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INTRODUCTION

The political and economic fall-out from the nuclear acci-
dent at Three Mile Island, Pennsylvania, has created a politi-
cal climate in which new U.S. reactor construction will be
severely curtailed, at least in the short run. But the American
nuclear industry is far from dead. Nuclear expansion con-
tinues in other parts of the world, particularly where political
opposition is suppressed.

In 1973, the Philippine government decided to build a
nuclear reactor on the Bataan Peninsula, near the town of
Morong. Bataan, scene of the World War II Bataan Death
March and site of a growing Export Processing Zone, is only
sixty miles south of Manila on the archipelago’s largest
island, Luzon. The town of Morong and the reactor itself, are
located on the edge of Mt. Natib, an active volcano.

During 1978, the year the State of California enacted what
amounted toamoratorium on new reactor approvals, the U.S.
Export-Import Bank authorized $644 million in loans and
loan guarantees in support of what is now a $1.1 billion
Philippines project. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, at this point divided over many issues of nuclear safety,
still has to approve the export of the 600 megawatt Westin-
ghouse reactor.

The Bataan reactor project is rife with problems and con-
troversy: environmental danger, social inequity, corruption,
authoritarianism, etc. The first to oppose the project were the
peasants of Morong, displaced from their homes and farms or
forced to live in the shadow of the reactor complex. Through
their opposition — which has faced repression by the Marcos
martial law government from the start — they have de-
monstrated that the resistance to nuclear power extends
beyond the advanced industrial countries to include some of

the poorest, semi-literate people in the world.

This report demonstrates that the nuclear industry spans
many countries and operates throughout the globe. In par-
ticular, to fuel the Philippine and other reactors, the industry
will need to mine additional uranium. The most likely sites
are Native American territories — in the U.S. and Canada —
or Aboriginal Australian lands. On both continents, mining
has aroused local and national opposition because uranium
mining threatens the health, lands, cultures and even the
survival of indigenous peoples. Similarly, the disposal or
reprocessing of radioactive wastes threatens the human and
natural environment for centuries, wherever it is located. At
present the most likely spots for eventual disposal of Philip-
pine spent fuel are on a U.S.-controlled Pacific Island or
underneath the Pacific Ocean itself.

Opposition to the reactor, therefore, is also international,
linking groups and individuals concerned about environ-
mental destruction, human rights, and social justice in the
Philippines, the U.S., Australia, Canada, the Pacific, Japan,
and elsewhere.

As thisreport demonstrates, the problems of the Philippine
reactor are not unique. As such, this may be considered a case
study. InBrazil, S. Korea, Indonesia — in fact, throughout the
Third World — nuclear development serves social orders
which are politically authoritarian and economically in-
equitable. These conditions are not historical accidents, but
part of an international system of neocolonialism, dominated
by U.5.-based interests. Opposition to nuclear power not
only challenges the particular technology but threatens the
international order which impaoses it.
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On Shaky Grounds

In early 1978, the American press gave full front-page
coverage to the Westinghouse reactor export to the Philip-
pines. It was an old-fashioned scandal involving power and
corruption, but its scale, actors, and object made it especially
newsworthy. A U.S. Government agency, the Export-Import
Bank, was financing the major costs of a reactor for a govern-
ment which apparently had been bribed to buy it. The crucial
go-between in the negotiations between the Philippine Gov-
ernment and Westinghouse was a Horatio Alger-type
Filipino entrepreneur, Herminio Disini, who also happened
to be President Ferdinand Marcos’ cousin-in-law and very
close friend. Reportedly, Disini received a ‘“lubricating fee”
of between $5 million and $35 million from the firm, which
had designated him in 1970 as its Philippine agent. Various
components of Disini's conglomerate empire, Herdis Corpo-
ration, were also revealed to be the key beneficiaries of the
deal: Asia Industries, Inc., was the subcontractor for the pro-
ject; Power Contractors, Inc., was awarded the contract for
civil construction; Technosphere Consultants Group was
providing engineering and construction management; and
Summa Insurance Company, previously a small-time opera-
tion, put together the $100 million insurance deal for the
plant.t

The corruption surrounding the deal brought public atten-
tion to a fact which had long been known by experts and
anti-nuclear activists: reactor exports pose grave safety and
environmental hazards to people in Third World countries.

REACTOR DESIGN

In this case, experts pointed out the defective design of the
light-water reactor. During a trip to the Philippines, Daniel
Ford, the executive director of the Union of Con-

Demonstration Against Reactor Export, San Francisco 1978

cerned Scientists, revealed the results of an independent
technical review of the proposed plant undertaken by UCS in
1577. Among other charges, the report warned that the 620
MWe (megawatt-electrical) reactor model was plagued with
more than 200 design defects. Additionally, the report as-
serted that designs for exports did not satisfy regulatory
demands which reactor manufacturers must meet doinesti-
cally.2“U.S. nuclear regulations, design and safety informa-
tion are on the public record,” responded the Philippine
National Power Corporation (NPC). “Non-U.S. plants are not
being used for ‘dangerous untried technology.' "3 Yet no
rigorous safety review of the 620 MWe two-loop plant in
question has ever been undertaken. In fact, Morris Rosen of
the International Atomic Energy Association (JAEA) writes:

Exported reactors are usually referenced to a similarly
sized plant under construction in the country of origin;
e.g., anexported 600 MWe, 2-loop, pressurized water reac-
tor would be referenced to a supposedly similar 2-loop
domestic plant. This referencing procedure has and con-
tinues to imply that the reference plant meets the safety
requirements of the exporting country and therefore can be
licensed.

However, in the United States, as a result of the demand for
larger reactors, there is at present no 2-loop plant of the
type being exported under construction. Thus, the recent
2-loop reactor plant sold to Egypt, Korea and the Philip-
pines is referenced to a 2-loop plant under construction in
Yugoslavia since 1974. This plant, in turn, had been refer-
enced to an earlier 2-loop plant under construction in
Brazil, which in turn had been referenced to s domestic
plant in Puerto Rico for which an application was submit-
ted to the U.S. regulatory agency in 1970.




However, the review of the Puerto Rican plant was termi-
nated in late 1972 because of seismology problems at the
site, and it was determined not to continue with the pro-
ject. ... Thus, all of the previously mentioned plants have
not undergone a rigorous regulatory review, and modifica-
tions that might have been required are not available for
consideration.*

Thus, the “design and safety information . .. on public re-

cord” shows that no such information exists!

ESCAPING THE REGULATORY NET

Opponents of nuclear power in the U.S. have successfully
utilized regulatory procedures to shrink the domestic nuc-
lear industry. The lengthy plant licensing period, extended
even further by citizen intervenors, often exposes a Pandora’s
box of safety hazards, causing regulatory agencies to require

“corrective’’ design modifications. These costly deslgn
changes, added to inflationary delay costs, have greatly in-
creased capital costs for nuclear power and explain, in part,
the reluctance of U.S. utilities to further invest in nuclear
energy.”

The absence of clear, U.S. environmental regulations for
reactor exports, coupled with political repression in the
Philippines, allowed Westinghouse and the NPC to proceed
without such opposition-induced headaches. The U.S.
Energy Research and Development Agency (ERDA) stated:

It must be noted that the purchase by a foreign utility of a
reactor component from a U.S. manufacturer is a commer-
cial transaction. . . . The Agreements of Cooperation con-
tain a disclaimer clause which states, in effect, that the
application or use of any information, equipment, and
devices exchanged and transferred shall be the responsi-
bility of the receiving party and the U.S. does not warrant
the completeness or suitability of such transferred or ex-
changed itemns.®

This abdication of U.S. responsibility was matched by the
Philippine government, which did not require preparation of
an Environmental Impact Statement before plant construc-
tion began.

Every U.S5. agency involved in the deal disclaimed respon-
sihility for evaluation of environmental aspects of the plant.
“Eximbank,” said President Moore, ‘‘is not in a position to
impose such a requirement on sovereign nations.”? Besides,
Eximbank asserted, safety had already been “adequately
studied by the Philippine authorities . . . and the IAEA."8

But the IAEA is not primarily a regulatory agency. It was
established to promote nuclear power. In fact, in 1966 it
initiated nuclear-power personnel training in the Philip-
pines and in 1976 recoinmended the Westinghouse reactor.”

The NPC hired the Ehasco Company of New York to con-
ducta Preliminary Site Investigation Repe: t (PSIR) to be used
by Westinghouse to set design criteria for the plant, after
evaluation by the Philippine Atomic Energy Commission
(PAEC). Ebasco, however, i5 usually a sub-contractor for
Westinghouse projects. Moreover, PAEC — the Philippine
nuclearregulatory body — asked the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission to review the Ebasco PSIR since it did not have
“the (requisite) depth of technical expertise nor breadth of
experience’ to conduct its own review.!°

The NRC did raise some questions regarding the
methodology of the Ebasco PSIR, but citing the six person-
years of research labor a review would require, it refused to
complete the review. It added that its export application
reviews do not ‘evaluate the health and safety characteristics
of the facility to be exported.”1!
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To date, then, no rigorous review of the health and safety
aspects of the plant has been undertaken. Before the reactor is
actually shipped to the Philippines, however, the NRC must
issue an export license to Westinghouse. Opponents of the
plant have urged the NRC to withhold the license until an
Environmental Impact Statement is prepared in accordance
with the National Environmental Protection Act of 1969
(NEPA). Until recently, NEPA did not apply to reactor ex-
ports. In January, 1979, President Carter decreed by executive
order that future reactor exports must adhere to NEPA’s
guidelines. The status of the Philippine transfer, however, is
unclear. Proponents of the plant argue that the transfer has
already been transacted and the presidential order cannot
apply retroactively. Opponents claim both that the reactor is
still in the U.S. and that NEPA rightfully should have applied
all along. Both sides continue to pressure the NRC, Congress
and Carter, and a decision should be forthcoming in the next
few months, 112

Thus, the resolution of critical environmental, health, and
safety issues rests on the cutcome of a narrow legal battle and
other equally narrow considerations. “If a major accident
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were to occur,” states Eximbank President Moore, ‘‘obvi-
cusly all parties concerned would share in the loss of pres-
tige.”’*? The Filipino people, who have suffered economic
dislocation and political repression because of the reactor,
have already lost much more than prestige.

REACTOR RISK

A 620 MWe reactor core contains about 9 billion curies* of
radioactive materials after sustained operation. In the Wes-
tinghouse design, if cooling water stops flowing over the
reactor core and a common-mode failure (knocking out
emergency cooling water) simultaneously occur, the core
and surrounding machinery will melt into a huge glob of
radioactive liquid metal. This would release large amounts of
radicactive material — Iodine 131, Strontium 90, Plutonium
239 and otherradioactive byproducts of the fission process —
into the environment.13 The extreme hazard posed by fallout
from such a “meltdown” (inhaling one-millionth of a gram of
plutonium may cause lung cancer) would necessitate im-
mediate and possibly permanent evacuation of the affected
area — potentially hundreds of square kilometers, depending
on prevailing winds.1* Since food chains concentrate

r - |
The Westinghouse 2-loop reactor is a machine to ob-
tain heat from the nuclear fission of uranium metal,
which in turn generates steam to drive a turbine-
generator to produce electricity. In the primary loop,
pressurized water carries heat from the core to a steam
generator, or boiler, where the heat is transferred
through the walls to water flowing through a second
loop. Secondary loop feedwater from the condenser is

pumped into the steam generator, absorbs heat from
the first loop, and turns to steam.

The second loop carries steam at about 1,000
pounds/square inch pressure to the turbine generator
and then to the condensor. The two loops are de-
signed to separate (in principle) the radioactive waste
l in the primary loop from contaminating the turbine,

condenser, pumps and piping. The reactor control
rods are inserted from above the reactor core.

§

Pressurized Water Reactor (PWR)
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See: W. Patterson, Nuclear Power, Penguin, 1976 and P. Faulkner,
The Silent Bomb: A Guide fo the Nuclear Energy Controversy, Vin-
tage Books, New York, 1977.

radioactive materials, large land areas would become unsuit-
able for food production. This would be a catastrophe any-
where. On Luzon Island, where the population is already
malnourished, it would be especially deadly.

