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In these newsletters we invite contributions and ideas, suggestions, and possibilities for our efforts to educate others about addressing the pressing issues of the day with intelligence, compassion, and a commitment to the greater good of humanity and the earth, i.e., nonviolent conflict resolution, improved communication and cooperation, successful negotiation, and mediation. We also want readers to reflect and rethink their ideas, to consider forming their own discussion groups as we have in order to encourage the critical and creative thinking that can help individuals and communities move through obstacles and difficulties in more sustainable ways, i.e., with attention to the interconnected health of all peoples, their economies, and their environments.
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Bob Meroney
Emeritus Professor, Engineering, Colorado State University

Meroney worked for many years on evaluating the safety of nuclear power stations. He has some experience to share including the actual public safety involved in the Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima accidents.  He will review these incidents as well as the inherent safety found in modern nuclear power plant design that ensures no melt downs, safety even under unsupervised situations, safety under natural disaster threats (tornado, flood, earthquake, tsunami) and even terrorists. Surprisingly fossil fuel plants, wind energy, and solar systems are far more dangerous than nuclear plants have been, accumulating far more deaths per installed terawatt.
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CONFLICT SOLUTIONS AND RESOLUTION
Will Nuclear Power be used only for Peace?

Is its Future use for War inevitable?

Who decides and how is this question resolved?
Lloyd Thomas, Ph.D. is a longstanding member of the Fort Collins Rotary Club, a licensed psychologist, and a life coach with a long history of writing regular columns. He can be reached at ljtdat@aol.com
Nobody interacts very long without conflict.  Conflict is the crucible from which emerge creative solutions to problems.  Conflict is the basis for new learning and growth.  Conflict also can lead to the deterioration or even the destruction of relationship or organization ...even a nation.  It all depends on how conflict is managed and how the solutions are obtained.  Organizational management is “people management” and people management always includes resolving conflict.  Soon or later, all effective managers or supervisors, parents or teachers, friends and lovers will need to use their conflict-resolution skills.

There is a difference between conflict solutions and conflict resolution.  Solutions to conflict are anything that brings the ongoing conflict to a halt.  Resolution by contrast, is when conflict not only stops, but all parties are satisfied with the outcome.  Not merely stopping the conflict, but mutual satisfaction with the outcome is the primary goal of all conflict-management skills.

Learning methods of conflict solutions and resolution and anticipating the usual outcome of those methods, will greatly enhance your management skills, and lessen the time spent in “putting out brush fires.”
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	Lloyd Thomas: There are five basic methods of conflict management, the skills we need in this era of nuclear power and threat. 

1.  Denial

2. Suppression

3. Domination

4. Compromise

5. Creative Synthesis

Each of these methods can solve conflicts.  Each of them has their characteristic outcomes.  Each may be used appro​priately or inappropriately. The stakes are so high with a nuclear war threat.



There are five basic methods of conflict management:
1.        Denial

2.
Suppression

3.
Domination

4.
Compromise

5.
Creative Synthesis

Each of these methods can solve conflicts.  Each of them has their characteristic outcomes.  Each may be used appro​priately or inappropriately.

METHOD #1: DENIAL.  Denial is the infant’s earliest method of problem solving.  If the child closes its eyes, the problem disappears and is thereby, solved.  Conflict denial is when the manager “solves” the problem by denying its existence.  This method results in no solution, except in the mind of the manager.  The problem remains, but the conflict is over.  It usually doesn’t have a chance to begin!

Denial is appropriate to use: when the issue is relatively unimportant; when the problem will resolve itself with the passage of time (die a natural death); when the difficulty requires a different time or place to be resolved; when the conflict requires a “cooling-off” period (declare a moratorium); or when the parties involved need distance from their conflicting positions to gain more information, objectivity, or “cooling off” themselves.

Denial is inappropriate to use: when the problem or issue is an important one; when it is likely to “pop up” again; when it is not likely to disappear by itself, but become more significant; or when there is no other time or place as useful to resolve it.

Denial results: a “no win/no lose” situation.  People do not get what they wanted and nobody loses what they wanted.

