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HOW TO REPEL THE BARBARIANS FROM THE GATES

If you believe like the people of those times that the initiation of disaster and the appearance of a destructive Huns, Vandals and Visigoths, were a scourge inflicted by a vengeful god in retribution for your sins – you are wrong!  They were a result of circumstances which prompted the Barbarians to migrate and to attack those whose largely tranquil ways were no match for their violence.  They had the means of war which flummoxed and threw their opponents in the civilised world into disarray.  Lightening, furious cavalry-lead attacks and the multiple bow fired from the saddle with actually no regard for confrontational traditional warfare patterns, led them to victory against the static armoured formations of imperial Rome.  And they were basically destructive.

Are you getting the analogy because it applies to you all the current day.  Well the new wave of Barbarians are at it again.

 I am not talking about those truly altruistic , organisations and individuals who work to preserve the rain forests , stop commercial whaling , protect Orang Utans , collect to provide disaster aid  or other truly worthwhile and essential acts of conservation and human grace .  No,  I am talking about the vandals who now come cloaked in a guise of social responsibility and concern but whose output is mischievous and unprincipled and damaging and who seem by their actions to be more concerned with their own public positions –they want to be someone rather than achieving something worthwhile and significant . You should ask the question – what is this intending to achieve and then make a  judgement – is it really worthwhile .

And  these new vandal  attacks are coming from non-government organisations – NGOs; Governments intent on showing the concern and credentials for protecting the people and mischievous guerrillas who are the real vandals because of their sheer delight in spoiling and upsetting all your hard earned commercial success.  New and exciting channels of mass-communications, without any controls, have become available to them to undermine the walls you have careful built around yourselves.

What about these NGO’s?  They NGOs spread from large public  environmental issue organisations ,with international support networks, like Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth, to more localised county, city and even local individual grievance-based groups.  In the UK the London Food Commission – monitoring Britain’s food supply (from its own self appointed, rather socialist and mildly revolutionary point of view); the Kensington and Chelsea  Residents – where I live –opposing the iniquitous imposition of a Congestion Charge – in reality a tax ,  on all the residents of the Borough ,  by the Mayor of London, and the South Kensington Station Preservation Society which is successfully opposing wicked property developers who want to spoil attractive Edwardian architecture in the area.

Other groups are concerned with social justice, freedom of speech or would like to protect everyone who wants to call themselves an asylum seeker.  Medical interest groups lobby and promote public understanding and sympathy for the victims of mental or physiological illness. And there are a surprising number of groups whose altruism is remarkable in that they spend their time helping those who inflict appalling conditions on themselves by determined self-mistreatment.

All these groups – and I’m sure you can name dozens of them, have objectives to achieve change; to raise money to help them achieve change and sympathy and support for their views and actions. I am sure you can decide on those you feel are positive and productive and those that are negative and destructive.

Now where once their actions were publicised with considerable effort, through the media, via mailings, or public events and demonstrations, they now have other means of wide spread communication which is so cheap, and so easy, and so ubiquitous, and so completely uncontrollable, that they can say what they like, whenever they like to the entire world – of course courtesy of the worldwide web. 

And now to add to it all there is Blogging - the freedom to express a view and share it with everyone else by those who do not like you and, it must be said, those who like you too. A recent estimate of Blogging’s popularity put the growth at 20,000 new blogs (short for Web logs) being created daily. They are characterised by their author’s passion for a topic or issue and an equal passion for sharing it – a kind of empowerment feeling.

Pundits in Universities can set up Blogs to express their erudite views on current news, politics or social issues and some are getting 100,000 visitors a day .  All these visitors can then pass it on to others – because the personal nature of the Blogosphere means personal links. They and anyone else can also include your company.  Now, some members of the formal media are using it as it gives them an immediate 2 way access to real people.  Individuals and a new breed of Blog writers use it for their own passions.  Professionals use it for   Nike , Microsoft and General Motors and commercial organisations are beginning to realise the potential for direct interested customer contact and feed back for their products or services.  But as this is a personal medium there are some obvious rules. Identify the Blogs relevant to you check them out regularly and if you want to reply – and why shouldn’t  you? – do so as a person not in corporate speak . So be passionate and honest.

Then there is the Government – supposedly run by politicians at every level.  Politicians at all levels, from local councils to national governments have one weakness in common – that all believe, and indeed say, that they are doing everything for the public good – a perfect example of altruism at its best.  The other thing they all possess is a blind, sanctimoniousness, shown by the varying degrees of surprise or hurt feelings, or even extreme fury, they show at any suggestion that they may be self-motivated by power seeking, rather than simple wanting to do everything for the public good, and in purity of altruism. 