The operation of any nuclear power plant poses a standard
set of health and safety hazards: worker exposure to radia-
tion, routine radioactive emissions through cracks and pipes,
the production of radicactive wastes for which no adequate dis-
posal solution has been found, etc. The Morong plant has an
additional risk-factor: it is situated in an area where, to use
the geologists’ term, ‘“‘seismic events’' — that is earthquakes
— occur often. The Philippines accounts for an estimated 3.2
percent of the world’s seismic activity; tremors occur every
ten seconds. ‘‘Of all the problems that affect the Bataan pro-
ject,”” wrote Daniel Ford to President Marcos, “‘none appears
more serious than the danger of earthquake-induced acci-
dents,” such as the meltdown described above.15 As late as
March, 1978, Eximbank President Moore maintained, ‘‘The
reactor is not situated on any known geological fault.” How-
ever, the NRC review of the Preliminary Site Investigation
Report (PSIR) concluded that “‘faulting would appear to
be difficult to detect in the geological terrain within the site
vicinity.”’16 Furthermore, “‘considering the paucity of expo-
stures (open exposures of underground geological forma-
tions) within 5 km of the site, it is difficult to envision what
type of field investigation was conducted.” The NRC also
indicated that a survey for offshore faults was needed.!” The
great Manila trench, in fact, is only about sixty miles from the
Bataan coastline, and a major earthquake fault-line runs
through Bataan Province out to the South China Sea 20
kilometers from the site. Confidential sources close to Marcos
confirm that U.S. Department of Defense aerial imagery
supplied to the NPC has revealed faulting on the site itself —
but this report was suppressed. Finally, an IAEA Safety Mis-
sion in 1978 recommended ‘‘re-evaluation of safe-
shutdown’ in case of earthquake because it considered it
possible that an earthquake, larger than previously antici-
pated, would occur.

Ostensibly, the Westinghouse plant can be shut down
safely even if struck by an earthquake causing a lateral shock
of four-tenths (.4g) at the site.’® Ground acceleration of .4g
corresponds with ‘“‘general panic, conspicuously cracked
ground, considerable damage to masonry structures espe-
cially built to withstand earthquakes, shifting of frame build-
ings off their foundations, serious damage to reservoirs,
etc.”’?°In 1968 an earthquake of 7.4 on the Richter scale shook
Luzon Island, including Bataan. A recent California quake at
San Fernando of 6.6 on the Richter scale (about one-sixth as
strong as the Luzon quake) produced a ground acceleration of
1.25g,2! exceeding by far the ‘‘safety-level’’ in Bataan.

In addition to the earthquake danger, the Bataan coastline
has experienced tidal waves as recently as 1971,22 and the
plant site is in the vicinity of five volcanoes.?® The town of
Morong, one geologist recently confided to the Center for
Development Policy, is in fact on the slope of Mount Natib,
which is classified as a “‘passive volcano,” but where stones
testify to a relatively recent eruption.?* According to the same
source, Mount Natib shares the same lava bed as Mount Taal,
an active volcano about a hundred miles to the south, which
erupted within the last decade. Mt. Natib, the same source
concluded, is a volcano of the andecite type, similar to the
devastating Mount Krakatoa. This is not surprising, since the
Philippines is part of the Pacific Fire Belt, a ring of intense
volcanic and seismic activity. The NRC review of the PSIR

*The “curie” describes radiation intensity. One curie equals 37 billion (10%)
atomic disintegrations per second, which is approximately the decay rate of
1 gram of radium.

e
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Man: The people have finally accepted us, my love.
Woman: Thanks to the nuclear plant.

Man: I shall love you forever.
Woman: Ahh, you shall never be disappointed.

concluded that volcanic hazards were not adequately ad-
dressed; it warned, “‘all volcanic hazards should be consi-
dered possible at the site,” ranging from “ash fall and lava
flow to volcanic earthquake.''?s Furthermore, the 1978 1AEA
Safety Mission concluded that the eruption of Mt. Natih was a
credihle possibility, requiring additional study.
Construction of the plant is proceeding despite these seri-
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Public Information in the Philippines

Embracing, the lovers watched the brightening horizon, with
the sun rising above the dome of the reactor representing the §
promising future for one and all.

Source: Napacor — Nuklear Komiks, Volume 1, no. 1 (Manila}.

ous environmental risks. Opponents believe that the evi-
dence is so weighted on their side that if enough public
pressure is brought to bear, the export license might indeed
be denied. As one U.S. protestor stated in a message sent to
the NRC: “Earthquakes are one thing, gentlemen. We all
know that you are experts at pretending they're not there. But
active volcanoes? Won't this damage your credibility?’'2¢
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EXIMBANK

TO THE RESCUE

The adoption of a “nuclear future’ by the Philippines and a
number of other Third World countries does not represent
the diffusion of a superior technology. Rather, it is a frantic,
last-ditch solution to the crisis of overproduction, inherent in
capitalist production, which has at last caught up with the
nuclear industry. The industry is now threatened with
bankruptcy having invested billions of dollars in developing
a complex technology to meet a level of demand for electric-
ity which has not materialized.!

Prodded by a government which sought to ensure a West-
ern lead in developing ‘‘peaceful uses” of the atom, electric
utilities and equipment manufacturers embarked on a crash
program of building and installing nuclear reactors in the
1960's.2 Though the utilities responded at first with reluc-
tance, they were soon persuaded by two facts: demand for
electricity was growing at eight percent annually,* and nuc-
lear generation of electricity was calculated on the drawing
board to be cheaper than coal or o0il generation.

The industry grew too big too fast. Without sufficient em-
pirical evidence major economies of scale were assumed for
nuclear energy. In 1964 the capacity ofan “'adult’ reactor was
500 megawatts; by 1967 utilities were ordering 1000
megawatt giants.* Utilities embarked on a spending spree,
ordering 104 new reactors between 1970 and 1974.5 The
boom peaked in 1973, when utilities ordered 41 reactors.®

Then came the oil embargo of 1973. This event drastically
forced down the rate of growth of demand for electricity from
eight to four percent. Not only were existing plants forced to
operate below capacity, but utilities found themselves stuck
with nuclear reactors under construction to fill a now
nonexistent demand.

Plummeting demand was not the only problem that struck
the industry. Operating experience forced a drastic upward
revision of the cost of nuclear energy, from an optimistic
$180 per kilowatt in 1968 to $430 in 1973.7 The price of
uranium fuel, manipulated by a cartel of western countries
and firms, skyrocketed at an even higher rate than Arab oil,
from $6.80 a pound in 1968 to over $60 in 1977.8 Finally, the
unsolved questions of safety, waste-disposal, and decommis-
sioning caught up with an industry that had earlier
minimized their intractability, as the burgeoning anti-
nuclear movement began to register successes in delaying
the construction or licensing of nuclear plants already or-
dered.

The utilities cut back sharply on their orders for new reac-
tors, placing only five in 1975, and two in 1978.° “The giant
nuclear industry,” asserted Nucleonics Week, “‘is slowly,
very slowly, bleeding to death.”'1° A senior executive of Gen-
eral Electric, one of the ““Big Two’' reactor producers,
warned, ‘“‘The existing nuclear industry can't survive.
Period.” 1!

THE SQUEEZE ON WESTINGHOUSE

Westinghouse, in particular, was severely squeezed by the
swift contraction of the domestic market. Formerly specializ-
ing mainly in providing the utilities with turbines and

generators, Westinghouse had gambled on the new energy
technology in the 1950's and edged out the traditional
boiler-and-furnace manufacturers in pioneering the de-
velopment of the reactor core.’? Together with its traditional
rival, General Electric, Westinghouse thus gained a com-
manding position in the developing reactor market: between
1955 and 1978, Westinghouse clinched 79 of the 215 reactors
ordered in the United States, while General Electric fielded
59.13

The collapse of the market thus came as a severe shock to a
corporation which generated an estimated 10 per cent of its
corporate sales from nuclear equipment.’* Westinghouse
was, moreover, haunted by previous contracts with domestic
and foreign utilities it had supplied with reactors: 19 of these
utilities have been suing Westinghouse for an estimated $2
billion for reneging on agreements to supply them with
uranium fuel at a low, preferential price. These contracts had
been made when uranium was selling for $26 a pound.?s

For Westinghouse, the domestic nuclear debacle was
merely the crowning point of a series of management failures
in a number of strategic fields, including residential con-
struction, steam turbines, and home appliances. Westin-
ghouse’s venture into nuclear energy and other fields was
apparently not accompanied by that corporate quality which
has enabled its rivals, such as GE, to cut their losses in today's
fierce oligopolistic competition: strategic planning. ‘‘Pervad-
ing the whole corporation,” asserted Business Week, "‘was
the fuzzy philosophy of achieving rapid growth by entering
whatever field appeared promising at the moment and gain-
ing volume without regard to risk.’"16

NUCLEAR EXPORTS: THE KEY TO
CORPORATE SURVIVAL

With so much of its capital tied up in its nuclear work,
reactor exports became imperative for Westinghouse for sur-
vival. But the dominant position which Westinghouse and
General Electric had held in the international market in the
late sixties and early seventies had disappeared. In 1966,
Westinghouse and GE had a complete monopoly of the non-
U.S. market for nuclear reactors.?” By 1971, foreign com-
petitors had whittled down the U.S. firms’ share to about 40
per cent.?® By 1976, industry and government circles were no
longer talking about regaining dominance but about a “‘hold-
ing action”: retaining at least 35 per cent of the international
market, or a maximum export value of $5 to $7.5 billion for
U.S. firms.!? Even these lowered expectations soon appeared
optimistic, as Westinghouse and GE failed to field any
foreign order between 1976 and mid-1978. Germany’s
Kraftwerk Union and France's Framatome moved into the
lead in the international market.20

Europe, long regarded by Westinghouse as its prime over-
seas market, was out of the question. Strong anti-nuclear
opposition in France, Germany and Sweden stalled the
sharp and ambitious turn to nuclear energy which several
European governments had taken following the 1973 oil em-
bargo. Anti-nuclear forces, in fact, toppled Sweden’s Social
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Democratic Government in 1976 and its successor, a center-
conservative coalition, in 1978. In Austria, in November
1978, a popular referendum -~ viewed as a barometer of the
future of nuclear energy on the continent — imposed a ban on
the operation of the country’s first nuclear plant.

Of all the nuclear firms, Westinghouse suffered the greatest
setbacks in the troubled European market. Not satisfying
stringent safely standards, Westinghouse reactors weie re-
jected in'Sweden and Germany.?! In Spain, which remains
one of the few European states fully committed to nuclear
development, GE broke a virtual Westinghouse monopoly in
1975 and 1976, sweeping three out of four of the most recent
reactor orders.?? Westinghouse’s European ‘“‘empire,”’ built
on fragile licensing agreements with a number of European
firms, collapsed as its key corporate links, France’s
Framatome and Germany's KWU, began to pursue indepen-
dent construction and sales initiatives.

Indeed, Europe became a shrinking arena for all reactor
manufacturers. KWU, for instance, has not had a single order
in West Germany since June 1975. The outlook in other
advanced capitalist markets turned equally bleak: in Japan, a
downturn in the demand for electricity forced utilities to cut
back on reactor orders;2* and in Canada, the domestic nuclear
industry failed to persuade the provinces to shift from con-
ventional energy sources.?*

To Westinghouse's foreign competitors, therefore, export
became equally urgent as a lifeline. “West Germany's con-
struction capacity,” warned Theo Somer of Die Zeit in 1977,
“now amounts to eight nuclear power stations a year. Only
two or three of them can be absorbed by the home market; the
remainder must be exported.”25 This paralleled the warning
made by the Canadian nuclear industry to a Royal Planning
Commission in Ontario in 1978 that ‘. . . unless a successful
CANDU export programme can be mounted for at least ten
years, some companies will be forced to withdraw from the
industry.”’2¢ The Commission concluded that “the most
likely and, from the manufacturing industry’s point of view,
the most beneficial, export market for CANDU is in Less
Developed Countries.""?7

THE THIRD WORLD AND THE NUCLEAR TRADE WARS

Since the first sales of commercial reactors to the Third
World, which tock place in the mid-1960’s, the Third World
market has been dominated by U.S. firms. However, since the
mid-1970’s, when hardselling European firms landed spec-
tacular deals with Brazil and Iran, international competition
has been stiff.

In June 1975, the Brazilian and West German governments
sealed a $5 billion contract, which provided for the construc-
tion of two to eight giant reactors in Brazil by KWU; joint
Brazilian-German participation in the development of all
phases of the nuclear industry, {from uranium prospecting to
reactor manufacture; and the building of uranium-
enrichment and fuel-reprocessing facilities.?® While the
threat that Brazil might acquire nuclear military capability
through the enrichment-and-reprocessing provision domi-
nated initial U.S. reaction to the deal, an equally pressing
worry was the future of the Third World export business of
the U.S. firms.

