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ATTITUDES AND OPPOSITION IN SITING A HIGH LEVEL NUCLEAR
WASTE REPOSITORY1
Lennart Sjoberg, Mattias Viklund and Jana Truedsson
ABSTRACT
In Sweden, the owners of the nuclear power plants are responsible for final disposal of nuclear
waste. The owners have formed the Swedish Nuclear Fuel and Waste Management Company
(Svensk Karnbranslehantering AB, SKB), which handles all issues concerning nuclear waste.
SKB handles the siting process in Sweden, in which the final outcome is intended to be that a
repository for high level nuclear waste is placed relatively deep down in bedrock. The main
objective of the siting process is to find a host community where two important conditions exist:
the security demands have been met and agreements with the municipality in question can be
accomplished. Only in such municipalities, so-called feasibility studies will be conducted. After
conducting general studies in the whole country, SKB, in October 1992, sent a letter with
information about the intended feasibility studies to all Swedish municipalities. As a result,
feasibility studies are or have been considered - and in some cases also been conducted - in
eleven Swedish municipalities up until 1998. These are the municipalities in which the attitudes
and opposition towards a feasibility study, and possibly a final repository, are studied here. The
discussion can be divided into three main parts: Management of the siting process; Inherent
"chaotic" processes and/or factors and Risk perception. It is argued that two important problems
could have been avoided at least partly: The citizens in many municipalities were not sure of the
relationship between a feasibility study and a final repository, and in many municipalities the
citizens were afraid of the ability of the Government to overrule the municipal veto. Because of
these fears, a common argument among the opponents of a feasibility study was: "To be sure of
not receiving a final repository, we say no to a feasibility study". Some inherent factors, more or
less prevalent in the municipalities as well as in society in general, may also partly explain the
outcome of the siting process. The municipalities in which the debate has been heated, and where
public support has been more difficult to reach, share some common characteristics. Especially
in the municipalities in the north of Sweden, there have been worries of becoming the "nuclear
rubbish-heap of Europe", and there have been hostile feelings towards SKB. Linked to these
debates have been underlying perceptions of SKB as coming from the central power of Sweden a tension between the Centre versus Periphery and a situation of David versus Goliath. Finally,
risk perception of the citizens has been an important factor. Earlier research suggests that three
predictors, of which two were possible to discuss here, explain about 60 % of the variance in risk
attitude. The present study supports the idea of the attitude towards nuclear power as an
important predictor of the attitude towards nuclear waste. The second suggested predictor is the
trust in experts. It has been noted that experts and citizens differ very much in their risk
perception concerning nuclear waste. Both scientists advocating a final repository and SKB have
to quite a large extent focused on the local benefits of a final repository, while the citizens have
been more concerned about the risks. The scientists opposing a final repository have confirmed
the worries of the citizens by focusing on the risks.

1

This is a study within CEC project RISKPER.COM (Contract FI4PCT950016), supported also by the Swedish
Council for Planning and Coordination of Research (FRN), the Swedish Council for Humanistic and Social Science
Research (HSFR), the Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI), and the Swedish Radiation Protection Institute
(SSI). Asa Larsson and Anders af Wahlberg participated in preliminary stages of the project. Mr. Olof Soderberg,
National Nuclear Waste Coordinator, gave many valuable comments on a preliminary version of the report.
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1. Introduction
It is more than 25 years since nuclear power production was started in Sweden. Today, twelve
nuclear power plants contribute to almost 50% of the electricity and 15% of the country's total
energy production [191]. Most of the Swedish nuclear waste is a result of this activity, with only
a small amount coming from hospitals, industries and research institutes [13]. Sweden also
receives some nuclear fuel from other countries for testing, which, when spent, is not returned to
the country of origin [23]. On the other hand, import of nuclear waste is against Swedish law and
not considered a likely future scenario [114].
Nuclear waste is classified in three categories: low, intermediate and high level. This report
concentrates on high level nuclear waste, which, in turn, is mainly spent nuclear fuel. This kind
of waste will remain dangerously radioactive for more than 100 000 years, and has to be shielded
in order to guarantee safety. In Sweden, it is at the present kept in a central interim storage
facility. In 40 years, the temperature and radioactivity are decreased by about 90 percent [13].
The Swedish Parliament decided, after a referendum in 1980, that the nuclear power production
should be abolished by the year 2010. If all power plants are still in use then, the amount of high
level nuclear waste is estimated to be about 8 000 tons with a volume of 12 000 cubic meters
[191].
What should be done with the waste? From a strictly technical point of view there is no hurry in
finding a final repository for nuclear waste [228]. But the fundamental attitude to this issue in
Sweden is that the generation profiting from electricity produced by nuclear power has the
responsibility for taking care of the radioactive waste [78], within the territory of Sweden.
The owners of the nuclear power plants are responsible for safe nuclear reactor management and
final disposal of nuclear waste. The owners have formed the Swedish Nuclear Fuel and Waste
Management Company (Svensk Karnbranslehantering AB, SKB), which handles all issues
concerning nuclear waste, to be able to fulfil their obligations [224]. Methods for a final
repository have been evaluated and the search for a suitable site has started. Sufficient geological
conditions are said to be available in almost every Swedish municipality [216], with exceptions
noted below.
Although the nuclear power industry argues that their methods for handling nuclear waste are
safe, many people are still not convinced. In addition, there are a number of other concerns, for
example about tourism. In some municipalities where the issue has been discussed, a strong local
opposition has emerged. People worry about the effects of a repository. Research has shown that
among all nuclear power risks - as perceived by the public - the waste issue accounts for quite a
large share [198]. Also with regard to all other waste issues, the nuclear one is seen as clearly
salient [202].
Siting is to proceed in three steps: (1)5-10 municipalities are selected for feasibility studies, (2)
two of these are selected for a site study and (3) one is selected for a detailed study. So far, only
stage (1) has been reached, or is being proposed, in a few municipalities.
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The objective of the present study is to describe the events concerning the proposed feasibility
studies in those Swedish municipalities that in some way are or have been involved in this
process. Also, we want to investigate attitudes to the siting of a final repository for high level
nuclear waste. The study further aims to clarify the circumstances associated with local
opposition to a national repository. Is there a discernible pattern to the events, which can explain
the different reactions and outcomes, regarding the proposed feasibility studies?
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2. Method and Sources
The information sources used in the present study consist of research reports, official documents,
newspaper articles and interviews with officials (mainly those responsible for the issue in the
different municipalities concerned). The events taking place in the communities can be presumed
to be more or less objectively depicted in the sources. Especially the interpretations of facts by
different authors may be incorrect, however. Also, when newspaper sources are cited for facts,
they are often secondary sources, and should mainly be seen as examples of what kind of
information reached the public. The aim of the present report has been to give as correct a
picture as possible of the events, given our sources. An effort has been made not to take
interpretations and views at face value, but rather to use them as evidence that this view exists, or
that it is possible to interpret the events in this way. The main focus has been on easily
observable facts like the formation of opposition groups and votes in the municipal councils,
since we did not have resources for conducting our own studies of, for example, attitudes and
risk perception in the concerned municipalities.
There is indeed a lack of quantitative type sources, i.e. representative surveys about the
repository issue made in the municipalities studied here. We have tried to make use of whatever
quantitative sources there are. These sources are not always as objective as one could wish:
especially interview surveys are very sensitive to researcher effects [199]. Some caution is
therefore advisable in this area too.
There is a marked bias in our sources as to quantity: The actions of those opposed to feasibility
studies, deep repositories and nuclear power have been documented considerably more often
than corresponding actions of the advocates. The views and actions of those positive or neutral to
these issues tend to be more low-key when presented, and apparently the negative side has got
most attention from the media, professionals and politicians. This bias has had its effect on the
present study too: the opponents are decidedly better represented quantitatively speaking.
To answer our research questions, a description of the unfolding events in each municipality with
regard to the main actors will be given. These may be political parties, opposition groups and
other organisations, state agencies or individuals. Then an identification of common ingredients
and patterns, which will be supposed to be the important features for the outcome, i.e. feasibility
study or not, will be made. The chapters on the municipalities are roughly ordered
chronologically. All translations, if not otherwise noted, are our own.
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3. Disposal of High Level Nuclear Waste
3.11nstitutions
According to the Act on Nuclear Activities, the owners of the nuclear power plants have the
responsibility for safe nuclear reactor management, and for safe handling and final disposal of
the nuclear waste. This responsibility includes R & D 2 , and all expenses involved in handling the
waste. As noted above, the nuclear power companies (Forsmarks Kraft AB, OKG AB, Barseback
Kraft AB, Sydkraft AB and Vattenfall AB) have therefore formed The Swedish Nuclear Fuel and
Waste Management Company whose main purpose it is to fulfil the responsibilities concerning
nuclear waste that have been imposed on the owners [207]. SKB is thus a main actor in the
process and we shall have reason to comment on their policies often in the present report.
To check that the nuclear power companies fulfil their obligations, two Government authorities
are responsible: the Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (Statens Karnkraftsinspektion, SKI)
and the Swedish Radiation Protection Institute (Statens Stralskyddsinstitut, SSI). SKI's
responsibility is for activities concerning reactor safety and waste management, while SSI's
responsibility is for radiation protection in general, including nuclear installations and nuclear
waste management [205]. The regulating activities include granting permissions for the nuclear
power companies' activities. The Government makes the final decisions in particularly important
matters. Regulations in the Act on Nuclear Activities (1984:4) §12 state that SKB has to present
plans for R&D every third year to give the Government, SKI and SSI insight into and a
possibility for assessment of the situation. In addition, the work of SKB is examined by many
other authorities and organisations [224], including KASAM [113].
In May 1996, the Government appointed a national co-ordinator (O. Soderberg). He will work
for co-ordination of the information and investigations, which are found to be necessary by the
municipalities considered in the siting process. This task means suggesting forms of information
exchange concerning management and final storage of nuclear waste. Moreover, the role
includes co-ordinating the contacts between the relevant municipalities and County
Administrative Boards. There are three main areas of interest, with which the national coordinator should work [223]. These are:
•
•
•

2

To improve the conditions for conducting feasibility studies in more municipalities.
The decision making process in regard to influence and co-operation.
Focus on important issues. For example, alternative methods for storing nuclear waste;
criteria for site selections; the municipal veto; foreign nuclear waste.

Research and Development
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3.2 Methods for final disposal
How should high level nuclear waste be kept in a short and a long-term perspective? There are
different opinions on this matter. Neither the safety authorities (SKI, SSI) nor the Government
has taken a final stand on which method shall be used for final disposal. There is, however, one
principle that has been given priority in both Sweden and some other countries, and that is to
place the repository relatively deep down (about 500 meters) in bedrock [191]. The Swedish
variant of this method is called KBS-3, and involves the waste to be encapsulated in copper
canisters and placed in holes filled with an embedding clay of bentonite [215]. There is
opposition from environmental organisations to deep repositories however. Instead, they suggest
a dry and reachable repository on the ground or close to the surface [191]

3.3 Deep repositories: considerations and risks
Opinions about the safety of the KBS-3-method differ greatly. For example, one expert on
radioactive waste and deep repositories, P. J. Richardson, wrote two papers where he argued the
KBS-3 method has serious defects [185; 186]. Changes to the suggested construction of the
canisters have, according to him, increased the risks of corrosion (while on the other hand they
have decreased the risk of mechanical damage). In addition, mechanical damage caused by
movements in the bedrock could result in leakage within a relatively short period. Richardson
also stated that the construction of tunnels would cause a decompression of the bedrock, which
could lead to new cracks as well as a widening of already existing ones, and cause changes in
water flow around the repository. Degradation of the bentonite, caused by changes in heat, could
occur over a long period of time. Corroding steel in the canisters might also lead to gas
formation, which could damage the repositories and affect ground water streams. This was
Richardson's conclusions and views of the problems, but the concrete critique he had against
KBS-3 was made mainly in the form of 'this could lead to'-statements. No new data were
presented, which leads us to the conclusion that Richardson's paper is mainly another way of
interpreting known data. The paper's possible importance seems to lie in its insistence of the
uncertainty of the consequences of KBS-3.
As discussed above, one way the radioactive waste could come in contact with the biosphere and pose a threat - is if substances leak out into the groundwater, and reach the surface [191].
This risk is reduced if bedrock is used which consists of appropriate material, low water flow,
and long stream-ways and has the ability of filtering unwanted substances [211]. Further
protection can be achieved if the recipient, in the unfortunate event of a leak, has the ability to
prevent the substances from concentrating when reaching the surface. An example of a good
recipient is saltwater, where the risk of humans and animals drinking the contaminated water is
reduced [228].
The case of high level nuclear waste disposal is indeed a complicated issue as the waste will
remain radioactive for a very long time, more than 100 000 years3. Analyses of safety and
1

After 100 000 years the level of radioactivity will have reached a level comparable to that of uranium ore.
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estimations of risks have to be done over periods of time during which large changes may occur
in both the environment and in the structure of society. The following time perspectives might be
considered for different kinds of changes [92]:

Approx. 100 years
Approx. 1 000 years
Approx. 10 000 years
Approx. 100 000 years
Approx. 1 million years

Structures of society and dietary habits change.
Elevation of the land.
Changes in patterns of vegetation.
Ice age.
Changes in species.
Major geological changes may occur in Scandinavia.

Several factors have been discussed as possible threats concerning safety - for example
earthquakes. K. Ahlbom of SKB argues, however, that earthquakes only shake the surface of the
ground and the buildings on it, and that they have hardly any impact on tunnels, caves and other
underground-constructions. He also states that a deep storage can resist movements in the earth
of 10 cm, and further that the mean for movements between 1969-1989 have been in the range
0,01-1 cm (cited in [228]).
The next ice age could also be a risk. Regardless of when the ice age may occur, it will lead to
movements in the bedrock, but probably only in weak zones, and a deep repository should
therefore be safe. Another question is if the ice would be able to peal off 500 meters of the
surface (the depth of the planned deep repository). Experts argue that the observed mean is only
about 5-10 meters [228].
Other issues that have been discussed are the stability of society (i.e. if democracy will remain
and provide guarantees for safety) and our ability to inform future generations about where the
repositories are sited and how they should be handled. It could be very dangerous if the waste
was brought up to the surface in the future. To avoid this threat, ore content in the bedrock is
investigated at suggested sites. If no ore is present, future generations will probably not be
interested in opening mines. However, there could also be situations in the future when it is
desirable to retrieve the waste [228].
Camilla Odhnoff, chairperson of KASAM (Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste), is of
the opinion that the concept of nuclear 'waste' only arises when humans run out of imagination.
Future generations may have techniques and knowledge regarding how to benefit from what is
now called waste, and for that reason the repository should be constructed to allow for retrieval
(cited in [228]).
It must also be taken into consideration that a final repository would hold large amounts of
plutonium which, after treatment, can be used in producing nuclear weapons. Security against
terrorists, and perhaps nations, who want to produce nuclear weapons, is therefore an aspect that
has to be considered [146].
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3.4 Finding a site
When it comes to choosing a suitable location for a deep repository, there are several other issues
that also have to be considered. When transporting the waste, containers made with thick steel
walls are needed. The weight of these containers, in addition to the fact that all Swedish nuclear
power plants are located on the coast, makes sea transportation desirable [13]. Therefore, a final
repository located not too far from the coast would have several advantages.
Environmental and economic effects are also important considerations. For a municipality a final
repository siting would mean an investment of about two billion SEK4 leading to about 200-250
new job opportunities directly at the repository, and a total of 400-650 new jobs when associated
industries are accounted for. But as well as creating new job opportunities, a repository could
lead to a decrease in tourism if the result is that the area is then seen as less attractive [21]. A
study was made concerning this matter, which showed that the demand for holiday-cottages
could fall off if a final repository for high level nuclear waste is located in an area. No such
tendencies were, however, detected in the case of permanent houses and properties, a finding
also supported by American studies [128]. On the other hand, one of the most attractive areas of
holiday-cottages in Nykoping is located close to the Studsvik research nuclear facility [216].
The Government has on several occasions stressed the importance of a well-defined and clear
site selection process. SKB is responsible for this process, and their strategy in finding a suitable
site is the following [224]:
•

General studies in the whole country, covering the general background and natural
conditions.

•

Feasibility studies in 5-10 municipalities, resulting in a list of where in the country the best
potential sites are, with respect to general geological and environment conditions. No formal
permission from the authorities is needed for conducting feasibility studies. SKB's attitude
is, however, that feasibility studies should be undertaken only in municipalities where results
from the general studies indicate that the security demands have been met and where
agreements with the municipality in question can be accomplished. However, no demand is
formulated on how the municipality's position shall be expressed.

•

Site investigations at a minimum of two sites to clarify safety and technical factors. This
phase includes drilling and takes 2-3 years to conduct. A site investigation demands no
permission from the authorities, but can not be conducted without permission from the
landowner.

•

Detailed investigations at one site. These investigations include shaft lowering and building
of tunnels. This phase needs government permission.

4

This sum equals about 300 million US Dollars.
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A decision on the location of a final repository will only be made when all four steps in the
selection process are completed. According to SKB's plans the repository will be operational on
a trial basis by the year 2008 [212].
Today, twelve Swedish municipalities are or have been under consideration for feasibility
studies. One of them, Kavlinge (host of the nuclear power facility of Barseback), was considered
unsuitable by SKB. Kavlinge is therefore not included in the present study, which covers the
eleven other municipalities. Two feasibility studies have been completed: Storuman and Mala,
but these municipalities have, after referenda declared they will not participate in the next stage.
Three more studies are close to completion: Nykoping, Osthammar and Oskarshamn. Six
municipalities have considered the possibility of a feasibility study but declined: Overkalix,
Arjeplog, Tranemo, Varberg, Gallivare and Pajala.
Recently, SKB has expressed interest in conducting a feasibility study in the municipality of
Tierp, some 100 kilometres north of Stockholm [8]. In the middle of June 1998, the municipal
council in Tierp accepted the offer and it is expected that SKB will start the investigations in the
autumn 1998 [9]. If SKB wants to go further with a site investigation after the feasibility study,
the issue will be decided in a referendum. Since the process in Tierp has started so recently, the
municipality is not discussed in the present report.

4. Regulations
The final decision regarding a deep repository siting will be made by the Government with
consideration to the Act Concerning the Management of Natural Resources and the Act on
Nuclear Activities [212], but also the Act on Radiation Protection (1988:220; [147]).
According to the Swedish Local Government Act (1991::900), Chapter 2, Section 1 :
"Municipalities and county councils may themselves attend to matters of general concern which
are connected with the area of the municipality or county council or with their members and
which are not to be attended to solely by the state, another municipality, another county council
or some other body" [150].
This law also states that central government can not make final decisions in local matters of
general concern, and the municipalities therefore have the right of veto. This is the case in the
siting of a final repository, with one major exception. In the Act Concerning the Management of
Natural Resources (1990:442) Part 4, Section 3, it is stated
"Regarding an installation intended for intermediate or final storage of nuclear substance or
nuclear waste if it is extremely important for national reasons that the installation is established,
the Government may grant a permit even without the local council's confirmation. This provision
does not apply if a suitable location has been assigned in another local-authority area that may
be assumed to approve its location there or, otherwise, if another location is deemed more
suitable." [44]
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This means that the Government can overrule a municipal veto, if a more suitable site can not be
found. According to the government bill (1989/90:126) the purpose is to make a siting possible,
even if opposed by all those municipalities who fulfil reasonable demands. The municipal right
of veto against other kinds of industrial establishments has been used a few times since 1975, but
has never been overruled so far [207].
The Act on Nuclear Activities (1984:3) is mainly about the responsibilities of the nuclear energy
producers regarding safety in all stages of the handling of nuclear matter. It states, for example,
that
"The holder of a permit for nuclear activities shall be responsible for ensuring the safe handling
and final storage of nuclear waste that is not reused" [152].
But of interest for the present study is also that
"Final storage in this country of spent nuclear fuel or nuclear waste from a nuclear plant or
other nuclear activities in another country is prohibited without a permit. A permit may be
granted only if particular reasons exist" [151].

4.1 The decision making process in the Swedish municipalities
In Sweden, the autonomy of the municipalities is profound. The main point in the constitution is
that the municipalities should take care of their own business, which means that they have the
right to tax their citizens in order to provide service. The municipal government consists of the
municipal executive council, to which the municipal council appoints members of the political
parties. The municipal council is the only instance in a municipality to which the members are
elected directly by the people. Or rather, the people vote for political parties, which make lists of
the candidates to the municipality council. Usually, an issue is brought up to the council by a
bill submitted by a member of the council or from a citizen, connected or not connected to the
political arena. The issue is first discussed in the executive council, and results in a
recommendation to the council. The municipal council then makes the final decision on the
issue.
A term that might be somewhat confusing is that of "Workers' municipality". This is not a
legislative body, but a term for the municipal organisation of the Social Democratic Party.
If a citizen is dissatisfied with the content of a decision or with the way in which the decision has
been taken, he or she has the possibility of appealing the decision in a court of law. There are
three instances to which a case can be brought - the County Administrative Court (Lansratten),
the Administrative Court of Appeal (Kammarratten), and the Supreme Administrative Court
(Regeringsratten).

10

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

5. Risk Perception and Attitudes
As discussed previously in the present report, there are many problems involved in the siting of a
final repository for high level nuclear waste. The most determining factor does, however, seem
to be the one of local support.
Sjoberg and Drottz-Sjoberg conducted a study showing that people considered that the greatest
risks of nuclear waste are those of a large disaster, non-reversible effects, injuries to plants,
animals and to future generations [202]. In an earlier study [201], Sjoberg and Drottz-Sjoberg
concluded that the most worrying aspects of nuclear waste storage to people are:
•
•
•

the human factor;
the risk of war;
that impaired economy in the future will lead to increased risk-taking.

The following predictors could very well explain perceived risk of nuclear waste:
•
•
•

the attitude towards nuclear power in general;
the trust in experts of the field;
general risk sensitivity.

The named predictors explained 60% of the variance in risk attitude. Data also indicated that
moral aspects and worries about nuclear war had an impact on risk attitude. In addition, it was
found that there seemed to be a more dynamic power in a strong negative attitude towards
nuclear power, than in a strong positive attitude.
A study made by Dunlap, Kraft and Rosa on Washington State residents showed that the most
influential factors on attitudes - including the producing of negative attitudes - towards a high
level nuclear waste repository were perceived environmental/health impacts and beliefs that
repository accidents are likely [58]. Fear of area stigmatisation was also shown to have an
impact. Repository acceptability on the other hand was influenced by expected reputation
enhancement of the area and positive economic benefits5.
SIFO conducted a study showing that young people were more negatively disposed to nuclear
power and to a final disposal of the waste, than older people are [193]. As attitudes and values
tend to remain much the same throughout life [59], this negative attitude is likely to remain
essential in society also in the future [128]. Yet, this issue is a complex one. Attitude change
does occur, as testified by the shifting public opinion in Sweden regarding nuclear power in
general. The present policy of phasing out one of the two Barseback blocks is not approved by
the present opinion, although, in the aftermath of Chernobyl in 1986, attitudes to nuclear power
were quite negative [200].

