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Peddling Nuclear Power:
An Explosive US Policy

By AMORY B. LOVINS and L. HUNTER LOVINS

nudear nonproliferation policy whose

practical effects will be to spread nudear
bombs subvet Nudear Non-Proliferation Treaty,
destabilize alied govenments, raise enegy prices
and prolong dependence on foreign oil. These
unintended results arise from misundestanding the
link between nudear power and nudear bombs the
econonics of energy and the redlities of nudear
politics abroad.

The Reagan nonproliferation policy depends
first on the very assumption Iraq has just disproved:
tha the atom can be split into two roles as neatly and
irrevocably as into two parts, offering nudear power
without spreading bombs  In fact, the atom is a-
tomic, indivisible. Every form of every fissonable
material in every kind of reactor can be made into
powerful bombs eithe directly or when treated by
processes and equipment which nudear power makes
widdy and innoently available - along with dud-
purpose skills and organizations Thus Iraq
combined a French reactor (fuded with bomb
material, some of which the French press has
reported missing), Italian small-scale reprocessing
equipment, Portuguese uranium and other
contributions from many sources to amass, quite
legd, anudear complex capable of making bombsby
any of several routes, but publicly rationdized as
QesearchOfor an energy program.

lraq®@ key facilities, advertised to be unde
GafeguadsO were in fact legdly exempt from
internaiond ingoection; and even ingpection of the
reactor could not reliably deect its use to make
bombs  This further proves the Pentagon®
contention, in its private dissent to the Reagan policy
(as reveded in the Wall Street Joumd on July 17),
tha such safeguads cannot be relied upon. Thus
Iraq has shown D like Israel, India, Pakistan, South
Africa, Taiwan, Korea and others before it B tha
promoting nudear power means promoting bombs
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and hence, tha phasing out nudear power is a
necessary precondition for nonproliferation.

Is denudearization, however, a sufficient
condition? Can® counties bent on bormbs still make
them by othe means? Yes, but with vastly greater
difficulty. In anonnudear world, all theingredients
needed to make bombs by any method would no
longe be ordinary items of commerce. They would
therefore be harder to get, more congicuous to try to
get and politically far codlier to be caughttrying to
ge, because for the first time they would be
unambiguously military in intent.  The civilian
Q@overOwhich enabled Irag and Pakistan to get, and
U.S. dliesto supply, larval bombswould be strippead
away, making the politica cog to both paties
geneadly prohibitive.

Nudear advoates say denudearization is
utopian and foolish in aworld short of oil. They fail
to note, however, tha nudear power is uneconomnic
and is largdy irrelevant to the oil problem. It offers
the wrong kind of energy, too little, too late, and at
far too high a cog. Less than a tenth of the world@



oil generates the form of energy D electricity b tha
nudear power supples. Even in this limited role,
new nudear power plants are, and have been since
1975, unmmpeitive (despite subddies hdving thar
appaent cod) with new and relatively clean cod
plants. (Existing but idled cod plants could more
than replace dl the oil-fired plants.) Here and abroad,
renewable sources now available can also provide
larger, cheaper and faster electrical supplies than can
nudear power.

But suppoters of nudear expanson face an
even greater hurdle. Electricity conditutes only 8%
of our energy needs. Theother 92% of our energy is
needed for heat and mobility. In these uses, any new
power station, even a nudear one is SO uneconamic
tha it would be cheaper to write off a newly built
plant than to run it B its running cogs aone would
exceed the costs of improvements in energy
produdivity to provide the same services. Thus
nudear investments actudly dow down oll
replacement by diverting resources from other
measures (such as making buildings and cars more
efficient) which, in any county, can save vastly more
oil, years earlier and at a tenth the cod.

Althoughthe Reagan non-proliferation policy
assumes tha nudear power mug and will grow
rapidly worldwide, the market says the opposte.
Progects for nudear growth are actudly collapang b
the greatest failure of any indudrial enterprise in
history. Official U.S. nudear forecasts for the year
2000 have fallen eightfold since 1974, with at least
50 more reactors canceled than ordared. Strikingly,
the collapse has been virtudly identical throughout
the world@®@ market econories, induding those with
no regulatory impediments to building reactors
(Canada) or to raising utility rates (West Germany).

Nudear power is dying of an incurable attack
of market forces. Only in the centrally plannad
econonies B the Soviet Union and, untl the recent
elections France B have nudear-growth forecasts
hdd steady. Imitating Soviet central planning,
however, Reagan is seeking to boost subsdies
(already more than $40billion) to nudear power, and
to gutdomestic and internaiond programs to harness
far cheaper compditors P efficiency and renewables
P which would incease, not endanger, naiond
security.  Yet despite all officia efforts to favor
reactors over these least-cog solutions which would
minimize consumersO costs through competition,
nudear power is and will remain atiny part of total
energy supply. InJapan, it now ddivers haf as much
energy as renewable sources; in the United States,

abouthdf as much as woodaone Innthe European
Economc Community, nudear growth from 1974 to
@8 yielded less than a tenth as much new energy as
did growth in energy produdivity. In the United
States in 1979, govenment figures show that energy
savings fuded 98% of our economc growth,
outpacing all expansionsof energy supply, induding
nudear power, by morethan 50to 1.