Remember any politician is someone whose desire for power is cloaked with altruism.

Now all these politicians need to be seen to be doing everything for the public good and will always act according to circumstances in order to demonstrate this. Of course, it is essential that such actions are publicised through the media, otherwise they might not be noticed and therefore wasted.   As people who are the electors are fickle and do not want to be told that they should behave themselves, be more careful, eat and drink less, work hard and stop blaming everyone else for their own stupidity, they usually need to find scapegoats, preferably commercial, who can be blamed for problems and they need to find reasons to pass yet more legislation to control yet more finite details of our lives so that they can be seen to be in control and taking necessary actions – all in the public interest of course.

The result is that the individual is increasingly “protected” by an extending wall of legislation, which confirms to everyone that it is always someone else who is to blame.  This extended legislation also provides rich pickings for predatory lawyers – about whom more later.  

Politicians always believe that the media reflects public opinion and must be responded to: the media always believe that they are reflecting public opinion – or at least leading what will be public opinion.  Real public opinion is either completely politically unacceptable on big issues – execute murderers and terrorists – so we must ignore that, or remarkably laissez-faire on most other matters.  This is a damn nuisance because most people do not really care that much, and yet politicians must be seen to be doing something.

Politicians are either planning legislation, so you can see their manoeuvres over the border and prepare for them, or they have knee-jerk responses to circumstances – in which case the legislation will almost certainly bear the marks of hurried preparation and impossible inconsistent, incomprehensible or just plain stupid, laws.  Again this feeds the predatory Lawyer with precedents to sort out the inconsistencies.  

Then there are the Government Agencies – those organisations set up to change and advise government on subjects deserving particular altruism or insight (i.e. we must be seen to be doing something but we don’t know what, so let us appoint expensive people who will tell us and then we can ignore it if this doesn’t seem to be a vote catcher, or we can enact it as long as it only means hammering business and commercial organisations.)  The result of such enquiries are of course dependent on the Chairman and the relationship that he or she has with the politician who appointed them.  This ensures that the report will be completely free from political bias,  judicious and entirely balanced – as long as it blames the right (by which I mean correct) people or organisations.  Governments like to appoint committees with standing remits to investigate aspects of our lives which no one really found to be a problem, but which now need standards and regulation and control and codes of practice – or else, the ultimate Government sanction, legislation.  This is the ultimate threat from publicity minded, oops I mean publicly minded politicians who want to be seen to be doing something.  Usually such legislation is completely irrelevant and would be impossible to impose but never-the-less it is a good threat and sends everyone scurrying about .

Then of course there is the media – the open-hearted, altruistic (do note how that word crops up again) advocates of the need for everyone to be informed about everything so that they can “make up their own minds”.  What this means is that any information is worthwhile, as long as it is


(a) glamorous (this has limited  potential for a company, unless you have a playboy or girl MD) or 

(b) scurrilous – sexy, disputative, contentious, profiteering, ruthless, careless, contaminating, clumsy, destructive or just pure simple human mistake.  Then of course you can be pilloried in public.


By the way, the offence reported need not be in any real proportion to its significant noxiousness or ability to blight the lives of innocent members of the public.  The headline and reportage can be as sensational as possible in order to attract readers (whoops - what a suggestion).  Then within a few days, the entire story is abandoned for something else more novel and interesting - preferably titillating – for the people to know about so that they can make up their own minds.  

Such reportage is always biased to a particular point of view – scare, shock, fury (who is scared? Who is shocked? And who is furious?).  The real hazard itself is grossly exaggerated and the reportage ignores the real risk – please note that everything is a hazard – the risk is the likelihood of it happening.  It is also regrettably true that these slings and arrows of outrageous journalists can be very damaging to your business reputation and products before they go away and get bored and select another subject.  Regrettably complaints of bias to a supposedly independent regulatory body, or to the media management themselves, is usually met with a bland wall of surprise that you might want to interfere with the freedom of the media to say anything, regardless of misreporting, exaggeration, bias and even lies (sorry, mistaken information) so that people can make up their own minds.