No less significant was KWU and Framatome’s seizure of
the inside track in the Shah of Iran’s grandiose 20-year prog-
ram to install 23,000 megawatts of nuclear power by the
mid-1990's. In 1976, the French and Germans won $6.8 bill-
ion worth of contracts to build the first four reactors,?® fol-
lowed in 1977 by another order for four reactors.3¢

As KWU and Framatome were shutting out U.S. firms in
Brazil and Iran, aggressive Canadian marketing of the

CANDU heavy-water reactor netted a major order from
Brazil’s rival, Argentina, and ended Westinghouse's
monopoly over South Korea’s nuclear development. CANDU
reactors pose a special threat to the light-water reactors mar-
keted by Westinghouse and GE because they run on natural
uranium instad of enriched uranium, which must be proces-
sed in the United States.

Recently, negative developments in the prime reactor ex-
port markets are likely to make the competition for smaller
Third World buyers like the Philippines and Korea even
keener. The fall of the Shah of Iran has apparently meant
the scrapping of that country’s nuclear-development plans.
And in Brazil, strong resistance ‘o the cost of the Brazilian-
German joint nuclear program has emerged within the ruling
circle itself, making Brazil less than the unlimited market it
seemed four years ago.?!

THE STATE AND THE NUCLEAR TRADE

The trade in nuclear reactors has been anything but free.
Just as the U.S. and European governments pushed the de-
velopment and marketing of nuclear reactors in the advanced
capitalist countries, so have they aggressively supported the
efforts of their national firms to carve out markets in the Third

Table 1: Nuclear Reactor Sales to
Third World Countries (1966-78}
Country Reactor Reactor Supplier
Argentina Atucha KWU (German)
Cordoba AECL (Canadian)
Brazil Angra 1 Westinghouse (U.S.)
Angra 2 Kwu
Angra 3 Kwu
Cuba {Bulgaria)
Egypt Sidi-Krier-1 Westinghouse
India Tarapur 1 GE (U.S))
Tarapur 2 GE
RAPP 1 CGE {Canadian)
RAPP 2 L&T (Indian)
MAPP 1 L&T
MAPP 2 L&T
NAPP 1 WIL (Indian)
NAPP 2 R&C {Indian)
Iran Iran 1 Kwu
Iran 2 KwU
Iran 3 Framatome (French)
Iran 4 Framatome
Korea Ko-Ri 1 . Westinghouse
Ko-Ri 2 Westinghouse
Ko-Ri 3 Westinghouse
Ko-Ri 4 Westinghouse
Wolsung 1 AECL
Libya {(USSR)
Mexico Laguna Verde 1 GE
L.aguna Verde 2 GE
Pakistan Kanupp CGE
Philippines Phil. 1 Westinghouse
Taiwan Chin-shan 1 GE
Chin-shan 2 GE
Kuosheng 1 GE
Kuosheng 2 GE
Nuclear No. 5 Westinghouse
Nuclear No. 6 Westinghouse
Source: Nuclear News, August 21, 1978, pp. 67-85.
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World.

The most controversial weapon employed by a number of
nations has been the provision of “sweeteners’ such as fuel
enrichment-and-reprocessing facilities. The dispute centers
on the possible use of these facilities to manufacture nuclear
weapons. Enrichment units can produce highly enriched,
fissile uranium suitable for bombs, while reprocessing
facilities allow the extraction of the deadly plutonium sub-
stance which is the mainstay of nuclear weaponry.

West Germany used these ‘‘sweeteners’’ effectively in
fanding the multi-biilion dollar reactor deal with Brazil,
whose hegemonistic ambitions have been no secret. It was
probably also the looseness of the French and the Germans
that made Iran, the “gendarme” of the Persian Gulf, opt for
their reactors. The U.S. government, however, has reacted
strongly to these deals in the name of *‘non-proliferation.’ In
1976 it forced the South Koreans to cancel a deal with FFrance
that would have provided them with a small reprocessing
facility. A French deal to supply Pakistan with similar
facilities likewise fell through in August, 1978 when the U.S.
threatened to cut off almost all aid to the latter.3?

A more common form of state support for the reactor com-
panies is the deployment of great amounts of state resources
to finance nuclear deals. State export-import financing in-
stitutions have, in fact, become the promoters, merchants,
and bankers of the nuclear industry’s colonization of the
Third World. And of these institutions, none is larger and
more powerful than the U.S. Export-Import Bank.

EXIMBANK AND THE EXPORT OF THE NUCLEAR CRISIS

The Export-Import Bank, or Eximbank, is a self-sustaining
export and credit agency of the U.S. government. In 1978, it
boasted a lending authority of $20 billion. Eximbank helps
U.S. capital develop external outlets for domestically pro-
duced goods to relieve the constant pressure of overproduc-
tion. In an average year, Eximbank financing is estimated to
assist about 12 per cent of the exports of U.S. firms.?3

Eximbank's promotion of U.S. business has, in practice,
meant pushing the products of a handful of giant firms that
dominate U.S. industry. ""Eximbank’s activities,” admitted
former chairman Stephen DuBrul at the 1976 congressional
hearings, “‘mirror to a considerable extent the nature and
composition of America’s exporters and exports. ‘Large’
firms account for a majority of U.S. export value and do,
accordingly, receive the bulk of Exim assistance.”?* Firms
such as Boeing, McDonnell-Douglas, Westinghouse, and
General Electric dominate the field of contractors for
Eximbank-funded projects, reflecting the bank’s recent con-
centration on the support of such monopolized, capital-
intensive, and extremely expensive products as nuclear reac-
tors and jet aircraft.

Overproduction in the nuclear power plant industry is not
a case of market saturation, but of public rejection. Exim-
bank’s role, however, is the same: building overseas markets
through direct financial subsidies. From 1959 to 1979, Exim-
bank has supported the sale of about 48 nuclear plants and
fuel to 16 countries, with loans and financial guarantees
totalling some $6 billion.35 The level of financial support for
reactor exports jumped sharply upwards after 1973. Between
1974 and 1976 alone — the period of rapidly plummeting
domestic sales — Eximbank’s direct loans and financial
guarantees for nuclear reactors totalled $2.4 billion. This sum
was equivalent to that disbursed by the agency since the
inception of the reactor-support program 12 years earlier.®
By June 1978, cumulative authorizations for nuclear reactors
had far outstripped those for mining and refining equipment
and jet aircraft, previously the leading items financed by the
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Eximbank Authorizations Exposure by
Economic Sector as of June 30, 1978 (in
thousands of dollars; includes loans, insur-
ance, guarantees)

Table 2:

Sector Exposure Percentage
Agriculture $ 859,053 3.3
Communication 549,743 2.1
Construction 1,578,052 6.1
Electric Power

Nuclear 4,971,661 19.1

Other 2,146,934 8.2
Manufacturing 2,202,224 8.5
Mining and Refining 4,521,632 17.4
Transportation

Aircraft 3,813,894 14.7

Other 2,064,113 7.9
Miscellaneous 3,312,211 12.7
TOTAL $26,019,527 100

Source: Eximbank Record, Vol. 3, No. 2, August 1978, p. 4.

Bank. These totalled $4.9 billion and made up 19 per cent of
the bank’s total exposure.??

The major portion of these loans and guarantees went to
Westinghouse reactor projects. Between 1974 and late June
1978, Westinghouse grabbed 11 foreign contracts for reactors
financed by Eximbank, while General Electric landed se-
ven.* These contracts included the two biggest projects ever
backed by the Bank: the Philippine Westinghouse reactor, for
which the Bank shelled out $644 million in loans and guaran-
tees; and two Korean Westinghouse reactors, which will re-
ceive financing worth $829.6 million.?* The Eximbank
nuclear-reactor program has, indeed, been converted into a
multi-billion dollar subsidy for ailing Westinghouse.

THE NUCLEAR TRIANGLE

The intimate relationship between Westinghouse and
Eximbank is nowhere more clearly illustrated than in the
Philippine reactor deal. For Eximbank, the deal was a land-
mark in three ways. First, at the time it was sealed in late
1975, the deal involved the biggest financial package ever
put together by the Bank: to support a $1.1 billion project, it
offered the Philippine Government $277.2 million in the
form of a direct loan and $367.2 million in financial guaran-
tees. Second, the Bank, for the first time, went out of its way to
guarantee the sale of bonds by a foreign public corporation
(the Philippine National Power Corporation) to U.S. institu-
tional investors toraise the portion of the reactor cost which
commercial banks were unwilling to cover.*® Third, the re-
payment schedule for the Philippine Government was set to
begin in Juné 1992, six years past the usual grace period of
eleven years.*!

The financial negotiations leading to the reactor sale have
all the features of a gigantic swindle perpetrated on Filipinos
by a conspiracy invelving the Bank, Westinghouse, and the
Marcos regime. The final Westinghouse price for the reactor
came to $1.1 billion. Just over a year earlier, however, and
shortly before the Philippine government had gotten a pre-
liminary financing commitment from Eximbank, General
Electric had offered to build two 600 megawatt reactors for
$700 million. Westinghouse soon countered with a price of
$500 million, but unlike General Electric, it did not offer
detaileda specifications. However, after the Marcos govern-
ment and Westinghouse signed a letter of intent on June
1974, Westinghouse jacked up the price to $1.2 billion for
{wo reactors. Finally, in November 1975, Westinghouse of-
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“fered a final price of $1.1 billion for one reactor and $1.6
billion for two.*2

Asked to comment on the price increase of over 200 per-
cent, William Q'Casey, chairman of Eximbank at the time the
deal was settled, answered that the Bank did not have “‘the
capability to judge the validity of the price Westinghouse
was quoting.”’** But he dismissed the consequences in a
cavalier fashion: “If they (Westinghouse) charge too much,
the Philippines has to pay for it. It's their government; they
have to protect themselves from being fleeced. We cannot nor
would we do it for them."'**

Damning as it is, Eximbank’s plea of ignorance is unlikely.
For it could not have failed to notice the big difference in cost
of two Westinghouse reactors for which it approved financ-
ing on the same day, December 18, 1975: the $1.1 billion cost
of the 620 MW Philippine reactor, contrasted with the $687
million that Westinghouse was charging Spain for a much
larger 930 MW plant.?s Similarly, with its supposedly tight
oversight on the utilization of loans, it is also unlikely that
Eximbank could have failed to notice that Westinghouse's
Philippine agent since the early seventies was Herminio Dis-
ini, a cousin-in-law and very close friend of Ferdinand Mar-
cos. Disini’s conglomerate, Herdis, Inc., won, without bids,
the contract for civil construction, and wrote its own huge
$693 million insurance package for the power plant.*®

Even from the point of view of capitalist financing, itis also
difficult to understand why Eximbank approved a massive
loan to a country which was already so deeply in debt to
international financial and banking institutions. By the end
of 1975, the external debt of the Philippines had climbed to
almost $3.8 billion, or 24 percent of its GNP. The $1.1 billion
that was being provided by Eximbank and private banks to
build the reactor would therefore amount to almost 30 per-
cent of the country’'s foreign debt.

Alarm signals had, in fact, been sent to Eximbank and the
State Department. No less than Marcos’ executive secretary,
Alejandro Melchor, warned Ambassador William Sullivan in
QOctober 1974:

Preliminary financial analysis made by our financial team
have indicated that under the terms of the scheme of the
U.S. Eximbank, the National Power Corporation will have
substantial cash flow deficits. . .. Furthermore, we also
have noted the financial drain this would have on the
national treasury's funds which would adversely affect
other projects in the public investment program.*’

Sullivan, in fact, lobbied the State Department to get Exim-
bank to extend to the Philippines the more generous terms it
had extended for a nuclear reactor project in Yugoslavia in
©1972.48

But Eximbank did not change its terms. Moreover, Westin-
ghouse jacked up its price. Melchor was soon after sacked by
Marcos. Key government technocrats, however, continued to
oppose the deal, including the influential Board of Invest-
ments chairman, Vicente Paterno, who was worried about its
financial impact on a number of capital-intensive projects.*®
This led to a decisive intervention by Marcos, who “‘wanted
the nuclear power project to go ahead quickly and without
hitches.’'50

By the end of 1977, thanks partly to the heavy borrowings
needed for the nuclear reactor, the external debt had shot up
to $6.5 billion. By then, fearing the recurrence of a debt crisis
like that which hit Peru and Zaire, the International Monet-
ary Fund and the World Bank had to impose an informal debt
ceiling on the Philippines.5! Eximbank's representatives at
the 1978 congressional hearings on the Philippine reactor
were finally forced to concede that the country had “‘a heavy
external debt, rising debt service requirements, and large
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trade deficits.”’s? But they were still determined to finance a
project that was now clearly a white elephant.

