RESULTS FROM THE SOUTH AFRICAN SOCIAL ATTITUDES SURVEY (SASAS)

Heart of the matter:
NUCLEAR ATTITUDES in South Africa

25D

Nuclear power and its assoclated risks remain a public concern. In the 1988 White Paper on Energy

Policy the government signalled its intent to investigate nuclear as a source of energy. To develop

# better understanding of the views of civil soclety on nuclear technologies Jaré Struwig and Ben

Roberts present select findings from one of the first detailed studies of public attitudes towards

nuclear technology and energy in the country.

HOW MUCH DO WE KNOW?

South Africans exhibit particulacty low levels
of dmivdedge sbout nuclear encgy  and
techowlogy. Daly o selected few cliim
be very knowledgeshle (M%) or somewha
knowledgeable (15%), with greater shares
repoeting that they were "not very' (18%) or
"nort 2t all’ knowledgeable (31455,

Almist 3 thind (30%) of respondents weee
unalle 1o express an opliion, iatead opting to
providde a o not know” revponse, Companng
the knewlodge levels of South Africans with
thoye w0 Canada and Eorope, we found that
mode than half of the populations profess o
b esther ‘very! or ‘somewhat’ knowledpeahle.

Wheo analypng the “don'’y knise’ responses
wan frund that cofoard and black: Afncans
wero respoctively 2.7 and 1.6 imes moee Hkely
than whitei to sk cxpecss $0 opnion oo the
enatter, Chur sl phowed that imong these

thar cxprossed an opimien on- nuclesr ey,
the following groups were  significantly
more likely o expeess b favenralle view of
michear erErgy

*  Hlack Afmcens relative o coloured aml
whites

*  those with & tecnary, Matne or meomplere
secondiry educabon relstve o thore with

ne tdumlmg.

*  those in formal urban arcas and inlocmal
urban settlements comppred 1o those
bving n rural, eraditional puthodry seep;
and

4 thase @ the Western Cape, MNorthem
Cape, KwaZioli-MNatal, Gaureng, Free
Seate, MNorth West, Limpopo  and
Mpumalsnga relatve to those m  the
Fastern Cape,

Figure 1; People that lavour or distavour nuclear anergy (pencent)
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NUCLEAR AS A SOURCE OF
ENERGY

When aaked spetifically dbout nuclear energy,
it gt suefaced that o substantal proportion
(two-fifths) of respondents were unihle w
offer an opinion o0 whother they favour o
disippeove of aiclear s & soisrer of energy,
A niveable 23% wers in fovonr of noclear

encegy while sn cquivalent percontage weas
ambivalent. Bamly more than o tenth held

icgave views [Figwe 1),

Companng South African opiions with thole
of Furopeans oue inalysls showod that the
Tereed of nonsrosponse wil neialy, foor imes
higher in South Africa. This finding minforces
the fnpermnce of sclenes communication
and] guarenesi.minng initatives o addios
the lack of informition thae persilts around
mucloar eiengy s
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Source: HSRC SASAS 2011, module on nuehar fechneology snd energy sttitudes
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—> > Heart of the matter: NUCLEAR ATTITUDES in South Africa (eontinued)

Itis imperative that the government, the nuclear
industry and non-governmental stakeholders alike
invest in imparting to the general public sufficient
basic information about the nuclear options for
the country,

ADOVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES

The respondents were asked to identify the benefits and disadvantages of nuclear encegy 5 3 source of cleciriary in the country, Ay 3 benefit,
rh:mr‘rqshmtl.lﬂmm:&lﬂhﬁﬁitlnimhnhndtnpﬂ:ﬂﬁ:mwnlmnf'wumluﬁﬂcnﬂbnfah:t&k!lr.‘idn
an eneegy source that will assint in combatmy climare change (cited by 23% and 16% reapectvely), A smller share (14%40) perceved nuclesr to be

competitive i eems of coars and ilso proclamid thar it offored an unbmiied pply of power,
Table 1: Benafis of nuchear energy as @ source of anergy (percent)

1 armures a refiabds supgly of skectricity 1%
Helps 1 combet diate chango | 1%
Huclaar snergy i nct mors expansive than other ials (oosts are compatits) ‘

it offors an unfimited supply of power !