Have you noticed how the media love an expert – and how experts can immediately reject all the scientific rigours to which their lives and their profession have been subject, at the sight of a cameras or a fawning media reporter asking pointed questions? I suspect that the result of spending your life concentrating on one arcane  branch of science and beavering away in a lonely laboratory ,  in anonymity, without recognition for years,  increases the propensity to become a media tart and live up to the sensationalist needs of the media – epidemic proportions , thousands could be affected,  threat to male /female fertility, blindness, brain damage , no – one knows  the long term effects…. And of course doctors, scientists and anyone in a white coat are immediately believable. And they are hard to refute once they have tasted the infectious drug of media fame.  Strangely, scientists and doctors   take on the mantle of reserve and scientific rigour as soon as they are approached by a commercial company to put forward their point of view. Heigh ho . 

Finally or course there are your customers themselves – these lovable members of the public who  from pleased and loyal customers, can  turn into litigious, slanderous and pernicious individuals, who like to hate you more than anything else.  And they may not even have bothered to eat or use your products or services.  They may decide to hate what you “stand for” – or what they feel you represent, and then use their leisure time causing as much trouble as possible – a sort of personal vendetta – even though you have not actually killed a member of their family or deeply insulted them – that is except just by existing .

Then there are Complaints – quite possibly justified but quite often not.  It is surprising the number of people who think that finding a lump of glass in a yoghurt pot will get them either money or a year’s supply free as compensation – even if they did obviously put it there themselves.  This is tantamount to extortion in a small way, but of course it is not worth the time, trouble and money to sue or ask the police to intervene – just a cross we have to bear.  Advanced personal extortion comes with a letter from the Doctor describing what the patient told him about how he nearly choked to death and demanding money as compensation or he will go to court or the press.  As a commercial organisation, you inevitably see 2 horrible things – bad publicity and ‘x’ product withdrawn or ‘x’ product nearly killed me’ headlines, and of course lawyers fees escalating.

Worse still is the veiled, muffled threat delivered either via the phone or in a strangely coded letter – “your product will be contaminated if you do not follow these instructions”.  This is a criminal extortion threat.  Of course you are obliged to tell the Police and once this becomes a criminal case, the public relations aspect and your reputation is the last thing that will be considered by the law enforcement agency.  So you have to try very hard to get on with them and keep close to the action and realise that they do not care about your reputation and are quite likely to deliver the whole story to the media – but only as long as it will not jeopardise their investigation or cause widespread public panic.  So stay close and convince them that leaks to the media are not in the interests of catching the criminal.

Probably the most worrying threat is Legal Action – and predatory lawyers know this so they always massively overclaim from the beginning and you as the representative of all that is bad in commerce,  can see astronomic settlements and even more astronomic lawyers bills . There is a sort of circulatory, self feeding mechanism here where both sets of lawyers  do well out of your mistakes. 

 Of  course , in cases where damage is caused by negligence or a terrible inability to predict an effect despite rigorous testing , say in pharmaceuticals , compensation must be handled judiciously and preferably graciously,  But grace is usually impossible with packs of lawyers circling the quivering body corporate.   Lawyers and recourse to the law are always in direct opposition to being reasonable or showing any caring or concerned attribute at all . The lawyers view is that any show of concern equals guilt.  It is the same in divorce. So make the best of it and harden up – you are in for a bad public relations experience.

Worse is yet to come when you realise about the determined band-waggoning that takes place with many joint or group actions.  Let me read you a quote from the CEO of Wyeth, Robert Essner, who was refreshingly to the point recently when he said     

‘ the US system of tort and personal injury is totally out of control.  We were beset by misrepresentation and fraud’. This was over the withdrawal of a drug Pondimin in 1997 after concerns over health problems including heart disease and hypertension.  The company took charges of over $21.1 billion in legal actions including more than 12,000 in a nationwide agreement.  Now it is believed that many patients falsely claimed to have taken the drug and suffered side effects.  Robert Essner warns others to;

Be aware that the game being played is not primarily one of law;

Be sceptical about information and look behind the medical records;

Be aware that such actions differ from typical legal situations.

How would you cope when faced with both genuine and dishonest claims?  The thing to do is recognise that it will happen and devise a system of examination which can detect frauds early on –not later.

As I said earlier, government and regulatory bodies can be predictable if you take the time to examine their stated policies, public trends, forthcoming legislation and planned investigative reports and enquiries.