METHOD #2:  SUPPRESSION.  When people submit to a power or force greater than their own, the battle is over.  Suppression is the appearance of submission.  Surface harmony is maintained and the conflict is seemingly over, but resentment or fear builds within the parties concerned.  The suppressor tends to play down differences, become defensive, “pours oil on the troubled waters”, and may even become vengeful or seek out ways to “get even.”

If the issue remains suppressed, morale diminishes, personal interaction lessens, silence prevails.  All is calm on the surface.  Maybe that notorious characteristic of junior-high kids, “the silent treatment”, results.

Suppression is useful: when, for the moment, maintenance of personal relationships is more important than resolving the difficulty; when decorum and superficial behavior are more important than substance or depth; when longer-range goals may be destroyed, if surface “diplomacy” is not maintained; or when it is more important for everybody to “be happy” in the immediate situation, which is not relevant to the conflict.

Suppression is harmful: when others are ready and willing to deal with the issue; when the problem is important and non-resolution may be dangerous; when chance resolution is too risky; or when evasion stops creative conflict or distracts attention from problems which need resolution.

Suppression results: a lose/win situation.  The person who needs the conflict resolved, loses; the suppressor wins the needed appearance of harmony.

METHOD #3:  DOMINATION.  Conflicts can end when people use power and control to force their position to be accepted.  The tyran​nical use of power always brings conflict to a halt, if it is powerful enough.  When managing people, tyrants develop in many forms: the perceived authority, the powerful position within the organizational structure, the majority rule, the persuasive minority, or the politically expedient.

The dominator wins, if he somehow persuades the dominated party that his/her cause is hopeless.  There are never any overt conflicts in the relationships between submissive and dominating people.  If you have never experienced overt conflict in your relationship to a friend, lover, or supervisee, then one of you is a tyrant, the other a pansy.

Domination is OK: when the power comes with the responsibility of the position held; when the position itself defines and requires the power; when this method has been previously agreed upon; or when the situation is an emergency, requiring quickly-decided and implemented problem-solving skills..

Domination is inappropriate: when the losers have no way to express their needs or have them met.  If people consistently fail to get their needs met, disruption, insurrection, and mutiny may result.  Total domination generates rebellion of some kind, at some point in time.

Domination results: a win/lose situation.  The tyrant forces the 

other to lose, while she/he wins.  However, the relationship between the tyrant and victim always suffers abrasion.

METHOD #4:  COMPROMISE.  Compromise is what my grade-school teachers taught me was the “best” solution to conflict.  What they didn’t tell me was that with compromise, everybody loses.  Compromise is when each party gives up something, in 

order to salvage what may be left.  What may be left is always a “middle-of-the-road” position and may ignore the diversity of the difficulty.

Compromise also invites parties to “load” their position before entering the conflict.  This enables one to have something to give away in the compromise.  Usually, loading the position merely detracts from the resolution of the issue.

Compromise is appropriate: when both parties have enough leeway to give up part of their position; when positions adopted are completely “mutually exclusive” and alteration makes them “mutually inclusive”; when there are limited resources on both sides; and when a win/lose situation is undesirable.

Compromise is inappropriate to use: when the original position is “loaded” or inflated; when the original or resulting position is unrealistic; when the solution is so “watered down” as to be ineffective; when commitment to the resolution process is doubted by the parties involved; or when neither party can afford the loss.

Compromise results: a lose/lose situation.  Both parties lose some of what they originally wanted...maybe all of what they wanted.

METHOD #5:  CREATIVE SYNTHESIS.  Creative synthesis is the “best” solution to conflict, despite what my grade school teachers taught me.  Creativity is the process whereby two or more elements are merged, resulting in an entirely different phenomenon or situation (synthesis), yet containing all the original elements in some form.  In conflict resolution, creative synthesis occurs when the abilities, values, and expertise of all parties, are validated and respected.  It occurs when each party has made its wants, needs, or position clear.  With creative synthesis, the emphasis of the conflict is not adversarial, but collaborative.  

