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OVERVIEW OF THE FRENCH CASE: Before 1991
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• Commission Nationale du Debat Publique (CNDP) : A legalized institution to carry out
deliberative participation (熟議的参加) for all infrastructure projects of more than 300
million (3億) euros since 1997.

OVERVIEW OF THE FRENCH CASE: After Bataille Law in 1991



PROCEDURE OF PUBLIC DEBATE
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• After the 1st public debate, the French government chose deep geological
disposal as an option to manage HLW.



• Lowest level of 
agreement in deep 
geological disposal as an 
appropriate solution for 
HLW management in 
2008 

• It implies that the 1st

public debate on the 
national option for HLW 
management policy 
between 2005-2006 failed 
to build consensus.

• Consensus requires 
➔ Trust + identification 

of common interest 
among stakeholders, 
agencies, and mediators 
(Susskind et al 1999)

Escalation of conflict at 
Bure since 2016 (Subra 
2018)

DIFFICULTIES IN CONSENSUS BUILDING 
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HOW SHOULD WE UNDERSTAND THE FRENCH CASE? (1) 
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Importance of trust

• Well-established social trust (信頼）in the system increases public support

to the policy (Earle 2010. Lurian 2009, Siegrist and Cvetkovich 2000,
Putnam 1993): 信頼 ➔ 政策支持

• Trust plays a vital role to accept technology for the issues that people feel
less knowledgeable (Bronfman et al. 2009, Siegtist and Cvetkovich 2000):
専門的な知識が必要とされる分野での信頼の重要性

• People tend to forego their opportunity in decision-making process when
there is TRUST (Laurian 2009): 信頼があれば、市民は政策決定に参加する機会を
放棄する傾向がある

➔ When people trust, they support policy despite the policy does not meet their
expectations.

• Well-implemented deliberation mechanism is expected to create trust &
policy support (Pellizzoni 2010, Beck 1999): 熟議的メカニズムを通じて、信
頼形成と、これに基づいた政策支持が可能

➔ If trust was built throughout the CNDP’s deliberation process, consensus
building should be available over the policy.

◆ Why did the French public debate fail to build trust?



HOW SHOULD WE UNDERSTAND THE FRENCH CASE? (2) 
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• Ensuring procedural justice (手続き的公平性 ) itself does not affect

judgments of fairness, trust, and cooperation when the issue is
controversial (論争的) (Earle 2010).

➔Having a process to hold public debate through the CNDP itself may be
limited to increase trust unless the quality of deliberation thoroughly
designed for trust-building.

• How can TRUST be achieved?

➔ Importance of shared value similarity (公有される価値類似性) (Earle 2010,

Chung et al. 2008, Earle, Siegrist and Gutscher 2007, Poortinga and Pidgeon
2006)

➔ Shared value is seen as a determinant of trust in institutions and
people concerning technology (Siegrist, Cvetkivich, Roth 2000, Earle and
Cvetkovitch 1995).

➔ General trust based on shared values similarity ultimately leads to
confidence, such as trust in risk regulation (Poortinga and Pidgeon 2005).



TRUST & SHARED VALUE SIMILARITY & SOCIAL ACCEPTANCE
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The current study hypothesizes that the French debate on HLW management rather
focused on ‘confidence-building’ relying on technology than ‘trust-building’ which
is based on sharing values over intragenerational and intergenerational fairness.



CONTROVERSIES OVER INTERGERATIONAL FAIRNESS ASPECT
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• Scientists and experts from ANDRA, CNE also seemed to share ideas to ensure
future generations’ rights to the decision.

• However, the explanation was insufficient to the questions why it should be
stored at a depth of 400-600 meters when considering long-term storage is
more plausible for both memory preservation and reversibility.



CONTROVERSIES OVER INTRAGENERATIONAL FAIRNESS ISSUES (1)
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CONTROVERSIES OVER INTRAGENERATIONAL FAIRNESS ISSUES (2)
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• Among many topics discussed during the debate, technology-related topics

were well reflected in the law of 2006.

• Nevertheless, either a final report of Ministries to the CNDP after public debate

and the law of 2006 did not address the ethical and fairness issues, particularly

criticized by the local.



TRUST-BUILDING VS CONFIDENCE-BUILDING
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• Experts’ approach can be said confidence-based approach focusing on the
feasibility and validity of the researches.

➔ Public debate on HLW management was focused on the dissemination of
technology and science information about the 15 years research result over
the three options.

➔A good platform to discuss and confirm scientific facts among scientists
and experts.

• Citizens paid more attention to ethical issues such as territorial fairness as
well as reversibility and memory preservation concerning future
generations.

➔ Lack of thorough consideration to discuss these issues
➔ In particular, with citizens’ feeling that what the government and nuclear

industry doing is unfair, there was no confidence built even after receiving
information.

• Trust-building requires a thorough discussion to enable sharing values and
ideas throughout repeated interaction about ethical issues, particularly for
HLW management issues. However, a public debate was a rather one-time
gathering with citizens.



LIMITATION OF CNDP’S PUBLIC DEBATE TO BUILD TRUST
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Lack of variety of CPDP members and panels to pay more attention to trust-building



CONCLUSION
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• Enhancing democratic governance through deliberative participation is
essential to address highly risky, uncertain, and complex issues
concerning HLW management.

• In France, deliberation carried out through the CNDP aimed at
confidence-building than trust-building considering values and interests
of the various actors.

• This implies that more attention should be paid to designing and
managing conversation among participants during the debate than
having debate itself so that it could have enough room to address
the issues concerning the values and interests of the general public
(or actors besides concerned authorities and scientists).

• When deliberation focuses on the distribution of scientific and
technological information aiming at confidence-building, ultimate
trust-building is unlikely to be achieved.

• Values and interests may vary depending on the social context. Thus, pre-
survey can be an excellent approach to figure out important values and
interests of the general public before preparing for the debate.
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