But a short term, instant problem will arise from unseen – or unplanned circumstances – things like a plant exploding, a fire with noxious chemicals, a contaminating leak from a factory, accidents and other forces of fate, nature and god.  If it affects enough people, politicians will like to show that they are really caring about this, and on-the-ball and want to do something and that escalates the whole matter.   Again in most cases, careful preparation around a list of critical issues and a “what if” programme, to cover even the worst disasters, will help to limit the massive threat as it arises and you should have cultivated as many people in power as possible so that you can call on them to help and support rather than condemn out of hand.

The same applies when a crisis is stimulated by a report or a stunt by an NGO who have decided to target you or a particular issue.  These are largely foreseeable by research into NGO’s views and targets, their websites and literature, or just by picking up the telephone and asking them.  Most campaigners actually like to meet people they are targeting and tell them what they don’t like because they might persuade you to change it before the anti campaign.   For you this is productive use of time - what is called negotiating with barbarians and paying Danegelt,  not literally of course.  But it is good to be a paid up member of your antagonistic NGOs so at least you get a feel for the way they work and think.

So if you can predict where the barbarian hordes will attack you, pretty much how they will attack and when it might occur, just by sending out spies and finding out and preparing for the onslaught, it should not be a surprise. 

But then what happens when life has been rosy and suddenly there they are, baying at the gates, climbing the walls and storming your citadel?  The barbarians are usually media-led so there will be no mercy and absolutely no quarter given. 

Here are some rules to help with the preparation of your defence; 

1. Don’t panic; if you panic others will too and you will start losing from the very beginning.  Always leave the possibility of losing until the end, by which time everything will have changed and you probably won’t lose.  Remember panic is caused because you do not know, and indeed you cannot know, at that time, the length and breadth of the attack and how it will harm you.  Use time to research and examine all the angles – not just those immediately apparent.  Then you will confident in proposing a course of action.  Do not worry about losing skirmishes and the odd battle but keep your eye on the war and how you must win that.


2. Everything is unfair.  Everybody is unfair to you and you have definitely not deserved it.  Accept all of that early on then do not mention it again ever.  Now you can decide what you want to do, how to answer, refute, soothe, confront and communicate.  Do not show that you are hurt, and deeply scarred by these issues. Your antagonists are all sadists and will be encouraged to hurt you even more. 


3. Time; give it all time: of course this is what you do not have at that particular moment, but be on top of the issue all the time and realise that time changes everything within a few days, weeks, months, and certainly years.  Time is an amazing mellower of attitudes and soothes the sting and the fury, as long as you do nothing to provoke them all over again.


4. Nunquam tradite – never capitulate and never give up.  Be alert to every change and every possibility.  If you give up, you are dead and the vandals will dance on your reputation for years.  People – that is the public, always like a fighter as along as you fight for the right things – like self-respect and probity and your own reputation, with confidence and aplomb.


5. Don’t let the lawyers run it – they will only protect your liability under the law.  They do not care about the cost of reputation destruction and the massive cost of rebuilding it.  


6. Be robust in every way possible – if the newspapers are not prepared to print in sufficient prominence , your refutation of their scandalous and sensation accusations, then take advertising and do it through that.  Simply put a great list of myths and sources who have started them and then the facts which justify your position.  If you feel you are in the right, tell everyone.  Throw it back at the vandals and attack.  

To illustrate this, I’m going to show 2 case histories.  Both were deeply unfair but they were handled in different ways and for different reasons.  The first one is Cadbury.

CASE HISTORY 1

Cadbury’s, a good old British Quaker company, is now the largest confectionary manufacturer in the world.

In March 2003, just as the obesity and overweight population of the UK debate was beginning to build up ahead of steam with the media and the government, Cadburys launched a promotional scheme designed to increase their share of the UK market for chocolate and confectionary, and to take sales from their competitors.  It was also endeavouring to encourage children to take more exercise, as it offered tokens on packs which could be collected in exchange for sports equipment like goal nets, balloon balls, javelins and rounders kits.  The intention was to motivate schools to collect the tokens from pupils, parents and friends so each school could benefit in terms of its increasing sports equipment, and therefore encourage children to take more exercise.  18 tokens were necessary for one piece of equipment but schools had a minimum of 750 tokens per application.  To get all equipment, 2000 tokens were needed – so if you think of an average junior school of 500 pupils, who eat only one chocolate bar a week each, the school would get all the gear in  4  weeks.