Each party supports his/her own position, while equally supportive of the other.  When creative synthesis is sought, the conflicting parties become oriented to solve the problem, rather than to win over the other person.  When both parties equally support both sides, they can then pool their collective energies to design strategies for issue solution.  The solution is when “both are getting what they want.” This method of conflict resolution directly challenges the “adversarial” approach.  It asserts the best solution to any problem completely satisfies both parties concerned, and each party participates in the resolution process.

Creative synthesis is valuable to use: when there is time available to complete the entire process; when both parties know how to support themselves and each other; when they are committed to finding the best solution; or when the parties are well versed in the use of the process.

Creative synthesis is not useful: when conditions of time, abilities, and commitment to the problem-solution process are absent.

Creative synthesis result: a win/win solution.  Both parties receive what they want...perhaps even more than they bargained for, thanks to the synergistic outcome that usually results.

Conflict management is a skill.  Like any skill, it can be learned.  Like any skill, in order for it to develop, it must be practiced regularly and often.  Being an effective manager requires conflict—management skills be learned, understood, practiced, and maintained.

SAFE NUCLEAR ENERGY

Robert N. Meroney, Ph.D. is a Rotarian and an Emeritus Professor of Fluid Mechanics and Wind Engineering with a long career at Colorado State University. He can be reached at Robert.Meroney@ColoState.EDU
Public fear of nuclear energy is a complex issue fueled by historical events, perceived risks, and the association with nuclear weapons. While nuclear energy offers potential benefits like reduced greenhouse gas emissions, concerns about safety, waste management, and proliferation continue to shape public opinion.

Fears of nuclear power stations are so strong that a majority of Americans oppose any nuclear plant within five miles of their home, especially after the Three Mile Island (1979), Chernobyl (1986), and Fukushima Daiichi (2011) incidents. Yet health risks from fossil fueled power stations or liquid natural gas (LNG) storage tanks are known to exceed any nuclear plant hazard.  Most of these fears are driven by misconceptions concerning nuclear power.  Some key points to consider:

· Nuclear Power Plants CAN NOT blow up like an atomic bomb – uranium fuel concentrations in nuclear reactors are typically enriched to between 3% and 5% of Uranium 235 (Low Enriched Uranium or LEU). Uranium has to be enriched to more than 20% for use in nuclear weapons (Highly Enriched Uranium or HEU).

· Death rates from accidents and pollution are far higher for other energy sources than nuclear energy – based on a 2015 Nuclear Regulatory Commission study the fatalities per installed TW (terawatt)/year) are coal (120), oil (99.5), natural gas (71.9), offshore wind (8.5), onshore wind (1.78), solar PV (0.245), and nuclear (<0.01).  Thus, deaths from nuclear installations have been 12,000 times less than for coal fired power plants.

· Nuclear energy is by far the cleanest energy source and leads to the least climate change – measured in tons of CO2 per gigawatt-hour of electricity we find coal (970), oil (720), natural gas (440), solar (53), hydropower (24), wind (11), and nuclear (6).  Thus, nuclear power climate change impact is 160 times lower than coal fired power plants.

Wait a minute!  What about the accidents that have already happened at plants like Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima Daishi?   OK, let’s look at each incident:

· Three Mile Island Accident (1979) – this plant located near Harrisburg, PA, had a loss-of-coolant accident that led to a partial core meltdown and resulted in the largest release of radioactivity from any nuclear facility in US history.  But the core melt down was completely contained within the containment vessel and the amounts of radioactivity released were an average dose of 1.4 mrem to the two million people near the plant.  To put this in perspective one receives 3.2 mrem from a chest X-ray and the average US resident is exposed naturally to about 310 mrem per year.  NO extra cancer deaths were projected to occur due to the accident.

· In September 2024 it was proposed to restart the TMI nuclear plant to sell power to Microsoft to support AI power needs.
· Chernobyl Disaster (1986) - was a Russian designed reactor in Belarus with no containment shield, staff were poorly trained, and the accident was a reactor fire and a steam explosion.  The Russian philosophy did not emphasize inherent safety during failure, and, sadly, 56 people were killed, radiation sickness occurred in 200 to 300 staff, and radioactive materials contaminated large downwind regions.  About 130,000 people did receive significant radiation doses, causing 20,000 cases of thyroid cancer with low fatality levels.  This was admittedly the worst nuclear accident in the world to date.  It is the only instance where radiation-related fatalities occurred. Most similar Russian reactors were subsequently shut down.
· The reactor has been now contained in a steel and concrete sarcophagus.  The area has been cleaned up.  A 19 square mile region around the plant is now an exclusion zone.

