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Abstract
Between October 1995 and May 1996 we experienced a very strong anti-nuclear
campaign in Slovenia. A brief history of events is described in this paper. It is showed
once again that the future of nuclear energy is strongly dependent on its public
acceptance. On the other hand, public is very much influenced by the media, which
have been especially effectively used by nuclear opponents in the past. Nuclear
professionals, who believe that nuclear energy is beneficial for our society, have to get
more organized in approaching the public and creating the positive image about the
nuclear industiy. The proper public information strategy must be prepared and
implemented.

I. Introduction
Slovenia is no exception regarding the public opinion about the nuclear energy. Like in other
countries with nuclear power plants there is a loud and relatively strong opposition against this
kind of energy production also in our country. It emerged about ten years ago in parallel with
gradual democratization of the former socialistic system. Some new political parties based
their program on the request for an immediate closure of the NPP Krsko and thus gained the
substantial percentage of votes at the first democratic elections in 1990. However, after
coming to power their plans for shutdown of the plant had to be gradually reduced until they
were completely abandoned. In the period between 1993 and 1995 the nuclear opponents were
relatively quiet, while in the fall 1995 another strong campaign was started. In this paper I am
trying to summarize the events since October 1995 and to determine the lessons to be learned
from them.

II. Chronology of Events since October 1995

On October 27, 1995, it was announced at the press conference that 37 members of the
Slovenian Parliament had signed the request for the national referendum about the early
closure of the NPP Krsko in the year 2005. The signers were the members of all
parliamentary parties except Christian Democratic Party. The referendum was suggested to
take place on December 24, 1995. The question each citizen of Slovenia should answer was
proposed to be:
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"Do you agree that Slovenian Parliament brings the law which would request the NPP Krsko
to be permanently shut down at the latest in ten years after the referendum and later
decommissioned?"

The request was binding for the Parliament to organize such a referendum, since only 30
signatures would be sufficient (the Parliament has 90 members). The decision about the
organization of the referendum has to be made in Parliament in 30 days after the request is
received. The referendum itself must take place between 30 and 45 days after the decision of
the Parliament. Therefore by November 27, 1995, the Parliament had to accept the
referendum proposal and the referendum had to be organized before January 11, 1996.

The request for the early shutdown of the NPP Krsko was based on safety reasons, and was
justified by claims about military threats in this area, the seismic danger and the problem of
radioactive waste disposal. The lacking energy should be compensated by the restructuring of
Slovenian economy, energy conservation and increased production in thermal power plants.
The proposal neglected or very easily bypassed the role of Croatia as co-owner of the plant
in decision about its future. They claimed that in the case of the success of the referendum
Croatia would have to abandon the plant without any right for compensation, since the
shutdown would be proclaimed to be based on safety reasons. According to the original
agreement between Croatia and Slovenia that is the only reason, based of which Slovenia
could shut down the plant without the prior agreement from the Croatian side.

The request surprised most of the nuclear and pro-nuclear power community in Slovenia. On
the other hand, the timing was very logical. By the end of the year 1995 the Parliament had
to bring the so called Strategy About the Use and Production of Energy in Slovenia which has
been already quite long in the.parliamentary procedure. This document was a milestone also
for the NPP Krsko, since it was expected to give (and it later did) the green light for the
Steam Generator Replacement Project. The positive outcome of the proposed referendum
could stop or change it. Another good reason for the referendum were parliamentary elections
in fall 1996. One year ahead is a good time to start collecting votes.

Immediately after the announcement of this action the State Secretary for Energy made a
public statement explaining the role of NPP Krsko. He could not oppose the referendum and
promised to followthe eventual positive outcome. There were only few other sporadic public
appearances of eminent professionals supporting the further operation of NPP Krsko.

The Nuclear Society of Slovenia decided to take an active role in public information regarding
the negative effects of premature closure of NPP Krsko. A document summarizing main facts
was prepared and firstly widely distributed among the membership. On October 6, 1995, it
was also sent to all parliamentary clubs.

