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Secretary of the Commission

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Docketing and Service Branch
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir,

Nothing that happens in this ongoing fiasco of attempt-
ing to get the Shoreham plant operational surprises me any-
more, nothing that is until this latest declaration of a
desire to infringe on the rights of the people that to my
knowledge is unprecedented and unconscionable.

At best nuclear plants pose a threat that your commission
seems to be unable to grasp, but this particular plant has
already been shown to be in the hands of possibly the worst
company to elicit trust. Lilco has been fined, has been caught
in dishonesty, and is even under investigation for illegal
construction costs. Plant workers, personally known to me,
joke about the ineptness of their employer and the safety of
the plant.

In losing the credibility of your Commission, and that
certainly has happened, you help to undermine the authority
of the entire federal bureaucracy, so the repercussions of
your activities seem to be negative on every level. Every
level, that is, except putting power into hands incapable
of wielding it and money into pockets already stuffed with
ill-gotten gains.

I believe the attached, written by a famous physicist,
says it all. Why not try to read it and then think about how
nobly you are performing "regulatory" services.

Sincerely,

8703240658 87031¢
gg"S?;:b?BO PDR Raymond Gorman

¥ MAR 2 3 1987
pernowledged by card. ... v e ervervreem
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Our ever increasing energy needs re-
flect the general expansion of our economic and technological systems;
they are caused by the patterns of undifferentiated growth that deplete
our natural resources and contribute significantly to our multiple
symptoms of individual and social illness. Energy, then, is a significant
parameter of social and ecological balance. In our present, highly un-
balanced state, more of it would not solve our problems but would
mike them worse. It would not only accelerate the depletion of our
minerals and metals, forests and fish, but would also mean more pollu-
tion, more chemical poisoning, more social injustice, more cancer,
more crime. What we need to overcome our multifaceted crisis is not
more energy but a profound change of values, attitudes, and life styles.

Once these basic facts are perceived, it becoines evident that the use
of nuclear power as an eneigy source is sheer folly. It surpasses the
ecological impact of large-scale energy production from coal, which is
already devastating, by several orders of magnitude, threatening not
only to poison our natural environment for thousands of years but even

to extinguish the entire human species. Nuclear power represents the
most extreme case of a technology that has got out of Land, propelled
b h sel

_by an obsession with sell-assertion and control that has reached nughly

athological Tevels.
In describing nuclear power in such terms, I am referring to both

nuclear weapons and reactors. It is an intrinsic property of nuclear
technology that these two applications cannot be scparated. The term
“nuclear power” itself has two linked meanings. “Power” has not only
the technical meaning of “source of energy,” but also the more general
meaning of “possession of control or influence over others.” I the
case of nuclear power, these two kind: of power are inseparably con-
nected, and both of them represent today the greatest threat to our sur-
vival and well-being.

Over the past two decades the U.S. Defense Department and the
military industry have succeeded in creating a series of public hysterias
about national defense in order to be granted regular increases in mili-
tary spending. To do so military analysts have perpetuated the myth of
an arms race in which the Russians are ahead of the United States. In
reality the United States has been leading the Soviet Union in this in-
sane competition ever since it began. Daniel Ellsberg has shown con-
vincingly, by making available classified information, that the Ameri-
can military knew it was vastly superior to the Russians in strategic
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nuclear weapons throughout the 1950s and early 1960s.* American
plans, based on this superiority, contemplated first use of nuclear
weapons—in other words, initiating a nuclear war—and several
American presidents made explicit nuclear threats, all of which were
kept secret from the public.