· Since the Russian invasion of Ukraine, the area is closed to all visitors.  The plant is going through a decommissioning process.

· Fukushima Daiichi Accident (2011) – The 2011 Tohoku earthquake (9.0 Mw) and tsunami caused an electric failure, damaged the backup cooling sources, and resulted in the release of radioactive contaminant into the local environment.  Despite the severity of the accident, no adverse health effects among Fukushima residents have been documented due to the accident.  Two workers suffered burns and physical injuries while shutting down the reactor. 

· Evacuations implemented from the region around the plant caused more harm than they prevented.  164,000 residents were displaced, and the evacuation itself caused at least 51 deaths as well as stress and fear.

· Coloradoans are exposed daily to higher radiation levels due to its altitude and geology than the Japanese public received from the accident.
Despite the seriousness of these accidents, the accumulated hazard to the public has still been less than due to alternative energy sources.

Accidents have occurred in small military reactors including Windscale, UK, (1957) with no loss of life. In the 1950s and 1960s some experimental reactors in Idaho were deliberately tested to destruction (part of Nuclear Sub program) and reactivity excursions were self-limiting.  More recently the US NRC and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission released studies (2007 and 2015 respectively) that concluded that with modern reactors there would be no increase in cancer risk in the event of failure.

But is it possible to eliminate these hazard levels entirely?  Thankfully, there are now alternative nuclear power designs that are believed to be inherently safe!  They are “Nuclear Power Stations for Dummies.”   
· Small Modular Reactors (SMRs)

· These small units are built with modular components that can be designed, approved, and built quickly.  Their small size allow them to be distributed widely reducing the power distribution infrastructure.  One of the problems with nuclear plants in the 1960s and 1970s is that they took nearly twenty years from concept to licensing, to construction.  SMRs can be in place in as few as 3.5 years.

· They are built with incorporated passive safety systems; hence, they are safe even from operator mistakes.

· Molten Salt Reactors (MSR)

· These reactors use radioactive thorium as fuel and operate at lower pressures, which reduces any chance of steam explosions.

· They can even be designed to burn up existing nuclear waste.

· Pebble Bed Reactors (PBR)

· The reactors’ fuel is small pebble size spheres instead of fuel rods.  This allows online refueling and prevents fuel melting.  

· The pebble materials can withstand high temperatures, cool down automatically without external intervention in the case of an accident, and don’t rely on pumps.

· Since helium is used as a coolant, there is no risk of steam explosions like water-cooled reactors.

· High Temperature Gas Cooled Reactors (HTGR)

· The reactor uses helium gas as a coolant and high temperatures allowing efficient energy production.

· Uses Tri-structural Isotropic (TRISO) fuel, which is resistant to high temperatures.

· Inherent safety features

· Passive cooling systems using gravity or convection to remove heat eliminating active pumps requiring emergency external power.

· Low operating pressures use coolants that operate at or near atmospheric pressure reducing risk of coolant loss.

· Durable fuel like fuel pebbles that can withstand higher temperatures than the reactors produce even in accident scenarios.

· Small size and footprint that reduce the amount of stored fuels.

· Materials where a temperature increase in the reactor core causes fuel to expand away from itself reducing the fission reaction.

There are experimental, demonstration, and even commercial versions of these reactors operating or in development in many nations.  China has the most operating facilities currently including 2 SMRs, a Floating Nuclear Power Station, 1 MSR, 1 PBR, and several HTGRs.  

