just to give you an idea on how this framing works, I want to distract you from your daily
business and draw your attention to a completely different industrial branch - the airplane
manufacturers. They too are 'big business" and, therefore, prone to suffer from aacks of
the ugood-doers", the "all-knowing' new totalitarians.

In his novel uAirtrame', Michael Crichton put it convincingly - I quote:

NSo a good frame had nothing to do with the past. Fred Barker's damning list of prior
incidents was actually a problem, because it drew aention to the fading, boring past. She'd
have to find a way around it - give it a mention and go on.

What she was looking for was a way to shape the story so that it unfolded now, in a pattern
that the viewer could follow. The best frames engaged the viewer by presenting the story as
conflict between good and bad, a morality story. Because the audience got that. If you
framed a story that way, you got instant acceptance. You were speaking their language.

But because the story also had to untold quickly, this morality tale had to hang rom a series
of hooks that did not need to be explained. Things the audience already knew to be true.
They already knew big corporations were corrupt, their leaders greedy sexist pigs. You didn't
have to prove that; you just had to mention it. They already knew that government
bureaucracies were inept and lazy. You didn't have to prove that, either. And they already
knew that products were cynically manufactured with no concern for consumer safety.

From such agreed-upon elements, she must construct her morality story.

A fast-moving morality story, happening now."

Unquote.
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This was exactly the pattern after which three recent stories unfolded: Monju, Sellafield and
transport of spent fuel. Three stories which tremendously damaged the reputation of the
nuclear industry.

Reporters are not interested in context. They are interested in a story. To reveal that
business had hidden something - especially if that can be linked to radiation - is almost
always worth a story, regardless of its real significance. This all the more as the freedom of
expression makes it almost impossible to held journalists responsible for damage.

I quote once again from Crichton's novel. Quote:

"This situation sounds very lopsided. We make a superb product, and all the objective
measures of its performance demonstrate that it's safe and reliable. We've spent years
developing and testing it. We've got an irrefutable track record. But you're saying a television
crew can come in, hang around a day or two, and trash our product on national TV. And
when they do, they have no responsibility for their acts, and we have no way to recover
damages."

Unquote.

In my almost 25 years of experience in PR-work, I heard a lot of complaints about the media.
The trouble is that a great deal of industry people have only a faint idea on how the media
work - and many journalists have only a rudimentary understanding of business. Therefore,
misunderstandings - on both sides - are bound to happen.

I do hope that this workshop will contribute to an improved understanding of the media which
could improve our standing in the media.

First remark: medium is not medium - there a huge differences between:
• Print media
• Radio
• Television, and
• Internet
Each of these different media has it's own characteristics, and therefore, needs to be
approached in a diff erent way. I think, Bob Fenton will briefly address this topic.

Some common characteristics are:
1 . Political correctness of the topic is important. Being politically incorrect will in the long run

dry up many information sources, and have other unpleasant consequences.
2. Frames and hooks of the story should not need explanations but fit into zeitgeist beliefs.
3. The story shall contribute to the bottom line of making good copy.
4. Alarmist news get more aention from the audience than reassuring ones.
5. Actuality is of great importance.
6. Most journalists are educated to not believe in business.
7. Facts almost don't matter. If you don't believe, listen to what Terrence Corcoran reported

in Financial Post on December, 26, 1998: (The Canadian environment minister) Ms.
Stewart said that, 'as minister of the environment, I am very worried about global
warming,'which for a politician isn't saying much. Politicians are habitually'very worried'
about one thing or another. The trouble starts when they use their power to fix problems
they're worded about, even if the problems don't exist. Ms. Stewart said she's prepared
to do exactly that. 'No matter if the science is all phony,' she said, 'there are collateral
environmental benefits.' In another statement quoted by the Herald, Ms. Stewart gave
another reason for adopting the religion of global warming. 'Climate change [provides]
the greatest chance to bring about justice and equality in the world.' Here she gets closer
to the core motivation of some of the leading global warming activists. Where socialism's
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attempt at a global redistribution of wealth ended in economic catastrophe, global
warming is being wheeled in as the next new economic crusade.