In the meantime the Soviet Union has also built up a massive nu-
clear force, and today the Pentagon is again trying to brainwash the
American people into believing that the Russians are ahead. Actually
there is now a balance of power; equivalence in armament is a fair de-
scription of the current situation. The reason why the Pentagon is
again distorting the truth is that it wants the American military to re-
gain the kind of superiority it had from 1945 to about 1965, which
would enable the United States to make the kinds of nuclear threats it
was making then. . . -

Officially the American nuclear policy is one of deterrence, but a
closer look at the present American nuclear arsenal and at the new
weapons being designed shows clearly that the Pentagon’s current
plans are not aimed at deterrence at all. Their only purpose is a nuclear
first strike against the Soviet Union. To get an idea of the American
force of deterrence it is sufficient to consider the nuclear submarines.
In the words of President Jimmy Carter, “Just one of our relatively in-
vulnerable Poseidon submarines—less than two percent of our total
nuclear force of submarines, aircraft, and landbased missiles—carries
enough warheads to destroy every large and medium-sized city in the
Soviet Union. Our deterrent is overwhelming.”® Twenty to thirty of
these submarines ate always at sea, where they are virtually invulner-
able. Even if the Soviet Union sends its entire nuclear force against the
United States, it cannot destroy a single American submarine; and
each submarine can threaten every one of its cities. Thus the United
States at all times has the pewer to destroy every Russian city twenty to
thirty times over. Seen against this background, the current increase in
armament clearly has nothing to do with deterrence.

What American military designers are now developing are high-pre-
cision weapons, such as the new cruise and MX missiles, which can
strike their targets from a distance of 6,000 miles with highest accu-
tacy. The purpose of these weapons is to destroy an enemy missile in
its silo before it is fired; in other words, these weapons are to be used in
a nuclear first strike. Since it would make no sense to aim laser-guided

missiles at empty silos, they cannot be regarded as defensive weapons;

240

THE DARK SIDE OF GROWTH

they are clearly weapons of aggression. One of the most detailed stud-
ies of the nuclear arms race which comes to that conclusion has been
published by Robert Aldridge, an aeronautical engineer who formerly
worked for the Lockheed corporation, America's largest producer of
weapons.” For sixteen years Aldridge helped to design every subma.-
rine-launched ballistic missile bought by the U.S. Navy, but hc_ quit
Lockheed in 1973 when he became aware of a profound shift in
American nuclear policy, a shift from retaliation to first strike. As an
engineer he could see a clear discrepancy between tl_\c .ann.ou.nced pur-
poses of the programs he was working on and their intrinsic dwgn.
Since then Aldridge has found that the trend he detected has contin-
ued and accelerated. IHis deep concern about American military policy
led him to write his detailed report, which ends with these words:

I .oust reluctantly conclude from the evidence that the United States is
ahiead now and is rapidly approaching a first-strike capability—which it
should start deploying by the mid-1980s. The Soviet Union, mean-
while, seems to be struggling for a second best. There is no available
evidence that the U.S.S.R. has the combined missile lethality, anti-sub-
marine warfare potential, ballistic missile defense, or space warfare tcclf-
nology to attain a disabling first-strike before the end of this century, if

then.?

This study, like Ellsberg's, shows clearly that the milita_ry's new weap-
ons, contrary to what the Pentagon would make us bchcvg, no longer
increase American national security. On the contrary, the likelihood of
nuclear war becomes greater with every weapon that is' added.

In 1960-61, according to Ellsberg, there were American plans for.a
nuclear first strike against the Soviet Union in case of any dlrcct' mili-
tary confrontation with the Russians anywhere in the worlq. 'Ithls was
the only, and inevitable, American response to direct Russiun myolv.c-
ment in some local conflict. We may be sure that such planning is still
going on in the Pentagon. If it is, this means that in response to some
local conflict in the Middle East, in Africa, or anywhere else in the

world, the Defense Department intends to initiate an all-out nuclear

war in which there would be half a billion dead after the hirst exchange.

The entire war could be over m thirty to sixty mmutes, and almost no

living thing would survive ils consequences. T other words, the Penta-
gon is planning to extinguish the human species as well as most others.
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[iis concept is known in the Defense Department as “mutually as-
ured destruction”; its acronym, very appropriately, is MAD.

The psychological background to this nuclear madness is an
sveremphasis on self-assertion, control and power, excessive competi-
tion, and an obsession with “winning”—the typical traits of patriar-
‘hal culture. The aggressive threats that have been made by men
iroughout human history are now being made with nuclear weapons,
vithout recognition of the enormous difference in violence and de-
structive potential. Nuclear weapons, then, are the most tragic case of
people holding onto an old paradigm that has long lost its usefulness.