Colorado’s only nuclear plant was the Fort St. Vrain Nuclear Power Plant near Platteville from 1979 to 1989 at 330 MW.  It was a HTGR prototype system.  It was decommissioned after 1989 because of an economic downturn and the low price of natural gas power stations.  At one time CSU had a demonstration nuclear reactor for safety training, but it no longer exists.  CSU is currently involved in a research project to develop laser-driven nuclear fusion which could provide minimal greenhouse gas emissions and radioactive waste.  It also boasts small amounts of input energy compared to output, low maintenance, and automatically shuts down if fuel or power is interrupted..

People also express concerns about storage and transportation of spent nuclear fuel.  Various solutions have been proposed:

· Storage of spent fuel under water for at least five years followed by dry storage.

· Dry casks are constructed of concrete and steel to store small amounts of waste on-site before long-term disposal.

· Deep geological disposal is widely agreed to be the best solution for final disposal

· The proposed location at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, has not been fully approved due to resistance of the Nevada state government.

· Finland is constructing a licensed geological disposal site for high-level waste.

CONCLUSION: The future of nuclear power is still dependent on public perceptions about nuclear safety.  Its association in many minds with nuclear weapons is a difficult hurdle to overcome.  Nonetheless, the demands for power in a time of climate change and increasing need for power for AI computations, Bitcoin mining, and industrial expansion may force governments to incorporate nuclear energy into their expansion plans.
References:
https://world-nuclear.org/information-library/safety-and-security/safety-of-plants/safety-of-nuclear-power-reactors   Extensive review of Nuclear Power Reactors including history, accidents, improved safety concepts, natural disaster implications, international cooperation, security, terrorism, advanced reactor designs, and relative safety compared to other energy sources.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zWW7WWw0E5g&t=11s Review of potential of commercial nuclear container ships.  

https://www.gisreportsonline.com/r/nuclear-energy-safe/  Why nuclear power is safer than ever.  International use of nuclear power.

https://x-energy.com/fuel/triso-x  New tri-structural isotropic (TRISO) particle fuel for modern reactors.

NUCLEAR WAR THREATS, PROTESTS 
AND THE SKILLS NEEDED TO REDUCE THESE RISKS
William Timpson, Ph.D. is Professor Emeritus at Colorado State University in its School of Education and a member of the Fort Collins Rotary Club. He can be reached at william.timpson@colostate.edu
From my 2024 book--Timpson, W. (2024) Conflict, Learning and Sustainable Peacebuilding: Case Studies for Finding a Better Way Forward. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Press: 
”Consensus is the third set of skills that Gordon (1974) identifies as critical in Teacher Effectiveness Training. An example from the world of peacebuilding may help update this work. In Savage Dreams, Rebecca Solnit (1994) traces the interconnections between the history of nuclear weapons testing and the environmental movement. She and her brother were both activists and she wrote about her experiences with consensus this way. Her little brother was an anarchist, and a key organizer for the antinuclear movement. 

“Anarchy,” Solnit explains, “means not the lack of order but of hierarchy, a direct and absolute democracy. Voting democracy, as anarchists point out, simply allows a majority to impose its will on a minority and is not necessarily participatory or direct. They themselves continue the process of negotiation until all participants achieve consensus, until everyone—not merely a majority—has arrived at a viable decision. Anarchy proper usually works out to mean excruciatingly interminable meetings, rather than the mayhem the word evokes in most American imaginations ... I have never found the patience and tolerance necessary to work with group consensus for extended periods” (12-14).

Finding consensus within any group can have significant payoffs although there are associated costs of time and effort as Solnit warns, especially when there are serious disagreements in the room and when the stakes are high. In truth, when nearly everyone can agree, you can get much more commitment for the decisions you are able to make. You can also get better decisions when everyone’s voice is heard, and a variety of perspectives are considered. You can also get more creative decisions. Admittedly, diverse viewpoints, experiences and personalities can make for a degree of tension in any process that addresses conflict, especially if everyone is in a hurry. 

Here is a listing of recommended guidelines you could use in any number of situations if you are striving for consensus about moving forward: 

· Define the problem: What are the goals and specific objectives? What resources are available? 