In delivering the project to Westinghouse, Eximbank's
shoddy financial assessments were paralleled by biased and
sloppy evaluations in other areas, like energy economics,
safety, and engineering. Among the more blatant manifesta-
tions of this attitude of “benign neglect” were the following:

1. Eximbank ignored the findings of the Philippine Energy
Development Board that nuclear power was more expen-
sive-than other indigenous power sources like coal, geoth-
ermal power, and hydropower. In fact Exim officials were
forced to admit at congressional hearing in 1978 that they
had not sought comparative costs for other sources of elec-
trical energy.

1. Eximbank pushed the project with the awareness that no
rigorous site and safety review by a qualified regulatory
agency had ever been done, with the result that the plantis
to be built in the vicinity of active volcanoes and ear-
thquake fault.

2. Eximbank was aware that what economic and safety
studies were done had been sponsored by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEAJ, an organization whose
role is to promote nuclear power, using consulting firms
like Burns and Roe, a major nuclear-industry subcontrac-
tor. Indeed, Burns and Roe was later hired by Westnghouse
to help construct the Philippine reactor.s?

In sum, it is difficult to resist the conclusion that the
Philippine nuclear power project was an ill-disguised effort
by Eximbank to bail out a desperate Westinghouse.

EXIMBANK AND U.S. FOREIGN POLICY

Eximbank’s financing of the Philippine reactor can only
partially be explained as an effort to push the exports of
American big business. For the Bank is also an eminently
political institution which promotes the foreign-policy ob-
jectives of the U.S. Government.

In its early years, the 1940’s, Latin America was the Bank's
major field of operations. According to a recent congres-
sional study, its activities in Latin American countries:

were based on three objectives: (1) to influence those na-
tions to support the foreign policy of the United States: (2)
to secure strategic sources of raw materials; and (3) to aid
in the overall economic development of those nations in
order to promote sales of U.5. goods and services, 34

Eximbank’s involvement in developing economies paral-
leled the general expansion of U.5. foreign aid programs in
the 1960's and early 1970’s. Although Eximbank officially
denies that it is an aid agency, other executive and interna-
tional finance agencies '‘regularly count Exim loans as part of
an overall foreign policy package to a Third World coun-
try."'s5 The grant element in Eximbank loans — that is, the
giveaway portion — has heen estimated at eight percent.’¢ By
the mid-seventies, the Bank had become the largest source of
U.S. assistance to 32 Third World countries. Most of this aid
has been increasingly concentrated in “energy-resource de-
velopment’’ and power plants. This increasing prominence
of aid-and-development projects in the Bank's loan-and-
guarantee program led one U.S. senator to remark:

In recent years, (Eximbank’s) character has changed. It is
now a major instrument of U.S. foreign and economic
policy. Emphasis is placed on major development projects
involving many millions of dollars. The Bank’s interna-



tional power and influence have thus been enhanced sig-
nificantly.’’

Eximbank performs additional political functions. Its uses
are often more pragmatic and more clearly tactical. ““Exim-
bank is a public lending agency that gives State an opportun-
ity to favor, cajole or chastise foreign governments, in accor-
dance with diplomatic objectives,” asserts Feinberg.5®

Dask officers at State frequently seek Exim loans to curry
favor with their ““clients,” as a show of concrete proof of
the U.S.’s good intentions . . . Exim loans have often been
authorized, or withheld, at the urgings of State, and State’s
desk officers continue to look upon Exim as one tool in
their diplomatic bag of tricks.5?

The use of Eximbank to further diplomatic objectives is
most clearly evident in the case of Eastern Europe. With the
onset of the Cold War, Eximbank'’s export-support activities
were designed to bolster Western European economies
against the Soviet Union and Communism. A total ban was
imposed on loans and guarantees to the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe. When Communist Yugoslavia broke with the
Soviet Union in 1948, however, Eximbank provided credits,
hoping to win it over to the Western camp. It was only in the
early 1970’s that Eximbank began to extend loans and
guarantees to the Soviet Union and other Soviet-bloc coun-
tries, as part of “detente.”

In the Philippines reactor deal, the U.S. government not
only sought to secure the deal for a U.S. corporation, but also
to boost U.S. interests in a country that was “‘a close friend,
ally, and host of two of our most important military bases in
the world.”’®® In a confidential telegram sent to Washington
after meeting in Manila with a senior Westinghouse official
in September, 1974, Ambassador Sullivan asserted:
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In discussing project, I stressed that Embassy considered a
great deal of American prestige riding on Westinghouse
performance, and that therefore we intended to follow
project closely. I pointed out that this was in effect Filipino
Aswan Dam, being the largest and most expensive project
ever undertaken in this coumntry.$?

Several observers have suggested that Eximbank financing
of the nuclear deal was a “sweetener,” designed to speed
resolution of the 1J.S.-Philippines dispute over the status of
UJ.S. bases.®? This would explain then-Secretary of State Kis-
singer’s personal interest in assuring Eximbank’s financ-
ing.® In fact, Eximbank may have played a more directrolein
base negotiations. On January 3, 1979, just three days after
the announcement of the new base agreement, Eximbank
granted an unusually large, $85 million credit to the Marcos
government for unspecified multiple projects.

SUPPORTING REPRESSIVE REGIMES

Eximbank backing for the Philippine reactor was part of a
pattern of rapidly escalating U.S. support for the Marcos
government after it declared martial law in September, 1972.
In the four-year period following the imposition of martial
law, 1972-76, U.S. bilateral and multilateral aid to the
Philippines nearly tripled the aid provided during the four
years preceding martial law, rising from $1.1 billion o $3.1
billion.®4

Philippine-related Eximbank authorizations, including
the nuclear financing, increased by 335 percent, from $251.8
million in 1968-72 to $843.9 million in 1972-7655 The Bank
was, in fact, the biggest conduit of aid to the Marcos dictator-
ship. As of November 30, 1978, Eximbank exposure in the
Philippines totalled $794 million.

In addition to financing the export of civilian equipment,
Eximbank has financed a number of arms-related sales to the
Philippines, an illegal act under Section 32 of the Foreign
Military Sales Act, which prohibits Eximbank from backing
arms sales to less developed countries. In 1973, the Bank
supported the sale of four C-130 transport planes to the
Philippines, after the Marcos regime had unsuccessfully lob-
bied the Defense Department to include the planes in its
military assistance program.®® These planes were then used,
one report asserted, ‘‘for troop transport purposes in the
Marcos government’s campaign against Muslim insurgent
forces in the southern Philippines.’’®” The following year, the
Bank approved a $400,000 loan for the dictatorship, to be
used for establishing an “‘air navigational aids network,”
which benefits, among others, the expanding Philippine Air
Force.

As popular pressure has forced the U.S. Congress to apply
restrictions on U.S. military and development aid to repres-
siveregimes, finance institutions like Eximbank and the mul-
tilateral World Bank have increasingly become key sources of
funding for dictatorships. In 1976, for instance, Eximbank
emerged as the biggest single source of aid to Nicaragua, the
Philippines, Iran, South Korea, and Taiwan — all countries
ruled by regimes which are acknowledged to be gross vio-
lators of human rights.®

THE BATTLE TO RESTRICT EXIMBANK'S ACTIVITIES

Even though Congress has enacted legislation requiring
U.S. delegates to key international finance institutions to
vote against aid to repressive governments, ‘“unless it could
be shown to directly benefit needy people,” Eximbank has
managed to successfully fight off most attempts to make it
justify its loans and financial guarantees.
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Congress did attach advisory human-rights language to
Eximbank authorizations for fiscal year 1979, cautioning the
Bank to restrict its funding to those projects which directly
benefit the needy. The advisory provision, however, seems to
have had little effect on Bank policies. In the four months
following the adoption of the advisory language, October 27,
1978 through March 31, 1978, the Bank authorized a total of
$210.5 million in loans, guarantees, and medium-term insur-
ance for exports to eleven countries which the State Depart-
ment itself had classified as gross violators of human rights,
including the Philipines, South Korea, South Africa, Argen-
tina, and Nicaragua.®®

This disregard for human rights considerations led to a
bitter showdown during the Congressional authorizations
process in 1978. Rep. Tom Harkin (Dem.-lowa) presented a
bill to apply obligatory human rights criteria to Eximbank
loans and subsidies. In arguing his case, Harkin asserted:

Several argue that Eximbank is involved with trade, not
with aid ... but the fact is that Eximbank provides aid
precisely to encourage trade, and this trade does indeed go
to companies which do business in countries that are in-
volved in gross violations of human rights. Trade is not
politically, socially or economically neutral.”®

The bill lost badly, as Eximbank mustered powerful support
from business circles and the Carter administration.

In July, 1978 human rights advocates won House passage
for the Evans amendment, which prohibits Eximbank trans-
actions with South Africa. A similar effort has, however,
bogged down in the Senate.

Eximbank has also fought off numerous attempts to subject
its projects to tighter scrutiny for their environmental impact.
In July, 1978 the House defeated an effort to require the Bank
to submit to Congress analyses of the safety standards in
countries buying reactors with Eximbank support. Indeed, in
the summer of 1978, the head of the Senate Subcommittee on
International Finance, which oversees Eximbank activities,
proposed a bill, strongly supported by business interests,

Marces Signs Reactor Deal, Manila, February 1976.
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which would explicitly exempt Bank-financed exports, in-
cluding nuclear reactors, from National Environmental Pro-
tection Act (NEPA} regulations.

N.R.C. AS A WATCHDOG FOR EXIMBANK?

The National Environmental Protection Act, according to a
recent executive ruling, requires environmental impact
statements for Eximbank-financed nuclear reactor exports.
On the surface, this seems to be a positive development.
However, reactor deals concluded before January, 1979, in-
cluding the Philippine reactor, are probably excluded. Even
when required, such reviews would be carried out by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, which is reluctant to regu-
late reactor exports. A recent NRC memorandum typifies this
attitude:

There is no clear-cut evidence that developing countries
are ignoring H&S (Health- and Safety) responsibilities.
Further, it would be difficult for the U.S. to move unilater-
ally to impose stringent H&S standards on these govern-
ments. Such an approach would certainly arouse resent-
ment on the part of recipient nations, and would have
adverse effects on the U.S. ability to remain a leading
supplier, thereby jeopardizing U.S. ability to influence
foreign H&S and non-proliferation in general. Therefore,
initial steps should focus on voluntary assistance through
increasing support for a larger ITAEA H&S role based on a
consensus of the JAEA Member States.”!

In addition, NRC action would merely regulate Eximbank-
financed nuclear exports, not end them, and the NRC itself
admits that it cannot enforce safety verification of nuclear
exports for

verification would be limited to those products manufac-
tured in accordance with NRC standards and reguations
.. .an exporter could effectively avoid verification of some
of his products by claiming they were manufactured to
requirements that differ slightly from NRC requirements.
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In this sense (such a) program would be voluntary — if the
exporter and his customer wanted NRC verification, they
could obtain it. If not, they could avoid it.”2

Furthermore, the NRC has approved reactor construction
in California, where almost every reactor planned or built is
beside an earthquake fault. At bottom, NRC is staffed by
pro-nuclear personnel like Commissioner Joseph Hendrie
and Western Regional Director Robert Engleken. In late 1978
Engleken told a delegation protesting the Philippine reactor
export:

Personally, I think nuclear development is essential if we
are to end our dependence on oil and other fossil fuels.
Nuclear energy is, in fact, as safe as other energy sources. It
just needs to be appropriately regulated.”
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The Philippine reactor sale is not merely a holdover from an
earlieradministration. Eximbank remains a major conduit for
U.S. government support for repressive governments and for
the export of harmful technologies like nuclear power. Exim-
bank president John Moore, while touring the repressive
countries comprising the Association of Southeast Asian Na-
tions (ASEAN) in November 1978, claimed: “Eximbank has
received no advice that any of the ASEAN countries are in the
list of countries considered violating human rights.”
Moreover, he rated the debt-ridden economies of the Philip-
pines and Indonesia, as well as Thailand, Singapore, and
Malaysia as “open and well-managed with growth rates con-
sistently high.” Finally, he encouraged his hosts to take ad-
vantage of Eximbank financing to import a wide range of
American goods, including nuclear power plants.”*

—_
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The dumping of nuclear reactors in Third World countries
is made possible by the existence and growth of an infrastruc-
ture of energy generation, distribution, and use patterned
after the centralized “hard-energy’”’ systems typical in ad-
vanced capitalist countries. Nuclear reactors are regarded,
and consequently craved by many Third World development
planners, as a key component of programs of ““total electrifi-
cation’” they are implementing at the advice and assistance of
U.S. aid agencies.