5

We are aware of the limited (or rather limited) generalisability of these results (and other non-Swedish studies) to
Swedish circumstances, but as the available research is rather scanty, we must make do.
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Sjoberg and Drottz-Sjoberg detected mainly two background variables regarding attitudes
towards nuclear power waste: sex and education [201]. Women are to a much greater extent
negatively disposed towards nuclear power than men are, and they rate the risks as larger
concerning both nuclear power in operation and waste deposition. Sex differences, however,
were absorbed to a large extent by differences in the three predictors named above. People with
higher education tended to be more positively disposed toward existing solutions to the waste
problems, and they rated the risk as lower. People with lower education rated all kinds of risks as
higher in every aspect (with a few exceptions). The explanation may be that different ratings
reflect real differences in risks, e.g. people with lower education are exposed to more hazardous
environments [196]. Another explanation could be that risk attitudes are created by the risk
coverage on TV, as people with lower education spend more time watching TV than people with
higher education [170]. However, there is scarce evidence that the influence of media really is as
strong as normally thought, and in any case, it probably influences general risk perception much
stronger than it does personal risk perception [11]. Furthermore, people feel they have little
knowledge in the area of nuclear waste risks [202].
Biel and Dahlstrand conducted a study in Sweden on risk attitudes in the context of locating a
high level nuclear waste final repository [40]. They concluded that knowledge did not explain
risk perception, nor did it explain the strength of resistance to a repository. Trust in experts and
authorities did, however, have a positive impact on risk perception, and so did distance to
proposed repository.
In research by Sjoberg and Drottz-Sjoberg , more than 40% of the respondents stated that the
issue of nuclear power affected their political opinions Quite or Rather a Lot [202]. In addition, it
was clearly shown that there was little trust in the Government to make the decision about the
site of a high level nuclear waste final repository. Most people instead felt that the issue should
be decided by some sort of referendum (quite a large group also trusted experts to make the
decision). In such a referendum, a large majority stated they would vote against a repository in
their municipality. Even if it was judged that the best place for siting a final repository would be
in their municipality, most people were unlikely to vote in favour. Polling firm results pointing
in the opposite direction are, according to Sjoberg and Drottz-Sjoberg, probably due to
prompting of uncertain respondents and the use of a leading question. Polling results from 1996
show that 44% of the Swedish population want to postpone the decision of a final repository,
while they hope technology will be improved [65].
Easterling and Kunreuther asserted that a high level nuclear waste repository triggers more
opposition than any other facilities, as for example nuclear power plants, landfills for chemical
wastes, refineries and prisons [60]. According to the study by Biel and Dahlstrand, the degree of
disapproval to a (hypothetical) final repository siting was affected by the closeness to the home
district. A strong relation between disapproval and risk perception was detected. As discussed
above, risk perception of nuclear waste can to a large extent be explained by attitudes towards
nuclear power in general, and trust in experts and authorities. People opposed to nuclear power
were generally more dissatisfied with a siting than people in favour, regardless of closeness to
their homes. People did, however, not judge the risks of a siting in densely populated areas
differently from one in sparsely populated areas. The number of people possibly involved in the
unfortunate case of an accident proved thereby to have no effect on the judgements of risks [40].
Economic forces are also argued to be important by some people, but the notion of giving
economic compensation for accepting a final repository [42] has not yet proved to be successful.
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5.1 Experts, politicians and the public
Experts often argue that the size of risks can be estimated rather well, and that they are low. The
public are often of the opposite opinion [195]. In contrast to the public, it also seems that experts
perceive the waste risk as a minor share of the total nuclear risk, and that they would accept a
final repository in their municipality. Different levels of knowledge can of course partly explain
these differences in opinions, but as experts also vary in their opinions, this is probably not the
whole truth [202]. The choice of education and profession, for example, is likely to be influenced
by attitudes towards the activities involved, as people probably do not enter a field where they
believe the actions to be very hazardous [57; 196]. Experts also differ from the public in many
other aspects, as in general knowledge of technology etc. [202]. Regardless of what the truth is
about the risks, the differences in opinions often lead to great difficulties in communication [195;
196]. While the public often has concrete and complex questions, the experts tend to have
abstract and general answers. As much as these problems stem from the public's lack of
theoretical knowledge, they are also caused by the experts inability to grasp the local complexity
[236].
On the other hand, differences between politicians and the public in attitudes towards high level
nuclear waste have been shown to be very small. A study by Sjoberg was conducted on risk
perception of politicians and the public [198]. It showed that the similarities in fact were very
striking between the public and the politicians, in spite of background differences such as sex
and educational level. It is worth noting that the public, as discussed above, is much more prone
to trust experts than politicians.

5.2 Reactions to a suggested nuclear waste siting in Sweden
SKB has been working on a solution to the waste problem since 1975. From 1979 to 1985 SKB
evaluated almost 1000 sites, whereupon ten sites were selected for further investigation including
drilling [211]. Some of these places have become well known for the forceful opposition SKB
encountered: Almunge, Kynnefjall and Fjallveden. At the last two, lasting organisations with the
purpose of stopping SKB from placing a repository site in their areas of interest were formed.
The 'Save Fjallveden' organisation is still active in the section on Nykoping, while the Kynnefjall
group has guarded the mountain of Kynnefjall in the south-west of Sweden (county of Bohuslan)
continuously since 1980 [79; 238].
The forming of action groups against the siting of industrial activities, especially nuclear
facilities and waste facilities, are by no means new to Sweden. Some researchers view them as an
important part of the Swedish political climate [119; 120].
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6. Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework, which we will use for our analysis, is based on a model presented by
Vari, Reagan-Cirincione and Mumpower [231]. Based on previous research, in various areas and
disciplines, the authors present four factors which have shown themselves to be necessary for
obtaining success in the siting process of a final repository for low-level nuclear waste.
•

Clarity of program goals and siting process: The goals of the siting process should be clear
and unambiguous - the necessity of the final repository should be made clear to the public.
Another requirement is that the process should be open to critical review from the public. If
the managers of a siting process can communicate how a facility will fulfil societal goals
(not just a corporate desire), the likelihood of success will increase.

•

Public involvement: A high degree of public involvement is said to raise the odds of a
successful process. Meetings and information, translated into "normal" language, are the
most common forums for discussion. It has been suggested that clear, direct and honest
communication encourages public participation and improves the chances of success.

•

Continuous political support and leadership: Central authorities must show their
involvement and also engage the local authorities at an early stage. With a continuous
political support, the citizens perceive the situation not as an affair strictly between them
and the managers of the process, but as an issue of importance to society.

•

Compensation packages: Local political support can usually be obtained through the use of
compensation packages as an incentive. Every situation and community requires a unique
package and non-financial incentives are often more successful than successful ones. The
importance of this factor lies in the local costs a nuclear waste facility brings to a
community. If the citizens are offered a suitable mitigation or compensation package, they
may believe that the local benefits will outweigh the local costs.

Naturally the question arises how one should define success when choosing a site for a nuclear
waste facility. According to the authors that is when it is agreed upon that the facility site is
needed and necessary and public support for the issue has been obtained.
In our case, SKB is in an initial stage of finding a site for final repository for nuclear waste. The
goal is to conduct 5-10 feasibility studies in Swedish municipalities and only after that will more
in-depth studies be made in one or two municipalities. Success in this initial phase should
therefore not be interpreted as actually finding a site for a final repository. When the process in
the municipalities leads to a feasibility study, then a certain degree of success has been achieved.
Since there are more stages to come and a site for a final repository eventually has to be found,
the process can not be said to be really successful until the municipality has agreed to let SKB
conduct further studies if required.
The model presented by the authors, the Competing Values approach, aims at identifying and
clarifying the contradictions inherent in the process of siting a final repository for nuclear waste
[231]. The emphasis of the model lies on the structure and the focus of the process, represented
by the two axes in the figure below.

14

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

Flexibility and control are the opposing poles on the axis representing the structure of the
process. On the focus-axis the extremes are internal and external focus. Added to the model is
also a third element, as it is taken into account whether or not emphasis is put on the means or
the ends of the process. The result is four different perspectives, in which the means and the ends
are linked together^:
•

The rational perspective: The emphasis lies on the goals, and the primary objective is in
focus. A process, which is goal-centred, facilitates the reaching of efficient decisions.

•

The empirical perspective: The process is data-based and focuses on the gathering of
information. The decision making is thereby easily justifiable through the well-documented
process - decisions are made accountable.

•

The consensual perspective: Through a participatory process the idea is that all stakeholders
should have the chance to make their opinion known. If the major stakeholders accept the
decisions, they are thereby made supportable.

•

The political perspective: The process is characterised by flexibility - it should be easily
adapted to unexpected events. In this way confidence is induced and the decision is made
legitimate.

Flexibility
CONSENSUAL
PERSPECTIVE

POLITICAL
PERSPECTIVE

Supportabilily
of decision

Adaptable
Process
Legitimacy
of decision

Participatory
P r o c e s s ••.

External
Focus

Internal
focus

Data-based
Process

Efficiency of
Decision
Accountability
of Decision

Goal Centred
Process

EMPIRICAL
PERSPECTIVE

RATIONAL
PERSPECTIVE
Control

Figure 1: The Competing Values Model [231]

6

As adapted from Quinn R.E., & Rohrbaugh, J.W. A Spatial Model of Effectiveness Criteria: Towards a Competing
Values Approach to Organizational Effectiveness. Management Science, No. 29, p 363-377. 1983.
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The four success factors mentioned earlier on are not a direct part of the model - although their
influence can be seen. If a process is rational, clarity of the goals is essential for its success,
whereas a participatory process (aiming at consensus) is in great need of public involvement.
The four factors are not necessarily linked with only one perspective in the Competing Values
Model - but are, to some extent, present in all of them. Even if the thrust of the process is
rational, public involvement and political support are important at the same time as the emphasis
lies on the objectives.
The model presented by the authors is based on siting a final repository for low level radioactive
waste^, while it in our case is a question of high level radioactive waste (HLRW). How does this
influence the applicability of the model? When it comes to high level radioactive waste a greater
worry can be expected from the public, since this waste is potentially more harmful. On the other
hand the book shows several cases where the controversy in finding a site for low level
radioactive waste has been rather extensive [231]. Disregarding the magnitude of the possible
conflict in a siting process, the main points are the focus and the structure of the process. It may
be more difficult to reach a supportable or a legitimate decision, but the same tools can possibly
be used to analyse the process no matter how far-reaching the controversy. At any rate, we have
found no more promising model for siting, explicitly designed for the HLRW case.
We also add that Sweden may be a case where the model is most likely to be applicable, since
there is a history of limited controversy in two Swedish cases: a LLRW repository and an HLRW
interim storage facility. Both of the latter were successfully sited; even such siting has turned out
to be virtually impossible in some other countries [60].
In the summaries, which end the report of the process in each municipality, an analysis from the
consensual perspective is also made. The reason for this limitation is that the consensual
perspective, incorporating the information activities of SKB and the municipalities, is the
perspective which most differs among the communities. Furthermore, the fact that support
among the citizens has turned out to be a very important criterion for success in a siting process,
is another reason for our choice. The other three perspectives have more in common on a
"higher", national level and are, consequently, used in the analysis of the process as a whole.

7

Low Level Radioactive Waste
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7. The municipalities
In October 1992, SKB sent a letter with information about the intended feasibility studies to all
Swedish municipalities. The letter contained no request for participation, it only stated that
additional information could be obtained from SKB. Feasibility studies have since then been
discussed by several local authorities, but only the municipalities of Storuman, Mala,
Oskarshamn and Osthammar have formally agreed with SKB to start an investigation. Nykoping
has officially neither agreed nor disagreed - since SKB does not officially need a permission the
discussion has been postponed until after the feasibility study. Other municipalities where
feasibility studies are or have been considered are Overkalix, Tranemo, Varberg, Gallivare,
Pajala and Arjeplog. The course of events in these eleven municipalities, until the beginning of
1998, is described below.

7.1 Storuman
Table 1. Basic facts about the municipality of Storuman in 1994.8
Area(km2)
7 485,2
Average age
42.2

Population
Population density (per km2)
7 460
1,0
Average income (SEK) Unemployment (%)
131 900
9,0
s

Mandates in the municipal council
Election of 1994
Election of 1991
Political Parties
6
5
The Moderate Part)'
5
3
The Liberal Party
5
7
The Centre Party
The Christian Democratic Party
6
3
The Social Democratic Party
16
19
2
The Green Party
4
1
New Democracy
0

The municipality of Storuman is situated in the north-west of Sweden. The first meeting with
SKB was held shortly after reception of the letter, in November 1992 [213]. After discussions
with SKB, visits to nuclear sites and discussions within the municipality, the municipal council
of Storuman decided to participate [213]. The reasons for SKB's interest in Storuman were a
large body of existing geoscientific data, large areas of crystalline bedrock, existing rock
facilities (which means there is local experience of construction of such facilities), suitable
harbours on the coast and good roads and railways [209].
8

For all municipalities discussed here, basic population statistics were obtained from Statistics Sweden, the national
authority for statistical information about the country. When not otherwise stated, data are from 1994.

17

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

SKB informed that if high level nuclear waste were to be placed in Storuman, it would first be
shipped from Oskarshamn (in the southeast) to either Holmsund or Skelleftea harbour. Then it
would be transported by railway to Storuman. The shortest route would be via Holmsund, but
that would mean for the waste to go straight through the city of Umea [70].
In the middle of February 1993, SKB started their information campaign in Storuman about how
they planned to take care of nuclear waste in the future. They had a mobile exhibition which
about 700 citizens (population 7460) came to see [209]. A very small demonstration (only three
people) against SKB was also held at this time [70]. Research has shown that more than half (55
percent) of the citizens in Storuman took a stand in the issue of a final repository when the idea
was presented for the first time9 [194]. SKB interpreted this as "evidence" of emotions rather
than reason as the base of the decision [213]. Among those who voted no in the referendum,
about two thirds made the decision very early in the process [194].
The entrepreneurs in Storuman declared they were favourably disposed to a feasibility study
within the municipality. But if the feasibility study would indicate that Storuman is suitable for
final disposal, they wanted a referendum to be held. The Centre Party, on the other hand, decided
at their annual meeting to work against a feasibility study [70].
An opposition emerged in Storuman, and a list with 4257 signatures against a feasibility study
was handed over to the politicians at the beginning of April 1993. The signatures came mostly
from inhabitants of Storuman, but also from the neighbouring municipalities of Sorsele and
Vilhelmina. Two members of Greenpeace paid the local politicians a visit as well, and requested
them not to invite SKB for feasibility studies. So did another action group named 'the northNorwegian action group against nuclear threats in the north'. They argued the whole process of
transport, reloading and storage to be dangerous [70].
According to a media analysis made on the Storuman case, SKB was very early described as a
threatening intruder in the media. SKB was considered an actor from the south of Sweden, and
representing the forces that had "plundered" the northern parts on their forests, ore and
waterpower. The fact that SKB early in the process promised new jobs to Storuman only made
matters worse - this was considered bribery by the opponents [72].
The issue was taken up for decision in the municipal council at the end of June 1993. The vote
was 24 in favour of a feasibility study, and 12 against. Five council members abstained [70]. The
parties wholly in favour of the feasibility study were the Social Democratic Party and the
Christian Democratic Party - while the Green Party and New Democracy (a populist rightist
party) were against. The rest of the parties were split in their votes.
A member of the Centre Party in Sorsele (a neighbouring municipality) expressed his worries
about Storuman's decision in the municipal council of Sorsele. He argued a final repository to be
disadvantageous for the whole area, and that the Sorsele council's investments in ecological
9

However, this percentage might be somewhat exaggerated: partly due to the fact that the survey was done quite a
long time after the idea of a feasibility study was presented, a month after the referendum, and partly due to the fact
that the respondents of a survey often tend to rationalise their behaviour.
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tourism would be wasted if their neighbouring municipality turned into "a nuclear rubbish-heap".
Also, a famous former down-hill skiing champion, S. Strand, expressed his negative feelings in
the media. He worried that a final repository would have devastating effects on tourism. He even
speculated about the possibilities of making his home-village Tarnaby into a separate
municipality, so that it did not have to be associated with the name Storuman. Strand's
pronouncement was in its turn criticised, and it was argued that being such a well known media
person, any damage to tourism probably would be caused by his own action [70].
SKB started the feasibility study in August 1993. One month later 'the Action Group against
Nuclear Rubbish in Storuman' was formed. Their main goal was to get the decision about a
feasibility study withdrawn by the municipal council [71].
L. Lundberg, head of the group, gave three main reasons for not conducting a feasibility study
within the municipality:
•
•
•

The KBS-3 method is insufficient, both technically and with respect to safety.
Long transports lead to increased risks.
The last wild region in Europe must remain a wild region.

The merchants in Storuman formed an action group supporting the feasibility study, named
'Navet' ('the Hub'). They aimed to make information available about what a feasibility study is.
B-H Viklund, head of'Navet', gave three major reasons for conducting a feasibility study:
•
•
•

If a feasibility study is conducted in Storuman, chances are that more municipalities venture
to investigate primary conditions for a final repository.
If Storuman was to be the most suitable site for a final repository, it would mean 200 new
job opportunities and a chance to turn round the negative population growth.
A 'yes' could bring a feeling of optimism to the community, which might give others faith to
establish businesses in the area. [69].

Navet started as a small group of merchants, but evolved into more than a hundred active
members from very differing backgrounds. They mainly used a local newssheet as a medium to
disseminate their views, but they also wrote letters to members of the municipal council and
parliament, and organised some debates. The organisation was partly funded by municipal (30
000 SEK.10) and volunteer contributions, there were no member fees. After the referendum in
Storuman, activity was discontinued. No organised contacts were made with other "Yes-groups",
although there might have been some on personal level [235]'!.
Opposition was intensified in Storuman. School children formed an action group against the
plans of a final repository, and 'the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement' had its autumn meeting in
Storuman, which mainly focused on SKB's feasibility study there. A meeting about radiation and
10
11

Approximately 4000 US dollars.
Viklund, B-H, Head of the formerly existing society 'Navet' in Storuman municipality.
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radiation protection was held in the beginning of 1994. During the meeting two Skelleftea
citizens handed over a list with 20 000 signatures against nuclear waste transport and dumping in
the county of Vasterbotten (where Storuman is situated). Later, a member of the Action Group
against Nuclear Rubbish in Storuman took over the meeting, in spite of protests from the
organisers [70].
Yet another group was formed, this time by a couple of girls from Storuman Secondary School.
The group, named 'Veritas' ('Truth'), did not take sides in the issue, but aimed to provide
information to young people so that they could form their own opinion [70]. At the end of March
1994, a torchlight procession with 250 participating citizens walked through the village. Their
message was "Stop the so called feasibility study, if not, arrange a referendum before 31 May".
Shortly after, the Centre Party of Vasterbotten County demanded that the nuclear waste should
be deposited where it is produced (i.e. in the middle and south of Sweden), but the municipal
council in Storuman rejected the demand about stopping the feasibility study, voting 26-12 [70].
Professor E. Holm, from the Department of Geography, University of Umea, carried out a study
showing that if Storuman were to host the final repository for high level nuclear waste, this
would provide jobs for on average about 245 people during 50 years. The trend would still be
decreasing, though, both for employment and population [209]. He also stated that the
municipality would be economically suitable for this kind of enterprise. C. Fredriksson,
professor of Industrial Economics at the University of Umea, also saw positive effects in locating
a final repository within the municipality. He stated that Storuman had had a negative population
growth during the last decades and was in need of developing 400-500 new jobs over a period of
10 years if it was to sustain a good standard of life for its citizens. A final repository would give
the municipality new opportunities for turning the negative growth round, and guarantee an
enterprise that would last for at least half a century [70].
SKB's final report on the feasibility study in Storuman was completed in the middle of February
1995. The results gave two suggestions for suitable sites within the municipality, of which the
area of Joran was given priority by SKB [209]. The municipal council then decided that a
referendum should be held on 17 September 1995 to determine if Storuman should continue with
a site investigation. The short notice of the referendum date precluded previous plans of having
an independent examination of the report [70].
The period before the referendum was characterised by actions and boycotts. The citizens in
Storuman became more or less divided into two camps: one against and one in favour of a
repository. Conflicts resulted in anonymous mail threats, rows at meetings, boycotts of some
stores, the local SKB office was vandalised, a load of household garbage was emptied in front of
the city hall, and other demonstrations occurred [55].
The municipal council provided the citizens with information about a final repository in eleven
issues of a free, local, weekly paper called Storumanbladet. During their stay in Storuman, SKB
arranged or participated in several kinds of information activities in addition to their local office
and a free telephone line. Numerous meetings and lectures were held with politicians,
organisations, school pupils and the general public.
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Also, MS Sigyn12 visited several ports along the coast with its exhibition. Information about
progress in the feasibility study was mailed to all households of Storuman and free trips to Aspo
Hard Rock Laboratory and other facilities were organised [209].
The whole issue of depositing high level nuclear waste in Storuman ended on 17 September 1995
when the referendum was held. The question the citizens were to answer was "Shall SKB
continue the search for a final repository site in the municipality of Storuman?" The voters had
three different polling cards to choose between; one reading 'yes', o n e reading 'no' and one
reading 'blank'. At the referendum 71% voted against a continued study, while 28% voted in
favour (1% voted blank). The turnout was higher among women (80%) than among men (67%),
and there were more men voting in favour (34%) than there were women (22%). A study made
on 300 Storuman citizens entitled to vote showed that the most important reasons for voting in
favour of a final repository were:
•
•
•
•
•

"The waste is our responsibility."
"The job opportunities."
"The waste has to be deposited somewhere, so why not in Storuman?"
"SKB must be able to investigate any areas they want to."
"The long-term development of Storuman."

The most important reasons for voting against a final repository were:
•
•
•
•
•

"The storage method is too unsafe."
Worries about the transport of the waste and the operation of the facility.
"Fewer tourists would visit Storuman."
"We use hydro power in Norrland (the north of Sweden), so why deposit nuclear waste
here?"
"The project did not benefit Storuman enough." [194]

In an analysis after the decision, SKB criticised the opponents of a final repository in general and
politicians on a national level in particular. "The local politicians had to take a lot of critique in
the municipality, as well as regionally and nationally, because of their willingness to investigate
the conditions for a possible final repository in the municipality. This national responsibility
taking did not get any open national support" [213].
During the rare occasions of central authorities and national politicians participating in the
debate, the media often chose to report on criticism or deviating views of SKB. The earlier
mentioned media analysis of the Storuman case, pointed at a distinction between the opponents
and the advocates of a feasibility study. The opponents of a feasibility study could mobilise early
in the process. They had a clear opponent (SKB) and a clear message ("No to nuclear garbage").
Moreover, the opponents were considered to represent the local community. The advocates, on
the other hand, seemed to pursue a wait-and-see policy and they were also divided. Their

12

Sigyn is the Swedish transport ship used to transport nuclear material between the different power plants and
research sites.
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message was not clear (Does "Yes to a feasibility study" mean "Yes to a final repository"?) and
it took a long time until they were organised [72].
A report about the siting process in Storuman, commissioned by SKB, was published in April
1996 [55]. The report is based on interviews with people who were active in the process in the
municipality and aims to compile reactions and explanations to the result in the referendum.
Since the advocates did not organise themselves until rather late in the process, the municipal
council had to adopt the role of advocates. Drottz Sjoberg also argues that the campaign of the
advocates was isolated at an early stage and a "us-against-them" attitude was developed.
Furthermore, the strength of the opponents was their focus on long-term, strategic issues. They
argued that since nobody could guarantee that the method would be safe or say what would
happen in the future, the municipality should not accept a site investigation [55].
An important feature of the discussion is that the issue of a final repository was seen as a local
concern, strictly limited by the borders of the municipality [55]. However, in Mala, for example,
the neighbouring municipalities were involved in the discussions but this was never the case in
Storuman.
To conclude the Storuman case, it is possible that although SKB started their information
campaign quite soon after the first meeting with the community, many citizens made up their
mind already when the idea of a final repository was presented for the first time. Opposition did
not emerge immediately, but still it did not take a long time until a list of signatures against the
feasibility study was presented.
Opponents were found among members of the political parties in Storuman as well as in
neighbouring municipalities. Local action groups were formed, and national organisations like
Greenpeace and the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement took an active part of the opposition. Even
if a local Yes-group advocated the feasibility study and the entrepreneurs in Storuman also
declared their support, it seems as if SKB never got a true and extensive local support.
This may be due to the fact that the opponents did not want the "intruders" from SKB to make
Storuman "the rubbish-heap of Europe". This argument is emotional in its character and so were
many of the arguments for voting against a final repository. There seemed to be a worry over the
safety of the method for storing nuclear waste. The conflict between SKB on the one side and the
opponents on the other side also became more intense because of the way media reported on the
case. A paradox is that although SKB was described as "big brother from the south", the real
situation may very well have been the opposite, since the advocates did not get any national
support from the political parties and the Government, while the opponents in fact had a massive
support from many parts of society outside of Storuman.
Looking at Storuman from the consensual perspective, where the process is participatory and
aims at reaching a supportable decision, SKB and the municipality tried to inform the public, but
the involvement from the citizens mainly consisted of activities in order to show their
opposition. The result was a division of the municipality and a climate unsuitable for a rational
discussion. It seems as if the municipal council did not open up the process for public
involvement until after the feasibility study was made. Moreover, the date for the referendum
was set on a short notice, which may have caused the citizens to believe that their opinions were
not important. Yet another possible reason for the lack of public support was the hostility
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towards SKB - "the intruder from the south". The local support came mainly from the Social
Democrats, and many of the other parties were split in their opinion. The absence of an evident
force advocating a feasibility study may in fact have caused some of the local "No"-votes.

