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Abstract

As humanity marches closer to entering a new millennium, it is crucial that we nuclear professionals take
renewed stock in the importance of our role in public interactions. The lack of public support has been very
influential in bringing the once robust nuclear power construction program in America, Europe and Russia to a
grinding halt. In trying to understand the key forces that shape public opinion on technologies such as ours, it
becomes clear that the major force is the media enterprise. If we compare the basic driving forces behind successful
media with the basic drivers behind successful science, we quickly come to the realization that the media are
fundamentally in the entertainment business. Capturing instant attention and holding it are the principal ingredients of
success for newspapers, radio, and television. Recognizing that these success drivers are diametrically opposite of
those governing good science, we can readily understand why the antinuclear movement has been so successful in
orchestrating their message in a package ideally suited to a receptive media enterprise. However, before blaming all
our woes on the media, we need to assess at least four technical areas where additional professional work could be of
substantial value. These include determining the real health effects of low-level radiation, further developing intrinsic
robustness to enhance reactor safety, refining and articulating the environmental ethic associated with the recycling of
nuclear waste, and exposing the myth that burying plutonium solves our nuclear non-proliferation problems. We
suggest six key ingredients as necessary steps that merit strong consideration in regaining public support for nuclear
power. These include 1) seriously addressing the four technical issues summarized above; 2) expressing our key
issues and results in language understandable at the high school (or lower) level; 3) continually striving for an open
and honest management of the Industry; 4) articulating the BENEFITS of nuclear science and technology as a whole;
5) adopting Decision Analysis techniques wherever possible; and 6) recognizing and taking advantage of appropriate
"band-wagons" of public interest issues.

1. INTRODUCTION: PUBLIC OPINION AND ITS IMPACT ON NUCLEAR POWER

As the timeline for crossing into the next millennium marches ever faster in our direction, and
we start serious planning for the 21st century, it is crucial that we nuclear professionals take renewed
stock in the importance of our role in public interactions. Even modest assumptions on population
growth indicate a near doubling of world population by 2050 and at least a doubling of the demand
for energy as the developing countries strive to attain standards common today in Europe and
America. If this energy growth cannot be met without increases in greenhouse gas emissions, we
could be generating an environmental blight of global proportions.

Given the need for our fellow citizens on Planet Earth to make proper decisions regarding the
energy sources that will be so desperately needed, it is up to us to help them get over the hurdles that
have placed our technology in gridlock. Recent history throughout the world is reminder enough that
major corrections within the social-political sector are of crucial importance if nuclear power is to
become part of the energy solution on a meaningful global scale.
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F/G. 7. Starting and Potential Shutdown Dates of Commercial U.S. Nuclear Power Plants

The rise and fall of nuclear power plant construction within the United States is but one illustrative
example. As depicted in Figure 1, the first two decades after President Eisenhower's Atoms for Peace
program witnessed a flurry of construction activity. Public support was strong, possibly augmented by the
pride of marching ahead with home-based technology. But then the years shaped by the Vietnam War and
Watergate were entered, and a distrust of big government and big business provided fodder for
questioning big, advanced power plants. The Three Mile Island accident in 1979 certainly did not help.
As public support waned, new orders stopped. In the fourth decade, some construction continued, but new
plant cancellations begin to be announced shortly after the Chernobyl accident. Whereas the diminishing
need for new plants certainly had an influence on new plant construction, the correlation between public
opinion and the growth of nuclear power is unmistakable.

Similar trends have been experienced in Europe, where massive nuclear power plant
construction took place in the 1970s and 1980s followed by a near standstill at present. Again, there
was pride in the advances in technology during the early stages. Coupled with the view that
"electricity would become too cheap to meter" there was solid public support. But costs have been
seen to escalate. Also, the public have come to recognize an attitude within parts of the Industry that
can, at best, be described as less than open and honest.

This, together with the growing power of the Green Party (partly fuelled by TMI and
Chernobyl), has led to substantial public and political opposition. Decades of hard work in improving
public opinion can be written off overnight by incidents such as contaminated transport containers in
France and Germany. Currently, in Britain (and even France) there are no new reactor orders, nor do
they seem likely within the next decade. In Germany, it is likely that a Red/Green coalition will come
into power later in 1998, with a commitment to close several nuclear reactors prematurely. In Sweden,
politicians have decided to close the Barseback reactor, despite industry and public opposition.