On November 8,1995, the Nuclear Society of Slovenia organized the press conference, where
our position was explained. Thirteen media representatives were present and the coverage was
very good. Report about the conference was one of the most important news in the evening
journal of national TV, all major newspapers brought it next day. Coverage was mainly
positive, our position explaining the non existing safety reasons for the plant closure and the
cost of such undertaking were stressed.

On November 8, 1995, the government of Austrian province Carinthia announced that it
would pay the amount of 250.000 Austrian Schillings to the environmental organization Global
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2000 for their campaign against NPP Krsko. Austrian prime minister also publicly supported
the motion for referendum.

Already on October 28, 1995, the news appeared in the media that the leadership of major
political parties were not supporting the act of signers from their respective parties, and that
some of them might withdraw the signature. On November 16, 1995, the Executive Board
of the leading Liberal Democratic Party recommended to those parliament members from their
party who had signed the request, to withdraw the signature. In next days several signers
actually informed the parliament chairman that they did no longer support the request. The
number of signatures dropped under thirty and the referendum request became void.

On January 11, 1996, the Slovenian Parliament passed the Strategy about the Use and
Production of Energy in Slovenia. This was the green light for modification projects in NPP
Krsko, including the replacement of steam generators.

Greenpeace started the campaign against the NPP Krsko already in October 1995. This
organization does not have Slovenian country office, but only the country coordinator. They
started touring Slovenia with the multivision show about the dangers of nuclear power. In
November 1995 they presented the document about the NPP Krsko and possible alternatives,
which should be technical and economical background for the early plant closure. In January
1996 an additional document about possible accidents in NPP Krsko prepared in a similar semi
professional way was presented. The third paper of this series came out in February 1996
depicting the seismic danger of the NPP Krsko.

The most active nuclear opponents were the members of the newly formed party Green
Alternative. An active role took also the so called Slovenian E-Forum (E stands for energy)
which is supposed to be a professional organization of energy specialists, Slovenian Ecological
Movement and, emerging only in January 1996, the Autonomous Group for Sustainable
Energy (ASTE).

On January 29, 1996, the E-Forum organized the first in a series of round tables, where
specialists from different energy sectors have been invited. The title of the first one was Early
Shutdown of NPP Krsko, Benefits, Costs and Risks. The introductory papers were presented
by Greenpeace and by Nuclear Society of Slovenia. The second round table discussion was
organized on February 27 about the efficient energy consumption and production.

In parallel, ASTE, where mainly the young sociologists were gathered, organized a similar
series of workshops. The first one, titled Communication and Decision Forms and Risky
Technologies, took place on February 15, 1996, the second Economy of Opposing Options
of NPP Krsko on March 19, and the last one The Opening Questions of NPP Krsko Safety on
April 9, 1996. Each workshop was a half day event with the limited number of specialists
invited. As the specialists against the nuclear Greenpeace activists were involved, members
of former Independent Commission for NPP Krsko Safety Analysis (ICISA) and also the
independent foreign experts, which were paid for the trip.

The series of ASTE Workshops culminated with the public round table in the major
Convention Center Cankarjev dom in Ljubljana in the afternoon of April 9,1996. There were
about one hundred people present with a very strong media coverage. The public influence
of this event was hard to measure, but both sides were pretty balanced.
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On March l s 1996, another international pressure happened: an Italian member of European
Parliament requested from European Commission to force the shutdown of the NPP Krsko
before Slovenia is allowed to join the European Union.

In the middle of March 1996 the opponents sent to the Parliament another demand for
organization of collection of 40.000 signatures of citizens under the request for national
referendum about the early closure of NPP Krsko in ten years. The demand was signed by
200 citizens. According to Slovenian legislation, such a demand is also mandatory for the
Parliament, so its Chairman ordered the Ministry of Internal Affairs to start the process of
collection of signatures on March 19, 1996. The organizers had 60 days to collect the
signatures of 40.000 registered Slovenian voters. Each signer had to go to the local community
office, where his signature had to be verified. In the case the opponents would manage to
collect more than 40.000 signatures under their request, it would become mandatory for the
Parliament to organize the referendum.