7.2 Mala
Table 2. Basic facts about the municipality of Mala in 1994.
Area (km2)
1 607,5
Average age
40,4

Population
4 044
Average income (SEK)
139 500

Population density (per km2)
2,5
Unemployment (%)
7,3

Mandates in the municipal council
Election of 1991
Election of 1994
Political Parties
3
3
The Moderate Party
4
2
The Liberal Part)'
2
3
The Centre Party
1
The Christian Democratic Party 2
1 4
. • • • • • •
The Social Democratic Party
14
. •
' '.
•' '
5
8
The Left Party
1
0
Others

Mala is an inland municipality situated in the north of Sweden. For SKB, Mala had the same
reasons for interest as Storuman, minus the railroad link to the coast [212]. In particular, there
was a problematic employment situation in Mala [158].
Mala municipal executive board decided by the end of August 1993 that they would suggest to
the municipal council that a feasibility study should be undertaken. They did, however, argue
that a decision on a final repository should only be made after studies of the conditions the
bedrock, transport, local trade and industry, tourism, leisure, and safety had been made. The
board also stressed the importance that a feasibility study must only concern Swedish waste, and
that information also must come from others than SKB. Representatives of the Left Party argued,
however, that a final repository is of national concern, and that a national mapping of the bedrock should therefore be made before any municipality entered the picture [166].
Public seminaries and talks were held on a regular basis from the beginning. SKB organised
most of the meetings, or were at least present. Lectures on the subject were also held at [212].
Discussions and questions mainly concerned matters of safety, transport, job opportunities, and
the risk of becoming a European 'rubbish-heap' [190]. People also stated their disapproval of
politicians not listening to the public before deciding on the issue of a feasibility study [160]. A
group opposed to a feasibility study was formed, and it collected 700 signatures within 10 days.
The opposition group received 50 000 SEK twice from the municipal council to finance their
activities [140; 141].
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On 13 September 1993 the issue of a feasibility study was taken up for decision in the municipal
council. The bill was, however, sent back for reconsideration, as not all members were
completely clear about the decision basis [129].
There were also those who were positive to a feasibility study in Mala, which resulted in a list
with a hundred names which was given to the municipal council [3]. The tourist business people,
as a group, were neither negative nor positive to the feasibility study. Both views seem to have
been represented [72] in that group.
A local paper conducted a telephone survey of 300 randomly13 chosen citizens (see Table 3).
Only 22 percent stated that the information given was sufficient. The respondents' trust in the
politicians' actions also proved to be poor. Only 18 percent stated that they trusted them, while
41 percent answered they did not trust the politicians' actions, and 41 percent did not have a clear
opinion. In general, women were more negatively disposed towards a feasibility study than men
were, and opposition increased with age among men. The only group that could be considered
favourably disposed to a feasibility study, was men under the age of 30. Regardless of opinion,
there was a large interest in the issue, among both men and women. Only a few people chose not
to participate when asked [130].
Table 3: Percentages of respondents in different categories. N=300.

Are you in favour of a feasibility study in Mala?
Would you accept a final repository within the municipality?
Is a referendum needed before a decision is made about a final repository?

Yes

No

No opinion

26

59

15

11

73

16

69

19

12

On 22 November 1993, the Municipal Council voted 14 against 14, leaving the chairman to cast
a deciding vote in favour of a feasibility study. The decision was met by strong feelings from the
general public present at the meeting [159], and was later appealed in the administrative Court of
Appeal in Sundsvall, arguing the following points:
•
•
•
•

The decision was taken against the will of the people.
SKB would get wrong signals, as the decision had no support from the public.
The information to the public should have been broader, and should also have involved
others than the nuclear power industry.
Risks of transportation had not been highlighted.

13

However, the paper is based in Skelleftea, and it is uncertain how many of the respondents were actually living in
Mala.
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The matter was discussed in three different instances, among them the municipal council. Their
views were:
•
•
•
•

The decision was taken in a democratic manner.
With reference to the first point, there were no grounds for SKB getting the wrong signals.
Council officials had, together with SKB, participated in information meetings.
The issue of transports had been reported at information meetings [142].

On 2 February 1994 the Municipal Executive Board, voting five against four, accepted a contract
with SKB [132]. The contract included a clause saying that a local referendum was going to be
held [54]. The day before, an action group against nuclear waste transports and storage in
Vasterbotten County had handed over a protest letter, signed by 7,300 names. They argued that
Mala had selfishly not taken the surrounding municipalities into consideration when deciding the
issue. Worries were also addressed about tourism [131]. Also, the Municipal Council of
neighbouring Sorsele strongly opposed Mala's and Storuman's decisions about feasibility studies.
They stated: "We see your action as a disappointment to the clean and healthy Lapland which we
have both been marketing and feel we live in. Your action means that we, as a neighbouring
municipality, will suffer both economically and emotionally" [162].
Researchers at the University of Lulea conducted a study of the employment effects of a final
repository. Their conclusion was that a siting would create 450 new jobs by the year 2010, which
would then be declining to 220 by the year 2060. In addition, associated services would
contribute to an expected 150 jobs. These figures are similar to those presented by SKB. The
researchers also concluded that a municipality like Mala with little tourism would probably
attract a larger number of visitors to a high level nuclear waste facility than from tourism [161].
SKB opened a local office in Mala in the beginning of June 1994. The office aimed to provide
the citizens with information regarding the feasibility study [156]. SKB was criticised by the
Centre Party and the Left Party for turning the issue into a political matter, and allegedly using
job opportunities as a bait [189]. The opposition group also arranged meetings. They did for
example invite a graduate engineer, who argued that storage of canisters containing radioactive
waste is "against the laws of nature". It was argued that the canisters might dissolve within 50
years - and not hundreds of thousands of years - as SKB argues. The opposition group had by the
end of October 260 members, and was one of the largest NGO's 14 in the municipality [41].
By the end of January 1995, SKB published the first part of the feasibility study report. It
contained results showing three possible sites for a final repository in Mala [163]. It was also
stated that natural conditions for tourism did not exist in Mala, and that the advantages resulting
from a deep repository facility in this case would outweigh the disadvantages [165].

14

Non-Governmental Organisation.
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The SKB study predicted a steady decline for Mala during the century to come 15 . Jobs and
number of inhabitants would decline to about one third of the present level. SKB thus presented
a picture of the future situation in Mala as on decline, a development which they argued a final
repository site would have the potential of slowing down. With a deep repository, the trend of
moving away from the municipality would diminish, as there would be an influx of about 400
people during the first 100 years after year [212].
In the report it was also stated that reindeer breeding would not be affected by a repository
facility, as only 0,3 square kilometres of land would be needed. The reindeer keepers strongly
disagreed with this, and argued they would suffer from customers' worries and fears of what
would be believed to be radiated meat [192].
The feasibility study report was referred back to the political parties and other relevant
organisations for consideration. The report was fully reviewed almost a year later. In general, the
responses were that ordinary people had difficulties in understanding the provided information,
and that there was a lack of interest from government and parliament in regard to the issue of
high level nuclear waste disposal. Also, nobody seemed to know whose responsibility the waste
would be once it had been stored at a final repository. The following arguments were brought
forward [164]:
•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

15

The Social Democrats' opinion were that not enough attention had been given to
environmental and safety aspects. They also required facts on whether deep storage is the
right solution or not.
The Left Party argued (as before) that one single municipality should not handle the issue of
a deep storage, as it is of national concern. Mala being a part of the last wild region in
Europe, they also addressed worries about environmental aspects, and the effects a
repository might have on the surrounding areas.
The Liberals criticised the report for not being clear enough about the figures presented
about side effects on infrastructure.
The Centre Party questioned the advisability of long distance transport, and also criticised
SKB for having put together the report on their own, instead of using an independent
contractor.
The Christian Democrats' had no comment.
The Moderate Party were generally satisfied with the professional quality of the report, but
required more information about effects on tourism.
The Merchant Society stressed the importance of a close inspection on the expected socioeconomical effects, so that people's safety would be guaranteed.
The Society for the Conservation of Nature argued that a realistic alternative was needed in
making a choice possible for the public.

These forecasts were similar to those of Storuman.
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SKB presented its final report by the end of March 1996, including two suggestions for suitable
sites. The waste would first be transported by sea from the south of Sweden to the harbour of
either Umea, Skelleftea or Pitea, and then by either road or railway. There was also a possibility
that a new railway link would have to be built [212].
The opposition group had been active from the very beginning of the discussions about the
feasibility study. In May 1997, those positive to a study gathered and formed the society Mala
Yes-group [138]. Their goals were to disseminate information and further the cause of a positive
answer in the referendum [139]. They numbered about 300 people from very different
backgrounds. Their work mainly consisted of direct contact with people on the individual level,
according to S. Eriksson, head of the Mala "Yes-group" [68]. The Yes-group tried to respond to
arguments frequently used by the opponents. An opinion often raised by the opponents was that a
final repository would result in Mala becoming "the rubbish-heap of Europe". According to the
Yes-group this was a "home-made" argument - "The strategy of the opponents is simple, yet
efficient; they connect the issue of SKB with something that is not well-thought of, regarded as a
threat and useful when it comes to scaring people - the European Union."16 [137].
An independent review group was formed in order to inspect the reports and the work made by
SKB. The group consisted of members of different interest groups, political parties, trade unions,
neighbouring municipalities, sport associations etc [145]. The opposition group did not
participate, as they feared their opinions and arguments would be ignored [167]. Instead, the
opposition applied to the municipality for a grant of 518,000 SEK to finance their information
campaign during 1997. They received 150,000 SEK [143]. In June, the group that was positive to
the feasibility study applied for 250,000 SEK. They too received 150,000 SEK [144].
SKB provided each household with an information folder and also offered free trips to the power
plant and the central interim storage facility (CLAB) in Oskarshamn. Both supporters and
opponents went on these trips (not the strongest opponents, though), and filled about 600 seats
(population of Mala about 4084). On their return, most people were of the opinion that SKB
handled the waste in a reliable way 17 [203].
From February 1994 to December 1995, SKB organised or participated in information activities
in the municipality. These included seminars, an exhibition van touring the smaller villages,
mailings to all households, meetings with numerous interest groups and study trips [214]. The
examination group sent out information brochures to all households in Mala; two about the
examination of the feasibility study, and one about the referendum [203].
According to unpublished data, about 90 percent of the citizens of Mala were of the opinion that
there had been enough information, and 72 percent felt they had sufficient knowledge [104]. On
the other hand, in a survey18 made by the municipality before the referendum, only six percent
stated that they did not want more information [133].

16

The opposition against the EU is very strong in the northern parts of Sweden.
Personal communication by Sjolund, Mali council coordinator [203].
18
N=267, response rate eight percent.

17
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Meanwhile (by the end of 1996), the national government demanded a broader basis of
information from SKB, before any decisions were to be made about a detailed study. Their
demand primarily concerned a broader and reconsidered account of safety aspects, but also an
account of alternative solutions in taking care of the radioactive waste. According to S.
Bjurstrom, at the time executive manager of SKB, the Government's demands will delay the
decision until at least the spring of 1999 [168].
In the referendum on 21 September 1997 the question was: "Shall SKB continue the search of a
deep-repository site for used nuclear waste in Mala?" The citizens had to mark one of the
following alternatives on the polling card: 'yes', 'no' or 'blank voting'. At the referendum 55% of
the citizens voted against further investigations, while 45% voted in favour. The results probably
ended the issue of a high level nuclear waste repository in Mala.
In February 1998, a report about the siting process in Mala was published [56]. The report,
commissioned by SKB, focuses on the attitudes of the people involved in the process in Mala,
representing both sides on the issue. The report emphasises the fact that the vote in the
referendum concerned further studies (i.e. a site investigation in Mala) and not a final repository
as was the case in Storuman, depending on how the question was formulated. Consequently, in
the discussions the question of a final repository was avoided, which, according to Drottz
Sjoberg, probably contributed to a more even result in the referendum. Drottz Sjoberg also
stresses the importance of clarifying the roles of the involved actors; for example, many people
wondered how it is possible for a private company to represent national interests [56].
As was the case in Storuman, the advocates did not get organised until rather late in the process.
In Mala, this resulted in the local politicians and the municipal council becoming the counterpart of the opponents in the debate. Furthermore, the politicians abandoned their role as leaders
by handing over the decision making to the citizens through the referendum. According to Drottz
Sjoberg, this made the decision making process more political and the focus was turned away
from the technical aspects as the public could not adopt the role of technical experts [56].
In Mala, an opposition against the politicians who decided to suggest a feasibility study emerged
very early in the process. The politicians were accused of not listening to the opinions of the
public. A poll also showed that many did not trust the politicians' actions and that opposition
against a feasibility study and a final repository in Mala was widespread among the citizens of
Mala. The politicians in the municipality had different views of the feasibility study, and the
chairman had to cast a deciding vote to make a decision in the municipality council. Even though
the opponents were the most notable, there were also people saying yes to a feasibility study.
Their main argument - put forward by scientists as well as by SKB - was the increasing number
of jobs that were said to be the outcome of a deep repository.
A basic conflict line in Mala also seems to have been that the opponents did not want their
community to be "the rubbish-heap of Europe". The advocates of a study made a connection of
this argument to the profound resistance against the European Union in Mala. Hence, one might
suspect that the opposition against a repository was not only based upon criticism against the
repository itself, but also due to the fact that the citizens did not trust the politicians and the
political project of EU. So, did the politicians and the SKB try to keep the citizens away from the
issue? No, at least not when looking at the information activities arranged by SKB. From the
moment that the municipal executive board decided to suggest a feasibility study, the company

28

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

organised public seminaries and talks, on a regular basis. And from the moment that the
executive board decided to accept the contract with SKB, they (SKB) provided information
folders to the households and offered free trips to the power plant and the central interim storage
facility in Oskarshamn, as well as numerous other activities. The opposition group in Mala
received money from the municipality and created an independent review group, consisting of
several interest groups, covering many areas of the community.
As in Storuman, it seems as if SKB and the municipality tried to reach a decision that would be
supportable, in the sense that they invited both opponents and advocates to participate in
discussions, review groups and study trips. The widespread feeling among the citizens of the
politicians and SKB as institutions working without a possibility for public review made a
rational discussion hard to reach, though. The Mala case is similar to the Storuman case also in
the sense that there was a division among the citizens, one camp of advocates and one of
opponents, although not to the same extent in Mala. An example of the heated climate in Mala is
the fact that the decision of a feasibility study was appealed in the administrative Court of
Appeal. The support among the politicians was not massive either. No party was really attached
to the issue and devoted to reach a decision about a final repository in Mala. The opponents of a
feasibility study and a final repository, on the other hand, had support from neighbouring
communities.

7.3 Overkalix
Table 4. Basic facts about the municipality of Overkalix in 1994.
Area (km2)
2790,5
Average age
43,9

Political Parties
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Part.1
The Centre Party
The Social Democratic Party
:
The Left Party
" "

Population
4 671
Average income (SEK)
133 800

Population density (per km2)
1,7
Unemployment (%)
10,0

Mandates in the municipal council
Election of 1991
2
1

Election of 1994
1

6
19
3

•.

'

•'•

"

'

'•

'

:

'

"

'

6
19
,5 . . . . . . . . .

Overkalix is a small municipality, situated in the far north of Sweden. The ruling Social
Democrats became interested in a feasibility study and had their first information meeting with
SKB in June 1992. They did, however, not introduce the issue to the municipal council until the
spring of 1993. The Social Democratic Party saw advantages in job opportunities, and also in
having the opportunity of an investigation without burdening the local economy. However, they
did not want a final repository without a serious investigation of all the problems and
consequences. A decision should be based on an evaluation of effects on local trade and industry,
job opportunities, transport, tourism and the environment [136].
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The opposition, on the other hand, collected 4 278 signatures from citizens in Overkalix and
surrounding areas even before any bill about a feasibility study was submitted [226], arguing the
bedrock to be unsuitable due to the frequent occurrence of earthquakes. In addition, they feared a
future obligation of receiving waste from other countries in Europe [99]. It was also argued that a
deep repository situated near "the last untouched river of Europe" would be most unfortunate, as
it would counteract current investments made in tourism. If a feasibility study should become a
reality, the action group said they would have the names of the ones voting in favour cut into a
block of granite, and place it at a spot easily seen in Overkalix [16].
The Social Democratic Party took measures to inform their members. The party organised an
internal information group with the objective of informing about the feasibility study and
techniques for final repository in all parts of the municipality. The group held meetings, only for
members of the party and for those sympathising with the Social Democrats, in ten villages
within Overkalix. The public interest was considered low, since the number of visitors was low,
but those who were present seemed to be generally positive [221].
In April 1993, a bill was submitted to the municipal council by two Social Democrats, proposing
the municipality to request a feasibility study by SKB [178], However, the bill was opposed in
the council, and revised into requesting the executive council to review the issue before any
decision was made. Thus changed it was accepted [248].
A month later, a local opposition group had been formed and wrote a letter to the municipal
executive council, pleading them not to request a feasibility study. Sixteen arguments against the
siting of a deep repository in Overkalix were also presented, mainly attacking SKB and the KBS3 method [227].
In the beginning of June, the bill was taken up for discussion in the municipal council's executive
board, and the same member of the Centre Party which had opposed it the first time in the
council did so again. In this instance, however, it passed [251]. Two days later, a letter from
Greenpeace Sweden arrived, pleading with the municipal council not to pass the bill and not
invite SKB to do a feasibility study. Their arguments were mainly a critique of the KBS-3
method and the motives of SKB [84]. After being passed by the Board of the Municipal Council,
the bill was returned to the board for further study by the municipal council with the votes
twenty to ten, with one member abstaining [249]. Meanwhile, the local opposition group had
stated in a letter to the council that they would not participate in any feasibility studies involving
SKB [225]. The Council's Board had added to the bill that representatives of a university, the
County Council and the local opposition groups should be requested to participate in the
feasibility study [249].
In August, an information meeting was planned by a member of the municipal council on behalf
of the Council. This was opposed by one of those who had opposed the feasibility study bill, who
suggested that no information meetings should be held, as no more information was needed. This
suggestion was overruled by the Council [250]. Further meetings were held in November with
SKB, SKI, SSI, KASAM, the REKO-unitl9 of the University of Lulea, professor S. Westerlund
and the local opposition group [245; 247].

1

This was a research group, working on nuclear waste, sponsored by the County.
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Protests continued. The Swedish Society of Senior Citizens local chapter sent a letter of protest
to the council [245], as did the municipality's Board of Culture and Leisure (Kultur- och
fritidsnamnden) [246] and a citizen of neighbouring municipality Kiruna [244].
The basic conflict lines between the advocates and the opponents of a feasibility study seem to
have been of two types. First, there was a disagreement regarding the feasibility study. The
opponents of a feasibility study were afraid that a "Yes" to a feasibility study would
automatically mean a "Yes" to a final repository, because of the possibility of the Government to
overrule the municipal veto. Second, there was a fear about the final repository itself. The
opponents were concerned with the safety of the method.
A poll was conducted by older Social Democrats. The poll was sent to 3000 citizens entitled to
vote, and 1 650 of these responded [12]. The results showed that as many as 92 percent of the
respondents had answered that they were against a feasibility study. Only 4 percent were in
favour, and 4 percent chose not to participate2*).
In spite of this discouraging poll, a meeting was held in November where SKB, SSI, SKI,
opposition groups, the municipality council and the public were represented. The media gave this
meeting a lot of attention. The following weeks a group of Social Democrats threatened to create
a separate list of candidates in the election of 1994; their condition for not doing so was that the
bill about a feasibility study should be withdrawn.
Due to the poor local support, among the public as well as among members of the Social
Democratic Party, the local Social Democratic Party decided to withdraw their bill, abandoning
the idea of a deep repository site in Overkalix [135].
In Overkalix, the Social Democrats "owned" the question from the beginning. As the party had a
great majority in the municipality council, one could expect most of the citizens to advocate a
feasibility study as well. This was not the fact, however. An opposition mobilised very early in
the process. Many people signed name lists and there seemed to be hostile feelings towards the
advocates (for example, the threat about cutting their names in granite). The decision process in
the municipal council was not free from problems, and even if the majority for a study looked
convincing, this was due to the fact that the Social Democrats were in favour of a feasibility
study (and they had 19 seats of 31 in the council). SKB did not arrange many information
meetings and other information activities, probably because the question was considered to be
"owned" by the Social Democrats. They, in turn, arranged information meetings, limited to those
sympathising with the party. Because of the strong opposition - that grew during the process, and
finally embraced almost all parts of the community and reached even outside the community the Social Democrats withdrew their bill.
In this case, it seems clear that the consensual perspective was not very strong. As the Social
Democrats was the only part urging this issue, support was absent elsewhere. And the
information activities were only aimed towards Social Democrats, resulting in the risk of many
20

Afterwards, the validity of these results has been questioned. The group of people conducting the interviews were
negative to the feasibility study [157], which may have had effects on the answers. See the Discussion section for
further information about the influence on interviewers on subjects.
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uninformed citizens. SKB did not act very strongly to reach a high degree of public involvement
in the decision process. The emotions were strong in Overkalix, and there was a fear about the
safety of a deep repository.