· Brainstorm: It’s important to understand the need for brainstorming, that by reserving judgment at this point in the process you can get a lot of different ideas out on the table. Sometimes the better and more creative ideas only surface after people have worked through the more obvious ones. The key here is to generate possibilities, as many as possible, without stopping to evaluate. No matter how strange these ideas may sound, participants can help promote consensus by getting them all out and on a list before they start to eliminate any. This process becomes that much more important when groups are trying to work through conflicts, when a sense of urgency pushes everyone.

In their book, Crucial Conversations, Patterson, Grenny, McMillan and Switzler (2002) describe their use of brainstorming in this way: “People who are skilled at dialogue do their best to make it safe for everyone to add their meaning to the shared pool—even ideas that at first glance appear controversial, wrong, or at odds with their own beliefs. Now, obviously they don’t agree with every idea; they simply do their best to ensure that all ideas find their way into the open” (21).

· Identify consequences: This stage helps you go a bit further and think about the implications for the ideas that surfaced and the decisions you will need to make to go forward. When you aim for consensus, you take a little more time to think things through instead of impulsively latching on to whatever everyone else is doing or whatever the conventional wisdom dictates. 
After the attacks of September 11, 2001, on the World Trade Center in New York, many Americans were eager for revenge and retaliation. In hindsight, the ensuing rush to invade Afghanistan in pursuit of the terrorists seemed to ignore any thoughtful analysis of consequences. According to Brown University researchers at the Watson Institute’s Costs of War reports, this led to a 20-year occupation and the longest war in U.S. history with more than 46,000 civilians and more than 2,400 U.S. service members killed along with financial costs averaging $300 million per day. Eventually the mastermind of the 9-11 attacks, Osama bin Laden was found and killed in Pakistan in 2012 by a Navy Seal Team. 

· Decide: At this stage a decision is needed. One guideline many find useful is to keep any initial agreement tentative, like a trial run. In that way, people can assess effectiveness early on without being so locked in if that change becomes problematic. To get some movement toward consensus, groups can think of a decision as an experiment. People are more likely to agree to that. For example, citizens in the grass roots peace movement in Northern Ireland decided that access to weapons would be problematic for maintaining the peace going forward from the 1998 Good Friday Peace Agreement. They wanted to change the patterns of violence associated with partisan divisions for the previous 400 plus years after British colonization. To move toward an inclusive future, they would have to tell histories that would avoid demonizing the other side while offering inspirational examples of people who had successfully decided on new, different, and more inclusive ways forward.
· Reevaluate and modify if necessary: Patterson and his colleagues offer this warning and recommendation: “[Pay] attention to what’s happening to your objectives. Are you starting to change your goal to save face, avoid embarrassment, win, be right, or punish others? Here’s the tricky part. Our motives usually change without any conscious thought on our part. When adrenaline does our thinking for us, our motives flow with the chemical tide” (34). This becomes especially apparent when conflicts erupt, and emotions run high. Our … model helps in focusing attention on a specific conflict, defining the underlying factors for understanding more, and then offering case studies for further analysis and reference.

For example, in 1962 the Cuban Missile crisis exploded into headlines around the world when the U.S. confronted the Soviet Union about its building nuclear missile sites in Cuba just 90 miles from Florida and striking distance of many major cities. At that time, U.S. President John Kennedy received much praise for his handling of this confrontation with Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev who ultimately agreed to dismantle those sites and take those missiles back to the USSR. What remained secret for years is that in those negotiations, Kennedy and his advisers agreed to dismantle the U.S. missile sites in Turkey close to the border with the Soviet Union, a reasonable diplomatic concession. The evaluation by the Kennedy team was that American public opinion in many quarters would show outrage at this “sign” of weakness with respect to that “godless anti-Christ” crowd of Communists flexing their muscles in Moscow.

With support from the Ngozi Rotary Club and Rotary Foundation Global Grants, young people in Burundi, East Africa are studying applications of sustainable peacebuilding within schools, the University, within churches and the larger community. With some understanding of the consensus decision making process, groups will be better able to monitor their use of these steps toward getting full agreements toward better and more creative decisions.
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“Emotions have
much to do with
| violence and war.
| We must learn to
~= | think clearly and
not just react.”




[image: image3.png]JANUARY 2020 Gathering community, university
and church leaders





4