Many Asian Rim countries were blazing trails with new nuclear power plant construction a
decade ago, but here again the pace has slowed considerably. Public street demonstrations in
opposition to the latest Taiwan nuclear power plant symbolized rising social opposition to this
technology. Both South Korea and Japan continue to build new plants, but the pace has diminished
dramatically. A similar story is seen in Russia. Whereas the economic situation there is certainly a
major factor contributing to the marked slowdown in new plant construction, growing public distrust
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of all projects associated with the previous regime is widely evident. Nuclear power particularly
suffers from this concern.

All of this is to say that we can no longer focus all our energies on improving the technology of
nuclear power and shrug our shoulders at what we perceive to be the futile task of trying to shape
public opinion. The consequences of such an approach are far too serious.

2. KEY FORCES SHAPING PUBLIC OPINION

In order to be successful in regaining public support for the next era of commercial nuclear
power, we must first understand the key forces that shape public opinion on technologies such as ours.

There are undoubtedly several factors involved in forging public impressions of major scientific
endeavors, particularly given the plethora of economic and cultural drivers manifest throughout the
world. In the Western world, however, there is one force that far out-shadows other influences;
namely, the media. The power of the modern mass media in shaping public opinion is no less than
awesome. It is so powerful in America that a single point variation in the Nielson rating of a national
TV network is worth over $100 million dollars per year in swing revenue. If one were to identify key
influences in shaping opinion through a normal life cycle, there is no question that the electronic and
printed media completely mask all other forces once a child is old enough to read or soak up images
from the video screen.

There is no intrinsic reason why the mass media should be detrimental to the success of an
enterprise such as commercial nuclear power. Most technical people would concur that if all the facts
surrounding nuclear technology were fairly and accurately reported, the media could be one of the most
powerful forces in promoting the development of this awesome humanitarian servant. But fair and
accurate reporting does not constitute the hallmark of success for a media enterprise that relies on
advertising for its livelihood. Faced with the intense pressures of staying in business in a free market
atmosphere, the media are fundamentally in the entertainment business. Any successful media
venture must continually find ways to make its product more appealing than that of its competitors.
Careful topic selection, clever packaging, and rapid turnaround are essential ingredients.

Recognizing these elements as essential for staying in business, we can ask how well equipped
are the media for dealing with a topic such as nuclear power? Perhaps we should also ask, how well
equipped is the nuclear industry for dealing with the media?

Figure 2 summarizes the key ingredients required for success in the worlds of science and the
media (1). This comparison, first articulated by Dr. Dixy Lee Ray, former head of the U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission and later the governor of Washington State, clearly identifies the immense
differences between these two worlds. As noted from this figure, the only common element essential
to the success of either endeavor is that they must have a funding source. However, the methods by
which such funding is derived lead to vast differences in the mode of operation.

Credibility is the hallmark of good science. Consequently, a good scientist or engineer takes
whatever time is necessary to do the work required to arrive at a defensible and well-documented
result. This requires an in-depth technical background and a willingness to subject the final product to
time-consuming peer review to gain professional acceptance. The media, on the other hand, have very
different incentives. Capturing instant attention and holding it are the principal ingredients of success
for newspapers, radio, and TV. Whereas credibility may be considered important over the long run,
the reality is that there is no time to submit news stories to peers for critique and correction. Deadlines
are very real. The crunch of press time is intrinsic to the media business. Further, it isn't practical for
any but the largest news organizations to have staff reporters with sufficient training to cover
specialized news stories adequately, particularly in the world of science.
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FIG. 2. Enormous Differences in the Driving Forces for Science and the Media

This is not to say that either science or the media is good or bad. It is simply recognition that
the two worlds are miles apart, and it is no wonder that we often get highly distorted media coverage
on scientific matters.

Nuclear power likely suffers more than any single enterprise in this regard. Given a hungry
press, anxious for stories that are assured to attract attention, what could provide more spice than a
"problem" within the nuclear industry? Conversely, what could provide less interest than a nuclear
power plant running economically and safely?

Where else can one be guaranteed of attracting an instant audience, anxious to have
imaginations stirred by hints of a core meltdown, images of a mushroom cloud, or suggestions of
"lethal" releases of radiation—a phenomenon that we cannot see, taste, or smell! These are all
makings of prominent and frightening news. It is highly saleable press.