While planners are re-evaluating food assistance and
“rural development” programs in response to increasing
criticism, electrification assistance continues to be an un-
questioned item in U.S. development bureaucracies. Elec-
trification is an unambiguous and neutral index of progress
to many American planners and their Third World counter-
parts.

A major item in the aid package since the early fifties,
electrification assistance has been intensified in recent years.
Electric power projects, both nuclear and non-nuclear, now
constitute the leading sector in Eximbank financing, ac-
counting for $7.1 billion, or 27.3 percent, of the bank’s cur-
rent exposure.! The World Bank has, since 1970, invested an
enormous $5.5 billion in central power stations and trans-
mission facilities in the Third World.? As a portion of the
total Bank lending program, power loans climbed from 12
percent in 1973 to 16 percent in 1976.% USAID’s grants and
loans for ‘‘rural electrification”” now make up 40 percent of its
principal assistance package, the Food-and-Nutrition Prog-
ram.* Between 1977 and 1980, electrification assistance total-
led $674 million.s

The banks have apparently devised a division of labor in
power financing. Eximbank generally invests in nuclear
power stations. The World Bank and regional finance institu-
tions such as the Asian Development Bank support the con-

struction of hydroelectric units. And USAID specializes in
rural distribution facilities and “electric cooperatives.”

TOTAL ELECTRIFICATION

The Philippines is the site of one of the most ambitious
programs of centralized electrification in the underde-
veloped world, involving all three approaches. The Marcos
government has setin motion a grand plan to make electricity
available to all barrios by 1984 and achieve “total’’ electrifi-
cation by 1990.% This will involve tripling the installed
capacity of central power stations from 2788 megawatts at
present to 8512 megawatts in 1987. By 2000, the National
Power Corporation envisions a total generating capacity of
almost 16,000 megawatts.” To carry out this program, the
regime plans to invest $9 billion in the period 1978-1987,%
with most of the funds coming from international finance
institutions.

The NPC envisions the Eximbank-financed reactor as one
component of a system of nuclear power stations with a
capacity of 3940 MW by 2000.° The nuclear plants are, in
turn, to be integrated into a network of gigantic hydroelectric
projects, the construction of which is now being supported
principally by the World Bank and the Asian Development
Bank. One of the most massive of these hydroelectric
schemes is the controversial World Bank-financed Chico
River Dam System in Northern Luzon, which, upon comple-
tion, is expected to have a generating capacity of 1010 MW, 1°
Electricity produced by this complex of nuclear and hyd-
roelectric power stations is to be channeled not only to urban
and industrial centers but also to remote agricultural areas,

The distribution of power to provincial towns and villages
is to be managed by “electrical cooperatives.” Setting up
these cooperatives has been USAID’s major effort in the



Philippines in recent vears, with the agency spending $80
million between 1972 and 1977 to establish 83 cooperatives
in 450 towns.'! Al considers this program one of its “suc-
cess stories’” and the “launching pad of other RE (rural elec-
trification) programs in Asia — mainly in Pakistan, In-
donesia, and Bangladesh."'?

NUCLEAR COSTS

Nuclear power is an expensive means of generating elec-
tricity in the Philippines — assuming for the moment that
electricity is the energy form most needed. This can be shown
by comparing the total costs of generating electricity from oil
with that of uranium.

Officials of the Philippine Atomic Energy Commission
(PAEC) haveclaimed that the Westinghouse reactor will save
$60 million annually by replacing crude oil imports. That is,
the difference between oil and nuclear fuel costs for a 620
megawatt power station isabout $60 million.!? But this is like
saying that the only cost of running a car is paying for
gasoline.™ To include capital costs and other operating costs
changes the picture radically. The capital costs of a nuclear
power reactor are 3.8 times greater than those of an equiva-
lent oil-powered machine.!s Taking into consideration both
capital costs and operating costs (fuel, labor, maintenance,
and materials), it is estimated that nuclear-powered electric-
ity would in fact cost about 28 percent more than oil-fired
electricity in the Philippines.t®

These estimates have been confirmed by a number of
studies. A 1978 report to the U.S. Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency asserts, “‘In the Philippines oil-fueled plants
seem the least expensive, followed by natural gas, coal and
nuclear power respectively.”!7 In 1975, a major review of
nuclear power in the Third World conducted for the U.S.
Energy Research and Development Administration con-
cluded that 300-600 MWe reactors ‘‘are only marginally
competitive except under the most optimistic assump-
tions.’"18

Eximbank calculations that nuclear-powered electricity
enjoysa 28 percent advantage over oil-fired power must have
been based on very optimistic assumptions, especially as
to future costs.’? Commenting on the cash flow estimates for
the reactor, a senior Eximbank official in fact admitted that
“Actually, you could come up with anything, that's the prob-
lem.""20

Nuclear power also compares unfavorably with hydroelec-
tric power and geothermal power. According to the Philip-
pine National Economic Development Authority (NEDA),
hiydroelectricity is “the cheapest and most important source
of power in the country.””2! Even the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA), the obviously pro-nuclear power
body that did the initial study for the Philippine reactor,
admitted that Luzon Island had between 1500 and 5000 MWe
of hydroelectric potential.2? It went on to recommend,
nonetheless, that precious development capital be invested
instead in expensive nuclear technology.??

Geothermal energy is a resource in which the Philippines
is rich. Lying in the “Pacific Fire Belt,” an area of intense
tectonic and volcanic activity, the country has been esti-
mated recently at 2,200 MWe of geothermal potential.2¢ Its
development, however, has taken a backseat to costly nuclear
power. Rand Corporation analyst Guy Pauker notes:

It is an interesting question why, in view of favorable cost
ratios and of an extravagantly optimistic assessment of the
Philippines’ geothermal potential, that source of energy
has been programmed to provide only 15.8 percent of the
10,100 MW installed capacity envisaged by the 1977
Energy Program . ... by 1987.25
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It is, in fact, interesting to note that the State Department
instructed USAID in August 1976 to disapprove aid for
Philippine geothermal development.?¢ This came after the
Department, through the U.S. embassy, played a vital and
enthusiastic middleman’srole in securing the reactor deal for
Westinghouse.

The economic disadvantages of nuclear power do not,
however, merely exist in the realm of estimates and projec-
tions. A recent study of electric rates in the United States
since 1972 shows that the rate increases set by utilities with
significant nuclear-generating facilities were 27.3 percent
larger than those set by utilities with little or no dependence
on nuclear power.?”

The Marcos regime clearly did not choose nuclear power
because it was cheaper than using oil or other available
alternatives. The decision to install a reactor was made in
July, 1973, three months before the OPEC oil price rise of
October, 1973. The decision was not based on the economic
“rationality” of marginal cost comparisons, but on political
and ideological considerations.

ENORMOUS INVESTMENT

Electrification, even if carried out safely and efficiently,
does not necessarily mean social and economic progress. It
requires vast financial inputs which might be spent better
elsewhere. In the Philippines, the share of electrification in
fixed capital formation rose from 3.9 percent in 1954 to 12
percent in 1976, and is expected to reach 25 percent by
1982.%8 Electrification now represents 4 percent of GNP and
accounts for almost 40 percent of investment in public ser-
vices.??

This actually understates the magnitude of the program. A
World Bank analyst notes, electrical generation requires
complementary investment, not only in transmission and
distribution equipment, but also in end-use appliances and
machinery.3® It has been estimated that in the Third World,
every dollar invested in electricity generation demands an
additional investment of $8 to $15 in other sectors.3! If the
investment is not forthcoming, then the country’s
electricity-generating capability will be underutilized. If it is,
the capital for investment in other, non-electric-intensive
services and sectors, such as agriculture, will be correspond-
ingly reduced. In the Philippines, we are speaking of com-
plementary investment of at least $72-$135 billion over the
next decade.

Furthermore, as Table 1 reveals, primary energy used in
electricity accounts for only 16 percent of the total primary
energy sustaining Filipino society as presently structured —
or only 6 percent if calculated enthalpically.32

Since the demand for electricity is derived from other
productive and consumptive sectors, the huge opportunity
costs of providing electricity requires careful consideration
of its end-uses. Do the uses of electricity in the Philippines
justify such a massive investment of national resources? Or
should investment be geared principally to other sectors, as
suggested by an increasing number of development
specialists, who believe that ““the industries that are of ut-
most urgency in the economic development programme of
Asian countries are industries which do not require
economic concentration or large consuruption of power per
unit of production.’33

THE URBAN BIAS

The 1978 economic development plan of the Philippine
Government states that the objective of the electrification
program is to achieve "equity in energy distribution within
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the country, aligned with areas identified as priority for so-
cial and economic reasons.’”’* 1f equity is the goal of the six
vear old martial law regime, its record in the distribution of
electrical energy hardly reflects it.

About 90 percent of the electricity generated in the Philip-
pines is used in urban-industrial enclaves which contain no
more than 30 percent of the population.3s Industry and con-
struction (with the exception of energy-producing indus-
tries) head the list of top energy consumers, accounting for
40.5 percent of total consumption. (See Table 2.) In the Grea-
ter Manila Area, the biggest industrial user of electricity is
the copper-exporting Marinduque Mining and Industrial
Corporation, which is partly owned and managed by Ameri-
can and Canadian interests.?¢ It is followed by paper mills,
which provision Marcos’ media empire; chemica!l industries,
which include such U.S. giants as Procter and Gamble
Philippines and Colgate Palmolive; and steel industries,
which are dominated by Japanese and U.S. concerns.

Export-led Industrialization. Another major user of elec-
tricity is the Bataan Export Processing Zone in Mariveles,
which will be connected to the reactor a few miles away.?’
Seventy percent of the products of the predominantly foreign
firms operating in the zone are earmarked for export.?® More
industrial export zones patterned after the BEPZ are cur-
rently being planned by the regime, including sites on Mac-
tan Island and at the “‘excess base lands” being turned over to
the Philippines by the U.S. Government.3? Those sectors of
Philippine agriculture which consume significant amounts
of electricity export most of their products, as well. For
example, 61 percent of sugar production, which takes up
three percent of all industrial electricity in its milling opera-
tions, is exported.40

Much of the Philippines’ electricity is therefore “em-
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bodied” in exports to be used by the global rich in North
America, Japan, Europe, and Australia. Of course, the Philip-
pines also imports “embodied electricity.” The net gain or
loss is unknown. Of far greater importance is the question of
whether or not the bulk of these imports — capital goods and
raw materials for industry, oil, cars and transport equipment,
and industrial consumer goods — go toward serving the
needs of the majority of the people.