‘l'oday the outbreak of a nuclear conflict depends no longer on the
United States and the Soviet Union alone. American nuclear technol-
ogy—and with it the raw materials to make nuclear bombs—is being
exported all over the world. Only ten to twenty pounds of plutonium
ate required to make a bomb, and each nuclear reactor produces four
hundred to five hundred pounds of plutonium annually, enough for
twenty to fifty atomic bombs. Through plutonium, reactor technology
and weapons technology have become inseparably linked.

Nuclear technology is now being promoted especially in the Third
World. The aim of this promotion is not to satisfy the energy needs of
‘Third World countries, but those of multinational corporations ex-
tracting the natural resources from these countries as fast as they can.
Politicians in Third World countries often welcome nuclear technol-
ogy, however, because it gives them a chance to use it for building nu-
clear weapons. Current American sales of reactor technology abroad
guarantee that by the end of the century dozens of countries will pos-
sess enough nuclear material to manufacture bombs of their own, and
we can expect those countries not only to acquire the American tech-
nology but also to copy the American patterns of behavior and use
their nuclear power to make aggressive threats.

The potential of global destruction through nuclear war is the great-
est environmental threat of nuclear power. If we are unable to prevent
nuclear war, all other environmental concerns will become purely aca-
Jdemic. But even without a nuclear holocaust, the environmental im-
pact of nuclear power far exceeds all other hazards of our technology.
At the beginning of the so-called peaceful use of atomic energy, nu-
clear power was advocated as cheap, clean, and safe. In the meantime
we have become painfully aware that it is none of those. The construc-
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tion and maintenance of nuclear power plants is becoming ever more
expensive owing to the elaborate safety measures imposed on the nu-
clear industry by public protest; nuclear accidents have threatened the
health and safety of hundreds of thousands of people; and radioactive
substances continually poison our environment.

The health hazards of nuclear power are of an ecological nature and
operate on an extremely large scale, both in space and in time. Nuclear
power plants and military facilities release radioactive substances that
contaminate the environment, thus affecting all living organisms, in-
cluding humans. The effects are not immediate but gradual, and they
are accumulating to more dangerous levels all the time. In the human
organism these substances contaminate the internal environment with
many medium- and long-term consequences. Cancer tends to develop
alter ten to forty years, and genetic diseases can appear in future gen-
erations.

Scientists and engineers very often do not fully grasp the dangers of
nuclear power, partly because our science and technology have always
had great difficulty dealing with ecological concepts. Another reason is
the great complexity of nuclear technology. The people responsible for
its development and applications—physicists, engineers, economists,
politicians, and generals—are all used to a fragmented approach and
each group concerns itself with narrowly defined problems. '.I‘hcy often
ignore how these problems interrelate and how they combine to pro-
duce a total impact on the global ecosystem. Besides, most nuclear sci-
entists and engineers suffer from a profound conflict of interest. Most
are employed by the military or by the nuclear industry, both of which
exert powerful influences. Consequently the only experts who can pro-
vide a comprehensive assessment of the hazards of nuclear power are
those independent of the military-industrial complex and able to adopt
a broad ecological perspective. Not surprisingly, they all tend to be in
the antinuclear movement.

In the process of producing energy from nuclear power, both the
workers in the nuclear industry and the whole natural environment are
contaminated with radioactive substances at every step of the “fuel
cycle.” This cycle begins with the mining, milling, and enrichment of
uranium, continues with the fabrication of fuel rods and the operation
and maintenance of the reactor, and ends with the handling and stor-
age or reprocessing of nuclear waste. The radioactive substances that

escape into the environment at every stage of this process emit parti-
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cles—alpha particles,® electrons, or photons—-lhat can be highly ener-
getic, penetrating the skin and damaging body cells. Radioactive sub-

stances can also be ingested with contaminated food or water and will.

then do their damage from within.

When considering the health hazards of radioactivity, it is impor-
tant 1o note that there is no “safe” level of radiation, contrary to what
the nuclear industry would have us believe. Medical scientists now
generally agree that there is no evidence of a threshold below which
radiation may be said to be harmless;'” even the smallest amounts can
produce mutations and diseases. In everyday life we are continually ex-
posed to low-level background radiation, which has been impinging on
the earth for billions of years and which also comes from natural
sources present in rocks, in water, and in plants and animals. The risks
from this natural background are unavoidable, but to increase them
means to gamble with our health.