3. TACTICS OF ANTI-NUCLEAR MOVEMENT IN LEVERAGING THE MEDIA

It did not take anti-nuclear activist movements long to recognize the enormous leverage they
could garner by crafting their message to feed hungry reporters anxious for headline stories. Elizabeth
Whelan, in her classic book Toxic Terror (2), pointed out the four principal techniques employed by
anti-nuclear activists to achieve their aims:

(1) Use anecdotal evidence.

(2) Always quote the same handful of "scientists" and liberally cite data largely rejected by the
scientific community.

(3) Never mention the advantages of the target substance or process; stress only the negatives.

(4) Time is running out. Take immediate action, whether or not the relevant data are in.
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This approach has (unfortunately) been very effective in achieving anti-nuclear goals. In most
cases, it forces the Industry onto the defensive. As scientists, we admit that the data are not
necessarily 100% complete and in so doing we probably help boost the position of our opponents.

It is refreshing to note that the activists' tactics sometimes backfire. For instance, when
Greenpeace orchestrated a campaign to prevent the Shell Corporation from disposing of the Brent
Spar oil platform, the media accepted their information without question. When the Industry later
showed that their evidence was significantly flawed, it created media hostility to Greenpeace that will,
hopefully, create a changed atmosphere in the longer term.

However, that one instance aside, clever packaging, using underlining fear tactics to attract a
hungry media looking for bold headlines, has been enormously successful in shaping a negative public
opinion toward nuclear power.

4. TECHNOLOGY AREAS MOST RELATED TO PUBLIC OPINION

But before becoming too indignant about an un-level playing field, and blaming the media for
all our ills, we need to first take stock on those areas within our technical domain where we may be
inadvertently contributing to the problem.

4.1 Health Effects of Low-Level Radiation

Perhaps the singular most important technological issue relating to public opinion is to resolve
the question of human health effects of low level radiation. Since it is radiation that the public
associates with all fields of nuclear technology, it is only natural that an unfounded fear of radiation
could effectively thwart the future of nuclear power (or any other field associated with radiation
science) from making its ultimate contribution to the service of humanity.

It is important, therefore, to seriously ponder the way the scientific community has proceeded
in assessing the human health effects to ionizing radiation. The current standards, which are based on
a linear, no-threshold hypotheses, simply assume that any amount of radiation, no matter how small, is
deleterious to the human body. Whereas this is almost assuredly a conservative approach (i.e. it overly
exaggerates the potentially harmful effects), there is growing concern among the scientific community
that such an approach could be detrimental to societal interests. The reason for this concern is that
mounting evidence strongly suggests there is a threshold below which the effects of ionizing radiation
to the human body are either completely negligible or even possibly beneficial (3).

Consequently, to insist that radiation at low levels is harmful by definition is causing
substantial societal harm. It not only causes the unnecessary expenditure of billions of dollars per year
for unwarranted "protection," but it even more seriously instills unfounded fear, thereby seriously
threatening the survival of a technology that may be of crucial importance in sustaining life on earth.

It is not reasonable to expect the media, and therefore the public, to minimize or possibly
disregard any negative health effects of low-level radiation when influential members of the scientific
community themselves cling to the notion that radiation is harmful at any level. Achieving scientific
consensus on the real effects of low-level radiation to the human body is, therefore, of utmost
importance. There is no guarantee that the public will automatically accept scientific consensus on the
matter, but it would certainly constitute a major step toward easing unfounded fears. We can be
certain that the public will remain confused as long as the scientists themselves cannot attain
agreement.



4.2 Safety

From a safety perspective, the accidents at Three-Mile Island (TMI) and Chernobyl have
undoubtedly given the commercial nuclear power industry a negative image. In the case of TMI, despite
dominant headlines for a month in leading newspapers around the globe, nobody was killed or even injured.
Chernobyl was quite different. Lacking Western safety standards (both from the standpoints of design and
operation), this accident was a disaster by nearly any measure. However, we now know that despite the 31
firefighters who died within days of their heroic service, a realistic analysis of the aftermath from this worst-
case accident reveals surprisingly diminished long-term effects. Nonetheless, from a public perception
standpoint, both accidents left an indelible scar.

