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Introduction

Public opinion about nuclear energy and in particular about the Nuclear Power Plant Kgko has
experienced some fluctuations during last years. There were periods when attacks in media by the
opponents were very heavy, which resulted also in a more negative public opinion about this kind of
energy production. In the year 1995 and 1996 there was a very strong anti nuclear motion initiated by
opponents. They wanted to organize a national referendum for the premature closure of the NPP Kr9ko.
The motion was quite a big disaster, since they have managed to collect only about 6 of needed 40.000
signatures for the support of the referendum.

After that there were very few open attacks against nuclear energy present in media. At the Nuclear
Training Centre in Ljubljana we are continuing our long-term program of public education about nuclear
energy. Elementary and High schools have a permanent invitation to visit us. We receive about 7000
students per year together with about 300 teachers. They all have opportunity to listen to the lecture about
nuclear energy or about radioactive waste and to visit our permanent exhibition.

In June 1997 we have repeated the pool among visitors, which was conducted already in years 1990, 91,
92, 93 and 1995. In the paper we will compare the results and try to draw some conclusions.

Public poll about nuclear energy

One of the ways we can measure the public opinion about nuclear energy is by polls. For the first time
we made such a research in the year 1993 [2]. We have prepared the questionnaire based on the similar
poll performed by Faculty for social sciences. Every visitor was polled before listening to our lecture
and before seeing the exhibition. By that they should have only knowledge of nuclear energy obtained
elsewhere. They were mainly children in the age between 12 and 19 years. Table I compares basic
data about the structure of polled population. Most students were in both years from the eight grade of
elementary school (age 14).

Table 1: Polled population

1993 1997

Number of asked students 1791 432

Elementary: High school 75,80%: 24,20% 75,70%: 24,30%

Bovs : Girls 57,73% 42,27% 44,70%: 55,30%

The answer to the question about the most harmful things for our environment (several answers were
allowed) shows little changes (Figure 1): ozone holes and pollution of forests are losing on
importance, radioactive waste is understood to be worse than four years ago, while radiation from
NPPs is given less importance
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Figure 1: What is most harmfull to the environment?
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In the answers to the questions about the reasons against the use of NPPs some kind of the shift into

the sensible direction can be observed: more people think that there are enough another energy sources
and less of them are concerned by accidents, fuel disposal or radiation.

Figure 2 What are the reasons against the use of
nuclear power?
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Reasons for the use of nuclear energy (Figure 3 also make more sense: it seems that people were

more aware of low price, small environmental impact and energy independence.
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Figure 3 What are the reasons for the use of
nuclear power?
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With the understanding of what is going to be stored in low level waste repository we can not be
satisfied: almost one quarter of population believes there is going to be fuel, reactor coolant or ash
from fossil power plants in there, while another quarter has no idea about the content.

Figure 4 What will be stored in the low level radioactive
waste repository?
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If we compare Figure with the similar one from the year 1993 [2], we can see that more people would

be willing to live close to the NPP 28,7% compared to 25,1%) and RW repository 34,3% compared
to 243%). On the other hand more people would be willing to live close to the fossil plant 36,3%

compared to 33,4%).
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Figure 5: 1997 - How acceptable is it for you to live in the vicinity of:

Nuclear Power Plant 53,94%

Mine repository 51,62%

Animal farm BELGIUM 36,34%

Pulp factory 31

Highway 33,10%

Low and intermediate RW 51,85%repos ory

Fossil power plant 46,76% RPM 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

EZ] acceptable Ea partly acceptable E] not acceptable El I don't know E3 no answer

Ficrure 6 shows the answers to the perhaps most interesting question. Number of supporters has

remained almost the same, while the number of opponents has decreased on account of undecided.

Figure : When should NPP Krfto be shut down?
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