The main official organizer of this action was the Slovenian Ecological Movement which was
strongly supported by Greenpeace. The campaign consisted mainly of distribution of some
printed material and occasional exhibitions in the streets of major Slovenian cities. Greenpeace
anti-nuclear bus was touring Slovenia again. They brought also the truck with solar panels
claiming that such a technology could replace the energy from the NPP Krsko. Several press
conferences were organized repeating summaries of previously mentioned Greenpeace reports.
There were also several demonstrations held, for example in front of the Westinghouse
representatives in Ljubljana.

The organizers also used very controversial approach: they offered a trip to three closed
nuclear power plants in neighboring countries to 100 signers of the referendum request, who
would be randomly selected in a public drawing. It turned out that such an offer was not
against any law. However, no public drawing was ever made, and it is not known, if anybody
went to the trip.

In the second half of April 1996 15 journalists from Slovenia were invited by European
Commission to the one week tour to three European nuclear countries. They visited Doel in
Belgium, Brockdorf in Germany, and Forsmark in Sweden. This tour was later proclaimed
by opponents as a controversial pro-nuclear action.

The period of the signing process was intentionally placed in the mid of 10th anniversary of
the Chernobyl accident, so that the media coverage could be used for influencing the people
attitude to these questions. However, the professionals from nuclear technology, radiological
protection, and the medicine made quite strong appearance in the media trying to balance and
put on a realistic grounds very often exaggerated reports by opponents. We consider a success

.also the publication of a booklet with the translation of three international reports on
Chernobyl accident in mid of April 1996. It became a source book of facts for many
journalists and also wider public, so that it was not easy to manipulate with data.

The collection of signatures was progressing very slow. By April 12 they had 602 signatures
and by April 26 only 941. By May 17, when the time to collect 40.000 signatures expired,
only 2463 signatures were collected. The action failed, and the organizers blamed the rigid
formal procedure of collection, where each signer was requested to visit the official site during
working hours. This statement was unintentionally put on loose grounds by another political
party. At approximately the same time they have managed to collect sufficient signatures
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(more than 43.000 in one month) under the request for the referendum related to the election
system, not connected to nuclear issues.

The public activity of the nuclear opponents virtually ceased after the failure of their spring
action. Only on July 4,1996, the main organizer of the spring activities, also the member of
the Slovenian Parliament, made a press conference in Brussels. He was supported by the
Portugal member of European Parliament, also a very strong opponent of the nuclear
technology. They accused European Commission for the above mentioned tour of Slovenian
journalists. By them that was one of the reasons for the failure of referendum action in
Slovenia. Accusations were very strong, so that even the highest officers of European Union
had to respond. The journalists were also strongly attacked, what of course did not result in
any supportive response of Slovenian media.

III. Lessons Learned

Why Should we get Involved?
In October 1995, at the beginning of the recent anti-nuclear campaign, most of us, working
in the field of nuclear energy, became very excited and revolted. Arguments of the nuclear
opponents were sometimes even personally offensive (like: "Nuclear professionals are
immoral, since they make their living by forcing other people to live with such a dangerous
thing like nuclear power plant!"), so many of our colleagues were concerned about their
personal integrity. Most felt a need to respond and to defend the nuclear power production.
But at the same time we asked ourselves, why should we do that? Should not somebody else
get the leading role in public debate for the nuclear energy?

It is clear that any important decision in a modern democratic society can not be left to a
single person or even to a group of people, however skilled they are. At some level some kind
of consensus of majority must be made. This consensus could be achieved at the level of the
government, in the Parliament, or even at the national referendum. But every decision should
be based on facts, carefully weighing pros and contras. Nuclear energy could not be an
exception.

To fully understand how the important decisions in today's society are made, we must know
the importance of the media. Their role in Slovenia is one of the things that experienced the
biggest transition in last five years. In the previous socialistic system the public media
primarily reflected the will of the only ruling party, and there was nothing like free press.
What was written or said in the media did not matter much to the establishment. The media
were only reporting, and not at all influencing the politics. Today, in a democratic multi-
partisan system, media have become a watchdog of the society, and can considerably influ-
ence the public opinion and political decisions (Some people would argue that media are still
influenced by politics, which might be truth in some cases, but fortunately opposing political
fractions have opposing media support, which again makes a balance).