It is within this context that the nuclear industry was spurred into designing a new generation of
power plants that inherently exhibit substantially higher levels of safety against the possibility of radiation
release. Some of these designs have been recently approved by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
for large-scale production, and the European Pressurized Reactor (EPR) is expected to pass the licensing
hurdle in Germany shortly. These represent significant technical steps forward that could be of major
importance in easing public fears about "runaway" accidents. Maximizing the safety performance of a plant
by building in robust features up front, rather than relying on "fixes" once operational, the technical
community is providing a major contribution in the pursuit of gaining public confidence.

However, we cannot afford to commit self-inflicted injuries. The recent issue concerning
contamination of transport containers in Europe furthered the impression that the Industry not only fails to
control its operations safely, but then attempts to paper over the cracks. This does not work for American
Presidents, nor does it work for the Nuclear Industry. Hard work to change our public relations image will
only be successful if we control our operations safely and openly.

4.3 Waste Disposition

The question of nuclear radioactive waste disposition currently appears to pose the most significant
barrier to the future of nuclear power. It is ironic that this "problem" has gained such momentum since from
a scientific point of view it is one of the easiest issues to deal with. The commercial nuclear industry is
somewhat unique among industrial enterprises in that it has always sought to concentrate its wastes for
disposal, in contrast to other industries that rely on dilution. If one realistically considers the amount of
high-level nuclear waste involved on a per capita basis, it becomes immediately obvious that there should
be safe ways to deal with this issue.

Whereas it is true that such material remains radioactive for a long period of time, if properly
recycled to maximize its energy content, the radioactivity of this material falls below the levels of the
uranium from which it was mined within a few hundred years. Emphasizing such a recycling ethic, similar
to the recycling ethic for paper, glass, metals, etc. warmly embraced by the environmental community, may
eventually be accepted by the public—assuming there is a viable mechanism to get sufficient attention to
engage them in an evaluation.

The technologies for successful HLW repositories have existed for years. In fact, HLW repositories
could have been built decades ago. Unfortunately, there were not built, and we now find ourselves in the
untenable dilemma of being forced to design to essentially impossible standards—standards that have
evolved more from a political rather than a technical basis. If such standards were applied to other
industries, such victimized entities would also likely be threatened with extinction.

Though of debatable value from the standpoint of scientific need, there are technologies emerging
that have the capability of transmuting radionuclides with a long-life into stable elements. This involves 1)
advanced chemical partitioning schemes to isolate radioisotopes created in the fission process and 2)
neutron bombardment techniques to transmute undesirable radioisotopes into more benign species. There is
most certainly an extra expense associated with the implementation of such technologies, but they can be
made available if the public insists on bearing this expense.
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4.4 Non-Proliferation

Nuclear nonproliferation has been a legitimate concern ever since the development of the first
atomic bomb. It is important to recognize, however, that the genie cannot be put back into the bottle.
Responsible policy cannot be formulated on the basis of unwarranted fear and half-truths.

As Dr. Glenn Seaborg has repeatedly pointed out, perhaps the most egregious fallacy
continually espoused by many of the anti-nuclear groups is that we must bury plutonium to "get rid of
the problem." Nothing could be further from the truth. It is well known that the radioactive protective
barrier surrounding plutonium in spent nuclear fuel will decay away with time. In little more than one
hundred years, the barrier is sufficiently weak that terrorists seeking to acquire plutonium would find
such repositories most convenient mines! Emerging analyses associated with long-term energy
planning are now beginning to take into account the potential proliferation effects associated with an
increasing dependence on plutonium as an energy source. Such studies are confirming that the safest
place for the storage of plutonium is inside nuclear reactors (4).There is no intrinsic reason why long-
term energy supplies based on utilizing plutonium fuel cannot be safety provided in concert with
achieving responsible nonproliferation goals. Technical professionals must be willing to stand up and
tell this story.

5. KEY INGREDIENTS TO REGAIN PUBLIC SUPPORT

It would be the height of presumption for us to make dogmatic statements regarding the steps
that must be taken to achieve a warm measure of public support for nuclear power. If such a
prescription were assured, the nuclear industry would long since have adopted such a course and we
would not be discussing these problems today. However, we believe there are necessary steps
(perhaps not sufficient) that merit strong consideration.

(1) The technical issues outlined above need to be taken seriously and addressed with renewed
vigor. It is difficult to expect the public to feel entirely secure when there is considerably
controversy within the scientific community. This is particularly true regarding the health
effects of low-level radiation. Given the requirements for a free press, the media will always
search for controversy. We cannot ignore this reality.