7.4 Arjeplog
Table 5. Basic facts about the municipality of Arjeplog in 1991.
Area (km2)
12 945
Average age

Population
3676
Average income (SEK)
135 700

Population density (per km2)
0.3
Unemployment (%)
6.8

Mandates in the municipal council
Political Parties
The Centre Party
The Social Democratic Party
The Left Party
The Christian Democratic Party
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Party
Others

Election of 1991
9
11
3
1
1
1
5

The issue of a feasibility study was considered in Arjeplog for a very short time. It was started by
a letter in June 1992 from the local Trader's Association to the municipal council, in which it was
stated that because of the bad employment situation the municipality should request SKB to do a
feasibility study. The lead mine of Laisvall was scheduled to be closed down in a few years time,
and the community would then lose 220 jobs [98]. The mine could possibly be converted to a
repository. It was calculated that, during the ten years of constructing a deep repository,
approximately 600 people would get a job. Then 200 people were said to have jobs at the facility
- for thousands of years [2]. The local people of Laisvall seemed to be in favour, as were the
labour union and the Social Democrats. The political leaders21 of the municipality were hesitant,
though [2].
A local newspaper (Norrlandska Socialdemokraten) had conducted a poll showing 59.9% of the
Arjeplog population to be negative to a repository [1].
After the letter from the Trader's Association, a political working committee in the municipality
decided to suggest to the municipality council not to oppose feasibility studies. The committee
had two conditions. First, SKB would have to finance a referendum that must be held before a
possible feasibility study. Second, SKB would have to honor the outcome of the referendum.
21

The chairman of the municipality was from the Centre Party, and this party usually got political support from the
local party AFD, The Liberals, the Moderate Party and the Christian Democrats [76].
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Notable in this context is the fact that SKB had not put forward any request of a feasibility study
[26].
The suggestion was turned down in the executive council with five votes to four, whereupon the
question was forwarded to the full municipal council with a recommendation to reject it. This
was done with the votes 17 to 13 and 1 member abstaining [26]. The voting pattern in the
municipal council followed the opinions from the voting in the executive council - AFD (the
local party: Arjeplog Free Democrats), the Left Party and the Centre Party voted against the
proposal of a feasibility study, while the Social Democrats and the Liberals were positive to the
proposal. Of the parties not represented in the executive council, the Christian Democrats voted
"No" to a feasibility study, and the Moderate Party voted "Yes" [26].
During the five months that the issue was discussed in Arjeplog, two worried letters from a
neighbouring Norwegian municipality arrived, asking for information about the plans of a waste
repository [24; 25], and also a lengthy letter from an engineer in another northern town in favour
of a deep repository [28].
According to a local newspaper, the people living in Laisvall were angry over the fact that the
local Trader's Association had only invited SKB and not the public to an information meeting
regarding their plans. The Association defended their approach by arguing that they would have
invited the public as well, if only they had known what attention the issue would get. "This has
attracted much attention and reached unexpected proportions, and now the whole issue has
grown out of our control." [91].
The issue was discussed when a national leader of the Green Party, Birger Schlaug, visited
Norrbotten. He criticised SKB, even if it was not their initiative, with the argument: "Here they
have exploited Norrbotten for so many years, then they sit in the south of Sweden saying that
you will have the garbage. There has to be some orderliness." [82].
Finally, two weeks before the decision in the council, the merchant society withdrew their
proposition [27].
In Arjeplog, an organisation within the municipality initiated the issue concerning a feasibility
study. SKB was not very active in the process; instead it seems as if the debate was mainly
political. One might expect that the conditions for broad political support existed, since both the
Social Democrats, the labour union and the Moderate Party were in favour of a feasibility study.
This was not the case, however, since the political leaders of the municipality (the Centre Party)
as well as a strong local party, AFD, were against a study, which lead to a rejection in the
municipal council. A poll also showed that the people of Arjeplog to quite a large extent were
negative towards a repository.
There does not exist much information about Arjeplog and the issue of a deep repository, and it
is hard to determine the perspective used by the actors. Under all circumstances, it was the
municipality that handled this issue - not SKB. There were protests from the public regarding the
fact that the local Trader's Association only invited SKB to an information meeting. That could
be a sign of a quite weak consensual perspective. On the other hand, the process did not develop
very far, since there did not exist sufficient political support. One might suspect that an
important condition in a successful localisation process is that the political leaders are in favour
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of a feasibility study, and possibly a repository. And with more political support, perhaps the
municipality would have taken measures to promote a higher degree of public involvement.

7.5 Tranemo
Table 6. Basic facts about the municipality of Tranemo in 1994.
Area(km2)
742,8
Average age
39,7

Political Parties
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Party

Population
12 427
Average income (SEK)
139 500

Population density (per Iun2)
16,7
Unemployment (%)
4,0

Mandates in the municipal council
Election of 1994

6

3
9
The Centre Party
The Christian Democratic Party 2
16
The Social Democratic Party
1
The Green Party

Tranemo is a small municipality situated in the south west of Sweden. In April 1995, a municipal
executive board working committee declared they would welcome a feasibility study. SKB took
interest in Tranemo for three reasons. First, there is an availability of gneiss in the bedrock.
Second, there is a railroad for heavy transports. Third, there are sparsely populated areas within
the municipality, which enables a final depository outside the population centre [109]. A local
opposition group was formed only three days after the announcement made by the municipal
executive board, and started arranging information meetings22 and demonstrations. They also
collected signatures, demanding a referendum on the issue. Information meetings were held by
SKB, but the majority of citizens of Tranemo seemed to be against a feasibility study and a
repository [124]. Non-local opponent groups were also active in the municipality communication
[52] 23 . An information leaflet concerning the possible feasibility study in Tranemo and the work
on siting in general was distributed to the households [210].
The Green Party, in an appeal for a local referendum on the question of final disposal of nuclear
waste published in a local newspaper, asked "if Tranemo was to be a radioactive rubbish-heap
for the nuclear waste of Europe and if it was the politician's business to make such a decision".
They also stated that the Green Party had the view that all inhabitants should participate in this
decision. The appeal ended with a request for names to be submitted to the party [149], probably
to create a list of names to hand over to the municipal council. Almost all members of the Centre
Party seemed to oppose the feasibility study as well. Two of the three representatives of the
22

The meetings were attended by a large number o f people. For example, at an information meeting o n 10 April, about
a hundred people showed u p . T w o geologists - K-I Ahall and O Holmstrom - were there, critizising S K B for their
choice of repository method and their actions for finding a suitable site.
23
Head of Administration, Tranemo municipality.
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Centre Party in the municipal executive board were against the idea [107], and so were the
women's organisation and the youth organisation of the party. The latter made what they called a
"referendum" in the primary school (ages 13 - 16) and secondary school (ages 16 - 19) of
Tranemo. In the poll made at the primary school 79 percent of the responding students voted
"No" to a final repository while 74 percent of the students at the secondary school voted "No"
[111].
The main arguments used by the opponents were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

"If we agree to do a feasibility study, we will not be a able to say no later on"
"SKB does not look for a suitable place, they are looking for a municipality willing to host a
final repository"
"Tranemo is a densely populated area"
"Tranemo has had an earthquake"
"The transport of nuclear waste from the nuclear reactors to Tranemo would be too risky"
"SKB has not found the right method to store nuclear waste"
"The search for a municipality should be handled by an impartial actor".

In the end of April, a non-political opinion group was founded; their members wanted the group
to be a platform for all those who for different reasons (many of which mentioned above) did not
want an agreement with SKB. The first task of the group was to organise a demonstration against
the feasibility study and a final repository on the first of May. This day is the Labour Day in
Sweden, but in 1995 its main function was to gather the groups and individuals who opposed a
final repository in Tranemo [4].
The advocates of a feasibility study, on the other hand, said that much of the debate was filled
with emotional arguments, rather than rational ones. A chronicle in Goteborgs-Posten called the
opponents egoistic, since they realised that a final repository had to be created, but not in their
own community. According to the writer, "that is the same form of argumentation used by those
who says yes to cuts in the budget, as long as the cuts will not do any harm to themselves".
Furthermore, it should not be the responsibility of the local opinions to handle the storage of
nuclear waste. The nuclear waste includes risks, and therefore it is important that it is handled in
the safest way possible. "This means the final repository is a national issue." The same writer
makes a connection to the referendum concerning nuclear power. According to him, there is no
good reason for those who voted yes to the use of nuclear power to oppose a final repository in
their municipality. But even those who voted no to the use of nuclear power have a
responsibility, since they stronger than others pointed out the risks of nuclear waste. "Therefore,
they should be more anxious to find a repository place as safe as possible" [234].
SKB arranged a study trip to the nuclear reactors and the central interim storage facility in
Oskarshamn, in order to provide information about handling nuclear waste. Invited were
members of the municipality council, heads of the municipality executive functions,
representatives of the local media, members of the Industrial Society (Industrifb'reningen), the
Farmers' Union (LRF) and Tranemo Society for Conservation of Nature (Tranemo
Naturskyddsforening) [110].

35

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

Tranemo Society for Conservation of Nature was, together with the Green Party and most of the
Centre Party, the most active opponent of a feasibility study in Tranemo. They boycotted the
study trip to Oskarshamn with the argument: "This is a bribe trip with us as hostage" [106].
The debate did not last long. After only sex weeks, the Social Democrats yielded to the pressure
of public opinion, and declared they would vote against a feasibility study. They claimed that
they were worried the issue might result in possible antagonism among citizens. The Social
Democrats did not oppose deep storage as a method, and they did not claim Tranemo to be
unsuitable as a location either [90]. Both the Centre Party and the Moderates responded by also
saying 'no' to a feasibility study. Thus, the number of delegates in the municipal council
opposing a study would have been at least 31 out of 37, and the issue was not even brought up
for decision. A member of the Centre Party argued it would be impossible to implement a
feasibility study against the strong local resistance [108].
During the short period of time when Tranemo was a place discussed in terms of future storage
of nuclear waste, both SKB and the political majority within the municipality were active forces
in pushing the issue. These parties met heavy resistance, though. Local action groups were
formed very early and major political forces were against the idea of a feasibility study in
Tranemo. The community seemed to walk along the same road as in Storuman and Mala, where
the citizens were divided in two camps. The advocates claimed that the opponents reacted on an
emotional basis, rather than trying to discuss the issue in a rational manner. To avoid this
division among the citizens, the Social Democrats declared that they would vote against a
feasibility study.
SKB was active in distributing information to interested citizens, through information meetings
and leaflets. SKB also arranged a study trip, which was boycotted by an action group opposing
the study. The reason for this was that they considered the SKB initiative as "bribery". Again, it
seems as if the strategy of SKB was to promote public involvement in the process, including
opponents, but that all parts did not appreciate it. The information meetings arranged by the
opposition group were well visited, though, and this may suggest that the citizens were
interested, but already had a negative view of SKB and the siting project.

36

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

7.6 Varberg
Table 7. Basic facts about the municipality of Varberg in 1994.
Population
Population density (per km2)
51 412
58,9
Average income (SEK) Unemployment (%)
139 800
6,7

Area (km2)
872.9
Average age
39,3

Mandates in the municipal council
Political parties

the Moderate Party
The Liberal Party
The; Centre Party
The Christian Democratic Party
The Social Democratic Party
The Left Party

the" Green Party

Election of 1994
11
4

12
2

25
4
3

Varberg is situated on the West Coast of Sweden and hosts a nuclear power plant (Ringhals). At
the end of May 1995, the municipality received an inquiry about a feasibility study from SKB. In
the summer of 1995, representatives of SKB informed the executive council and the municipal
council of their plans [229].
SKB saw it as an advantage that the power plant of Ringhals already is situated within this area.
According to them that means the citizens are used to nuclear technology, have some knowledge
about it and perceive it as less threatening. SKB also saw advantages in a location near the sea,
enabling waste to be easily transported by ship. The municipality had previously been discussed,
but the bedrock was then believed to be unsuitable [105]. SKB realised that there was a risk for
conflicts with land- and house-owners, though. "It is not a long time ago since there was a storm
of protests regarding the plans of a construction of a gas power station." [20].
The Social Democrats, who were in majority in the council, declared their support for a
feasibility study. They argued, however, at the same time that this did not necessarily mean they
wanted a final repository, if for example the investigations would prove the bedrock to be unsafe,
or if negative effects on tourism could be expected as a result. They also claimed that a condition
for a final repository was that the citizens were in favour, yet no referendum was planned before
deciding on feasibility studies. They also argued that feasibility studies should be seen as an
opportunity to get a free geological mapping of Varberg, together with useful information on
trade and industry, tourism and transport networks.
Some of the arguments expressed by those who were negative to this point of view were that the
technology was not yet fully developed, and that a deep repository may not be the best solution
[233]. The Green Party female members were negative to a feasibility study. They argued that
once it had been conducted, a final repository would be difficult to prevent [30]. A high
representative of the Centre Party in Varberg said: "A final repository will give such a negative
PR for Varberg that companies as well as tourists will be scared away...an argument used by the

37

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

advocates seems to be that there will be more jobs in the municipality, but we are convinced that
the net result, in regard to jobs, of a final repository will be negative." The Centre Party also was
of the opinion that it was a mistake to discuss possible places for a final repository in the southwestern parts of Sweden at all, since this region - including Denmark and the south of Norway is the most densely populated region in Scandinavia. Instead, the ambition ought to be to find
suitable bedrock in more sparsely populated parts of Sweden [18].
A letter protesting against a repository was sent to the municipal council from a neighbouring
area in the municipality of Tranemo, signed by representatives from nine different organisations.
They argued against "test drilling" by SKB in an area close to the border between the
municipalities on the grounds that it was important from a recreational and economical
perspective not to place nuclear waste there [240].
At a public meeting, a large majority of those 50 citizens present were sceptical, some were even
furious. They did not believe a feasibility study would be the end, and were worried that the
Government would overrule their veto. There were also worries about the non-economical costs
of a referendum, e.g. possible conflicts that might result from it, bearing in mind the high price
the citizens of Storuman had to pay in terms of protracted disagreements [29]. Other than during
that meeting, it seems as if the question of a referendum was not debated, at least according to
the municipality office of Varberg24. Instead, there was a basic conflict concerning how to
interpret the question of a feasibility study. The differences in interpretation were said to divide
the citizens of Varberg in two camps. The advocates of a feasibility study saw it as an
opportunity to receive the results of a professional investigation and that a yes to a study would
not mean a yes to a final repository. The opponents of a feasibility study, on the other hand, said
that a feasibility study means building a ground for establishing a final repository [230].
Apart from the Centre Party, most of the political parties were in favour - or at least not openly
negative - of a feasibility study. According to a newspaper in the end of August, the Social
Democrats and, somewhat surprisingly, the Green Party were in favour, while the Moderate
Party and the Liberals wanted to think it through [17].
The debate ended suddenly; an earthquake occurred in the area on 4 October. As a result, the
board - previously in favour of a feasibility study - changed their minds, and the municipal
council voted against a feasibility study in Varberg. They declared it impossible to decide against
the strong emotions felt by the population even if calculations proved a deep repository to be
safe; peoples' emotions and beliefs were in this case seen as more important.
SKB was of the opinion that an earthquake is of little importance to a final repository. The head
of SKB, Sten Bjurstrom, said in a newspaper interview: "The most important thing with a deep
repository is not the risk of possible earthquakes, but rather the chemistry of the ground water,
which must have a constitution which makes it impossible for the copper capsules to rust." [19].
As in most cases, the Social Democrats were in favour of a feasibility study (but not necessarily
a final repository), and the most "pushy" party. Apart from the Social Democrats, the opinions of
the political parties were, to begin with, somewhat difficult to define. The Centre Party was a
1

The reason for that is considered to be the quick end of the issue, because of an earthquake.
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clear opponent, though. It seems as if the debate was not very intense on an organisational level,
since there was an unusual absence of environmental organisations. On the individual level, the
discussion was quite intense, though; at least according to the public meeting where a large
majority of the 50 citizens were sceptical, some even furious. Hence, even if the opponents did
not have as massive support from different parts of society as in, for example, Storuman, the
emotions among some ordinary citizens were apparently strong. And when the earthquake
occurred, the debate "died". The municipal council did not want to decide against the will of the
public, even if rational calculations would prove the deep repository to be safe.
Neither SKB nor the municipality was active in the information process. Even if the process in
Varberg was quite short, we have seen from other cases that information campaigns often start
very early. But in Varberg, SKB seemed to be unusually passive. One might speculate about
whether this was caused by a somewhat fatalistic view of SKB; wise from experience, the people
of SKB could have been quite certain that the negative opinion of the citizens of Varberg would
not change because of more information. Nevertheless, the consensual perspective was to a large
extent weak in Varberg.

7.7 Nykoping
Table 8. Basic facts about the municipality of Nykoping in 1994.
Population
48 674
Average income (SEK)
151 000

Area(km2)
1421,1
Average age
40,9

Population density (per km2)
34,3
Unemployment (%)
6,3

Mandates in the municipal council
Election of 1994
12
3

Political Parties
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Party
The Centre Party

6

The Christian Democratic Party
The Social Democratic Party
The Left Party
The Green Party

1
34
3
2

Nykoping is situated on the East Coast of Sweden, about 100 km south of Stockholm. Studsvik
Research Nuclear Reactor is located within the area, which was one reason for SKB's interest in
conducting a feasibility study there [216]. As a nuclear municipality, SKB argued, Nykoping had
the advantages of nuclear technology knowledge, solid bedrock and harbours where nuclear
waste was shipped already.
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The inquiry about a feasibility study came at the end of May 1995. This was, however, not the
first time SKB studied Nykoping. Ten years earlier, SKB investigated the area of Fjallveden25
with the purpose of finding a suitable site for depositing high level nuclear waste. At that time an
opposition group named 'Save Fjallveden' was formed, which guarded the mountain and
managed to stop SKB's plans [39].
The two largest political parties in Nykoping (the Social Democrats and the Moderates) accepted
that SKB started their investigations, even though the Social Democrats had not decided whether
they wanted a final repository within the municipality or not. The Social Democratic Party stated
they would not stop SKB from doing their analysis, as SKB had the legal right to conduct any
investigations they wanted [36]. A leading politician in Nykoping stated that only when SKB had
finished their feasibility study, would the municipality take a stand on this issue [37]. The
Moderates argued that SKB should have the opportunity to conduct those investigations needed
to form the best possible decision base. If this proved Nykoping to be the best site for placing the
high level nuclear waste, it should be kept there. They also claimed that terrifying pictures
associated to a future final repository were exaggerated, and that Nykoping's reputation would
not be damaged [36].
The Centre Party, the Left Party and the Green Party were opposed to the idea of a feasibility
study in the municipality. The Centre Party claimed that Nykoping would get a bad name and
that the Party had always been against a final repository in the area. The Left Party asked the
public to mobilise an opinion against it, before the feasibility study started or it would be too
late. They argued deep storage to be unsafe, as the waste will be kept beyond control [38].
The municipal executive board, with the Social Democratic Party in majority, decided to accept
a feasibility study in the municipality without a decision by the municipal council. It was the first
time a municipality had handled the feasibility study issue that way. They argued a council
decision on the matter to be unnecessary, as 'SKB does not need any permission - their
commission from the Government is enough' [93].
The Green Party and the Left Party criticised the Social Democratic Party's handling of the
feasibility study issue, and also for being too passive. They argued the issue should have been
decided in the municipal council the same way as in other municipalities, and that a local
referendum should be held after the feasibility study [35].
Three different groups were formed in the fall of 1995. The Information and Preparation group
consisted of politicians from all political parties represented in the municipal council, with
responsibility for contacts with SKB, the public and other interested parts, and also to follow the
work on the feasibility study. A group of officials functioned as an auxiliary unit to the
Information and Preparation group. Finally, a reference group consisting of members of 23
different organisations (political, regional, environmental, social etc) was created in the spring of
1996. Of these organisations, two left the group at the end of September 1996: 'Save Fjallveden'
and the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement [176]. These two organisations were also present at an
information and discussion meeting with representatives of SKB, Nykoping municipality, the
County Council and other officials in late 1996 [216].
25

Fjallveden is a small region in Nykoping municipality of particular environmental interest.
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An information meeting about the possible final repository was held in the middle of October
1995, attracting 250-300 people. Participating organisations were SKB, SSI, SKI and other
involved authorities [94]. A few weeks later, SKB opened their information office in the centre
of Nykoping [187]. Also, information was provided at the City Hall and in the libraries by the
municipality [175].
N-A Morner, a geologist, argued that the area around Nykoping is one of the least suitable
locations in Sweden for deep storage. He claimed to have discovered that a severe earthquake
had taken place there 'only' 10 000 years ago [239].
The first two feasibility study reports were finished in the beginning of August 1996. Seen from
an environmental perspective the result implied that any area in the municipality could be used,
but that Studsvik was most suitable. Advantages ascribed to Studsvik were short transports and
small land requirement, as a repository could be co-ordinated within the nuclear power plant.
The sensitive environment and recreational areas found nearby would, however, have to be taken
into consideration. The fact that the ore content was found to be relatively high in some parts
also limited the number of sites [188].
Another two reports were finished in the beginning of October. They implied that only small
economic effects were to be expected if the final repository was to be placed in Nykoping [118].
During the whole operational period there would be an increase of about 280 new job
opportunities, which should be compared with the total number of 31-35 000 jobs in the region
(the municipalities Nykoping, Oxelosund, Trosa and Gnesta) [216].
The opposition groups 'Save Fjallveden' and the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement were
disappointed by the lack of interest shown by the citizens in Nykoping and wanted to debate the
issue [80]. SKB, on the other hand, counted about a thousand visitors to their information office
in 1996, 450 visitors to an exhibition at M/S Sigyn at Studsvik and organised five trips to
Oskarshamn nuclear facility with, in total, about 250 participants [216]. This turnout seems to
have been considered satisfactory by SKB. On the other hand, public interest has been described
as low by a Nykoping official [14].
'Save Fjallveden' and the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement argued they had not been listened to
enough by the local authorities, and criticised the reference group for being an information
channel and not a proper reference group. Later, 'Save Fjallveden' and the Swedish Anti-Nuclear
Movement applied to the municipality for an economic contribution, so that they could open an
information office. According to them, SKI has stated that the opposing side should get a share
of the funding. Nevertheless, this was rejected by the municipality, with the explanation that the
critical arguments should come from the local authority [80]. But in an answer to a question
about the funding of the opposition group in Mala, the Minister of Environment, A. Lindh, said
that the purpose is not that organisations should be able to receive any funding from the Nuclear
Waste Fund27 [125].
26

B . Albing, Head of Construction and Environment, N y k o p i n g municipality.
The Nuclear Waste Fund receives the money from a special tax on the electricity from the nuclear plants. This fund
is supposed to cover all the expenses involved with the waste, including the 2 million SEK per year that the
municipalities involved in feasibility studies are entitled to for their work [206].
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Petterson, a member of the local Green Party argued that SKB's main choice of method, KSB-3,
was obsolete. He also expressed his disappointment in what he saw as the local authorities' onesided support of SKB, and his surprise that the taxpayers did not receive information about other
methods. One alternative method is DRD (Dry Rock Deposit), which Petterson argued to have
several advantages. The waste is placed at only 50-100 meters depth, kept dry by drainage of the
bedrock, where it can be inspected, repaired and even removed and treated in a possible future
destruction facility [116].
The last feasibility study report implied that the infrastructure was sufficient for siting the onland facility within the industrial area of Studsvik. The already existing harbour was also seen as
advantageous for Studsvik [95], even though it is not deep enough for large ships. Sand and
bentonite would therefore have to be unloaded somewhere else [81].
The information flow about the feasibility study, nuclear waste and deep repositories was rather
intensive in Nykoping up until the report was finished. SKB lists close to a hundred different
activities, meetings and media contacts during the period May 1995 to April 1997, in which they
had participated [216]. During 1998, Nykoping will receive 2 million SEK from SKI. The money
is to be used for further informational activities [208].
The preliminary feasibility study report was finished in May 1997 and has been examined by
four independent consultants. Also, SKB is preparing a less technical version of the report,
which is to be distributed to several interested parties for comments [14]. The evaluations are
mainly positive to the preliminary report [45; 61; 204; 232]. So far, we are unaware of any strong
reactions from the general public.
From April 1997 to March 1998 the municipality worked with a poll, which was sent to 2 599
randomly selected citizens of Nykoping. The interviews were to some extent conducted on the
phone, but as the questionnaire was quite extensive the respondents received a copy of it a
couple of weeks before. Over half of the respondents chose to respond by sending in the
questionnaire. The interest in the issue, according to the return rate of approximately 60 percent,
was rather high. When asked about their opinion about a final repository in Nykoping, 26 percent
were positive and 33 percent were negative. The outcome of the poll may perhaps suggest that
Nykoping is a possible place for a final repository, however, since 62 percent said they could
accept it if the municipality should turn out to be the best possible site28. The opinions
concerning the current feasibility study were even more positive; 59 percent stated that the study
is very good or quite good and only 11 percent said it is very bad or quite bad. On a scale from 1
to 10, the highest share of respondents placed their answers in the middle concerning potential
risks due to a final repository.