The most powerful medium today is still television. Therefore, I want to make you acquaint
with some remarks based on Marshall McLuhan's statements on the electronic media. I
found these remarks in the book 'McLuhan's Children: The Greenpeace Message And The
Media" by Stephen Dale. Here we go:
'Add to this the fact that important decisions are increasingly being made not by elected
governments but by international tribunals sheltered from public pressure and the
democratic process, and McLuhan's "global villagen begins to look like the fiefdorn of
transnational corporate power, from which voices of dissent have been banished. While
citizen groups continue petitioning increasingly weak national powers, the real decisions are
being made outside the national arena."
'McLuhan's central belief was that any new technology - operating as an appendage to the
human body - changes both the people who use the technology and the world it operates in."
'Bob Hunter, a founder of Greenpeace, says: "One of McLuhan's big lines was 'It was time
for intellectuals to get out of the ivory tower and into the control tower,' and the control tower
seemed to us to be the studio and the newsroom.""
'Greenpeace's success at inserting its own bottom-up environmental message into the
global flow of TV news is not only testament to the organization's practical cunning, but a
validation of McLuhan's view (which is clearly supported by the evidence presented by
journalist Roger Bolton) that electric media are driven so much by their technological
characteristics that content-selection becomes an almost unconscious process."
"But such interpretations are probably only half the story: the idea that the technology itself is
in the driver's seat - exerting influence on format, style, and therefore on content - seems to
be borne out by the experience of Greenpeace, which placed its bets on McLuhan's more
mechanistic, less ideological interpretation of the medium, and seems to have come up a
winner.'
'When McLuhan wrote that 'the medium is the message,' he meant partly that television
(among other electronic media) is not so much a vehicle for conveying information or
expressing particular thoughts as it is a self-contained and dominating entity whose intrinsic
characteristics rearrange how we process information, realign old relationships, and totally
skew our view of the social landscape."
'What followed was a classic exposition of the relative powers of television versus print
cultures - indisputable proof of McLuhan's assertion that in a battle between the direct, visual
assault of television, and the cerebral, expository processes of print, television would win
every time.N
'This parallels the aitude of their mentor, McLuhan, who often noted the electronic media's
capacity for breaking down the tradition of Western logical thinking but who, once again,
refrained from passing judgement on that trend."
"McLuhan believed that Western society was failing back into an acoustic space as it was
being bombarded with random information and impressions, transported through the
electronic media simultaneously and in no particular sequence. This sensory deluge,
McLuhan believed, was re-creating in Western society a mode of perception that had existed
in preliterate times - in a time when tbal people received information from nature using all of
their senses and perceptual faculties; in a time before humanity came to favour intellect and
the visual sense that drew information up off the page, to the exclusion of other senses."
"Thall (an assistant to McLuhan) ... he reminds me that, after all, the medium is the
message, so content is entirely beside the point. It's what the technological process does to
us and says to us that's important. 'The content, McLuhan used to say, is like the juicy bit of
meat carried by the burglar to distract the watchdog of the mind. McLuhan was the first to
find that the media have no content; the user is the content.'"

So far Stephen Dale.

Given this situation, what can we do to avoid unnecessary damage to our reputation and
huge expenses in trying to set the record straight?
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First of all, our industry finally has to recognize that - regarding information policy - not the
beliefs of CEOs but the experience and knowledge of PR people count.
A Greenpeace statement reads: "We don't let the campaigners talk to the agencies," says
this engaging and energetic woman with short, straight-cropped brown hair and a surprising
sense of calm. "Because the campaigners will say, 'It's a wonderful, fantastic, amazing
action,' and of course it isn't - it's a banner hanging on a tree or something. So we're a
filtering system, and the agencies really appreciate that. Otherwise they just have mad
people talking to them all the time. It's really crucial that they have someone to talk television
language: have you got all the right shots, cutaways, what's on there, where are you
shooting from? You know, a proper conversation. But a campaigner doesn't know the
difference between a high-8 and a Beta, so it's hopeless."