(2) It is simply not reasonable to expect the public (and the media, as their source of information)
to understand our technology if we insist on using technical jargon. We must find ways to
communicate our key issues and results in language understandable at the high school (or
lower) level. Continuing to decry a technical illiterate public will not solve our problem.
Certainly the quest of tangibly enhancing public appreciation for science by upgrading our
school systems is a worthy goal, and it should be pursued with all vigor. But we cannot wait
for another generation to make the key decisions necessary for survival in the next millennium.
We must prepare our current message in language both understandable and appealing to our
current citizenry.

(3) We must at all times strive for an open and honest management of the Industry. Clearly, we
want to operate at the highest safety standards, but without the open approach we hand our
opponents the silver bullet. Public confidence will never improve if there is any thought that
we may have attempted not to keep the public or the authorities fully informed. Under such
circumstances we appear, at best, to be dishonest, and at worst, incompetent. Dr. Peter
Sandman (5) has repeatedly pointed out the reality of a factor he calls "Outrage." Whereas we
technical types normally define risk as the product of probability times consequences, Dr.
Sandman defines that product as the hazard factor and then contends that the additional
"outrage" factor must be included. Outrage is related to factors such as voluntary (vs.
involuntary), control (vs. lack of control), and familiar (vs. unfamiliar). By recognizing such
factors are real, it is sometimes possible to deal with them in a constructive manner.

Even if one is not directly in control, it is important that a trust level exist between the two
relevant parties. For instance, most airline passengers recognize that they have very little actual
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control for their safety if the airplane should crash. Yet millions board commercial aircraft
every day for at least two reasons. First, they perceive a direct benefit (it gets them to their
desired destination), and second they recognize that the pilots are professionals and they want
to live just as badly as the passengers do. Hence, the control issue is substantially ameliorated.
The nuclear industry would do well to ponder these implications and continually search for
ways to build trust.

(4) We must articulate the benefits of nuclear science and technology as a whole. It is simply a
fact that the tolerance of the public for any risk is exceptionally small if there are no
recognized benefits. It is true that the higher the level of education, the higher the tolerance
level for the acceptance of risks. But even the most highly educated segments of any public
group are reluctant to deliberately expose themselves to a risk unless they can perceive an
immediate benefit. The tolerance level declines considerably for those less well educated.

This recognition formed the basis for the new nuclear advocacy group in the United States
called the Eagle Alliance. This movement came into existence when it was recognized that in
1991 the economic impact of nuclear science and technology in the U.S. was over $300 billion
annually, supporting some 4 million jobs. Updated figures for 1995 pushed this total over $400
billion annually. As such, nuclear science and technology in the U.S. represents about 4% of its
Gross National Product and some 5% of the total workforce. This aggregate represents an
industry larger than the biggest corporation in the nation; namely, General Motors. It is bigger
than the entire U.S. airline industry!

The basis for this enormous economic/jobs impact is the myriad of applications already existing
for harnessing radioactivity. The benefits of nuclear science and technology are no less than
awesome (from insect control to cutting edge medical cures; from developing new food sources
to protecting airline passengers from potential explosive devices, etc.). It is essentially
impossible for any citizen in a developed country to go through a day without being directly or
indirectly served by the marvels of radiation science. The problem is that very few people are
aware of these present-day benefits.

Hence, the goal of this organization is to articulate the enormous BENEFITS of nuclear science
and technology in everyday life (medicine, food safety, pharmaceuticals, energy, industry, etc.)
and to awaken Americans to the importance of further developing this technology to sustain a
high quality of life in the next century. If successful in America, this awareness movement
could be constructive in the international community as well.

(5) We should give careful consideration to employing Decision Analysis, rather than Risk
Analysis. Substantial progress has been made in the technology of risk analysis over recent
years, and there is much to be said for the role of this approach to setting priorities. But we
must also recognize two key factors that can severely dampen the effectiveness of risk analysis
in dealing with public policy. First, as we stated above, there is a strong reluctance for the
public to accept any risk unless there are clearly perceived benefits. Second, unless we are
very careful, defining risk itself can be perceived as a power play. Many people are wary of
the ability of statisticians to "set the rules" to make their point.