Furthermore, nuclear power may scare away precisely this
external investinent which is sought by comprador regimes,
by destabilizing their economies. As Stanton Smith wrote:

As Director of Corporate Planning and Development for a
major aluminum company (Alumax) I was appalled dur-
ing my negotiations in the Spring on 1975 with the Iranian
Minister of Industry by his proposal to supply electricity to
our proposed joint venture aluminum smelter from ...
nuclear stations instead of the previously planned, inex-
pensive, reliable gas-fired steam electric generating sta-
tions. As a result we abandoned all plans to invest in Iran,
and other foreign investors in energy-intensive heavy in-
dustry have had the same reaction (even if a government
offers to “subsidize” their nuclear electricity supply to
your project at 7 millstkWh, as they did, when it cost 30
mills, you can count on the “next’’ government violating
the contract possibly even before your $300 million smel-
ter is completed) *02

Thus, an effort to legitimate the regime in the short run
with a symbol of technological modernity — i.e., the reactor
— may backfire in the long run. This can “overdetermine”
the fragile class alliance sustaining the regime,?) and in the
Philippines it may undermine Marcos. R.]. Barber warned the
U.S. government in 1975:

a

Table 1. Sources and Uses of Primary Energy — 1976/77 (in 10° b.o.e. — barrels of oil equivalent)
Traditional Fuels (1976) Total
Fossil Fuels (1977)  Hydro- Total Traditional
End- electricity  Com- Coconut Solar Solar Total and
Use Solid Liquid (enthalpic mercial  Agro- Fire- & Pork Clothes Crop  Traditional Commercial
Sector Fuels Fuels equivalent) Fuels Wastes.® Woad 0il ® Drying Drying Fuels Fuels
Agricultural & |, d
Commercial 5.6 0.7 6.3 11 1.2 3.8 4 20 26.3
Transportation 29.1 29.1 £ 29.1
Industry 0.5 23.1 1.0 24.6 3 12 36.6
Electricity 0.2 15.5 15.7 15.7
Totals 0.7 73.3 1.7 75.7 14 1.2 3.8 4 32 107.7
a. Not including human or draft animal labor. A crude estimate of manual human labor energy input 80% of the 14.5
million workforce at 8 hours per day and 246 days/year at 0.08 kW/person) yields1.1 million b.o.e. per year. Fifty-two
million carabao (at 1200 hours/year and 0.4 kW/carabao) yields another 1.6 million b.o.e. per year. On this basis,
animate energy adds another 2.7 million b.o.e. or 3 percent of total primary energy flow.
Figures in the table are converted from the source material at 1 metric ton of coal equivalent (MTCE) equal to 26
Gigajoules (GJ), 1 barrel of 0il (b.o.e.) equals 5.8 GJ, 1 metric ton of primary liquid fuel equals 1.5 MTCE, 1 metric ton of
secondary liquid fuel equals 1.6 MTCE. Primary energy for electricity is included under fossil fuels, with the
exception of hydroelectricity which is converted at the enthalpic equivalent of 1 kWhe equals 3.6 MJ. Figures are only
approximate and are more illustrative than definitive.
b. Aggregated (unfortunately) in source material.
c. Bagasse, coconut shells, wood, etc.
d. Domestic cooking in 5 million households.
e. 0Oil lamps for 2 million people.
f. Tobacco industry.
Source: Asia-Pacific Energy Studies Consortium papers, July 1978 (inimeo), Resource Systems Institute, 1777

East-West Rd., Honolulu, Hawaii 96848, U.S.A.




If the plants perform like Indian Point Number One (zero
capacity factor in 1973) . .. the economic and other con-
sequences will he severe and the decision considered most
unwise. Indeed a government could fall over just such an
issue.""“

Urban Inequality. Not all Filipinos have the same access to
goods and services made with electricity. Government fi-
gures show that the top ten percent of Filipino households
{(earning more than $1333 annually) receive 38 percent of
total household income: the bottom ten percent (earning less
than $133 annually) receive one percent. The lowest 40 per-
cent (earning below $400 annually) account for only 16 per-
cent of total family income.*!

Furthermore, poorer houseliolds tend to spend a far greater
proportion of their income on food than richer households.
The goods most relevant to the needs of most Filipinos, in
other words, come from agriculture, which is one of the least
electric-intensive of all productive sectors, accounting for
only 2.4 percent of national electric consumption. (See Table
2.

Urban Residential. In the urban areas, the poorer 40 per-
cent of the population did not use electricity at all in their
homes in 1975.42 A significant number of them — estimated
at over 25 percent of the population of Manila and other
urban centers — reside in dense shantytown concentrations
which have minimal links with electricity transmission
lines.

Studies elsewhere have shown that it is the urban rich who
consume the major portion of the electricity destined for
residential use, because they own and use a far greater
number of appliances than the poor.*3 The use of these
appliances by the wealthy boosts the peak demand for elec-
tricity, decreasing the load factor and stretching the generat-
ing capacity of Third World electrical systems to the point of
collapse.*?

Less Thon a Trickle. The Marcos regime’s strategy of cen-
tralized electrification for urban, export-criented industriali-
zation might be defended on the grounds that its material
benefits ultimately ‘‘trickle down'’ to the poor majority of the
city. Statistics on the living standards of urban workers re-
veal, however, tbat their real income actually declined by
about 37 percent between 1970 and 1976.% This decline
stemmed from the ban on strikes, tight controls on organiz-
ing, and other anti-worker policies of the governiment, which
allowed the rate of exploitation, according to one study, to
rise by as inuch as 110 percent in the first two years of martial
law alone, 1973 and 1974.4¢

Since these years were also years of rising electricity rates
and rising prices for industrial consumer goods, the poor
majority of the city now constitute even less of a market for
electricity and industrial consumer goods than they did nine
years ago. One report to the U.S. Department of Energy noted
in 1978, the regime’s industrialization strategy has “failed to
make significant contributions to the direct satisfaction of
basic human needs of the (population)....”*” The major
benefits, it asserts, have accrued to a small urban elite.*®

THE RHETORIC OF RURAL ELECTRIFICATION

To defuse criticism of its heavy emphasis on urban elec-
trification, the Marcos regime has pointed to the “‘ac-
complishments” of its rural electrification program, and pub-
licized its resolve to “electrify the entire countryside as soon
as possible.”’4® However, the Philippine rural electrification
strategy is not to create dispersed small-scale electric
generators, but to connect rural areas to large-scale cen-
tralized power plants.
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The management of electricity distribution is in the hands
of cooperatives. As of January 1978, ninety-six of these
cooperatives had been organized in 72 provinces by the Na-
tional Electrification Administration.3°

The regime’s main backer for rural electrification is the
U.S. Agency for International Development:

The Rural Electrification Program is a massive undertak-
ing both in terms of the financial resources that are being
directed to the rural areas and also in terms of the mag-
nitude of the impact that RE is having in the countryside.
The impact ranges from the direct benefits to the rural poor
from household connections to increased employment
and productivity, better educational facilities and im-
proved medical care as a result of electrification. Addi-
tionally, farmer productivity is increased through the use
of electric motor-driven water pumps to control and sup-
ply additional irrigation water. Employment oppor-
tunities also increase from the increase in food produc-
tion.5?

In addition, the agency claims that rural electrification con-
tributes to a healthier environment and even to ‘‘the emanci-
pation of women.”’5?

In reality, how does the USAID-backed rural electrification
effort measure up to its stated goals twelve years since it
began in 19677 Very little on all counts.

Agricultural Production. The contribution of electrifica-
tion to agriculture is summed up in the fact that only 2.3
percent of total electricity is consumed by the combined
sector of agriculture, dewatering, fishing, and forestry, al-
though this productive area includes 54 percent of the labor
force.

As late as 1976, rural electrification had “‘aided” in the
irrigation of only 34,100 hectares of riceland,*? or less than
one percent of the country’s 1.4 million hectares of irrigated
riceland.’* Out of more than 10,000 irrigation pumps in the
country, only 425 were electric as of 1976.55

Ford body-stamping plant in the Bataan Export Processing Zone,
one of the beneficiaries of electrification (photo by Bob Snow)
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Even in the area covered by the MORESCO “model”
cooperative, which was started in 1967, there were only
fifteen electric-driven irrigation pumps installed by 1975.5¢
Seven of the nine users of the pumps had a combined irri-
gated area of only 107.5 hectares in 1975.57 This dropped o
99.5 hectares in 1977 as one large user reverted to a gravity
feed systems® After twelve years, therefore, MORESCO elec-
tricity irrigates a mere fraction of the 46,581 hectares of land
under food crops in the region.5®

USAID grudgingly admitted in 1978 that the electrification
effort had not resulted in a “significant increase of the
number of electric pump irrigation systemns.”6¢

The proper response does not seem lo lie, however, in an
even more massive effort to install more “‘electrical driven
water pumps, rice mills and other labor-saving technology,”
as USAID proposes.®! The agency seems to be straitjacketed
in the assumption that the introduction of electricity into
agriculture would automatically spin off a number of social
benefits, including improved agricultural productivity, ris-
ing employment, and equity.

In fact, US assistance projects introducing new technology
have often caused stagnation of production, growing un-
employment, and rising inequality. For instance, a World
Bank-supported project which brought tractors to Pakistan in
1968 touched off a disastrous displacement of rural workers
without increasing production.®? So did high-yielding
“miracle rice”” seeds in Bangladesh.®* More immediately re-
levant are the effects of USAID’s electrification programs in
other countries. In Bangladesh, the direct beneficiaries of the
program are a small group of rich farmers who own the
electric pumps — ““all probably among Bangladesh’s elite 10
percent.”’64 In Costa Rica and Colombia, the benefits accrued
to the relatively well-off owners of land, mills, and dairy
operations.®® In Indonesia, where the agency has committed
atotal of $125 million for rural electrification, the chief of the
USAID agricultural mission himself was forced to admit that
the net impact of the project would be fewer jobs for the poor

Table 2. Philippines Electrical End-use by Sector (1974)
Percent

Rank Consumed Sector

1 23.0 commerce, communications

2 15.7 energy producing industries

3 15.5 households

4 5.6 -chemicals

5 5.2 textiles

6 5.1 non-metallic mineral products

7 4.8 fabricated metal products, machinery

equipment
8 4.1 food, beverage and tobacco
9 3.9 construction, non-specified industry
10 3.6 iron & steel basic industries

11 3.2 mining (excluding fuels)
12 3.t 'wood, paper, printing, publishing
13 - 2.6 public & street lighting
14 . 2.4 agriculture, irrigation, dewatering, fishing,
forestry
15 1.8 non-ferrous metals basic industries
16 0.3 transportation
NOTE Total consumption in 1974 was 12.4 billion

kWhe. Percents sum to 99.9 due to rounding
rror.

Economic and Social Commission for Asia and
the Pacific, Electric Power in Asia and the
Pacific, UN, New York, 1976. p. 76.

Source:
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in an area already characterized by a vast surplus of labor,
because it would permit mill-owners to shift from labor-
intensive to electric-driven, labor-saving rice mills.%

Finally, AID also claims that rural electrification reduces
deforestation and erosion by substituting electricity for wood
in cooking fuel. However, the government figures shown in
table 3 refute this claim. Nationally, less than 3 percent of the
households use electricity for cooking; in the rural areas, Jess
than 1 percent use electricity. As AID consultant Judith Ten-
dler concluded, “Inreality . . . not much is being achieved by
rural electrification in the fight against deforestation and the
“conservation benefit" is hardly worth mentioning. 67

Rural industry. “By providing cheap electrical power," the
agency asserts in its 1977 project paper, “the rural electric
program has provided the small entrepreneur a chance to
compete in the market place and at least discourage
monopolistic prices.”'®® A more recent assessment, however,
acknowledges that the program has not had much impact on
“the establishment of new businesses. . .""%® The basic prob-
lem for rural industries, planners must be reminded, is the
lack of effective demand for the beverages, canned food,
clothes, and industrial consumer items they would turn out.
The bulk of the estimated 40 percent of the labor force which
is unemployed or underemployed is in the countryside. Inn
the last 25 years, these sectors have seen their real income
decline, with landless farm laborers experiencing a steep 30
percent dive in their real wages.” Until a change in patterns
of landownership and political power arms them with pur-
chasing capacity, the link between electricity and rural in-
dustry will remain a utopian possibility.

Rural residential. In 1974, only about 7 percent of rural
dwellings were electrified.”! Even the present effort to totally
electrify the country by 1990 does not seem to be aimed at
substantially altering this condition. As RAND analyst Guy
Pauker notes, “Rural electrification does not seem to envis-
age actual introduction of electricity in village homes, judg-
ing from the estimated sectoral distribution of energy de-
mand in 1987."'72 Most of the electricity in 1987, he observes,
will continue to go to the urban sector, and the vast majority
of the rura’ population will still have no access to electricity
in their homes.” Pauker concludes:

What rural electrification can hope to achieve, is availabil-
ity of power in the villages, regardless of the volume of
effective demand among the rural population which on the
average will remain too poor to afford electric amenities in
their homes.”*

USAID and the National Electrification Administration
have spent thousands of dollars on nationwide surveys
which reveal the obvious: Within electric cooperative areas,
the beneficiaries of electrification are better off than the non-
beneficiaries. According to one survey:’s

—— 72 percent of electrified rural housholds have a combined in-
come above $533, which is above the national average house-
hold income;

— 82 percent of household heads have been educated above grade
four;

— 70 percent earn their income from occupations other than farm-
ing:

— 79 percent live in solid housing;
— 69 percent own their own dwelling; and

— 79 percent live closer than two kilometers from a provincial
road.

Clearly, this is not the profile of & tenant-farmer or rural
laborer struggling to survive. It is the profile of a member of
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regions with the threat of a power cut-off in the event of

resistance.'! In the Philippines, areas of significant guerilla
activity, such as Bicol, Samar, and Lanao del Sur, are already
being hooked up to central grids through the Rural Electrifi-
cation program. At this time, however, it appears that electri-
cal power is more valuable to the military than to the rebelli-
ous populations.