28

This question, however, is leading and probably useless. There is seldom agreement on a community being "best"
and it is one thing to accept an existing repository, a very different thing to vote for it in a referendum. Usually, some
60 percent say they can "accept".
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The highest risk was said to be a potential drop in land and real estate prices - at the particular
place of the repository facility - in case of a final repository in Nykoping29. The risk of a drop in
prices in other parts of the municipality was considered about as low or high as other kinds of
risks [177].
Nykoping is already a "nuclear municipality" and that is one main reason for SKB to be
interested in the community in terms of storage of nuclear waste. This does not appear to mean
that the citizens of Nykoping are necessarily positive to nuclear issues, which was proved ten
years ago when the action group "Save Fjallveden" prevented SKB from conducting studies in
Nykoping.
In Nykoping, the political support for a feasibility study has been firm, however, since the two
largest political parties accepted a study, and they together hold 46 of the 61 seats in the
municipal council. As in many cases, the Centre Party and the Green Party were opposing a
feasibility study. There does not seem to have been a political division in the community,
though; maybe due to the fact that The Information and Preparation group consisted of
politicians from all political parties represented in the municipal council. A wide range of
organisations were also represented in a reference group, which could be seen as a way of
enabling co-operation and rational discussions rather than division and anger between different
camps of citizens. The two critical organisations - "Save Fjallveden" and the Swedish AntiNuclear Movement nevertheless disliked the work of the reference group, and left it arguing that
its function had turned out to be more of an information channel than a proper reference group.
The information flow was under all circumstances rather intensive in Nykoping, and the citizens
were on the whole neither positive nor negative to a feasibility study and a final repository,
according to a poll made by the municipality.
It seems as if the strive to reach consensus and a supportable decision was quite strong in
Nykoping. Considerable resources have been put into information and supporting discussion
among citizens and organisations. The political support has also been massive in the
municipality, according to the opinions of the two largest parties. The opposition groups did not
yet reach the same result as was the case about ten years ago.

29

The survey investigated the perceptions of the following risks in regard to nuclear waste: Risk of accidents in
transports. Risk of leakage. Risk of sabotage, Risk of bad reputation for the municipality. Risk of Sweden having to
take care of foreign nuclear waste, Risk of people moving out from the municipality in case of a repository, Risk of
drop in prices on land and real estate, and Risk of worse health for children and grandchildren.
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7.8 Oskarshamn
Table 9. Basic facts about the municipality of Oskarshamn in 1994.
Area (km2)
1 047,1
Average age
40,7

Population
27 264
Average income (SEK)
147 100

Population density (per km2)
26,0
Unemployment (%)
4,4

Mandates in the municipal council
Political Parties
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Party
The Centre Party
The Christian Democratic Party
t h e Social Democratic Party
The Left Party
The Green Party

Election of 1994
9
1
4
3
27
5
2

Oskarshamn is situated on the south-eastern coast of Sweden. The central interim storage facility
for high level nuclear waste (CLAB) and one nuclear power plant is located in the area. For two
of three possible areas to be studied for siting, no transports above ground would be needed
[217]. Another fact that makes Oskarshamn an attractive choice for SKB is that its citizens have
20 years of experience of local nuclear power [77]. The inquiry from SKB about a feasibility
study in Oskarshamn arrived in May 1995 [126].30
A poll made by a local paper on citizens in Oskarshamn and two surrounding municipalities
(Kalmar and Oland) showed that the inhabitants of Oskarshamn were less negative than those in
the other two municipalities (see Table 9) [67].
Table 10: Percentages of people of people in three municipalities taking the stand of
positive, negative or uncertain on the issue of the siting of a deep repository in
Oskarshamn.
Source: [67J. N unknown.

Oskarshamn
Kalmar
Oland

Yes

No

Uncertain

42%

44%

14%

33%

46%
53%

22%
20%

27%

The Left Party was not content with the handling of the feasibility study. They argued the
information to be one-sided, as most of it came from SKB, and demanded critical information
about SKB's final repository methods [5]. Two working groups of politicians were formed in
30

Lokal kompetensuppbyggnad Projekt Inkapsling (Local Competence Project), a part of the local (municipal) safetycommittee, which handles the issues of nuclear safety in the municipality.
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order to prepare the issue for the municipal council. One consisted of youth politicians (the
Youth Group) and the other by established politicians from all parties (the Feasibility Study
Group). Regardless of political affiliation, the politicians were united in the opinion that all
municipal citizens must have the chance to get adequate information about the issue. So far,
however, the public had shown neither great interest in information, nor in discussion meetings
[73].
The Feasibility Study Group and the Youth Group presented their conclusions in the beginning
of August 1996. They suggested the municipal council should agree on a feasibility study, but on
certain conditions:
•
•
•

To enable comparisons between the municipalities, all feasibility studies must be finished
before the site investigations start.
There must be feasibility studies in at least seven municipalities, not counting Storuman.
The main consultation between the municipality, SKB, and the authorities must go through
an Environmental Impact Assessment Forum.

There were some additional conditions from The Youth Group:
•
•

SKB must define the criteria for selection of the feasibility study municipalities.
There must be a local referendum if Oskarshamn is to be considered for a site investigation
[222].

Parties in favour of a feasibility study were the Social Democratic Party, the Moderate Party, the
Christian Democratic Party and the Left Party, while the Centre Party and the Green Party
recommended rejection of the proposal. Their main argument against a feasibility study was that
they did not accept KBS-3 as a disposal method, and an investigation of Oskarshamn being
suitable for a final repository would, from that perspective, therefore be inadequate [50].
The head of CLAB, Per Grahn, was positive to a feasibility study, but he did not seem to have a
clear opinion about the repository. If he was in charge of the municipality, he would "make sure
that we would be one of the municipalities to be investigated in a feasibility study. The studies
would probably give positive results. And when SKB suggests Oskarshamn as the place for a
final repository, I would say 'No'. But since the Government has a veto, it could still be
Oskarshamn. Then I have my back free in regard to my voters, and I can get good economic
compensation and new jobs." [22].
In the beginning of October, the municipal council invited T. Kaberg, a technology licentiate in
physiological resource theory, and Dr. K. I. Ahall, a bedrock geologist from the University of
Gothenburg, to conduct an information meeting. There where 75 citizens present at the meeting.
Kaberg and Ahall argued the choice of a suitable site for a final repository depends on three
conditions: it should (1) be in accordance to Swedish law, (2) be conducted in a systematic and
scientific manner, and (3) be run by a trustworthy authority and conducted as an open process in
a dialogue with everybody involved. They argued that if the decision on a site and on the method
for final disposal is made in an open and democratic manner, the decision would be accepted by
99% of the population, even if people do not agree with it. As it is now, SKB only investigates
municipalities where the political leaders welcome them, and thereby risk not to find the best
possible bedrock for a final repository - which they argued, is against the Environment
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Protection Act. Kaberg and Ahall further pointed out that almost 95% of the research funds are
used in investigating bed-rock storage, and that more money should instead be used in inquiring
into new methods [97].
A poll was conducted on younger people (aged 15-30 years) on behalf of the youth group.
Generally, the majority was in favour of a feasibility study in Oskarshamn, positive to nuclear
power, and there was even a small majority positive to a deep repository in Oskarshamn. Also,
this group considered the risks of nuclear power to be lower than the mean of Swedish citizens
have done in recent years [89].
The Green Party wanted to prevent the plans of a feasibility study in Oskarshamn. If they
succeeded, they argued it would prevent Oskarshamn from being discussed at all as a possible
site for the final repository. The Green Party maintained there is enough nuclear power industry
in the municipality. If a feasibility study would still take place, they counted on the local support
needed for bringing up the issue of a referendum in the municipal council, which is 5% of the
municipal inhabitants [48].
The Social Democrats argued that as the waste already is placed in Oskarshamn, a feasibility
study would help in acquiring knowledge on how suitable it would be to let it stay there [184].
The municipal council in Oskarshamn decided in the middle of October 1996 to accept SKB's
request for a feasibility study. Here are the stated conditions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The municipal council shall approve of, and decide on, a detailed feasibility study program,
which mainly is based on experiences from other feasibility study municipalities.
The municipal council shall be the reference group for the feasibility study and the work
with the environmental impact statements.
The decision process and the environmental impact assessment?shall be co-ordinated on a
national basis.
The municipal board is responsible for day-to-day decisions concerning the feasibility study.
Oskarshamn's neighbouring municipalities will be informed continuously and given the
opportunity to comment on the result of the feasibility study following its finalisation.
If Oskarshamn's municipality, when finalised of the feasibility study, declines further
investigations, this should be respected.
No decisions whatsoever will be taken in Oskarshamn with regard to any further
investigations such as site investigations until: all feasibility studies in the country have been
finalised...clear site selection criteria exist...the conditions under which the Government can
overrule the municipal veto...have been clarified [126] 31.

The Left Party voted in favour of a feasibility study, but stated it was a difficult issue and wanted
three additional conditions about further (detailed) studies in Oskarshamn. First, they wanted
feasibility studies to be conducted on at least seven locations. Second, they wanted a complete
safety analysis of the method to be used: KBS-3. Third, they wanted a local referendum.
Although the Christian Democratic Party supported the last two conditions, none of them were
accepted by the municipal council [127]. The decision was based on the votes 38 for and 5
31
The document LKO (1996) precedes the actual decision in the municipal council, but the text rendered here is in
agreement with that finally accepted. It is used because the document is available in English. The final text can be
found in LKO (1997).
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against; the opponents were the Centre Party and the Green Party. It is perhaps worth noting that
not all members of the municipal council (43 out of 51) attended the meeting [49].
Carlsson from the local 'Agenda 21-group' appealed against the decision about feasibility studies
to the County Administrative Court. He argued that the municipal council did not take its
responsibility to the citizens, to secure that the best possible method is used and that the most
suitable site is found, seriously enough. He argued that Oskarshamn had not put any demands on
SKB in achieving that. Carlsson argued that when the time perspective is that of 100 000 years, it
is wrong to rush into a solution. The waste should instead be kept at the central interim storage
facility for a considerably longer time than previously planned, while further research is
conducted [101]. His request was turned down, as the County Administrative Court stated they
could only try the legality of a decision by the municipal council - and not its appropriateness
[100]. The feasibility study is expected to be finished in 1999.
Oskarshamn has, as earlier mentioned, experience when it comes to dealing with nuclear waste.
In 1980 the construction of a central interim storage facility (CLAB) began and it started to
operate in 1985. How was the opinion in Oskarshamn regarding this facility? According to the
former head of the municipal office [51], there was not much opposition towards the plans of
constructing this facility among the citizens of Oskarshamn. In his words it was "quite peaceful"
and even if the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement got more public support after the TMI32
accident in 1979, this did not affect the local opinion in Oskarshamn as much as one might
expect. A locally based action group, connected with the Pentecostal Movement, in the
archipelago of Oskarshamn was formed, though. Their main argument against CLAB was,
according to the former head of the municipal office33 [51], a general worry about consequences
of a possible accident. The interest regarding CLAB seems to have been varying - at an
introductory meeting there were only 20-30 people from the public present, but later on (at a
place close to CLAB) there was a huge interest in an information meeting, where involved actors
spent several hours answering the questions from the public. The success of CLAB - in terms of
absent opposition - is said to be due to the fact that OKG, the company in charge of CLAB, has
been very open. "They have always been honest and never hidden anything." [51]. For example,
every month they have an ad in the local papers with information about their work, including
information that could be turned against them (different problems that have not been noticed by
the media). SKB and OKG provide information about CLAB in other ways as well: public
meetings, exhibitions and an information office called "Lagard" in the village where CLAB is
situated [51].
K-0 Karlsson is an opponent of the nuclear reactors and CLAB in Oskarshamn, and he gave a
somewhat different picture of the opinion in Oskarshamn. At the time of the establishing of
CLAB he was a member of the municipal council in Oskarshamn, representing the Centre Party.
He was also a member of the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement and the local action group
ASKO 34 . According to him, CLAB "stirred the emotions quite a lot", and as he remembers it,
there was a considerable amount of demonstrations at the time of the decision [112]. The interest
32

Three Miles Island.
W e have n o t been able t o reach the group in question. After all, they were active a long time ago, and their work w a s
not very extensive - in t h e words of our reference "of modest degree".
34
Aktionsgruppen Stoppa Karnkraften i Oskarshamn = The action group stop nuclear power in Oskarshamn.
33
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in the issue is said to be hard to determine - it is a different issue comparing to nuclear reactors but the mentioned demonstrations were visited by many people. The main argument against
CLAB consisted of a fear that the interim storage would develop into a final depository [112].
Oskarshamn is similar to Nykoping in the sense that it already is a "nuclear municipality", only
even more so than Nykoping. The construction of CLAB did not seem to raise much opposition
in Oskarshamn, and the opposition that after all was shown, was to a high degree connected to
the opposition against nuclear power. Even then, the people in Oskarshamn were not as negative
as the people living in the rest of Sweden. There are several similarities with Nykoping; the two
largest parties - the Moderate Party and the Social Democrats (holding 36 of the 51 seats in the
municipal council) - were in favour of a feasibility study. There was also a formation of working
groups, for example the Feasibility Study Group, consisting of politicians from all parties. As in
Nykoping, the opinion among ordinary citizens seems to have been less negative than in many of
the cases from the northern parts of Sweden.
The consensual perspective seems to have been rather strong, though not as strong as in
Nykoping. In Oskarshamn, the process has been political in its character, with working groups
consisting of politicians. The debate has also been more intense between political parties, and it
has not included various organisations and ordinary citizens that much. On the other hand, the
interest in information or discussion meetings among the citizens was considered low.

7.9 Osthammar
Table 11. Basic facts about the municipality of Osthammar in 1994.
Area (km2)
1 451,4
Average age
39,1

Population
22 538
Average income (SEK)
142 000

Population density (per km2)
15,5
Unemployment (%)
7.5

Mandates in the municipal council
Political Parties
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Party
The Centre Party
The Social Democratic Party

the Left Party
The Green Party
New Democracy

Election of 1994
8
2
9
25
2
2
1

Osthammar is situated on the East Coast, in the middle of Sweden and north of Stockholm. A
nuclear power plant is located in the village of Forsmark, within the municipality, together with a
final repository for low and intermediate level short-lived nuclear waste (SFR) [218].
In the spring of 1995, SKB informed the municipal council about how a feasibility study could
be conducted. In June 1995, the council decided to accept the proposition from SKB of a
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feasibility study (votes 36-12), The representatives of New Democracy, and the Centre and
Green Parties opposed the decision [242]. Some representatives saw it as an opportunity to get
the information necessary for deciding the suitability of a deep repository in Osthammar. The
advocates argued that a feasibility study is not binding, and that it would provide the
municipality with information, which could be useful in other ways [53]. In October 1995, the
executive council formed an all-party reference group and a working unit to critically study the
feasibility study work, generate ideas and disseminate information [218; 242].
A member of the Green Party argued that, being an issue of national concern, the feasibility
studies were conducted in the wrong order. According to them, geological and safety aspects
should be determined first, and only then consequences to society. The Green Party together with
the Society for the Conservation of Nature collected 400 signatures demanding a local
referendum on the issue of a feasibility study [53].
SKB set out three possible siting 'cases' from the start: close to the nuclear facility of Forsmark,
within ten kilometres from Forsmark, and somewhere else in the municipality. In the second
case, it would still be possible to connect the facilities above ground in Forsmark with the
storage site by means of a tunnel [216].
An opinion brought forward by N-A Morner (the geologist mentioned above), was that it is
impossible to keep the waste separated from the biosphere for a period of 100 000 years.
According to him, the area of Osthammar is unsuitable for a deep repository, as the cracks in the
bedrock which are generally believed to have been caused by the inland ice, have in fact been
caused by earthquakes that occurred about 10 000 years ago. SKB argued, as before, that risks
are low and that KBS-3 fulfils the demands for a safe deep repository [96].
By the beginning of 1996, the political reference group had finished their examination of SKB's
proposed program for a feasibility study in Osthammar. On the whole, they were satisfied, but
required four additional paragraphs concerning: (1) How SKB planned to take care of the
dynamited rocks, resulting from the building of the deep-repository. (2) How SKB would inform
holiday homeowners and tourists. (3) What effects a repository would have on real estate prices.
(4) If a repository would lead to increased research on energy and waste issues, and if it would
be possible to get a city college located within the municipality [154]. SKB started the feasibility
study in the middle of February 1996, and opened a local office in order to provide the citizens
with information at the same time [218]. In June and August 1996, the reference group made
known the possibility for organisations to receive funding for information activities [243].
The first two feasibility study reports stated that large areas of the municipality were most
unsuitable for a high level nuclear waste deep-repository because of the environmental and
cultural values in these areas, as well as mineral deposits that may attract mining in the future.
But large enough areas without these limitations were found [220]. In the report concerning
employment effects, 200 new job opportunities were expected within a 40-year period. When
taking indirect effects on the employment into account, the number would increase to about 240250 [219], which is less than expected in other municipalities.
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There was little debate in Osthammar among politicians and the general public [122]. By the end
of November, the municipality had their first information meeting for the public. Interest groups
and organisations working on the issue were invited to participate, but several opposition groups
- the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement, Greenpeace and the Society for the Conservation of
Nature - failed to appear. The Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement had written a Ietter35 explaining
they would not participate as they argued it was impossible to take a stand on the issue.
According to their opinion, SKB's investigation was conducted non-scientifically, as feasibility
studies were taking place only in a few possible places. The SKB representative, who pointed to
the general survey made earlier, denied this. Few citizens were present at the meeting, and the
debate was cancelled [155]. According to an Osthammar official, no environmental organisation
on the regional or national level has shown any interest, except for the Society for the
Conservation of Nature. This organisation has been represented on different occasions, but
without presenting any particular views on the issue [179].
During the fall of 1996 a student, C. Ekholm, at Uppsala University conducted a survey
concerning the final repository case in Osthammar. He received financial support from the
political reference group. The student sent a total of 210 surveys to the citizens of the six major
population centres in Osthammar. The respondents within each of the six areas were randomly
selected from the telephone book. The response rate was 43 percent, since 91 of the recipients
responded. If only counting those who did receive a survey - 200 - the response rate was 46
percent [63].
According to a reference to the head of planning of the survey, the main reason for Osthammar
to accept a feasibility study was that the municipality would receive a new and modern overview
of Osthammar and its functionality today. This could be a good decision base for the future. For
SKB, the main reason for choosing Osthammar is said to be that the municipality has a harbour.
Hence, this harbour can be used for receiving the nuclear waste after shipping from the nuclear
power plants. However, the survey did not include a question to the citizens about their opinion
regarding a feasibility study and/or a final repository in Osthammar. Instead, the survey included
a general question about the respondents' confidence in the current transporting and management
of nuclear waste. It turned out that approximately 60 percent of the respondents had a full
confidence in the way these issues are handled36 [63].
As in Nykoping, the public interest in information meetings was very low. The debate
concerning the feasibility study is said to be virtually non-existent. The survey included a
question about the discussion habits of the citizens. Considering that Osthammar is one of three
municipalities in which a feasibility study is currently being conducted, it could be stated that
issues regarding nuclear power, nuclear waste, and nuclear waste management are discussed very
rarely. Only 15 percent of the respondents talked about these issues with relatives and friends at
least once a week. The majority of the respondents (48 percent) chose the alternative that they
discuss the issue about once a month [63].

35

This letter can be found on the Internet: see "Brev fran Mats Tornqvist till Referensgruppen for forstudier i
Osthammars kommun. Location: http://www.folkkampanjen.se/mt961113.html.
36

However, no nonresponse analysis was made. Therefore, it is uncertain whether or not those who did not respond
had a similar degree of confidence.
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Somewhat strangely - due to the low participation rate in meetings - 25 percent of the
respondents wanted to receive the information about a feasibility study through public
information meetings37. However, the most popular alternative was written information sent
home. Approximately 80 percent of the respondents chose that alternative [63].
There seems to have been a low interest not only among the citizens. According to the survey,
except for the political parties opposing a feasibility study (the Centre Party and the Green
Party), Greenpeace and the Swedish Anti-Nuclear Movement are also opponents. These
organisations are generally against deep repository of nuclear waste, and not specifically
opposing it in Osthammar. At the time of the survey, these organisations had not been very
active in Osthammar. The local Society for Conservation of Nature is also passive, perhaps
because both advocates and opponents of a feasibility study are active members of the
organisation [63].
As a part of the feasibility study, the citizens of Hargshamn and other small villages in the
municipality were given the opportunity to get information about the deep repository plans by
visiting a mobile exhibition [218].
A local group was formed which not necessarily opposed a final repository but instead aimed to
work on objective grounds. They argued the waste has to be taken care of, as it already exists.
But they also underlined that the issue is of national concern, and that Osthammar might not be
the best place for storage, nor that deep storage undoubtedly is the best method [123]. The group
also arranged an information meeting, inviting S. Westerlund, professor of environmental law,
who argued that SKB's main goal is to find a municipality willing to accept a final repository.
And if they do, the site does not have to be the best possible one, just good enough. He also
stated that if a municipality agrees to conduct feasibility studies, they risk having a final
repository forced upon them, something that can be avoided by refusing in the first place [31].
Also, in August 1997, a petition from the local sections of the fanner's union (Lantbrukarnas
Riksforbund, LRF) within Osthammar municipality was sent to the municipal council, protesting
against a possible repository. The arguments presented against a repository were the risk of
Sweden having to receive foreign nuclear waste and customers' worries about contaminated food
[117].
The preliminary feasibility report was finished in September 1997, and suggested several siting
alternatives for the on-land facility in line with the three earlier mentioned possible cases.
Somewhere within Forsmark was considered as the main alternative, but three other possible
sites were also stated. In the case of Forsmark, advantages were short distances for transport, but
also experiences of radiological work and possible co-ordination with the nuclear power plant. If
the repository were to be located in one of the other possible places, the distances for waste
transport on land would be short, between the industrial harbour of Hargshamn and the aboveground facility [218].