The Decision Analysis approach, on the other hand, is built around all effected parties coming
together and defining up front the issues and the desired outcome. It is structured to achieve
win-win solutions. A key element of this approach is to define incentives that can tangibly draw
all parties together to achieve mutually desirable goals.

Once success story in the nuclear business is the site cleanup that has been achieved at the West
Valley site in New York State. Whereas embarrassingly long stalemates have been encountered
in many other cleanup sites in the U.S., one of the key features of the West Valley cleanup pact
was to agree that the state would directly pay a portion of the costs. Hence, there was a built-in
incentive from all funding parties for the cleanup process to move forward, rather than falling
victim to the changing standards and finger pointing all-too-often experienced at other sites.
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(6) Finally, in stressing the advantages of nuclear power, we must be prepared to recognize and get
on the appropriate "band-wagons" as they come along. This will help move us from the
defensive to the offensive.

That is not to say that we should become too opportunistic, because our public are no more foolish
than we are ourselves. As we said earlier, unsubstantiated statements like "electricity will be too
cheap to meter" eventually rebound against us!

However, we do not appear to be well organized in the current environmental debate. Some nuclear
advocates have, of course, already pointed out the enormous environmental benefits of nuclear
power—since no greenhouse gases are emitted during normal operations. There are still many
scientists who, rightly, point out that the data are incomplete, i.e. while there appears to be a link
between global warming and greenhouse gases, the evidence is not yet conclusive. Here we suggest
our opponents may have the right tactic; if we wait for the final proof, it may be too late.

Many countries have agreed to the Kyoto protocol for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and it is
becoming clear that the increasing world energy demand will not be achievable without an increase
in nuclear power generation if we are to meet the Kyoto targets. For example, if the 425 nuclear
plants currently operating worldwide were replaced by fossil fuel generation, an additional 2000
million tons of carbon dioxide would be discharged annually.

This is an issue that is becoming more and more a centerpiece of debate as we cross into the new
millennium. As such, nuclear power advocates have an ideal climate into which to make their case. It
isn't necessary to accept the postulate of a global warming catastrophe. Rather, it is only necessary to
recognize that this is a public issue, and as such there is now considerable attention among the public
for a scientific debate. We are convinced that the attributes of nuclear power are so strong that an
aroused public, actively looking for solutions, will find nuclear power attractive.

6. CONCLUSION

The lack of public support in many parts of the globe for commercial nuclear power is most
alarming. As nuclear professionals, we recognize the enormous public good that can be delivered by a
properly designed constructed and operated nuclear power industry. The reality is that there is no other
power source on the horizon that has the capacity to adequately serve the growing population of the next
millennium. Yet unless public support is tangibly improved in the very near future, the nuclear
infrastructure could crumble-effectively rendering this technology as an impotent bystander. The
humanitarian consequences of such a possibility are almost too tragic to contemplate. Consequently, we
technical professionals must find more effective ways to communicate the benefits of our technology to a
doubting (or apathetic) public.

Probably the most effective technical tack to take is to insist on the highest integrity in evaluating all
relevant data pertaining to the health effects of low-level radiation. Evidence continues to mount that
severely questions the validity of the linear hypotheses, no-threshold approach to radiation safety. If
scientific consensus can be obtained to clearly demonstrate the effects of a threshold (or even beneficial
effects), the current paradigm of viewing radiation as a hazard could change remarkably—possibly ushering
in a new era of public acceptance of "things nuclear."

Beyond this, we technical professionals must open the eyes of a slumbering public to the immense
benefits of our technology—and do so in the language of the street. We must also recognize the psychology
involved with a technology so poorly understood by our contemporary citizenry. As such, we must be
willing to turn over control of our systems whenever possible and yield on other matters when we can do so
to serve a broader public interest.

Finally, we must be willing to take advantage of public interest in related issues to offer an
explanation of the benefits of our technology during times the public is ready to listen. In so doing, we
might consider engaging in a Decision Analysis approach, rather than insisting on risk analysis alone. The
current concerns about greenhouse gas emissions and global warming provide an excellent springboard to
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change public perceptions of nuclear power. The Industry could do much more to mobilize its best
communicators.

Such steps may not be easy for most of us. But the consequences of failing to try are too severe to
contemplate. As professionals, we must be willing to seize the high ground and go beyond our normal
comfort zone. We have powerful story to tell, and tell it we must!
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