s & proven tachnology Mat akeady exists 19%
Ihldﬂlﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂhh‘dnh_w 1%
Ondy @ small amount of wasts i produced: f uses fewer tozad fusls or natual escurces; Mere are no benofits to nuciesr enery <10%
DonY know | 50%

4%
1a%

Source. (PS0S WORL J0T1; HSRC SASAS 3171, modcuin on nuchess tachnofogy and shangy afiffudes

Safety risks, oucher winte diiposal and rish of radiation were seen as the predominant dissdvantages of nucleae A thied (4%} of the respondents
believed thit nisclear acchdenes wore a dsk, whibe the long term dispodid of muciear waste and the sk of raciatiog 1 contamination were isiues cited

by a fifth of South Afncans

Tabse 2: Diwadvantages of nuciesr 838 source of snergy (percant)

 Risk of sockdonts [
Thet borg-term dinromal of ruclesr wanto o
Rlink of radisfion or contamination | 1%

Iﬂlﬂlh’ﬁﬂlmhm 17%

| Cost is loo high; nuclear powar stations ars unsightly, iers e no deadvantages i
|Du1hm | 4%

CONCERNS ABOUT NUCLEAR SAFETY

‘Source: NSRC SA5SAS 2071, mede on nuciesr lchnalogy snd snergy siiuces

Conducted six months after the nucleir incidest ar the Fubuihima | Pewer Plant in Japan, the survey unequivneally demonstrates the importance

that the South African public artichies 10 isucs of safery when referring 1o nuclear rechnology sad energy
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Consprent with this finding, the respondents wore almost four imes more likely 1o agree thar
there 4 3 possilnlity of 2 nuclesr acoident occurnng in the country (275 agreed versus 7%
disagreed), with approimately ¢ ifth smbivalent and half providing ‘don’t know” responses.

Among those able to cxpress an apinion thers was a grester riidoncy for respondents 1o exhibin
concern than reasuranee Aot the mamagement of radioacave wasto from nucear meactoo.
More than a quarter (26%6) of South Afticans (el that moee necded o be done to sddress the
challesige poded by pueless waste

FUTURE ENERGY PREFERENCES

Diexpite some safrty concenis, rwo-ffths (40%) of South Africans sgree or strongly agree that the
auchear reactnes at Kocherg should continuc to operate (4% o not knew). Thirty-cight percent
think that South Afnea should construct new ouckear reactors o generate more electricity in the
eountry (2% do not know),

Table 3: Agreemont with fulurs energy proferrice ststements [percent)

the impurtance s doasion will hisve oo the
bves of ordimary amzonn, o s imperative that
the - government, the nuclesr induseey il
nongoverrmental ysheholdens alike inves
in impartmg to the geneenl poblic sufficient
basic mformanim about the auckear ontioos
for the countey. This iy eoneal for delfiberative
democency. and for canunng that the enengry
docornn that are made wre discussed and
debared pubibchy,

In line with the emphasa m the 2008
Nuclkar Enesgy Pobey on rusng public
awsreness about the countre's mucler coemgy
progrunme, includmg. the. assocaed | orks
sod benehitn, the survey rexalts sugpent dhat o
suntneed, differenmared and rargeted soemce
communicaiion s roguired.

* SA shoud continue fo operate | i
s exinding puclase reactors ot
Koebery, Wesiem Caga 1" % 9 B 2 i 100

SA phould buikd new nuckisr
reacton lo generats more

slecinoity in 54 15 a " 6 3 0 100

Source: HSRC SASAS 3011, moduln on nisclear fechnpiogy sod edergy aftiiudes

Those that are must supportive of Kocberg continumpg its operations were the same proporrion
of peaple who favoured the ontinmance of the nucleas enery programime.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The Iugh sharc of the adult populstion tha offees o opinion (den't know” responses) o the
questions on kmowledge of nuclesr technology and nuclear energy. is alaeming and could be
undeestond in the fight of the poor mathematics and sclentific Bteracy levels in the country
i geneesl. However, given the emphasin bong placed o nuclear energy in the TP 2010 and
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Figure 2: Percelved level of risk of nuclesr powar plants to you and your family in Soutl Africa and Europe {percent)
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