37

The question arises whether the citizens only pay lip service when they claim they have a large interest in
information meetings.
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SKB has been actively informing the general public in the Osthammar area since November
1995, when an article describing the feasibility study was published in a local Forsmark
newspaper (Forsmarks Tidning), which is distributed to all households in Osthammar as well as
in neighbouring municipalities along the coast. In February 1996, a local information office was
opened. Otherwise, many organisations have been visited by SKB for information meetings and
lectures, MS Sigyn has displayed its exhibition, and several study trips have been arranged [218].
The political reference group decided at a meeting, on 8 January 1996, to adapt the following
strategy: "With an open attitude to the public, the reference group will follow, investigate and
inform about the SKB feasibility study". During that meeting, the group also formulated an
activity plan concerning information to the citizens. What information activities were arranged,
then? The group lists a great number of activities, and among the most important ones was
participation in exhibitions, in Osthammar as well as in other parts of the country. The group
made a decision stating that associations wanting to arrange information meetings regarding the
feasibility study would be able to receive financial contribution to cover necessary expenses. The
response to the series of information activities was very weak, though. In the words of the
reference group: "Excluding representatives of SKB, SKI, SSI, the reference group, other
politicians, employees at the nuclear power reactor in Forsmark and at SFR38, and the media,
there were about five people left, representing 'the public' ". The interest among educational
associations to arrange study circles in areas related to the feasibility study has been very low as
well [218].
Osthammar is another municipality used to nuclear issues, since a nuclear power plant and a
final repository for low and intermediate level nuclear waste is located within the community. As
in Nykoping and Oskarshamn, there was a large majority in favour of a feasibility study in the
council. The three large political parties are the Social Democrats, the Moderate Party and the
Centre Party, of which the Centre Party was the only one opposing a study. Moreover, a political
reference group was formed and arranged information activities. Among politicians and the
public there was not much debate going on, though. The environmental organisations were
invited to the first information meeting for the public, but failed to appear. It seems as if the
environmental organisations were far from the situation in the northern parts of Sweden, when it
comes to intense activity in opinion work.
Osthammar is very similar to Nykoping when it comes to the consensual perspective. The
information activities have been many, arranged by the reference group as well as by SKB, but
the interest among ordinary citizens has been low. Also, when it comes to action groups, there
has not been much activity. And, as earlier mentioned, the opposition groups did not even show
up at an information meeting.

38

The facility for final repository of low-level and middle-level nuclear waste located 60 metres under ground in the
sea outside Forsmark.
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7.10 Gallivare
Table 12. Basic facts about the municipality of Gallivare in 1994.
Area (km2)
15 996,0
Average age
39,9

Population
22 333
Average income (SEK)
154 800

Population density (per km2)
1,4
Unemployment (%)
8,27

Mandates in the municipal council
Election of 1994

Political Parties
The Moderate Party

4

The Liberal Party
The Centre Party
The Social Democratic Party

1
1
22

TheJUftParty

9

The Christian Democratic Party'
Gallivare Free Democrats
Sweden's Communist Party
The Green Party

0

1

'

1

2

Gallivare is a municipality situated in the far north of Sweden. Solid bedrock, a well-developed
infrastructure, good communications and high unemployment made SKB interested in this
region. The discussions started in the late autumn of 1996 [173],
Norrbotten's County Council had in 1995 made a decision about not accepting final disposal of
high level nuclear waste within the county [134]. SKB wanted the decision of Norrbotten County
Council to be reconsidered39. SKB argued a final repository would solve Gallivare's
unemployment problems, creating 900 new jobs. SKB even argued that when associated
industries are accounted for, there might even be a lack of manpower, reversing the negative
population trend [173].
The Green Party claimed that the northern parts of Sweden are treated as rubbish-heaps - "SKB
waits until the high degree of unemployment has made us vulnerable and we have difficulties
resisting their offer". The Green Party also feared tourists, trade, and industry people would shun
Gallivare. Even if a deep repository would create hundreds of jobs, there would probably be a
decrease in job opportunities when the image of Lapland and Norrbotten changed from being a
place of beautiful primeval forests and fine mountains, to being a place for nuclear waste
disposal [172].
One of Sweden's smallest communist parties (Sveriges Kommunistiska Parti, SKP) was the only
political party that declared they were in favour of a feasibility study (but they had one mandate
in the municipal council). SKP had fears about Gallivare's economy if the waste issue could not
39

The local TV channel of Norrbotten reported, on 12 November 1996, that the head of SKB, Sten Bjurstrom, stated
that he considered Gallivare suitable for a final repository-

53

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

be solved. They also worried about river exploitation for hydropower, and argued at the same
time that the result from siting a nuclear waste repository would give no direct effects on the
environment. As Gallivare is one of Sweden's largest mining districts, they also claimed that the
knowledge necessary for building a repository facility exists locally. It was also argued that a
final repository would be favourable for the employment situation [32].
In late December 1996, a bill demanding a feasibility study was submitted to the municipal
council, by SKP [85]. They got support from a social democratic organisation, which brought up
the issue of a feasibility study with their local party organisation. The Social Democrats in
Gallivare were not unanimous, though. The main Social Democratic Organisation in the
municipality - Gallivare Social Democrats - opposed a feasibility study, while the Social
Democrats of Malmberget (a large region within the municipality) was the organisation
supporting a feasibility study.
A heated discussion arose in the municipality. Many people felt they had little knowledge about
SKB, nuclear waste and final disposal. Yet, a unanimous Executive Council decided to invite
SKB to contribute with more information [153]. The reason was the need for finding
employment opportunities, according to a cited spokesman for the Social Democrats.
But the public was apparently against the idea. The same spokesman was yet against a
referendum at an early stage, and claimed that it would be "divisive" [153], However, the request
for a referendum, before a feasibility study would be conducted, came through a bill submitted to
council. Two members of the Centre Party submitted the bill together with a member from the
Green Party and a member from the Moderate Party in March 1997 [86], Later on that month,
the Left Party also submitted a bill demanding a referendum as well as distribution of objective
information to the citizens [87]. The two bills were later on turned down by the municipal
council.
The municipality then arranged study circles, where supporters and opponents could put forward
their arguments. Attention was drawn to aspects of security, possibilities and risks [174]. In April
1997, the council received information from SKB, SKI, SSI and the national co-ordinator, and
had the opportunity to ask questions40 [183].
One hundred citizens took part in a poll in February 1997, in which 48% were favourably
disposed to having discussions with SKB about a high level nuclear waste storage within the
municipality, and 37% were against. When asked about an actual final repository, 73% of the
citizens said they were against, 15% were in favour, and 13% did not have a clear opinion or
chose not to answer. The result also showed that 83% of the participants were in favour of a
referendum, while 7% were against, and 10% did not have a clear opinion [34],
In April, the Left Party and the Liberals sided against a feasibility study and demanded an
immediate referendum. Familiar arguments about SKB's work not being comprehensive, the
allegedly overrulable municipal veto, long transports and the alleged pressure levelled on weak,
northern municipalities, were aired [33]. At the beginning of the summer of 1997, the Social
Democratic Party also sided against future studies on a final repository. "This has raised so many
1

M. Palo, Head of municipal council in Gallivare municipality.
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worries and emotions from the people. And it is impossible to discuss with emotions or bringing
up facts in a situation like that", the chairman of the Workers' Municipality in Gallivare, S-0
Schefstrom, said [6]. The Social Democrats were in majority in both committees and boards, as
well as the municipal council, and the whole issue about a final repository within the
municipality was abandoned [241]. On 19 January 1998, the bill from SKP was turned down by
the municipal council, voting 39-1 [88].
The main reason for advocating a final repository in Gallivare seems to have been the
employment opportunities. On the other hand, the issue of employment was turned against SKB.
It was claimed by opponents that the strategy of SKB is to wait until unemployment makes the
communities in the northern parts of Sweden vulnerable. Therefore, these communities were
treated as "rubbish-heaps". The political opinion advocating a feasibility study was weak. Only a
small communist party was united in their efforts to enable a study to be conducted. The Social
Democrats were divided - one major party organisation within Gallivare opposed a feasibility
study while the other had suggested that the party should support a feasibility study. Among the
ordinary citizens, there was not much opposition towards discussing the issue with SKB, but
only 15 percent were in favour of a repository according to a poll. As has been the case in many
municipalities, the debate is said to have caused emotions and worries to the extent that it was
impossible to discuss the question.
In Gallivare, SKB was the initiative-taking part; the political parties were in general not very
enthusiastic. The citizens seemed quite reluctant towards accepting a deep repository as well.
The outcome of these attitudes was that it was mainly the task of SKB to reach wide support.
Despite of this, SKB did not start an information campaign, apart from an information meeting in
April 1997. The municipality, on the other hand, arranged study circles. These efforts did not
lead to an opinion advocating a repository. One might suspect that SKB only conducted a "test"
in Gallivare - perhaps wise from experience, the company did not associate with the issue as
much as in Mala and Storuman. Consequently, the perspective was not very consensual. But
even if SKB would have adapted a more active policy, focusing on a participatory process, it is
doubtful if this would have meant anything for the outcome. After all, Gallivare is similar to
other municipalities in the north, in the sense that the arguments basically were the same - North
versus South; "the rubbish-heap of Europe"; the allegedly incomprehensive technical work of
SKB.
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7.11 Pajala
Table 13. Basic facts about the municipality of Pajala in 1994.

Area(kra2)
7886
Average age

Population
8278
Average income (SEK)
126 200

Population density (per kra2)
1.0
Unemployment (%)
10.9

Mandates in the municipal council
Political Parties
The Moderate Party
The Liberal Party
The Centre Party
The Social Democratic Party
The Left Party
The Christian Democratic Party
Others

Election of 1994
3
1
3
21
9
3
1

Pajala in the far north has recently expressed interest in a feasibility study [66]. The main, indeed
the only, reason was a high level of unemployment, 10.8 percent. This was the highest rate in
Sweden and the municipality has a history of unemployment. According to Engman, there was a
large majority among the politicians in favour of the initiative, presently under study by SKB. A
local political leader had expressed his positive attitude and hope for a 'world centre of research
on high level nuclear waste'. Pajala had also obtained a permit from the Government to start
building an airport. This is considered to be a prerequisite for maintaining, as well as attracting,
competence from industry and trade [7].
When it comes to Pajala, one of the most recent of the prospective candidates for a feasibility
study, the media have been rather silent. Apart from a few short notices in two major
newspapers, not very much has been written about the process in Pajala. Not even the local
newspapers seem to have covered the issue of a feasibility study to a large extent.
However, in a press release dated 8 December 1997, the municipal council declared their interest
in a feasibility study and a possible deep repository, and described their contacts with SKB. The
council also presented six areas of interest to the municipality in case of a feasibility study [180]:
•
•
•
•
•
•
41

Consequences for employment, trade and manufacture in the region
Consequences for infrastructure
How might minimisation of negative environmental consequences from Russian nuclear
facilities in the Kola region come about?
May co-operation with Finland regarding research and transportation develop?
Development of trade and manufacture.
The people must have their say 4 '.
It is noted here that there must be a referendum on this issue, after the feasibility study.
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Due to their interest in a feasibility study, the municipality has requested economic aid from the
national co-ordinator to finance an information campaign [181]. The opposition of a feasibility
study from the political parties has been said to be weak. One member of the municipal council
is decidedly negative to the issue, but otherwise the politicians seem to be rather positive. In
January, an action group against a feasibility study in Pajala was formed, arguing that the issue
would only give false hopes and divide the community [103]42. Another major argument of the
group is the insecurity of the bedrock in the area of Pajala. By February a collection of signatures
was organised. The demand from the opposition was that a referendum should be organised to
decide whether or not a feasibility study should be conducted. The turnout was rather high as
over 1400 signatures were collected, which corresponds to almost 23% of the population entitled
to vote in the municipality [103],
In April 1998, SKB declared that they were no longer interested in conducting a feasibility study
in Pajala. A geological report showed that an inexplicable landslide occurred in the area some
thousand years ago. As a result the process in Pajala will be postponed for several years [64].
The action group also organised an information meeting to which they invited the geologist Dan
Nisca from Lulea University of Technology. According to Nisca, Ph.D. in Applied Geophysics,
the information about landslides in the area of Pajala is not new. Already in the 1970's, research
showed the instability of the bedrock in the north of Sweden. In his dissertation from 1996, Nisca
also brought up the topic of cracks in the bedrock caused by convulsions some 8 000 - 10 000
years ago. A future ice age could cause the same convulsions and that, according to Nisca, would
be a disaster if nuclear waste were stored in the bedrock. Therefore, he would not recommend a
final repository north of Stockholm [169].
Due to the request from the action group, that a referendum should be organised, the issue was
discussed in the municipal executive committee. Since the geological studies suggest that further
research is needed before a feasibility study can be made, the municipal executive council put
forward the recommendation that no referendum should be held. The vote in the municipal
council on 20 April 1998 resulted in 26 votes to 10 against holding a referendum. Reservations
were left by the Left Party, the Social Democrat Alternative and a member of the Centre Party
[182].
To summarise the process in Pajala, it came to a stop at a very early stage. After the press
release, where the municipal council declared their interest in a feasibility study, the
municipality requested money from the national co-ordinator. The intention was to organise an
information campaign, but this never came about. Around the same time as the press release, an
action group was formed that organised a collection of signatures and also an information
meeting. Only a few months after the process was initiated, a geological study allegedly showed
that the bedrock of Pajala was unsuitable for a final repository for nuclear waste. SKB declared
that more research was needed before the process could continue and the municipal council
turned down the demand from the action group to hold a referendum on the issue.
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Johansson, L., is one of three co-ordinators in the action group against a feasibility study in Pajala.
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Looking at the situation Pajala with the consensual perspective in mind, the intention was to
involve the public and arrange an information campaign - which would have contributed to a
participatory process. Since the process was cut short, this did not occur and the only real
involvement from the public was the opposition from the action group. It is hard to predict how
the situation would have turned out, or what will happen if the discussion of feasibility studies in
Pajala emerge in the future. Opponents of the feasibility study have criticised the lack of
openness of the municipal council, in connection with the geological findings. The action group
sees this as a way for SKB and the municipal council to avoid the question of a referendum for
now - as an evasive manoeuvre.
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8. The political parties
When looking at the process in the municipalities we focused on how the local parties regard the
question of feasibility studies. As finding a repository for nuclear waste is a national question
concerning the whole of Sweden, we believe it is of interest to give an account of the standpoint
of the parties in Parliament.
Most parties agreed that CLAB in Oskarshamn could be used for at least another twenty years or
so, until a site for a final repository is found. This does not imply that an agreement on the
timetable is reached. According to the opponents of nuclear power, especially the Centre Party
and the Green Party, the issue of handling the nuclear waste should have been solved even before
the use of nuclear power started in the first place [15; 83]. Therefore, finding a solution to the
problem is urgent and, furthermore, the Green Party does not find the timetable of SKB realistic
[83]. The other parties put more emphasis on an extended use of CLAB, which implies a less
strict timetable.
As for the method of disposal of nuclear waste, everyone agreed upon it entirely being a
technical question - the responsibility resting on the politicians in this stage is to allocate funds
for research. While the waste cools down in CLAB more research should be conducted in order
to take advantage of new techniques. The Social Democrats pointed out that a decision on the
method to be used should not be taken until a "trial disposal" has been made and evaluated and
alternatives have been considered. Even though KBS-3 appears to be the logical choice today,
they do not believe it to be necessary for SKB to commit themselves to a specific method [148].
The Christian Democrats' were very sceptical to a deep repository and they have handed in a bill
to the Parliament requesting a ten-year moratorium before a decision is taken on this issue. In the
meantime, research should be done on alternative solutions [115]. Criticism of the KBS-3
method, and other methods up for discussion today, also came from the Left Party and the Green
Party [83; 237].
As to the question upon whom the responsibility rests for finding a solution to the nuclear waste
problem, all agreed that the final responsibility rests on society, represented by the Government
and the Parliament. SKB, as a representative of the producers, has the operational responsibility
including research on a suitable method for disposal of the waste. The Moderate Party wanted
the process of feasibility studies in the Swedish municipalities to speed up - it is the
responsibility of the politicians to enable SKB to do that [43]. If the process does not turn out
successfully, the Parliament and the Government need to play a much more active role than they
have done so [43]. The Social Democrats pointed out that discussions in the Parliament have
resulted in an absolute responsibility on behalf of the producers being considered as the most
expedient. Furthermore, they stress the importance of not letting the producers transfer the
responsibility to Parliament and the Government [148]. The opponents of nuclear power (The
Green Party, The Centre Party and the Left Party) put more emphasis on the producerresponsibility, but do not for that reason discard the responsibility of the [15; 83; 237].
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Almost all parties, with the exception of the Green Party, have left the issue of feasibility studies
to the local party organisations. The dominating opinion was that it is important that the central
party organisation does not involve itself too much or try to influence the municipalities with
regard to their standpoint. The Moderate Party pointed out that one reason for the central
organisation not being more involved is the weak position of the party in the municipalities
where referenda have been held. In the municipalities where the process is still going on, the
party has a stronger position, which might lead to more involvement from the central
organisation [43]. The Green Party, on the other hand, has had a close co-operation with the local
organisations [83]. Eva Goes was involved in the movement in Mala as Chairman of the Swedish
Anti-Nuclear Movement [83], which to some extent explains the close co-operation of the
central Green Party with local organisations.
The basis for reaching a decision on siting a final repository involves three central points. First,
Sweden has made a commitment to keep the waste within the nation's border - exporting the
waste is therefore no solution. Second, the site chosen obviously needs to fulfil the technical
requirements - it can not be merely a political decision where to locate the waste. Third, there is
the question of the municipal veto. On the first two points there seems to be no disagreement, it
is the third issue that results in dispute. What happens if no municipality wants to take care of the
nuclear waste? Again the advocates and the opponents stand on two different sides. The
advocates argue that, in accordance with Swedish law, the municipal veto can be abolished to
force a community to accept the waste. The ideal situation obviously would be to find a
voluntary municipality, but otherwise this is the only solution [43; 62; 75; 148]. The Left Party
stands a bit in between, as they put emphasis on the importance of the veto although the principle
of Sweden taking care of the nuclear waste itself has higher priority [237]. The Green Party and
the Centre Party both claim that the veto should not be abolished - a municipality should not be
forced to take care of the waste [15; 83]. The Centre Party points out that it is important not to, in
beforehand, develop an alternative solution in case all the municipalities say no. Only when, and
if, such a situation occurs may an alternative solution be developed [15].
Regarding the question of compensation packages to a municipality, which is willing to accept to
host a final repository, all parties agree upon the importance not to "bribe" the community. A
financial compensation package can easily lead to that association and an emphasis has to be put
on the decision being technical and not political. The Social Democrats state that although
financial subsidies are not an alternative, support directed to, for example, local education is a
possibility [148].
How does the standpoint of the central party organisation of the parties in Parliament correspond
to the local standpoint? For most parties the position on the question "harmonises" the two
levels. The differences worth noting is that whereas the Christian Democrats on the local level
do not present a united opinion, the central organisation takes a clear stand on the question.
Although the central organisation questions the process as it looks now and suggests a new
direction with research on new alternatives, a positive attitude is prevalent. The Liberal Party
also presents a more "united approach" on the central level.
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It is important to note that the issues the parties have to take a stand on differ on the central and
on the local level. The local party organisations have a more direct and concrete question at
hand; "Should we or should we not have SKB to do a feasibility study in our municipality? " They
have a direct and immediate responsibility towards their community, even if the decision to be
taken is not whether or not a final repository should be located within the municipality. The
central organisations, on the other hand, declare their views on, sometimes, rather hypothetical
questions; "How shall we solve the problem if no municipality wants to take care of the nuclear
waste?" The responsibility of the politicians on this level incorporates the whole of Sweden and
they may have to decide whether or not to overrule the municipal veto for "the good of Sweden".
Regarding the timeframe this also differs, as the decisions to be taken, at this stage, are not in the
immediate future. Inherent in the discussion is also the underlying "conflict" between cities and
the countryside, a discussion we will return to later in our analysis.
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9. Analysis of the theoretical model
9.1 Introduction of the main actors
In our analysis of the siting process we distinguish two groups of actors: First a group with a
direct influence on the decisions and the design of the process. A second group influences the
decisions through the first group. The actors in the first group are SKB, the Government and the
Parliament and the municipal councils. SKB is the main actor as it conducts the feasibility
studies and arranges a large share of the information campaigns in the municipalities. Although
the Government and the Parliament are not very active, as they have handed over the operational
responsibility to SKB, and since the municipalities are so autonomous, they obviously have the
power to influence the decisions. The municipal council is the authority that can reject or accept
the suggestion of conducting a feasibility study, and it is one of the major forums through which
the public can influence the decisions taken.
_The second group of actors influences the decision-making process in a more indirect manner.
Since they have no official power in the decision-making on this issue, they have to work
through the actors in the first group - for example by collecting signatures or conducting other
lobby activities. The participants are action groups, representing both sides of the issue, and
central organisations like Greenpeace and the media. The media have a double influence on the
decision-makers. Not only do they report the current state of events in the process but they also
provide a channel for the citizens to make their voices heard. The relationship between the
citizens and the media is obviously more complex, since media is a powerful tool to control the
public opinion - a discussion we will return to later on. (See figure 2)
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Figure 2. The main actors in the siting process.
The public uses both of these groups to influence the decision making process; by being
members of organisations and action groups and making their voices heard in the media and also
through their representatives in the municipal council and in the Parliament.
The ability to influence the decision making process for the second group and the public is
obviously not equal in the different perspectives. When the consensual perspective is the most
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dominating and the process is participatory, the influence they have is at a peak. In our analysis
we focus on the reactions of the decision makers to this influence, rather than the direct actions
of the second group.

9.2 Analysis from the perspective of the Competing Values approach
In analysing the siting process in Sweden we use the Competing Values approach and aim at
characterising the perspectives of the process. As the name of the model implies, the four
perspectives compete with one another in the sense that they represent opposing poles. For
example, if a process is strong from the rational perspective, the consensual perspective loses
ground. In the rational perspective a goal-centred process emphasises a primary goal, whilst a
participatory process takes the goals of all the key stakeholders into consideration. In the same
way the political and the empirical perspective compete and a process can not have a strong
focus on both of them.

9.2.1 The rational perspective
This perspective focuses on the goals and objectives of the process. To decide on the primary
goals is not always easy since the involved parties may well have goals that are incompatible and
conflicting. But finding a clear focus for the process though, making it goal-centred, helps,
according to the model, to reach efficient decisions.
When looking at the process from the rational perspective, the main actor is SKB since it
together with the Government and the Parliament set out the goals for the entire project.
However, after approving the goals and the plan of action, the latter stay in the background, and
leave the operational responsibility to SKB. In the Competing Values model, efficiency is
positively related to the degree of progress made in the siting process and negatively related to
the resources required. Since the process of finding a site for a final repository has not yet come
to an end, it is difficult to evaluate resources used but we can look at the degree of progress
made. SKB has a strategy to conduct feasibility studies in 5-10 municipalities after doing general
studies in the whole country. In theory, no permission is needed from the municipal authorities
but SKB argues that studies should only be conducted in municipalities where an agreement has
been reached with the authorities and where the general studies imply that a feasibility study
would be appropriate. So far, SKB has conducted two feasibility studies and three more are on
their way. Storuman and Mala, where the feasibility studies are completed, have declined further
studies, which rules them out for the next stage. Contact has also been made with six other
municipalities that declined feasibility studies.
SKB has tried to focus on a primary goal and has been successful if looking at the process on the
municipal level. They have been rather clear in the formulation of local goals. There has been
some confusion regarding the issue of a feasibility study versus a final repository, though, and a
usual belief has been that accepting a feasibility study also means saying yes to hosting nuclear
waste. The responsibility of clarifying this matter does not only rest on SKB, but also on the
Government and the Parliament.
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On a national level, SKB has focused on conducting feasibility studies regarding a deeprepository - and maintained this focus but with varying degrees of success. The issue of siting a
final repository is a delicate matter and stirs up a lot of feelings and opinions - quite a few
municipalities have declined further studies, or even an initial feasibility study. So, in this sense
SKB has not been able to reach the primary goal. Co-operation with many municipalities has
ended at an early stage. This has not been a direct effect of the actions of SKB, but a
consequence of their policy to work with voluntary municipalities.
All this implies that the rational perspective has neither been excessively strong nor excessively
weak, but moderate. The "truly rational" process would focus on the primary goal and not
modify it according to the objectives of the municipalities. Adopting this attitude may result in
reaching efficient decisions, but the politicians and the public will hardly accept it.
Another aspect is the discussion whether or not the KBS-3 method is the best to use for handling
nuclear waste. Neither the Government, the political parties nor the safety authorities (SKI, SSI)
have taken a stand on this issue. A usual comment is that the process should not be hastened as
that could mean missing out on technical innovations. As the time-span of the process is so long
there should be a possibility to be modify and change it, so that the opportunity to use new
technology is not lost due to the quest of rationality.