Secondly, PR people can only do their job if they are informed about everything which could
affect the reputation of the company. In reality, this means to have the chief PR officer on
the board of directors. And, the chief PR officer has to make the final decisions about the
information policy - no one else!

Thirdly, we must pay much more attention to the problem of hidden messages. What do I
mean by that? I will give you a few examples:

• "We have to improve the safety of nuclear facilities" translates into "the existing facilities
are not safe enough".

• Prof. Carlo Rubbia's proposal for an innovative reactor to bum nuclear waste translates
into "Otherwise, nuclear waste cannot be disposed of safely".

• Explaining the barrier system of a NPP instead of explaining the basic consideration -
make the chain as long as reasonable - translates into "Such a lot of precautionary
measures, and still not 100 percent safe - hell, that must be really dangerous".

• Inviting prominent opponents to our conferences or public meetings translates into 'The
opponents really must have made some points - otherwise these arrogant industry
people would not waste their time by listening to them.u

There are a lot more of such examples. But the few should suffice to make clear what I
mean by 'hidden messages".

Fourthly, we have to become more skillful in bringing across our messages in the print
media. In this respect we Gan learn a lot from good science journalists. Deborah Blum,
professor of journalism at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, said in her testimony before
the US House Science Committee on May 14,1998. 1 quote:

"Science and engineering have to be approachable. We have to translate jargon, simplify
when appropriate, use analogies when they work. When I'm doing this - I'll check the
fairness of my analogies with the researchers involved. I wrote a story once about the
apparent discovery of an peculiar high-energy physics particle, tentatively dubbed the
leptoquark I framed the whole story in terms of physics playing the building blocks and the
shock effect when suddenly a mysterious block turned up in the bucket. I ran this by the
physicist in charge of the experiment and he was perfectly happy with that comparison.

I try to make things vivid but I don't write down or condescend to readers. Most people are
smart enough to get these concepts. My responsibility is to make sure that my translation is
good enough to get the basic point across, not to beat the reader to death with technical
details which are not necessary to understanding.

The second point of that story is that science journalists - like political journalists - should be
confident and comfortable in approaching their sources. This is a serious problem, especially
for those not trained in science journalism. We've had too much a legacy in this country of
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science-is-hard and you're-not smart-enough to get it. We can't afford to repeat that lesson
in newspapers."

Unquote.

Fifthly, we should forget the silly approach "don't wake up the sleeping dogs". The recent
case with the contaminated transport casks should have convinced even the greatest skeptic
that holding back information that could be sold as having some impact on the public at large
will - sooner or later - end up in a disaster. This is especially important as on one side
industry's opponents are increasingly part of governments, and on the other side disgruntled
employees are a natural consequence in a stagnant or even declining industrial branch.

Sixthly, instead of trying to answer every question we should start to question the soundness
of the proposals of our opponents.

Seventhly, we should agree upon a dozen of convincing arguments for nuclear power, and
then repeat them time and again. Constant repeating is an indispensable element of politics,
and nuclear power is already since quite a time a political and not a scientific issue. If you do
not believe that this will work I would recommend to look at the gas-industry. Or, if you like a
negative example - look at the PVC-industry.

Eighthly, get to know your opponents. Not in order to fight them but in order to learn from
them, and to ignore them in the public - whenever possible.

Ninthly, we have to become much more professional - especially in the field of television. It
is a disgrace that TV stations are well-stocked with footage of our opponents but lack good
material from our side. Maybe, providing good footage could become an additional task of
NucNet.

Tenthly, we should recognize that success depends to a great deal on the capability to see
things from the point of view of those we want to address. That is also true for Internet
appearances.

Let me conclude with a strong statement. If the nuclear industry does not make decisive
changes in it's information policy, it will experience much more information disasters of the
kind I mentioned in the beginning.

Thank you for your attention to this lengthy statement. I hope it provided enough food for
thought to make this workshop a lively and fruitful one.
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