The nuclear reaction that takes place in a reactor is known as fission.
It is a process in which uranium nuclei break into fragments—most of
which are radioactive substances—plus heat, plus one or two free neu-
trons. These neutrons are absorbed by other nuclei which, in turn,
break up, thus setting in motion a chain reaction. In an atomic bomb,
this chain reaction ends in an explosion, but in a reactor it can be con-
trolled with the help of control rods, which absorb some of the free
neutrons. In this way the rate of fission can be regulated. The fission
process teleases a tremendous amount of heat that is used to boil
water. The resulting steam drives a turbine that generates electricity. A
nuclear reactor, then, is a highly sophisticated, expensive, and ex-
tremely dangerous device for boiling water.

‘I'he human factor involved in all stages of nuclear technology, mili-
tary and nonmilitary, makes accidents unavoidable. These accidents
result in the release of highly poisonous radioactive materials into the
environment. One of the worst possibilities is the melt-down of a nu-
clear reactor, in which the whole mass of molten uranium would burn
through the container of the reactor and into the earth, possibly trig-
gering a steam explosion that would scatter deadly radioactive materi-
als. The effects would be similar to those of an atomic bomb. Thou-
sands of people would die from immediate radiation exposure; more
deaths would occur after two or three weeks from acute radiation ill-

* Alpha particles are compounds of two protans and two neutrons.
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ness; large areas of land would be contaminated and made uninhabit-
able for thousands of years.

Many nuclear accidents have already happened, and maijor catas-
trophes have often been narrowly avoided. The accident at the Three
Mile Island nuclear power plant near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, in
which the health and safety of hundreds of thousands of people were
threatened, is still vivid in our memory. Less known, but not less
frightening, are accidents involving nuclear weapons, accidents that
have become more and more frequent as the number and capacity of
those weapons have increased.”! By 1968 there were more than thirty
major accidents involving American nuclear weapons that came close
to an explosion. One of the most serious occurred in 1961, when an
H-bomb was accidentally dropped over Goldsboro, North Carolina,
and five of its six safety devices failed. That one salety device protected
us from a thermonuclear explosion of twenty-four million tons TNT,
an explosion one thousand times more powerful than that of the Na-
gasaki bomb and, in fact, more powerful than the combined explosions
of all the wars in human history. Several of these twenty-four-million-
ton bombs have been dropped accidentally over Europe, the United
States, and other parts of the world, and these accidents are going
to occur even more frequently as more and more countries build
nuclear weapons, probably with much less sophisticated safety de-
vices.

Another major problem of nuclear power is the disposal of nuclear
waste. Each reactor annually produces tons of radioactive waste that
remains toxic for thousands of years. Plutonium, the most dangerous
of the radioactive byproducts, is also the most long-lived; it remains
poisonous for at least 500,000 years.* It is difficult to grasp the enor-
mous length of this time span, which far exceeds the length of time we
are used to contemplating within our individual lifetimes, or within the
lifetime of a society, nation, or civilization. Half a million years, as
shown on the chart below, is more than one hundred times longer than
all of recorded history. It is a time span fifty times longer than that
from the end of the Ice Age to the present day, and more than ten
times longer than our entire existence as humans with our present

* The half-life of plutonium (Pu-239)—the time after which one-half of a given
quantity has decayed—is 24,400 years. “I'his sneans that if one gram of plutonivm is
ulcnm{ into the environment, about one-millionth of a gram will be left alter 500,

000 years, a quantity which is minute but still toxic.

245



THE INFLUENCE OF CARTESIAN-NEWTONIAN THOUGHT

-physical characteristics.® This is the length of time that plutonium
must be isolated from the enviror ment. What moral right do we have
to leave such a deadly legacy to (housands and thousands of genera-
tions?