9.2.2 The empirical perspective
The focus in the empirical perspective lies on gathering of information. A well-documented and
data-based process helps to make the decision accountable. In combination with a process open
for review, a well-documented process facilitates critique which, if it is valid and taken into
account, also contributes to the decision being accountable.
The main actor in the collection of information has been SKB and the process can be broken
down into several phases. First, SKB has conducted general studies all over Sweden and chosen
a few municipalities for feasibility studies. Second, the feasibility studies were conducted and
more detailed information was gathered (a process that is still going on). Finally, a more in-depth
study will be made in two municipalities before a site for final repository is chosen.
During the 1980's SKB made test drillings on different sites in Sweden, an activity that met a lot
of local opposition. The intention was to try if the method of a deep-repository was reliable and
if there is bedrock in Sweden meeting the safety requirements. SKB came to the conclusion that
only a few areas in Sweden were not suitable (Skane, Gotland and the mountain areas) and
consequently the geological question almost became a secondary issue [121]. But SKB has
received quite a lot of critique on the issue of the stability of the bedrock. In Varberg, the debate
of whether or not to let SKB conduct a feasibility study ended due to an earthquake in the area. A
statement then came from SKB, arguing possible earthquakes to be of less importance in
comparison to ground water chemistry.
The choice of municipalities in which to conduct feasibility studies has been limited as a
consequence of the approach that participation should be voluntary on behalf of the
communities. Obviously this has had a negative effect on the gathering of information; the fewer
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the municipalities that want to take a part in feasibility studies the fewer the options for a final
site will be in the end. In the cases when SKB has taken the initiative to study a municipality,
they have been clear on why the choice was made. The criteria have been the quality of the
bedrock, infrastructure and the unemployment rate in the community. A few areas, like
Nykoping and Oskarshamn, have also been chosen partly due to the citizens already being used
to nuclear power. The fact that new job opportunities have been used as an incentive for letting
SKB conduct a study has received critique. The opposition has claimed that the communities are
being "bribed" and "used" - the main criterion should be the safety aspect.
Once the work on a feasibility study has begun, the collection of information has been extensive
and well-documented. The process has also been open for review and critical comments as
preliminary reports have been published before the final report. In Nykoping, the preliminary
report was published in May 1997 and examined by independent consultants. This vouches for a
possible decision to continue with the studies being accountable; that is, if the results are
positive.
When a decision will come regarding, first of all, where to do an in-depth study and, eventually,
where to site a final repository, the question is whether or not the data collected will be
sufficient. The objective of SKB has been to conduct feasibility studies in at least five
municipalities. Two communities where a study has been made have declined further studies.
Hence, options will be rather scarce.
The conclusion is that although the processes around the feasibility studies that have been made,
has been well documented and data-based, the final decision leaves more to wish for. The
process can therefore be characterised as rather weak with regard to the empirical perspective.

9.2.3 The consensual perspective
A participatory process is the main characteristic of the consensual perspective. A focus is put on
dispersing information and taking the opinions of the key stakeholders into consideration. The
decision-making process must also be open to review and adapted to the opinions of the public,
otherwise it may not be accepted. The aim is to reach a supportable decision.
The responsibility to disperse information and create a forum for discussion not only rests on
SKB; the municipal councils play a major role in this perspective. In most cases, SKB has started
up information campaigns including information meetings and arranged trips to CLAB in
Oskarshamn, but there have been exceptions. In Gallivare, SKB argued strongly for Norrbotten's
County Council to reconsider their decision not to accept hosting nuclear waste within the
county. Despite this, they did not start an information campaign and their activities were limited
to one information meeting. It was the municipal council that arranged study groups intended to
be a forum where advocates and opponents could meet for discussions. Considering the fact that
the process lasted for over a year, one might have expected more activities from SKB.
The interest in SKB's activities has been varying in the different communities, but most
municipalities have one thing in common: the opposition groups have quite often been sceptical
towards the activities and the information from SKB. Action groups in the opposition have on a
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few occasions (for example in Tranemo and Mala) boycotted trips arranged by SKB to
Oskarshamn and CLAB. Despite the efforts to distribute information, polls have shown that the
citizens still felt the need for more knowledge and information. If more information was
distributed, the question is how much more would be absorbed? The municipalities where the
process is still going on (Oskarshamn, Nykoping and Osthammar) have allocated a lot of
resources to information and channels for discussion and debate, but despite this the citizens
have not been very involved in the process.
In a few municipalities, working groups were formed on the initiative of the municipal council.
The aim was to create a forum for discussion for both opponents and advocates, but also to
ensure that the information reaches the public. As has been discussed earlier, the reference
groups have, however, been criticised for being merely information channels and not providing a
tool for influencing the process.
To conclude, the consensual perspective has been rather strong. Both SKB and the municipal
councils have had the ambition to inform the public and create forums to air opinions.
Discussions have been quite heated at times, although the level of participation has varied. The
opportunity to receive information and make one's opinion heard has existed in almost all cases.
It seems as if the decisions eventually have obtained supportability among the public - the
politicians have adapted to the opinion of the majority.

9.2.4 The political perspective
The political perspective focuses on maintaining a flexible process in order to reach a legitimate
decision. A process is adaptable if it can be easily adjusted to unexpected events or criteria and
conditions put forward by, in our case, the municipalities.
The issue of whether or not the process is adaptable is twofold: SKB has to adapt the process to
the criteria put forward by the municipal councils, which in turn need to conform with the
opinions of the public, interest organisations etc.
Ever since the initial stages, it seems as if SKB has aimed at keeping the process flexible. Letters
were sent to the municipalities and discussions of feasibility studies were initiated only in the
communities accepting the offer. They were also open to adapting the process to the criteria put
forward by the municipalities, which in some cases were rather demanding. If voluntary
municipalities have come forward and expressed their interest in letting SKB conduct a
feasibility study, the suggestion has been carefully reviewed. While this has been the case, SKB
has not been very active in informing the public, and not shown too much involvement (for
example in Arjeplog).
The discussion in the municipalities has on many occasions revolved around the acceptance of a
feasibility study or a final repository. There has been no clear distinction between the two, and
the opposition has often argued that accepting a feasibility study also means saying yes to
hosting the nuclear waste. As a consequence, in all the municipalities where feasibility studies
have been initiated, the issue of conducting a referendum before further studies begin has been
discussed.
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In all the communities where the process is still going on, cross-political working groups have
been formed in order to review and comment on the work of SKB. These groups have been the
forum where the additional conditions to approve of a feasibility study have been formulated.
The conditions have conformed to public opinion and, in some cases, interest groups have had
representatives in these working groups. How does this affect the flexibility of the process?
Looking only at the process where the municipality reaches a decision of whether or not to
accept a feasibility study, the municipality adopts a flexible process. They formulate the criteria
in accordance with the "ruling" public opinion and can thereby reach a legitimate decision.
Obviously, the degree of political opposition has varied among the municipalities. In Storuman
and Mala, which accepted a feasibility study but declined further studies, the atmosphere was not
the best for open discussions.
SKB has also been very flexible in adapting their process to the many criteria put forward by the
municipalities. The fact that criteria have been put forward obviously slows up the process
because more issues need to be considered. Hence, the flexible approach of the actors makes the
process more "rigorous" (in the communities) due to the criteria. Another way to look at it is to
regard these criteria as the external events to which the flexible process is adapted - another way
to make the decisions more legitimate.

9.3 Factors for success

9.3.1 Clarity of Programs and Siting Process
It seems as if the ambition of SKB has been to inform the public about the need for establishing a
facility for storage of nuclear waste. Most likely, the public has absorbed the information; studies
have shown that most people realise the need for storing the nuclear waste, but this does not
imply that the facility must be located within their own community. Thus, the challenge of SKB
has been to describe to the citizens how a repository would fulfil societal goals in their
municipality. Since the process has not yet come to a definite decision, it is difficult to say
whether SKB will succeed or not in different municipalities. A general lesson from the present
study, though, is that SKB in many cases have been considered an intruder in the municipalities.
Since SKB is a company owned by the producers of the Swedish nuclear power, their possibility
of presenting themselves as a company serving society is not that large. Hence, the support from
other actors is important to SKB; local politicians, national politicians, the media, the public,
scientists - they are all important in order to demonstrate how a possible facility is beneficial to a
community. However, in many municipalities SKB has been standing alone against the
opposition, and in the media this has been described as a conflict between "David and Goliath".
The media have depicted the opposition as David while SKB has been the equivalent of Goliath.
In reality, the situation has been the opposite in many municipalities, since SKB has not had
sufficient support from the local or national environment.
It would be wrong to claim that SKB has the entire responsibility for a successful localisation
process, even if SKB has the operational responsibility according to directives from the
Government. So, how has SKB been handling this operational responsibility concerning clarity
in the formulation of objectives and in the siting process itself?
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Our judgement is that SKB in many respects has been able to formulate local goals, easily
understood by the public. The timetable and the course of action have been conveyed to interest
groups as well as to the public. However, there have been certain shortcomings in this course of
action. In many of the municipalities, there have been worries about whether a yes to a feasibility
study also means a yes to a final repository. This confusion is the responsibility of both the
politicians and SKB. Since the worry regarding this issue is so great, it is very important that
SKB informs about the fact that a political decision in the municipality has to be made before a
feasibility study can result in a final repository. But this is an issue where the politicians have a
responsibility as well. Either they can make a decision in the municipality council or they can
arrange a referendum. Under all circumstances it is of great importance that they have a clear
message. Perhaps the citizens feel safe if they can have their say in a referendum, but it is also a
part of representative democracy that the citizens will have to accept decisions made by their
representatives, on the condition that the decision has been made in accordance with the law.
Municipal autonomy means that the municipalities may choose the course of action on their own.
For their choice to have credibility it is essential that the public as well as the political parties
accept the decision. If the municipal council has decided about a referendum or that the issue is
to be handled by the politicians, the question whether a successful feasibility study automatically
means a final repository should be considered "done". However, it may not be realistic to believe
that the decision on such a controversial issue as hosting nuclear waste in the municipality will
be that easily accepted.
In line with the fears concerning a feasibility study and a final repository is also the widespread
worry over the possibility that the Government will overrule a municipal veto. To reach clarity in
the process, it would most likely be helpful had SKB been informing about which are the rules.
On the other hand, this is a political issue, and the role of SKB is to follow the political
directives. The national politicians have so far been avoiding the question of the municipal veto "It is a hypothetical situation and we will most certainly find a voluntary municipality" is a
widespread attitude. Of the parties which have been interviewed, a few state that the Government
actually will have to overrule the municipal veto in case there will be no voluntary municipality.
However, the national politicians have dealt with the issue, in the sense that a national coordinator has been appointed. One of his tasks is to bring clarity to the issue of a municipal veto.

9.3.2 Public Involvement
In many municipalities, SKB and the local advocates of a feasibility study have had the ambition
to promote public involvement. The most frequent tools to do this have been meetings and the
forming of reference groups where citizens groups have been represented. A general conclusion
from the study is that a high degree of public involvement may increase the possibilities of
conducting a feasibility study. Out of those municipalities in which the process was interrupted
without a feasibility study (Overkalix, Tranemo, Varberg, Gallivare, Arjeplog), it is only one
where we have seen an evident ambition of informing the public and of getting people to
participate in the debate (Tranemo). There is a clear distinction between "successful" and "not
successful" municipalities regarding the level of ambition on this area. However, it is important
to note that a high level of ambition of SKB and other stakeholders does not appear to guarantee
a debate without a bitter atmosphere. In Storuman and Mala, the citizens were divided in two
camps and an emotional atmosphere filled by angry statements characterised the municipality
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during the period of time in question. These particular feelings of advocates and opponents most
likely had an important role for the outcome of the referenda in the mentioned municipalities. A
high level of ambition does neither automatically lead to a high level of public participation. In
the three municipalities which currently seem to be successful (a feasibility study is being made
and the debate is not too fierce and emotional), Nykoping, Oskarshamn and Osthammar, the
interest and level of participation has been low. This suggests that the important thing might not
be that many citizens really participate actively in the process, but that there is a possibility of
doing so. Yet another explanation may be stated as public involvement not constituting a factor
for success. Instead, it may be the case that public involvement creates division among citizens
as has been the case in Storuman and Mala. The more public involvement, the more polarisation
among citizens.
An objection put forward by opponents of feasibility studies and final repositories is that the
information given by SKB is one-sided and that the reference groups, which are supposed to
provide a stronger influence for the citizens, only function as information channels. The
objection is not invalid. Information given by SKB could be seen as biased since SKB is not a
public utility43. In order to make a rational choice, people need all-round information,
concerning the risks and benefits of a possible final repository in a particular municipality.
Science could play a role in this respect, but the problem is that many scientists, just as
environmental organisations, take a stand on the issue. Greenpeace and the Swedish AntiNuclear Movement are opponents of nuclear power, which apparently means that they are
opponents of a final repository in all municipalities, and not only in specific cases. We have an
impression of certain scientists acting the same way. Some scientists opposing nuclear power are
acting as informants in many municipalities. Perhaps an independent official investigation would
do some good, if the focus were to show both benefits and risks associated with a repository of
nuclear waste. The investigation could, being an impartial information source, be used as a work
of reference by SKB, thereby giving them the possibility of showing advantages of a repository
without being blamed for one-sided information.
However, there are cases of independent review, in municipalities where a feasibility study has
been conducted. In Mala, an independent group reviewed the feasibility study report and in
Storuman there were plans of a similar review, but it never got that far because of the fact that
the referendum was too close in time. The review group in Mala had representatives from
different interest groups. The opposition group did not want to participate, though, since they did
not expect that their opinions would be taken into account. These groups can work as the
suggested official investigation (see above), but there is the risk of a fierce debate within the
group because all parts of society are invited.

43

Naturally, to find a site for storing nuclear waste is an issue of public importance. Nevertheless, the primary reason
for SKB to handle the siting process is that it is their responsibility, according to the directions from the Government.
The Government has to act in order to solve the problems of society and in this case assigning SKB the responsibility
was thought to fulfil that purpose.
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In the same way, SKB should formulate a clear course of action when it comes to public
participation. Routines should be constructed regarding what ought to be the consequence of
discussion meetings and work in reference groups. If a discussion meeting is arranged, the
participants have to feel that relevant opinions are taken into account by SKB and by local
politicians.

9.3.3 Continuing Political Support and Leadership
The Parliament and the Government have been relatively passive when it comes to the
localisation process. Their role has been to decide about financial support to different actors in
the process and to give directives to SKB. The actors on the national level, in the shape of
political parties, have also been passive, as a result of their own choice. That is because they
want to emphasise the local character of the issue. The most apparent involvement has come
from the Green Party, but their standpoint is in many respects the same as that of the central
environmental organisations - they are general opponents of nuclear power and not opponents
only in specific cases of siting. In the interviews we have been doing with representatives of the
political parties on a central level, it was a general opinion of the respondents that they
considered it the responsibility of SKB to carry out the process. Furthermore, there are no clear
positions on which technical method to be used for the final repository. Another circumstance
that might be a contributing factor in explaining the passive standpoint of national party
organisations is the fact that the national politicians do not think that the issue needs to be
resolved very soon, since the interim storage facility in Oskarshamn apparently works very well.
The lack of a clear position, or any position at all 44 , on a national level may have contributed to
some confusion among the citizens in the municipalities. Earlier discussed is, for example, the
worry over the possibility of the Government to overrule the municipal veto and also over the
possibility that a feasibility study automatically would result in a final repository. Most likely,
the confusion would have decreased if "the establishment" clearly had described the
consequences of different actions.
Quite naturally, the activities of the local politicians have been more intense. However, even on a
local level we have concluded that a more open and clear position would have benefited the
progress of the siting process. A general conclusion of the study is that in the municipalities
where the leading parties have been positive towards a feasibility study, and also "pushy" in the
process, the outcome has been more successful in the perspective of SKB. However, it does not
seem to be enough that one party, not even the Social Democrats, is associated with the issue.
Rather, a more broad political support is needed. Those municipalities in which a feasibility
study has been conducted, without a heated debate, have one thing in common - the Moderate
Party and the Social Democratic Party have had strong local support and a common position in
the sense that they have both been advocating a feasibility study. Moreover, there seems to have
been unity within these parties. A massive local political support thus appears to have a positive
influence, but also the fact that the Moderate Party and the Social Democrats are the forces
behind the support may have had an impact. We believe that this fact might be connected to the
44

The position of the parties on a national level can be interpreted as their emphasis on the issue being of local
concern, and that it therefore should be handled on a local level.
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wish for national support - the mentioned political parties are perceived as the leading forces in
society, not only locally but also nationally, being the two leading parties on a national level. In a
hypothetical municipality where, for example, the Centre Party and a locally based party would
advocate a feasibility study, this might be perceived as "less credible" since these parties do not
rule society nationally to the same extent as the Social Democrats and the Moderate Party.
On the other hand, there is a risk with having too much faith in the importance of national
support. As we shall see, it is a characteristic attribute in many of the municipalities in which the
discussion has been aggressive and heated, that people at the same time distrust central
authorities. It should be noted that the discussed factor for success has not been entirely absent in
this process, since SKB and the municipalities in many cases have begun a co-operation
regarding the issue of a feasibility study and a final repository. In other words, SKB has not tried
to decide everything themselves, but delivered different forms of authority to the municipalities.

9.3.4 Mitigation and Compensation Packages
Compensation packages have been largely absent in the Swedish localisation process. On the
other hand, there have been discussions about an increasing number of jobs in particular
municipalities. However, this is an inevitable consequence of the establishment of a facility,
rather than an extraordinary effort by SKB or the Government. Nevertheless, an increasing
number of jobs have been proposed as a strong argument for a final repository. It should be noted
that both advocates and opponents have used this as an argument. In certain cases, the opponents
have accused SKB to look for municipalities with high unemployment rates, in order to give the
argument about new jobs more weight. This alleged strategy has been considered a form of
bribery.
There have also been vague inquiries from the municipalities concerning compensation. Pajala,
for example, wanted to establish a "world centre of research on high level nuclear waste".
The low interest in compensation packages might have caused the citizens to be less interested in
establishing a final repository in their own municipality. They have not seen concrete evidence
of the benefits following a local repository siting.
The idea of compensation packages is, however, not anything that is appealing to the national
politicians, which were asked about their opinion in this issue. An often expressed view is that
the opponents could perceive it as bribery. This is probably a risk in the case of some people,
especially if it is a matter of purely financial compensation. Tailor-made packages, on the other
hand, which are the outcome of negotiations between SKB and representatives of the
municipality, can perhaps make the local politicians as well as the citizens prone to see a greater
utility with a final repository. At least, this is suggested in LLRW disposal facility siting:
successes and failures in six countries [231 ].
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10. Discussion
The analysis of the siting process has so far been focused on the actions and reactions of the
involved parties. We have used the Competing Values model and the success factors to
characterise the process. The process is not only affected by the actions of the involved parties,
but also by factors, which are more inherent in the process and, perhaps, the society in general.
In the discussion below we have tried to pinpoint these factors. In trying to determine what
makes a process successful, these external factors provide a part of the puzzle.

10.1 Reason versus emotion
Earlier, we discussed the rationality of the process on behalf of SKB in trying to distinguish
whether or not their working methods have been goal centred. Rationality, or the lack of it, also
plays a great role in the local discussions between the advocates and the opponents. The debate
in the municipalities has on several occasions been rather heated and "hostile", and the
arguments emotional rather than rational.
Noteworthy is that the opponents often show more personal involvement in the issue and, to a
greater extent, use emotionally formulated arguments, while the advocates use more factually
formulated arguments. The commitment of the opponents apparently gets them more attention in
media [74] and stirs up more emotions among the citizens. Arguments against a feasibility study
often focus on the risks of the project: it would be equivalent to accepting a final repository, the
area would become "the rubbish-heap of Europe", SKB are "bribing" the community with job
opportunities and "using" the citizens etc. The advocates, using more factually formulated
arguments, argue that a feasibility study is a great opportunity for the region since it could help
to "boost the economy" of the region. They also consider supporting the study a responsibility it is the responsibility of every community to facilitate the process of finding a final site. These
differences in the argumentation is also connected with the roles of the actors. SKB, as a
company, needs to maintain a professional image and its representatives are expected to use
factually formulated arguments. The opponents act as private citizens or as representatives of
environmental or anti-nuclear organisations. Consequently, it is more accepted to use more
emotionally formulated arguments, which do not lack a factual background, and to show more
personal commitment. Hence, the discussion does not have a good starting point since it is
conducted on two different levels.
In some municipalities, the debate has not been as heated as in the north of Sweden.
Furthermore, the public has not been greatly involved in the process despite the high ambitions
of SKB and the municipal council to distribute information. One reason for this might be the fact
that the local citizens of these communities are used to having nuclear power in their community.
K. Hallberg, from Projekt Karnavfall (Project Nuclear Waste) in Oskarshamn, argues that
nuclear power is a natural part of everyday life and that many have a direct contact with it
through their job. This closeness to nuclear power has increased the level of knowledge
concerning nuclear waste in the community [10].
Research has shown that attitudes towards risk, in the case of nuclear waste, among other things,
are connected with trust in experts. If the public trusts the experts and the authorities, their
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attitudes, too a greater extent, are formed in accordance with the statements of the experts [202].
In the siting process in the communities, the opinions of the experts have varied. On one hand,
the experts connected with SKB have, in most cases, argued the bedrock to be suitable.
Independent experts, on the other hand, have in some cases expressed contrary opinions, for
example in referring to geological findings showing the bedrock to be unstable. Hence, the
citizens' trust in the experts might decrease and forming an opinion regarding the suitability of a
feasibility study might be more difficult.
Risk attitudes toward nuclear waste are also connected with the perception of nuclear power in
general. The citizens of the municipalities which already have nuclear power, have lived with it
for quite a long time. This has probably contributed to the issue being less exotic and seen as a
part of everyday life. It could also be assumed that they have better knowledge of nuclear power
and nuclear waste than people in general. During these years with nuclear power, it is also likely
that the authorities and the experts have been able to establish trust among the citizens to a
greater extent than in other areas. This can be explained by the, probably, more continuous
communication between the authorities and the citizens and the fact that many people come in
contact with nuclear power through their jobs or through their family members.
If the argument that the municipalities, which already have nuclear power, put more trust in
authorities and experts and have a greater knowledge of the issue is valid, this could help to
explain why the discussion in these areas is less heated. Such greater trust can, to a greater
extent, help avoiding emotional arguments and focus on more factual arguments. There is one
exception though, the municipality of Varberg. Even before the earthquake that ended the
discussions of a feasibility study, the opposition seems to have been stronger than in the other
nuclear municipalities. Hence, even if the fact that a municipality is used to nuclear power might
facilitate the process, it is not a guarantee for success.