For technocrats, especially in a rigidly class-structured
underdeveloped country like the Philippines, nuclear power
is a resource which can be manipulated to gain entry into a
power bloc traditionally dominated by strong political en-
trepreneurs and powerful economic interest groups.

All complex technologies require technological elites to
operate and maintain them. This is at least as true for
nuclear power as it is in the computer or aerospace field,
for example. However, energy is particularly vital to a
nation'’s life, since most other technologies and industries
would be impotent without it and because an increasingly
sizable portion of our social capital will be necessary for
such high technology systems as nuclear power. This
“elite"” therefore exercises, perhaps unconsciously, an
enormous amount of power and influence.!?

AUTHORITARIAN POLITICS

Elites pursuing controlled development tend to support
autharitarian regimes, which establish the " proper” political
climate for economic development. Many have been directly
influenced by the thinking of the neo-conservative develop-
ment theorist Samuel Huntington, who argued in his cele-
brated work, Political Order in Changing Societies, that a
precondition for economic development is the establishment
of strong central political authority. Building authority takes
precedence to the question of representation, which, in Hun-
tington's view, is a luxury for most Third World countries or
a complex, erganic outgrowth of Western political develop-
ment. For Huntington, and Marcos technocrats like O.D.
Corpuz,?* the battle for democratic representation is an ir-
relevant Lockean prejudice and a disturbing variable in
economic development.

Along these lines, the National Power Corporation’s 1973
Power Plan actually predicates the success of electrification
on the existence of the martial-law government:

During the period of martial law, decisions are being made
to move the country forward economically. If these deci-
sions are firmly rooted and well accepted by the majority at
the time elections are once again held, the electrification
program will move forward, and the loads for planning -
will undoubtedly develop and may indeed be exceeded.
On the other band, if martial law is ended prematurely and
the economic decisions are reversed, the load may prove to
be too high.1

In fact, the 1973 decision to go nuclear was made by one
man, Ferdinand Marcos, with the advice of a tiny core of
technocrats. With centralized decision-making, it was easy
for Westinghouse to avoid a rigorous safety review. Further-
more, without public scrutiny and accountability, massive
corruption was inevitable.

THE PEOPLE OF MORONG

Siting was also a centralized decision. The Marcos gov-
ernment did not seek the approval of the people of Morong,
who were going to live in the shadow of the reactor. In the
words of the head of the Philippine Atomic Energy Commis-
sion (PAEC), they were merely “simple folk,”’!5 who presum-
ably lacked the capacity for an informed judgement. The
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PAEC chief in fact, admitted that:

(The NPC), as evidenced by its initial actions, expropria-
tion of private lands without satisfactory relocation mea-
sures and gathering of site data without associated public
information program . . . entertained the belief that, being
a government project and with a crisis government exist-
ing in the country, there is no need to convince the people
about the necessity for the undertaking as there would
hardly be any opposition to it.16

The townspeople first learned of the project during pre-
liminary siting activities.!” Soon after, 36 households — a
total of 184 persons — were uprooted and relocated; their
fields were expropriated under “eminent domain.”’!® The
opposition to these measures was so great that the NPC was
forced to call a “public information” meeting, with military
personnel present ‘“for security purposes.” Intimidated in
such meetings, the townspeople began to gather on their own
to discuss the economic problems and environmental
hazards posed by the plant, at which point the military began
threatening people who spoke out against it.??

Meanwhile, the impact of the reactor construction radiated
beyond those who were immediately displaced. Ricefields
and fish-spawning grounds were filled with sediment
washed down from the construction site. Crops and fruit
trees were bulldozed to widen roads to the site, and grazing
land for cattle and water buffalo were expropriated. Finally,
the NPC imposed restrictions on fishing and sea-food gather-
ing, creating serious hardship in a town economy 80 percent
dependent on fishing.20

A Morong peasant summarizes the villagers’ complaints:

Before, the fishermen used to fish near the shore. Now the
National Power Corporation has driven the fish away be-
cause earth fillings are washed directly to the sea. Parts of
the mountains abundant in fruit trees and other crops are
already levelled off and are now replaced with NPC con-
tractors’ barracks. Since the town is near the plant site, we
might get relocated. If so, where shall we get the livelihood
to support our children? I hope that we will not suffer too
much poverty and sickness in the future because of the
National Power Corporation.?!

The harassment of plant opponents took a turn for the
worse when Philippine Constabulary troops in March 1978,
arrested, tortured, and imprisoned a 23-year-old worker with
Power Contractors, Inc., on unproven charges of being a

Reactor construction has nearly destroyed the ence thriving fishing
industry, source of livelihood for these vendors.
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courier for the New People’s Army and a saboteur.?? When
Ernesto Nazareno reported back to the Constabulary a month
and a half after his release, he disappeared — a victim, it is
now feared, of the regime’s notorious policy of “salvaging.”?
The repression intensified between July and September
1978, when the military conducted raids in Morong and three
barrios:

These were conducted in the early morning hours and the
men were asked to show their residence certificates or
identification cards. ... People feel more coercion and
they notice more ‘‘peddlers” and strangers whom they
suspect as informers.?*

CHICO DAM AND OTHER PARALLELS

The same pattern of imposition — resistance — repression
has marked the activities of the National Power Corporation
elsewhere in the archipelago. One of the best-known exam-
ples is the $385 million Chico River Dam Project in the
Mountain Province. The government planned and initiated
construction of four dams without any input from local
communities. The stakes were high for the people, however,
since the project was going to flood 3419 square kilometers,
displacing from their ancestral lands an estimated 100,000
members of two of the country’s oldest and most famous
cultural minorities, the Bontoc and the Kalinga.?* The project
threatened to submerge one of the most energy-efficient sys-
tems of agriculture — mountain-rice-terracing — and with it
a whole socio-cultural system of communal labor and social
relations.?¢

At Chico River, development planners were willing to
practice cultural genocide to serve an allegedly higher goal,
“national energy needs.” Bishop Francisco Claver, a Bontok
who has emerged as one of the prime critics of martial-law
development programs, poses the conflict:

The final questions as to human development arises then,
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New People's Army cadre engaged in poitical education wit lgofot tribefolk opposing the Chico Dam.

and has to be answered by all: “It is conceivable, the
world-wide need of cheap energy being what it is, that the
Chico River Project can be equated with national survival,
and if so, then the rights — even the life itself — of a small
segment of the population must give way to the more
sovereign rights of the rest of the nation. But can this
equation be made honestly? And is the rest of the nation
willing to be party to the destruction of others of their kind
in order for them to survive? This question must be placed
to the nation at large.?’

In Mindanao, massive new hydroelectric projects also
threaten ethnic minorities with cultural disintegration and
displacement. To tap the hydroelectric potential of the Agus
River in the province of Lanao del Sur, the NPC has exprop-
riated the traditional landholdings of Maranao Moslems, by
applying Western land-title requirements.?® Faced with
flooding and displacement by the construction of a giant dam
at Lake Sebu, in South Cotabato, the T'boli people have
articulated their stake:

This land and these lakes God has given us."We do not
want this land to be destroyed by flood because it is preci-
ous to us. Qur ancestors were born and buried here. We
would rather kill ourselves and our children than witness
the terrible destruction that this dam would bring.?®

The military is evicting a struggling marginal community in
Kolambugan, Cagayan de Oro, to make room for an energy
project — “‘tree planting for fuel” — of the National Electrifi-
cation Administration and the Findlay Miller Lumber Com-
pany.30

With no legal avenues for protest, these threalened
minorities and communities have resorted to extra-legal and
sometimes armed methods of opposing the energy bureauc-
racies. In the Chico area, for instance, the Bontok have
employed both passive resistance — lying in front of
bulldozers — and armed struggle — firing on NPC surveyors



and military men. Many Igorot and Bountok have now joined
the New People’s Army (NPA), the nationwide guerrilla
force.?! In Suguiaran, Lanao del Sur, “it is no coincidence
that eleven NPC employees and an unspecified number of
soldiers have been killed in ambushes of vehicles and straf-
ings of living quarters.’'3?

Faced with such resistance, government repression has
increased. Construction sites and the surrounding areas have
become virtual military camps. Resistance in the Chico Dam
area became so widespread that President Marcos issued a
special Letter of Instruction (LOI1 220) threatening to arrest
anyone who “interferes, prevents, obstructs or hinders” the
activities of the NPC. No less than a full battalion of troops
have been stationed among the Kalingas, and over one
hundred opponents have been detained at the army provin-
cial headquarters.?? In Morong, Bataan, unrest became so
severe that two companies of Constabulary troops are now
reportedly stationed in the town.3* And in Lanao, the close
relationship between the NPC and the army has become
symbolic of the social relationship between dictatorship and
technocratic development:

Beside the NPC office building stands ‘‘Matatag” (29th
Infantry Battalion) headquarters behind its sandbag bun-
kers. Its soldiers man checkpoints at each entrance and
strategic crossing on the site, as well as patrol the perime-
ter and "maintain security”’ in the Saguiaran area.’s

After six years of top-down *“‘development,”’ the mystique
of “the good of the national majority’’ — used to justify all
forms of local socioeconomic disruption — has worn thin.

29

Ele
the

First Quarter, 1979

ctricity from Morong, people now realize, will not service
ir province but will go torun multinational-owned indus-

tries at the nearby Bataan Export Processing Zone. The reac-
tor, if completed, will service the needs of the wealthier
classes concentrated in Manila. The Igorots in the Chico area
have resisted tenaciously, because they have understood the
false equation of the “‘national good’’ with the electricity and
water needs of private-interests: foreign mining firms operat-

ing

in the area; a huge logging, sawmill, and papermill com-

plex being set up near the dam area by Herminio Disini, the
same Marcos relative who figured in the corruption in the

We
the

stinghouse deal;and the 22,000 hectares of land owned by
president himself in the adjoining Cagayan Valley.*¢

Indeed, some technocrats who, years ago, started out with

hig

h, if misguided ideals, on the path of centralized, dirigiste

development have begun to confront the reality that this

pat

tern of growth has not contributed to the development

capacities of a benign elite but to the growing concentration

of

political and economic power in a self-serving clique.

Horacio Morales, formerly one of the top technocrats of the

reg

ime, upon going underground and defecting to the oppos-

ition National Democratic Front, cut through the develop-
ment rthetoric:

(The Marcas regime is) a government serving the interests
of the few. Fhis illegitimate government was imposed on
the people by Marcos and his clique of big landlords and
big capitalists to promote their selfish interests and not to
serve our people. They have used every ruse, deception,
and trick to amass riches for themselves. The wealth of this
clique is now well known.??
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Native Americans

Nuclear power brings few benefits and many costs to Na-
tive Americans. Even the “least valuable land” onto which
the Indian nations were thrust is now in demand for reactor
siting, transmission lines and waste disposal. Fifteen Indian
bands opposed Sundesert nuclear reactor in California. Vin-
cent Ibanez, Chairperson of the Morongo Band said to the
Sundesert hearings:

The Pachanga Band is extremely concerned about the ef-
fect that the entire Sundesert Project will have on ar-
chaeological sites throughout Southern California. All
these lands are sacred to us because they were our ancest-
ral homelands. ... There are also burial sites scattered
throughout the area which are sacred to us and should not
be disturbed according to our religion. We do not believe
that San Diego Gas and Electric is aware of the importance
of our people in the history of this land. We have lived here
for more than 20,000 years and our conservation practices
preserved this land ‘til the time of the White Man.*

URANIUM MINING

The most direct conflict, however, is over uranium mining.
Indian people, both collectively as nations and as individu-
als, own and control a suhstantial proportion of all U.S.
uranium deposits.* The Grants Uranium Belt of northwest
New Mexico, which encompasses the lands of Navajo and
Pueblo Indian peoples, is the area of the most intense
uranium mining and milling activity in the U.S.:

The Indian people have, more than any other group, felt
the impact of the new search for uranium spurred by the
growth of the nuclear power industry. In this uranium-rich
region, over half of the uranium leases are on Indian land.

Thirteen companies account for all such leases, including
powerful energy companies like Atlantic Richfield, Conti-
nental Qil, Exxon, United Nuclear, Kerr-McGee and others.?