No human technology can create safe containers for such an enor-
mous time span. Indeed, no permanent safe method of disposal or stor-
age has been found for nuclear waste, in spite of millions of dollars
spent during three decades of research. Numerous leaks and accidents
have shown the shortcomings of all current devices. In the meantime,
nuclear waste keeps piling up. Projections by the nuclear industry an-
ticipate a total of 152 million gallons of intensely radioactive, “high-
level” waste by the year 2000, and while the precise amounts of mili-
tary radioactive waste are kept secret, they can be expected tn be enor-
mously larger than those from industrial reactors.

Plutonium, named after Pluto, the Creek god of the underworld, is
by far the most deadly of all nuclear waste products. Less than one-
millionth of a gram—an invisible dose—is carcinogenic. One pound, if

* The ancestors of the European races are usually identified with the Cro-Magnon
race, which appeared about 30,000 years ago and possessed all modemn skeletal char-
acteristics, including the large brain.

B.C.,AD.

.

o —— — — —

/ G el s JSis' e i SN GG A A i

LENGTH OF TIME PLUTONIUM MUST

BE ISOLATED FROM THE ENVIRONMENT
g U U e O R e R e

Pl e o —

-

100,000 \ 100000 200,000 300,000 400,000 500,000

Beginning of recorded history

End of Ice Age

Cro-Magnon race
Neanderthal race

246

THE DARK SIDE OF GROWTH

uniformly distributed, could potentially induce lung cancer in every
person on earth. Given these facts, it is truly frightening to know that
each commercial reactor produces four hundred to five hundred
pounds of plutonium per yea. Moreover, tons of plutonium are rou-
tinely transported along American highways and railroads and are
flown into airports.

Once created, plutonium must be isolated frem the environment
virtually forever, since even the tiniest amounts will contaminate it for
eons to come. It is important to realize that plutonium does not simply
vanish with the death of a contaminated organism. A contaminated
dead animal, for example, may be eaten by another animal, or it may
decay and rot away, its dust scattered by the winds. In any case the plu-
tonium will remain in the environment and will continue its lethal ac-
tion, on and on, from organism to organism, for half a million years.

Since there is no hundred-percent-safe technology, some plutonium
inevitably escapes when it is handled. It has been estimated that if the
American nuclear industry expands according to projections made in
1975, and if it contains its plutonium with 99.99 percent perfection—
which would be something of a miracle—it will be responsible for
500,000 fatal lung cancers per year for about fifty years following the
year 2020. This will amount to a 25 percent increase in the total death
rate in the United States.'? In view of these estimates, it is difficult to
understand how anybody can call nuclear power a safe source of en-
ergy.

Nuclear power also creates many other problems and hazards. They
include the unsolved problem of disassembling, or “decommissioning”
nuclear reactors at the end of their useful lives; the development of
“fast breeder reactors,” which use plutonium as a fuel and are far more
dangerous than ordinary commercial reactors; the threat of nuclear ter-
rorism and the cnsuing loss of basic civil liberties in a totalitarian “plu-
tonium economy'’; and the disastrous economic consequences of the
use of nuclear power as a capital- and technology-intensive, highly cen-
tralized source of energy.!” The total impact of the unprecedented
threats of nuclear technology should make it abundantly clear to any-
one that it is unsafe, uneconomical, irresponsible, and immoral: totally
unacceptable.

If the case against nuclear power is so convincing, why is nuclear
technology still promoted so heavily? ‘The deep reason is the obsession
with power. Of all the available energy sources nuclear power is the
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qne that leads to the highest concentration of political and economic

power in the Tiands of a small elite. Decause oF i3 complex techinology
it requires highly centralized institutions, and because of its military as-
pects it lends itself to excessive secrecy and extensive use of police
powvser. The various protagonists of the nuclear economy—the utilities,
the manufacturers of reactors, and the energy corporations®*—al! bene-
fit from a source of energy that is highly capital-intensive and central-
ized. They have invested billions of dollars in nuclear technology and
continue to promote it vigorously in spite of its steadily growing prob-
lems and hazards. They are not prepared to abandon that technology,
even if they are forced to ask for massive taxpayer subsidies and to use
a large police force to protect it. As Ralph Nader says, nuclear power
has become in many ways America's “technological Vietnam.”"