The Government Sports Minister, athlete Paula Radcliffe and Boxer Audley Harrison, and the Youth Sports Trust all endorsed the scheme which was called ‘ Cadburys Get Active’ .  4000 schools quickly signed up to the scheme but then the vandal  ‘antis’ waded in.  Food campaigners – self-styled consumer food watchdogs with names like the London Food Commission, worked out that a school wanting a volleyball post and net , the most expensive item available , would need to spend £2000 on sweets – equivalent to 1.25 million calories.  Even sensible organisations such as the British Dietetic Association put on their ‘do-gooder’  po-faces and Professor Philip James, Chairman of the Government’s so-called Obesity Taskforce, (and remember what I mentioned earlier about committees of enquiry and taskforces), also condemned the scheme.

Ludicrous statistics were peddled by the ‘antis’ – a 10 year old would need to eat so many chocolate bars, it would take 900 hours to burn off all the calories.  Or a set of cricket equipment for a secondary school would require 2,730 chocolate bars containing more than 600,000 calories.  The fat involved was more than 3kgs – the weight of a 10-year-old child.  Professor James said , “the food and soft drinks industry are failing to take on board that they are the major contributors to obesity problems throughout the world”.   The self-styled Food Commission said ’ it is ridiculous to combine a fitness campaign with eating chocolate.’

Even the National Union of Teachers waded in at their conference rejecting the scheme.  Despite the fact that lots of schools liked it, piously they  said that ‘ Cadbury had fallen into the trap of believing that any source of funding for school equipment is acceptable, whatever the health outcome.’

The British Dietetic Association said this was ‘promoting mixed messages with children likely to favour high fat, high-energy foods instead of eating more fresh fruit and vegetables.’

The 116 million bars of Cadburys chocolate which carried the tokens would have released £9 million worth of sports equipment to schools but the ‘antis’ regarded this as 2 million kilos of fat.  Headline writers of course had a ball: ‘Anger at Choc tactics’; ‘Choc Horror at Kids Keep Fit Bid’; ‘ Schools in Choc for Kit Row’ and ‘Children are being urged to gorge chocolate in exchange for sports kit’.   ‘ To the fury of teachers and health campaigners quotes from the Sports Minister have been used to launch the scheme”.  

This onslaught went on for months despite the Cadbury Get Active scheme having the support of sports stars endorsing it and the credibility of the Youth Sports Trust and a Government Minister. 

 It became a running sore for Cadbury who seemed to be on the defensive – being surprised at the vociferousness of their bandwagon opponents.  Then Cadbury went on the offensive and strongly refuted the accusations that they were encouraging children to eat more chocolate  - and even get fat as a result. In radio phone –ins  between 60 and 70% of the public agreed with them.

The furore lasted 8 weeks and then the media got tired of it and all the pious crusaders against childhood obesity had had their say.

In the end , the promotion on an issued 160 million bars of Cadbury’s chocolate ran its course,  However neither  the promotion nor  the media sensationalism had any  effect on sales  - probably because most of the schools who signed up to collect wrappers became embarrassed by the fuss and trouble and decided not to pursue the free equipment . So the barbarians had their way – and the net sufferers   were the children in 8000 schools .  Bizarre ,  but then it is always the innocents in the wake of an attack who get most of the fallout.

CASE HISTORY 2

The second case history is one where media attention was largely inappropriate, biased and inaccurate and thoroughly condemning.  A famous young chef, named Jamie Oliver, was asked by a television channel to go into state schools in the Greenwich area of London to check on the food the children were being fed, their diets generally and how this could be improved.  

As with the Cadbury situation, this took place during an extended public, media and government ‘concern’ with the rising incidents of overweight and obese adults and particularly overweight children.  It was quoted that 31% of children under the age of 16 were overweight and 17 % obese.  

So are the meals that the Government provides through local education authorities contributing to the poor diets of UK’s children?  Of course they are.  The children are provided with meals which the education authorities know they will eat – that is chips, pizzas, hamburgers, sausages and easily prepared ready-made food which need very little skill or preparation, and are assembled rather than cooked.  All these ingredients are supposed to cost 39p per child – as provided by central Government.  What can you buy for 39p, let alone a meal?  In contrast, a felon in jail gets 74p.  

During the series, Jamie Oliver talked to school meal suppliers, contractors, the ladies who served the food, the children and their parents and he found out that these same parents were no better than schools at giving their children properly balanced nutritional meals.  Children were given the same food, which he called junk, at home.  When Jamie Oliver replaced the rubbish food with decent food, lots of fruit and vegetables and fresh products, some parents even abused him for it and slipped their children McDonalds cartons through the school railings at lunchtime.