70.2 Feasibility study versus final repository
A common worry in the municipalities has been that accepting a feasibility study would also
mean saying yes to hosting a final repository in the community. The siting process has been
characterised by the voluntary co-operation of the municipalities and emphasis has been put on
the municipal council being able to, at any stage in the process, intercept the work of SKB on the
feasibility study. Although SKB and the municipal councils have tried to be clear in their
statements that the issues are separate, this has not helped to relieve the worry. Also, the
municipal veto is in the centre of attention. The opposition claims that since the Government can
overrule the veto it is better to say no to the feasibility study as well. In reality, the possibility for
the Government to overrule the municipal veto is rather limited. It needs to be proved that the
site assigned is the most adequate one. Furthermore, the veto can not be overruled if another
equally suitable site for a final repository has been found in another municipality that can be
expected to accept to host a repository [148].
In the early stages of contact between SKB and the municipalities, the job opportunities have
often been brought up for discussion, especially in the north of Sweden. The new jobs that are
discussed would only be a consequence of actually siting a final repository within the
community - they are not related to the feasibility study per se. This focus on employment
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counteracts the ambition of SKB and the municipal councils to keep the issues of a feasibility
study and a final repository separate. SKB has a difficult position here as they, on one hand, need
to keep the issue of a feasibility study and a final repository apart. On the other hand, they need
to make it attractive for the municipalities to let SKB conduct a feasibility study. Most of the
economic effects, which are incentives for many municipalities, only come in connection with a
repository, and not with the feasibility study.
This can also be illustrated by the results in the two referenda, in Storuman and Mala. In
Storuman, the citizens voted about letting SKB search for a final repository. In Mala, where the
result was more evenly distributed between 'yes' and 'no', the referendum was about letting SKB
continue with a site investigation. The discussion was to a greater extent kept away from the
issue of a final repository. Had a trustworthy promise about a referendum after a site
investigation been made, the result might have been even more positive [56].
The risk of the close connection between the issues of a study and a final repository is that a
"vicious circle" is created. For every municipality that declines a feasibility study, due to the
perceived risk of having to host the nuclear waste, other municipalities probably feel that the
odds of them getting the final repository increase. To be on the safe side they, in their turn, say
no to letting SKB conduct a study, which increases the odds for the next municipality even more,
and so on.
SKB obviously need to intensify their effort of clarifying the objective of their presence - to put
emphasis on the feasibility study being a separate issue from the final siting decision. At the
same time, the interest of the municipalities must also be maintained. Keeping these issues
separate and emphasising the autonomy of the municipality is a delicate balancing act, and an
important one.
The Government and the Parliament have clearly expressed their belief that the issue of
feasibility studies is a question mostly of local concern. This lack of support from the politicians
on a national level has received critique from SKB, that argued that since the issue of nuclear
waste is of national concern and a shared responsibility, central authorities and national
politicians ought to be more involved in the debate. Getting involved in the debate and showing
continuous support does not have to affect the local autonomy. The Government has delegated
the responsibility of informing the public to SKB, but since there are unclear areas their
involvement is needed to help resolve conflicts and ambiguities. Furthermore, the processes in
the municipalities can gain from such intervention and success may be easier to obtain as the
question thereby is more clarified.
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10.3 Ecology versus Progress
We have seen different patterns of conflict in the present study. In this section, we will discuss
the conflict between those people believing in a politics oriented towards technological and
economic progress on one hand, and those believing in a politics more focused on environmental
concerns on the other hand.
In Partier och Organisationer [46], the authors describe the basic lines of conflict in the political
arena, which in Sweden mainly has been the contrast between right and left. Later on, a second
dimension has developed. It is called the dimension of Ecology versus Progress and does not
follow the same pattern as the right versus left dimension. That is, the political parties, which are
close to each other when it comes to issues concerning right and left politics, do not necessarily
agree at all when it comes to issues concerning environmental politics.
In the figure below, we can see that the Social Democrats and the Moderate Party have quite
similar opinions regarding the need for technological and economic progress. This is a pattern
that can be recognised in our study. In many municipalities, it was the Social Democratic Party
that "pushed" the question and the Moderate Party that approved of a feasibility study. Also, a
common pattern in our study is the fact that the Centre Party and the Green Party opposed a
feasibility study and a final repository. In regard to this model, this suggests a general
conclusion:
The more mandates the Social Democrats and the Moderate Party are holding in the municipal
councils, the more likely a feasibility study is to be invited. And, the more mandates the Centre
Party and the Green Party are holding, the less likely a feasibility study is to be invited.
In the figure below, the Left Party is said to be as much "pro-ecology" as the Centre Party and
the Christian Democratic Party is said to be almost as "pro-ecology" (their tendency is to move
towards progress, though, as indicated by the arrow). A compilation of the opinions of the
political parties in all municipalities suggested that the Left Party and the Christian Democrats
were more divided. In terms of the ecology versus progress dimension, those parties were in the
middle with a slight tendency towards ecology in the case of the Left Party. The Liberal Party
also seemed to be more in the middle than what is suggested by the figure - with a slight
tendency towards progress.
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Figure 3. Right versus Left dimension and Progress versus Ecology dimension. (Adapted
from [47]) The abbreviations in the model are as follows. LP is the Left Party and L is the
Liberals. SD is the Social Democrats; G is the Green Party; C is the Centre Party; CD is
the Centre Party; M is the Moderate Party and ND is New Democracy.

10.4 Centre versus Periphery
In Partier och organisationer [46], it is also noted that there exist sub-conflicts within the
ecology versus progress dimension. One sub-conflict that has been recognised as important in
this study is that of Centre versus Periphery.
Of the eleven municipalities, that have been discussed as possible sites for a final repository of
nuclear waste, six are located in sparsely populated areas of Sweden, on a long distance from the
capital. The political patterns of opinions of the areas in question - Storuman, Mala, Overkalix,
Gallivare, Arjeplog and Pajala - are somewhat different in comparison with the rest of the
country. The municipalities in the northern parts of Sweden have in common a massive support
of the left wing; the Social Democrats and the Left Party. Furthermore, many of the people living
in the northern parts, are sceptical towards people from central institutions in Stockholm, and
probably even more towards Brussels and the European Union. These attitudes provide a
possible explanation of the outcome of the localisation process. In Storuman and Mala, where
the process resulted in a feasibility study, there was nevertheless a heated discussion. SKB was
not a popular actor and there were a lot of arguments against Storuman and Mala becoming the
"nuclear rubbish-heaps of Europe". Also in Overkalix there were fears of being "abused" by
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Europe, for example to be forced to import waste from other European countries. A local
opposition group did not think too well of SKB, stating in a letter to the municipal council that
they would not participate in any feasibility studies done by SKB. In Arjeplog and Gallivare
there was criticism against SKB as well.
There is a tradition of the areas in the far north to be sceptical towards the central power and they
are generally anxious to take care of their own business, which is important in the context of
Centre versus Periphery. We also believe is of importance, how close an area feels to the power
and the central actors. The closer one feels to the political decisions, the less opposition towards
SKB and other central actors might be expected.
Finally, another reason for us to believe that there is a conflict between the local level and the
central level is that in those cases where a local party is represented in the municipal council,
they have been opposing a feasibility study.

10.5 David vs. Goliath
According to a media analysis conducted by Nordlund [171], the way the media report on issues
concerning localisation of different facilities might have an effect on the outcome of a process
like the one studied here. He finds that the media report on a case in two different stages. In the
beginning of the process, the reporters build their case on official documents like protocols,
decisions, and interviews with key actors. But whenever a more interesting alternative shows up,
the attention of the media shifts. From a fairly objective report on the case, the media are now
trying to find interesting angles. These angles are created when an alternative to the official
picture is created. The main alternative to the official picture is usually an action group,
opposing a facility like a nuclear waste repository. Hence, these action groups may get
unreasonable proportions of attention in the media, and they are often described as "David";
fighting the giant that in our study is represented mainly by SKB.
This shift in the reporting procedure of the media suggests that the media are usually more
positive towards a facility in the beginning of a process than later on. The public - probably
influenced by the media - shows the same shift in opinions. Hence, one might suspect that active
and long-lasting action groups in combination with a long decision process yield a more negative
opinion. However, it has been noted that time itself is not very important, but rather how the
actors use time. Looking at the Storuman case, where the action group got much attention, the
number of people who became more negative during the process was about the same as the
number of people who became more positive. According to the above-mentioned hypothesis, the
number of people becoming more negative should be larger. In that sense, the hypothesis is
falsified. On the other hand, it is possible that the number of people who became more positive
during the process would have been even larger had not the action group been that successful.
Add to this the already deeply rooted suspicion against central authorities, particularly in
sparsely populated areas in the northern parts of Sweden, and there is a strong tendency for the
public to perceive the situation in many cases as a struggle between David and Goliath. And
since David is the "good guy", he gets the sympathies and the votes.

77

RHIZIKON: Risk Research Reports No 32

11. Final discussion
In the present study, we have found that the outcome of a siting process appears to be dependent
on many circumstances. Naturally, the way the process is conducted plays a role, but there are
also factors within different municipalities, which have a great importance. One could speak of
processes that are inherently "chaotic", due to constellations of local circumstances and persons,
which can never be determined by certainty. Moreover, there seems to be a fact that the
perceived risks has outweighed the perceived benefits in the minds of the citizens. Hence, we
have three areas of basic importance:
•
•
•

Management of the siting process
Inherent "chaotic" processes and/or factors
Risk perception

11.1 Management of the siting process
The main actors in the siting process can be described as forming two different groups. One
group has a direct influence on the decisions that are to be made on the process. The actors in
this group are SKB, the Government and the Parliament. Since they have a direct responsibility
for decisions, they can also be said to have the responsibility for the management of the process.
Hence, when the management of the process has been evaluated, all of these actors have been
discussed. SKB has, however, the operational responsibility, and is therefore the actor most
thoroughly evaluated.
In short, we found that the siting process has been characterized by a rather goal-centered focus.
The main objective has been to find a municipality willing to host a final repository. However, in
order to reach public support, SKB had to adjust the process to some extent. This strategy was in
line with the ambition of SKB; that is, only investigate municipalities in which the citizens agree
on the need and acceptability of a final repository. In most of the municipalities, the urge to work
in accordance with a consensual perspective was strong. However, the ambition of reaching a
supportable decision is not always easy to combine with other ambitions. For example, SKB has
tried to keep the process as flexible as possible, in order to reach a legitimate decision. The
problem is that trying to satisfy everybody rarely harmonizes with obtaining support from
everybody. Since different actors have different wishes, there will always be some dissatisfied
actors.
The problem of reaching a successful outcome in a siting process has been noted as a problem of
receiving support for the idea among the citizens. Therefore, the consensual perspective has been
in focus throughout this study. As noted, we found that SKB has had the ambition of reaching a
widespread support in most of the municipalities. In many cases, they have not succeeded, but
their ambitions seem to have caused reactions other than those intended45. A way out may be to
45

SKB was, for example, quite active in Storuman, which resulted in many active citizens. However, most of these
citizens were opposing SKB, the politicians and a final repository, and the opposition was quite emotional and
aggressive.
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let the local politicians take care of the information activities. Then, the accusations of the
information coming from SKB as being worthless - because of the alleged fact that SKB is
partial and that their aim is to find a municipality willing to host a final repository - could be less
frequent. In Nykoping, Oskarshamn and Osthammar, the concept of all-party reference groups
seems to have worked out well. Another way of reaching public support is to openly inform
about the benefits as well as the risks when it comes to hosting a final repository. Ideally,
impartial actors should carry out this process. An official investigation carried out by
independent scientists would most likely be preferable since the public trusts the experts much
more than they trust the politicians on this issue.
What we have tried to illustrate above is the essence of the Competing Values Approach - in
managing a siting process, one has to realize the impossibility of having a strong focus in all
perspectives. We argue in this study that SKB in many respects have succeeded in that act of
balance, in terms of trying to reach an optimal combination of different perspectives. When this
is not the case, that is to quite a large extent due to the fact that SKB has been alone in its role as
manager of the process.
Having more national support, some of the below noted problems could have been mitigated:
•

The citizens were not sure of the relationship between a feasibility study and a final
repository. Because of that, a common argument among the opponents was "To be sure of
not receiving a final repository, we say no to a feasibility study".

•

The citizens were afraid of the possibility of the Government to overrule the municipal veto.
Because of that, the earlier mentioned argument was brought up once again.

There has also been a need for a strong local support. In municipalities where the political parties
advocating a feasibility study have been few, small and disunited, the outcome of the siting
process has usually been negative in the perspective of SKB. In some cases, the debate in such
municipalities has also been characterized by fierce and bitter emotions.
There have, based on earlier research, been suggested factors that could enable success in a siting
process. They have a lot in common with the discussed perspectives. For example, the factor
"Clarity of Programs and Siting Process" is close in its meaning to the rational perspective.
Therefore, the problems associated with a weak rational perspective are also associated with
absence of clarity of programs and siting process. When the actors who handle the siting process
are not clear enough, there is confusion whether acceptance of a feasibility study means
acceptance of a final repository, and whether the Government will overrule the municipal veto.
"Public Involvement" is another factor suggested for enabling success in a siting process, and it
is to quite a large extent similar to the working methods within the consensual perspective.
However, where the consensual perspective focus on the actors handling the siting process
(SKB, the Government and the Parliament, and the municipalities), public involvement to a
larger extent deals with the individuals. It is worth noting that it seems as if the ambition of
reaching public involvement - the essence of the consensual perspective - is enough. If the public
see the possibility of involvement in the process (as in Nykoping, Oskarshamn and Osthammar),
but do not participate actively, that might be better than if they actually are involved (as in
Storuman, Mala and Overkalix)!
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Another factor suggested to enable success in a siting process is continuing political support and
leadership. In this respect, the process in Sweden has not been successful. As for the political
parties on a national level, they have decided not to intervene since they consider the question of
nuclear waste to be a local issue. One could speculate if a more dedicated politics in this issue on
a national level would have enabled a more successful process. Most likely, a clear policy on
nuclear power and nuclear waste would have decreased the confusion among citizens. However,
there has also been a characteristic of many municipalities to be skeptical towards actors from
the central level in Sweden. Nevertheless, a vast political support is most certainly helpful in a
siting process, if coming from the local politicians. In the municipalities where the two leading
parties on a national level - the Moderate Party and the Social Democratic Party - have been
strong in the municipality council, and at the same time advocating a feasibility study, the debate
has not been very fierce and a feasibility study has been conducted. Furthermore, it is interesting
to look at the connection between local politicians and national politicians. A representative of
the central organization of the Moderate Party states that they would probably be more active in
municipalities in which their party has a strong political position. Hence, there seems to be a
logical pattern. SKB stands alone in municipalities where the support from the local politicians is
weak, but where that support is strong, there is also a better possibility of receiving support from
politicians on a national level.
The last suggested factor for success, mitigation and compensation packages, seems to be an
issue of unity among the political parties. This kind of incentive is believed to cause feelings of
perceived bribery among the citizens. There are signs in the present study that this is a valid fear.
Whenever the question of compensation or other forms of incentives (for example, study trips to
CLAB in Oskarshamn) has been brought up, opponents have accused SKB of bribery.

11.2 Inherent "chaotic" processes and/or factors
Having discussed the management of the process, it is once again important to note that this is
not the only factor that can explain the outcome of the process. No matter how professionally the
process is carried out, if it is carried out in a municipality where the number of inherent and
chaotic factors against SKB are too many, the outcome is bound to be a failure. What do we
mean, then, with an inherent "chaotic" factor? A definition of the term is that such a factor
depends on constellations of local circumstances and persons that can never be predetermined
with certainty. However, we have tried to point at some possible explanations in terms of
inherent factors, more or less prevalent in the municipalities as well as in society in general.
•
•
•
•
•

Reason versus emotion
Feasibility study versus final repository
Ecology versus progress
Centre versus Periphery
David versus Goliath

When it comes to reason versus emotion, we do not necessarily say that the advocates have more
rational arguments and that the opponents have more emotional arguments. However, especially
in the municipalities in the north of Sweden, the debate has been heated. The arguments, mainly
used by the opponents, have been emotional in their character. There have been worries of
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municipalities becoming the "nuclear rubbish-heap of Europe". Also, there have been hostile
feelings towards SKB for using municipalities with high unemployment rates, and also for trying
to "bribe" opponents by offering free trips to nuclear facilities.
Research has shown that there seem to be a more dynamic power in a strong negative attitude
towards nuclear power, than in a strong positive attitude. Since the attitudes towards nuclear
power and the attitudes towards nuclear waste to quite a large degree correlate, one might expect
that there is also a more dynamic power in a strong negative attitude towards nuclear waste.
Perhaps the emotional debate to some extent reflects that dynamic power?
The issue of confusion whether a feasibility study automatically means a final repository has
already been discussed in this section. It is noteworthy, however, that the northern municipalities
are to quite a large extent represented within this dimension as well. This may be due to the fact
that these municipalities have had higher unemployment rates than the other municipalities46.
We have noted that one main argument used by SKB has been the increasing number of jobs
following a final repository. This argument is dangerous, though, since it makes it more difficult
to hold the issues, regarding feasibility study on one hand and final repository on the other hand,
separate. Because of the fact that arguments of new jobs most likely have more value in the
northern municipalities, the confusion may very well be larger in those municipalities.
Ecology versus progress is a dimension obviously concerned with political parties and their
ideology, but also with individuals. According to a presented figure, the Social Democratic Party
and the Moderate Party are more oriented towards technological and economic progress than
towards environmental concerns. The Centre Party and the Green Party, on the other hand, have
the opposite orientation. A suggested conclusion from the study is therefore:
"The more mandates the Social Democrats and the Moderate Party are holding in the municipal
councils, the more likely a feasibility study is to be invited. And, the more mandates the Centre
Party and the Green Party are holding, the less likely a feasibility study is to be invited."
However, as noted, there is most likely also a connection between the environment versus
progress dimension and the individuals. It is possible that the citizens in "ordinary issues" agree
with the party they sympathize with, and that the traditional right versus left dimension is the
main influence on their voting decision. When it comes to "unusual issues", though, that are
relevant to the ecology versus progress dimension, the voting behavior of the citizens may be
determined by their own position on that scale from environment to progress. Hence, although
the probability of receiving a final repository in a particular municipality may increase if the
Moderate Party and the Social Democrats are strong, there is a possibility that the positions of
the individuals on the mentioned scale have more weight in a referendum.
Centre versus periphery is also a factor concerned with the attitudes of individuals. To some
extent, it may be possible to determine, in beforehand, the attitudes of individuals towards the
central power. For example, because of the tradition of (alleged) exploitation of the far north of
Sweden, it is probable that the average citizen in such a municipality is more skeptical, and
maybe even hostile, towards people from central authorities and companies, than the average
46

The average unemployment rate in the municipalities in the northern parts was 8.6 %, while the average rate in the
other municipalities (Tranemo, Varberg, Nykoping, Oskarshamn and Osthammar) was 5.8 %.
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citizen of a municipality located in the south of Sweden. However, the skepticism towards the
central power was not limited to the north of Sweden. Also in Tranemo, there were these kinds
of emotions rather frequently in the debate. Thus, there may be an underlying factor of hostile
feelings towards the central power in the attitudes of individuals - more or less in different
municipalities - which is influencing their standpoints and actions. Perhaps, this is a "chaotic"
factor, very hard to determine in beforehand.
The reflection of a climate as similar to "David and Goliath" is also a part of the attitudes. Why
is it that people perceive SKB as a powerful "giant" and the local opposition groups (supported
by political parties, neighboring municipalities and environmental organizations) as small and
weak organizations? Probably, this is because of two factors. First, consider the way the media
are reporting on a case such as a possible establishment of a facility for storing nuclear waste.
When an opposition group is formed, the media perceive a possible conflict between the
authorities handling the case and that opposition group, which in the media is representing the
ordinary citizen. Therefore, the articles are deliberately designed to illustrate that conflict.
Second, the earlier discussed underlying factor towards the central power in the attitudes of
individuals is important. The media are aware of this factor - it is a condition for the articles to
be successful. Thus, the media influence the debate. Most likely, there also exists an opposite
relationship. If the debate is emotional and heated among the citizens, the media will perceive
these feelings and report in accordance with them. That is, the debate influences the media.

11.3 Risk perception
As we have seen in the present study, many people feel a great worry when reflecting upon the
idea of a deep repository of nuclear waste within their municipality. Most likely, this is due to
how they perceive the risks associated with such a facility. Had they perceived the benefits as
larger than the risks, the attitudes would probably be somewhat different. It is important to note,
however, that people perceive risks even if they perceive the benefits as larger. Then, what
explains the perceived risk of nuclear waste? Based upon earlier research we have reason to
believe that three predictors explain about 60 % of the variance in risk attitude:
•
•
•

The attitude towards nuclear power in general
The trust in experts of the field
General risk sensitivity

The present study supports the idea of the attitude towards nuclear power as an important
predictor of the attitude towards nuclear waste. Of the eleven municipalities included in this
study, four municipalities are so called nuclear municipalities. Nykoping, Oskarshamn,
Osthammar are municipalities in which the debate has been relatively low-key and the feasibility
study has not met a strong opposition. Varberg, however, is a nuclear municipality as well, but
the idea of a final repository was abandoned there, after an earthquake. Also, the opposition disregarding the earthquake - seems to have been stronger than in the other nuclear
municipalities. Hence, one might suspect that being used to nuclear power is not a guarantee for
a municipality to have a positive attitude towards a final repository of nuclear waste.
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When comparing the nuclear municipalities regarding their voting in the referendum about the
continued use of nuclear power in 1980, one sees that Varberg was the municipality in which the
largest share of the population voted for an immediate close-down of the nuclear reactors. But, as
a group, the nuclear municipalities were more positive towards nuclear power than the rest of the
country 47.
Thus, a general conclusion is that the attitudes towards nuclear power is a fairly good predictor
of how the citizens of a municipality will react upon a request concerning storage of nuclear
waste, but that there are exceptions.
The second suggested predictor is the trust in experts. Scientists and the people working for SKB
in this case represent the experts. As has been discussed, people are more prone to trust experts
than politicians in issues such as storage of nuclear waste. However, it has also been noted that
experts and citizens differ very much in their risk perception concerning nuclear waste, making a
clear communication more difficult. This is a pattern recognizable in the present study. Both
scientists advocating a final repository and SKB have to quite a large extent focused on the
benefits following a final repository. The citizens, on the other hand, have due to general worries
been more concerned about the risks. As earlier noted, it seems as if the citizens to a large degree
have considered the perceived risks as larger than the perceived benefits. The scientists opposing
a final repository have fulfilled that need - they have confirmed the worries of the citizens by
focusing on the risks.
Another reason for the citizens to have a low trust in experts advocating a final repository is that
the citizens in many cases have shown distrust against SKB as an intruder from the central power
of Sweden.
The final suggested factor for predicting attitudes towards nuclear waste is the general risk
sensitivity. Hence, people with high risk sensitivity are usually more risk averse also when it
comes to nuclear waste. Hence, one could assume that a municipality with many people who are
risk averse would be more negative towards a final repository than a municipality with few
people who are risk averse. Who is the risk averse person, then, and in which municipalities is
that kind of person most common?
Earlier research has shown that life style variables explain virtually nothing in terms of risk
perception [197]. However, other factors have been suggested as possible explanatory variables.
For example, different types of demographic variables have been somewhat successful in
explaining differences on risk perception. It has been shown that women are more risk averse
than men are, and that people with low education are more risk averse than people with high
education are. When it comes to occupational groups, it has been found that farmers are more
risk averse in regard to nuclear waste than other occupational groups. Finally, people with higher
income have turned out to be less risk averse in regard to nuclear waste than people with low
incomes. Thus, there may be differences between municipalities, concerning the demographic
structure, which can explain part of their differences regarding the reactions towards the idea of a
final repository of nuclear waste.
47

See Karnkraftsomrostningen i kommunerna [102], In this book, on page 25, the author concludes that "the closer to
a nuclear power plant, the larger share of votes for the advocates of nuclear power, while the share of opponents of
nuclear power decreases".
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