The political progpects for the nudear growth
tha the President seeks to foger and accommodate
are even dimmer than are the economic progpects. In
stable Sweden, two goveanments had falen over the
nudear issue when, in 1980, 78% of referendum
voters endorsed (and Parliament enacted) a freeze on
reactor orders and a phasing-out of al nudear power
by the year 2010 in favor of efficiency and
renewvables. Nudear power is among the mog
divisve issues today for France, Span, Japan and
many othe U.S. dlies, and currently imperils
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt® tenure.  So politically
fragile is the German nudear program tha in 1979, a
devastating review, by a private internaiond pand of
scientists, of Schmidt@ proposi for a giant and
allegedly vital reprocessing plant focused so much
oppostion on the scheme tha the chancellor@ own
local paty withdrew its suppot and he had to
abandonthe project. If an unofficial ad hoc review
pand can have such an effect, the example of a
formal American commitment to denudearization
actudly to aleast-cod energy strategy Bwould do far
more to influence foreign govenments to examine
safer and chegper dternaives.

In short, nudear expandon commands only
minority suppot today in Europe and Japan P a
minornity tha will dwindle further with new French
policies b and can persist for time only by virtue of
American political suppot. Reagan@ mogt potent
tool for limiting the spread of bonb materials and
technology would be the example of his domestic
energy policy. However, when he prodaims tha the
United States, with all its wealth, skills and fuels,
mug have nudear power, then leaders whos naions
lack thoe advantages can clam an even stronger
need. When he says we need breeder reactors (which
make and consume large amount of bonb-usable
plutonium), he encourages Iraq, Brazil, India and all
other counties tha say they need breeders too. (He
aso undecuts key congressond Republicans, the
German finance minister, French President Franoois
Mitterrand and others seeking to impos economnic
rationdity on breeder programs.) By endorsing the
extraction of plutonium to fud breeders, he waives



U.S. authornty to veto it, and hence approves huge
European reprocessing plants tha are ill only on
pape. Inthe1990s if bult, those plants Bwhich the
German and British govenments admit are
unecononmic as a fud source B would annually
sepaate enough plutonium for tens of thousnds of
bombsto circulate as an item of commerce within the
same internaional community tha has never been
able to stop the heroin traffic.

Seeking to rescue U.S. reactor-makers from
collapang home markets, Reagan has also ordered a
speedup of nudear exports, mogs of which are
heavily subsdized. Can other counties, smilarly
pressed by thdr faling nudear indugdries, be
expected to refran?  lronically, such subsdies
produe no ne economnic bendit to the exporting
naions but only trander wealth from nonnudear to
nudear domestic industries, while retarding or
forestalling the use, especidly in developing
counties, of enegy sources tha are distributed
freely, equitably and daly throughoutthe world, and
tha have no military uses.

The Reagan argument for exporting more
nudear equipment and materias is tha if we do not,
other and perhaps less scrupulous counties will get
the busnessOand the United States will thuslose its
OeverageO b the same argument used in France to
judify shipping bonmb material to Irag. But at the
same time, the Presdent has renounced tha leverage
by prodaiming the United States is a Qeliable
supplierOtha will notwithhold supplies from even as
brazen a violator of agreements as India. The result
of this viewpoint, as therecent U.S. shipment of fud
to India demondrated, is tha amod regardless of
wha a recipient does with our exports, we mug
continue to ship them to maintain a QeverageO we
will never us. Thusthe United States is promising
to proliferate vigoroudy in the name of non
proliferation, sacrificing for an abdract leverage the
conaete but unacknowledged leverage of our good
example.

Findly, by endasng breeders and
reprocessing only for Qeiabled U.S. alies with
QGdvanced nudear programs,O the President is
reinforcing precisely the doubk standad tha has led
many embittered developing naions to threaten to
quit the Nudear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(suppogdly a centerpiece of the President@ policy).

Even the flimsy pgper bariers to universa bomb-
building are aready near collapse because the United
States, foremod among counties aready having
bombs has ignored its treaty commitments to the
energy-security needs of developing counties b
Presdent Reagan is dashing internaiond programs
for enagy and development B and to nudear
dissrmament. While it would have, Reagan says,
Qorofound consequences for internaiond orderOfor
anothe naionto get even onebonb, he continues to
multiply a U.S. arsend of more than 30,000 bombs
and to try to dominae the world through implicit
threats of nudear violence B habits which naurally
ingire imitation by othes.  Such monunental
hypoaisy may well scuttle the whole regime,
however inadequae, of internaiond GafeguadsO
and restraint. The nudear arms race could then
quickly spread from the two supapowers to dozens
of counties, mog of them hodile to the United
States.

In shott, if notreversed by an informed public
and by Congress, the President@ nonproliferation
policy islikely to loose uponthe world vast armadas
of commercia bomb materials, undecut the treaty,
perpeuae bombs as the symbol and subgance of
ultimate world power, despen our aliesDdomestic
divisons and commercial quarels, prolong oll
dependence and reducee the energy security of all
naions Worse, it will unavoidably and incontinently
spread bombs innoent disguises for bombs and
ambiguousthreats of bombs These threats, as |srael
and Irag have shown, motivate rivals to ge their own
bombs and even if no bonbs are actudly planned,
tun oned own nudear plants into an attractive
nuisance inviting preemptive attack. All this seemsa
high price to pay for Reagan®@ unwillingness to
suborinae his emotiond fondness for nudear power
to a willingness to accept the verdict B however
unpdatable B of a truly competitive marketplace.
Even the demise of cherished ddudonsisless panful
than anudear holocaud.
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