One of the foods vilified by the programme as ‘rubbish’ was a product called Turkey Twizzlers – from an eponymous company , famous in the UK for introducing turkeys to the mass market in the 60s and 70s – Bernard Matthews.  The product was developed specifically to answer the needs of children who, research showed, liked spicy sauces, poultry meat, a sausage shape and a crunchy exterior, together with a fun name.  

Back in September 2004 , Bernard Matthews, being aware of the furore around the obesity issues which was growing, looked at the formulation of Turkey Twizzlers and immediately reduced the salt and fat content down by 7%.  Regardless, Turkey Twizzlers because they are outstanding in their form and presentation, and attached the name of the famous Bernard Matthews, were associated immediately with the high fat, high salt foods which were being condemned by Jamie Oliver, who being a straight forward young man told the TV audience exactly where they should stick all these products.  Of course, the blame for these inferior of school meals, which were grossly under-funded by the central Government,  was neatly transferred to the suppliers of this ‘crap’  food.  Amazingly ,whilst retail store sales of Turkey Twizzlers continued and even rose despite the bad TV and press reports, it was the school catering services who, under pressure from the Parent Teachers Associations, immediately de-listed everything mentioned as junk – including Turkey Twizzlers.

Now what was the company to do?  Point out to Jamie Oliver as the media’s darling young chef, that the fresh pork sausages he recommended children should eat, contained more than twice as much fat as Turkey Twizzlers?  That  Turkey Twizzlers are part of a meal – an appetizing  and now fat and salt reduced item of protein – to which fresh vegetables etc. should be added to give a balanced diet?  Should they argue the facts with the media?  In this case no.

With the amount of heat caused by a celebrity,  loose-mouthed presenter, seemingly altruistically looking out for the good of the children, a self-righteous media ,  pompous nutritionists on call, and massive vested interests in Government and local education authorities who were wriggling about trying not to be seen to be responsible, then the media were not concerned.  The actual issue for the company was not the public opprobrium but their distributor chain reaction to what they saw as public opprobrium.  

So instead of fighting the ‘barbarians’, the company simply withdrew quietly and introduced new lines to their users, specifically designed to be as low fat and low salt as possible – Turkey Premiers.  And of course, they emphasised the message and the facts about Turkey Twizzlers, which were very popular with children so, once the initial media spotlight was turned away, they began to creep back into the school meal menus.  

Let me read you 2 new recent news items.  Firstly a letter to The Times:

‘My daughter’s primary school has send the following letter to parents: in response to recent publicity, Turkey Twizzlers have been taken off the school menu and replaced with Chicken Teddies.’

Secondly, from the Grocer magazine:

‘Sales of Turkey Twizzlers were 32% higher last month than last year after the Jamie Oliver programme’.  

 At the end of the TV series, the Grovernment, embarrassed by the revelations about the paucity of their funding for school meals, increased it from 35p to 50p per child and then tried to take the high moral tone of a responsible benefactor.  However, school meals in France spend 60-70p and in Italy 70-90p, and their meals are better planned, use organic and locally sourced produce and of course their children are taught to eat properly as part of their culture.’  

As a recent reaction to Jamie Oliver’s campaign there has been a huge drop in the demand for school meals. Swindon Council which used to supply 22 schools with hot meals has now cancelled the service altogether.  Oh dear.

So what lessons have been learned from these 2 attacks by the ‘barbarians.

1. Firstly, analyse the situation coolly.  Identify the point of most influence – is it the consumer themselves or your distributors and users who supply those consumers?  In which case, go to the greatest point of influence on your sales and reputation and take action there.


2. Answer the problem – not initially knee-jerk reactions, but analyse what should be done longer term and then do it now, quickly.  Regain the initiative by returning to the attack with well-armoured troops.


3. Don’t let the bastards grind you down.  If you have decided that your message should be heard , refuting the slanders , exaggeration and sensationalism, (which usually relies on simple word constructions and sound bites)  and that this is  not being featured  an unappreciative media - use advertising.  Say it blatantly that these are the myths and the sources and these are the facts and list them.  People – your public – will admire you for your robustness and confidence in stating your case.  The media have a duty to publish your advertisement.  If they refuse, you have and even better story.  


4. Make sure you are covering all the angles or they will find out the weakness in your wall and mount a counter-attack.  You must know where you are weak and cover it off, or your citadel will fall. 

 So don’t forget.  When the barbarians attack Nunquam tradite – never give up…. because they are always waiting for you to let down your guard…