The typical modern politician very carefully follows the public media and acts accordingly.
His survival depends on the will of the public which is created and reflected by the media. In
order to keep trust of his voters, the politician reads papers and watches TV to see what they
want. On the other hand, through the media it is also possible to influence and to manipulate
the minds of people. The freedom of speech has made it possible for anyone to publish
virtually anything and thereby to influence people and politics.

550 Nuclear Energy in Central Europe, Portorofc, Slovenia, 16-19 September 1996



The opponents of nuclear energy have realized this new situation very fast and acted
accordingly. They have learned to influence public opinion by launching alarming news full
of half truths or even lies. In the beginning, there was nobody there to answer, therefore such
a repeated half truths or even lies were gradually publicly accepted as valid.facts. And the
policy is based on public opinion...

Nuclear energy is a very special case because of its complexity and the real, although very
low probability, danger possibility. The complexity of public opinion creation and influence
can be observed also on much simpler cases like the meteorological radar. This device, for
which technical experts can easily prove harmlessness for villages under the respective site,
can not be constructed on the mountain in the south of Slovenia because of the local
opposition. The government through its agencies did not yet find the way how to make people
believe technical expertise. While public debate is going on already for several years, the
equipment is rusting in the warehouse.

Let me try to answer, why nuclear professionals should get involved in public debates about
the future of the nuclear energy. My answers are based on the assumption that we are
convinced nuclear energy is a very good option for mankind:

1. We should get involved in public debates because we know the most about technical,
environmental, and economical details of this technology. As scientists or skilled
professionals we must not allow that anybody is spreading untruth in the public.

2. We must also act because we are citizens of this country and thus have to care for its (and
by that our personal) future.

Of course each of us is also concerned about his own career in this industry, but this can not
be the only reason for the involvement in public debates.

Message that Should be Brought to the Public
Once we (at this point let me use we for whoever is the carrier of the pro-nuclear public
information activity.) have decided to act, we have to be sure what we want to achieve. Our
desire could be "Slovenia has to continue the exploitation of nuclear power", but that should
not mean that we could use any means to reach its public acceptance. In no way should any
information given to the people be wrong, misleading or hidden. Our goal is to submit
sufficient knowledge about advantages and disadvantages of nuclear energy to the decision
makers, being that the politicians or the general public. We want them to be able to rationally
judge the risks and benefits.

So the message we want to bring to the people is not "Nuclear is good, believe us." but

"Benefits of the nuclear are these, risks are such, now please you have to decide."

The Strategy of the Public Information
Nuclear energy is not treated like any other industry. People for example take the chemical
industry, air traffic, food production or road traffic as "normal", although everybody knows
that each of these technologies is connected with certain risks. Nobody is even too much
concerned with quite high death tolls, for example in road accidents. But in case of nuclear,
even the smallest and environmentally completely benign incident in the nuclear power plant
comes immediately to the front pages of newspapers.
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Whoever intends to act in favor of nuclear energy or at least against irrational attacks to it,
has to understand the complex interrelation between media, public opinion, and politics. For
technically trained people this is harder than for those skilled in humanistic sciences. In natural
sciences everything is more or less based on mathematically provable facts, and we are trained
not to claim anything which can not be proved in that way. Humanistic sciences are in a way
more complex and usually based on theories which strongly depend on personal attitude of the
author. Mathematics can not help much, the theory becomes valid if enough people can be
made to believe it. This two kinds of basic approaches to the world around us make also the
difference in how public appearances are made. As a rule attacks to nuclear energy are made
by people from "humanistic side" with their methods, which are much more suited for media
appearance, since they are closer to the emotional comprehension of the public. Technically
trained people with their strongly rational explanations lacking emotional touch frequently
receive little understanding.

To bring the nuclear technology back to the kind of "normality", we need a long term
strategy. Its basic elements must be based on the answers to the following questions:
1. What are the origins of the fear from anything nuclear?
We can assume that number of reasons are playing the role like the memory to atomic bombs
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the fear from nuclear Third World War, the fear from radiation,
which nobody can feel, but which could kill us, the fear from dangers of radioactive waste,
the possibility of radioactive contamination during an accident, especially knowing the terrible
consequences of Chernobyl accident.
2. How much do people know about real dangers of nuclear energy?
Are they not afraid of "just something" without having any idea of the real possible danger.
3. How is public opinion about nuclear energy created?
The elements of two step process in creating the public opinion about nuclear energy are more
than evident. Majority of the people do not follow direct technical reports in the media,
however they are very prone to the second hand information from intermediate sources. What
is heard from the friend on the street or in the bar counts much more than what is said on TV
or written in headlines. The official statements of authorities or professionals are not trusted.
It is extremely difficult to change the opinion of someone, who already has one. People do
not listen or do not want to listen to the arguments which are different from their own ones.
The bare technical facts could be understood completely differently by people with different
personal opinions.
4. What are the main ideas the public information activity should bring to the people?
We have to know exactly what messages we want to bring to the people and make them
understand. Energy and nuclear professionals have to find and define few comparative
advantages of that kind of electricity production. The messages should be simple, clear and
easily understandable. In addition, based on the results of the investigation about current
understanding of nuclear energy (see item 2), the proper program of corrective actions should
be prepared. Two of such possible messages could be about the cost of energy production and
about the environmental (nonimpact.
5. Wliat should be the most effective elements of the long term education and information

strategy about nuclear energy ?
We have to distinguish between two basic processes: education and information.
Education is longer and more tedious process which could give good results in the long term.
The best solution would be to have the basic knowledge about nuclear technology included in
the school curriculum of elementary and high schools.
Information is the activity which makes important data and facts available to anyone at any
time and non intrusively distributes such information also when people do not have strong
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need for it.
6. Who are target populations?
Keeping in mind the two step process of media influence, we should concentrate on opinion
makers in the first step (teachers, journalists, politicians, mayors of local communities etc).
Proper balance should be found between information directed to these profiles and wider
distributed activities.
7. Creating the image of nuclear energy.
In developing the strategy a lot could be learned from other industries. How could chemical
industry almost completely remove the fear from chemical accidents? Why are monopolistic
organizations like Telecom investing in public advertising campaigns?
8. How to act in the crisis situations?
From time to time there are situations which require the prompt action in public. This could
happen during some nuclear accidents anywhere in the world or during strong anti-nuclear
campaigns. The proponents of nuclear energy must be prepared for such situations in advance
and have trained personnel available for public interviews.

Organizational Structure
The events in 1995/96 have once again proved that the nuclear and other pro-nuclear
professionals were not well prepared for such a situation. It was not clear who should act
against the attacks of the nuclear opponents:
i- Ministry for Economical'Affairs with the Secretariat for Energy pronounced that in principle

they have to be neutral and only professionally consider all the options, although they have
publicly admitted that the option without NPP would be very expensive;

- Nuclear Safety Authority similarly could not act as a strong proponent of nuclear energy,
since their concerns are in fact only the nuclear safety and the environmental protection;

- Nuclear Power Plant Krsko did not make any loud public statement mainly because of the
old claims of opponents that their job is just the production of electricity and not the country
long term energy policy, and that they are strongly biased;

- ELES - Electrical Utilities of Slovenia, who is the main distributor of electricity in the
country, did not act for no apparent reason.

There were only sporadic public appearances of several concerned eminent persons who L-:ve
raised their voice against the closure of the NPP Krsko.
It is inevitable to coordinate the future efforts. All the concerned institutions and individuals
should find some common organizational structure which will enable the effective creation
and implementation of public information strategy. All the activities should be planned and
coordinated from that one place. In other nuclear countries they have found different solutions.
In United Kingdom they have the British Nuclear Industry Forum, in Germany this is the
Informationskreis Kernenergie, and in Switzerland the Vereinigung fur Kernenergie.

IV. Conclusions

The events in the years 1995 and 96 should teach us several lessons:

- The future of nuclear energy strongly depends on public opinion.
- Long term political decisions are made in great extend based on public opinion.
- Like any other industry, the nuclear industry has to take care of its image.
- The strategy of public information has to be prepared including both, the long term

educational activities and the basic solutions for crisis situations.
- The proper institutional form should be found for organization of these activities.
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