Uranium mining, by any standard, is a massive and dirty
activity. The uranium mines leave hundreds of millions of
tons of unwanted tailings which emit the radioactive gas,

* A wide discrepancy exists in estimales of Indian-owned vranium in the U.5., with claims
as high as 55 percent {Council of Energy Resource Tribes — Mineral Inventory on Indiao
Land). Winona La Duke asserts that Indians own 80 percent of the uranium in North
America (Akwesasne Notes, vol. 11, no. 1. However, since reserves are rarely defined,
these claims are meaningless. The U.5. Department of Energy —relying on proprietary and
confidential corporate data — estimates thal Indian reserves at $15/lb. forward cost
amounted to 13 percent of total U.S. reserves (370,000 tons of vellowcake) in 1977 and 11
percent al $30/lb. forward costs. (E. Grutt, U.S. ERDA, letier to Amiericans for indian
Opportunity, June 17, 1977); and New Mexico Energy and Minerals Department, “An
Overview of the New Mexico Uranium Indusfry,” January, 1979, p. 20). The AEC estimated
in 1975 ‘that Indians held 16 percent of cheap uranium reserves -— $8/1b. forward cost.
(Federal Trade Commission, *Staff Report on Mineral Leasing on Indian Lands,” Bureau of
Competition, 1975, p. 9). Probably only the big energy companies know the actual figures.

Where the uranium slag has been
dumped
Children wade in the water,
But break out in sores.
—Navajo Haiku

Uranium Tailings Dump, New Mexico



Navajo Widows of Kerr McGee Miners, New Mexico

radon. Paul Robinson at the Southwest Research and Infor-
mation Center writes:

The dose from this radon source to populations at Papuate
and Laguna has yet to be calculated. The State of New
Mexico is only now beginning to gather radon concentra-
tion data after 26 years of open pit mining. The Federal
Government has no monitoring plans; neither does the
Laguna Pueblo. Thus, the impacts of open pit mining of
uranium have been left unassessed and uncontrolled.?

Whole communities suffer from the uranium mining and
milling. At Paguate village at Laguna, which the giant
Jackpile Open-Cut Mine threatens to engulf altogether, a
100-million ton pile of uranium tailings blows radicactive
dust everywhere.

Laguna Councilman Frank Aragon says:

You don't know what it’s going to do to our health, espe-
cially to our kids and babies later on. It will soon be March
and wind will really start blowing. People here dry their
meat outside and dust settles on it. The uranium gets into
our lungs and the food and our people.*

When the companies have finished mining, they leave the
mess behind. Four piles of uranium mine tailings on the
Navajo reservation, which the Energy Research and De-
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velopment Administration (ERDA) concluded threatened
public health, were abandoned in the 1960’s.5 The Navajo
Nation's cumulative royalties on the production equalled
less than $1 million, but stabilization of the wastes will cost
up to $21 million. The companies assume no responsibility;
it has been left to the Navajos.®

Uranium mining also pollutes surface and underground
water supplies for Indian domestic and livestock use with
heavy metals and radioactive radium. In 1975, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) found that the United Nuc-
lear Homestake Partners’ uranium mill had polluted down-
gradient water to 340 times the recommended maximum
selenium concentration in drinking water.” Water collected
from one of the mobile homes supplied by the company’s
mine water supply systems contained selenium and radium
levels grossly exceeding health standards. R. Kauffman re-

o

- |
No one has come around to tell us about the effects of

uranium mining and milling — there was just this
one man that came around, but he had a hard time
talking Navajo so we really didn’t understand him.
Eleanor Arviso

Dalton Pass Navajo Chapter

April 9, 1978 J
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ports that the Church Rock minewater threatens potable
water around Puerco River and possibly the Gallup munici-
pal supply.® EPA itself concluded:

Company-sponsored - groundwater monitoring programs
range from the inadequate to the non-existent. . .. Com-
pared to the multi-million dollar uranium industry, pro-
ducing multi-billion liters of toxic effluents, the ground-
water sampling or monitoring programs represent mini-
mal efforts in terms of network design, implementation
and level of investment.®

According to the EPA, New Mexico and federal reports are
incomplete and disorganized. There has been essentially no
review, in any critical sense, of company operations with
respect to groundwater contamination. The uranium mining
and milling industry has not been pressed to monitor and
protect groundwater resources.!®

LUNG CANCER VICTIMS

At Laguna Pueblo, one in ten tribal persons work in the
mine, and one in four in the workforce is or has been a
uranium miner. One study of Navajo miners at the Kerr-
McGee mine at Cove showed that 18 out of 100 had already
died of radon-induced lung cancer and 21 others have de-
veloped malignancies. Unfortunately, this is not an isolated
pattern.it

Since 1971, when cancers started to appear, the affected
Navajo communities have demanded compensation, includ-
ing proper mine closure, refuse stabilization, and just com-
pensation to disabled and dying workers and to heirs of those
already dead.1? Kerr-McGee refuses liability and has never
replied to the people’s request. Dr. Husson, from Shiprock
Hospital, says:

The thing that really makes it bad is that the guys that were
ambitious and went out there and got those jobs are paying
for it now. Seems like there’s no justice anywhere. You
work for the White Man and what do you get? Cancer.!?

Although the U.S. Public Health Service warned State
Health officials about radiation hazards as early as 1950, no
action was taken. Up to 1967, an interlocking network of
federal agencies were responsible for mining and radiation
jurisdiction, but none had jurisdiction over implementation
of health standards in the mines. The 1967 Metal and Non-
Metal Safety Act gave authority for all uranium mine regula-
tion to the Bureau of Mines; a mandatory federal radiation
standard, however, was not enforced until 1971.%

The New Mexico State Labor Board has rejected the com-

Illegal Water Pollution At Gulf Oil Mine Site, Mt. Taylor

There's no question this is a white man’s job. The Navajos
sat on these uranium deposits for a thousand years and
didn’t do anything with them. Uranium has always been
here and the Indian has been here for a thousand years
and nothing happened till twenty years ago.
A mine official
cited in LJ. Gibson (ed.), That's the Kind of People
They Are — The Uranium Belt of Northwestern New
Mexico as Seen Through the Eyes of the People Who
Live There, Working Paper No. 44, San Juan Basin
Regional Uranium Study, Box 1590, Albuquerque,
New Mexico, 87103, 1979, p. 18.

pensation claims of Navajo widows. One woman, Betty Yaz-
zie, lost two husbands to radon-induced lung cancer.!s Her
remaining avenue for compensation is to file suit against the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, for acting on behalf of the uranium
industry instead of fulfilling its trust responsibility to protect
Indian interests. In part because they have no guarantee of
compensation, many miners are reluctant to undergo medi-
cal examinations which might jeopardize their employ-
ment.'® Delayed diagnosis, of course, means a reduced
chance of successful treatment.

INDIANS FIGHT BACK

“There are many Navajo and Pueblo people in the Grants
Mineral Belt,” states the National Indian Youth Council,
“who consider the uranium mining activity on Mount Taylor
a violent act of sacrilege and desecration visited upon a
sacred shrine.”'” Gulf Oil is currently drilling two 3300-
foot-deep mine shafts into this sacred mountain, which has
become a rallying point for Indians and non-Indians alike. A
regional council, representative of the Pueblo and Navajo
peoples in the Grants area and including major Indian or-
ganizations, formed to organize a three-day protest against
uranium mining near Mt. Taylor on April 28-30, 1979. Local
alliances with Chicano and anti-nuclear forces were ex-
panded in an effort to focus national and international atten-
tion on the front-end of the nuclear power and weapons
fuel-cycle.

Grassroots opposition to uranium mining is also growing
in South Dakota, where exploration activity in the Black Hills
is already underway. The Black Hills Alliance, a coalition of
Indians, environmentalists, ranchers and anti-nuclear ac-
tivists, called a national conference in Rapid City in late
March, 1979. They drew up plans for legal, educational and
political actions to prevent the mining of uranium, as well as
coal and taconite, in the traditionally sacred Black Hills.

Opponents of uranium mining, in both South Dakota and
New Mexico, bave started an international educational cam-
paign. Recognizing that the transnational character of the
nuclear industry necessitates internationally-linked resis-
tance, they are building ties with anti-uraniun movements in
Australia, Namibia, and Canada. In all these countries, indi-
genous peoples, whose continued existence as individuals
and as cultures is at stake, form the core of the resistance. But
increasingly, non-Aboriginal people of the land, as well as
the general public, are joining to demand alternatives to the
nuclear path. The Cameron Navajos say:

Uranium is a deadly poison whose extraction can only lead
to further sickness among the people and destruction of
the land. . . . {The community) has resolved to undertake
intensive food and forage production as an explicit alter-
native to allowing the uranium mines to re-open. Alfalfa
and corn sustain life, and the benefits of fertile soil and




flourishing rangelands extend far beyond the present gen-
eration. '8

SOVEREIGNTY — AN ANTIDOTE TO GENOCIDE

Native American lands in North America are rich not only
in uranium but in coal and oil. Many Indians fear that the
massive escalation of mining called for by President Carter’s
“Project Independence’” will cause the destruction of their
total lanid base within 25-35 years. Such devastation amounts
to cultural genocide since, as one activist put it, “An Indian
without land is not an Indian.”

While the American Indian Movement (AIM) has resisted
federal and corporate encroachment on Native lands since
1968, it was not until recently that Indians understood that
the demand for energy resources was its primary cause. In-
deed, it now appears that the internationally known case of
Leonard Peltier, an AIM activist tried and convicted of the
murder of two FBI agents on the Pine Ridge Reservation in
1975, is linked to uranium. On the same day that a shoot-out
between FBI forces and an Indian spiritual camp occurred,
one-eighth of the Pine Ridge Reservation was signed away to

1t was a very happy thing that happened two or three
vears ago when the non-Indian people saw it was
necessary to ally with our Indian people, Santo
Domingo. We joined forces and we battled against
the Occidental (Corp.) This is a very good coalition
because the non-Indian citizens within the area
couldn’t do anything on their own without the help of
us and we couldn’t succeed without the help of them.
So it's a good alliance and we should maintain that
momentum. We got to make a united front against
those corporations. We're not afraid of anybody. I
think we know the strategies so we can whip them.
With knowledge and faith and trust, you can go a
long way.”
Ernest Lavato
Spokesperson
Santo Domingo Pueblo
September 23, 1978
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Only since Watergate and since Harrisburg has the
rest of the non-Indian general public begun to ques-
tion the motives of the Federal Government and the
multinational energy corporations. Only recently
have white ranchers, white farmers really begun to
feel like Indians — with their rights trampled on,
with their lives and their land in clear and present
danger. . .. We need to come together, because our
interests are congruent.
John Redhouse
American Indian Environmental Council
April 1, 1979

-l

the U.S. Government. In late 1978, investigations revealed
that the land in question — the Sheep Mountain Bomber
Range — is being intensively explored for uranium.

Energy corporations gain access to reservation land by
signing leases with tribal councils, without the consent or
often even the knowledge of local Indian people. The coun-
cils are administered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)
under the U.S. Department of Interior, which has final juris-
diction over council decisions.

The Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, established the
tribal council structure. It imposed a model of tribal gover-
narice patterned after the U.S. government — an elected tribal
chairman, a tribal constitution, etc. — facilitating the exploi-
tation of Indian lands by outsiders.® Historically, howerver,
Indian nations governed themselves by consensus. Many
Indians consider the council structure alien and do not vote
or participate in their '‘government’’ in any way.

AIM and other activists see sovereignty as the cornerstone
of their resistance to uranium mining. ‘‘The issue is one of
control,” says Paul Smith of the International Indian Treaty
Council. “Uranium should not be mined at all. But BIA-
controlled solar technology would still mean that we are
colonized and exploited.”

Indigenous peoples, who see themselves as sovereign na-
tions, are fighting more than resource development and for
more than a voice in the political system. Their struggle for
self-determination is essentially a fight for their survival as a
people.2®

—
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Australion Uranium Connection

In Australia, Aboriginal lands cortain about 80 percent of
the world's cheap, uncommitted uranium. The Aboriginal
people consider uranium mining a threat to their existence as
a society, so they are fighting plans by the Australian gov-
ernment and multinational mining companies to develop
their lands. The conflict is particularly sharp in a 140-
kilometer long strip in the Northern Territory called
“Uranium Province,” home to 800 people plus numerous
non-resident traditional owners. Within this small area,
Getty Oil (U.S.) and Pancontinental (Canada) are poised for
intensive mining at Jabiluka; Queensland Mines (Japan) at
Nabarlek; Exxon (U.S.) and Urangesellschaft (W. Germany) at
Yeelirrie.!

LAND RIGHTS VS. MINERAL RIGHTS

Australian law separates landownership from the right to
exploit minerals found in the land, which belongs to the
Crown. However, the landowner’s degree of control over
mining remains ambiguous. As uranium companies invaded
their traditional lands, the Aborigines, through the official
Northern Lands Council, have struggled to gain control over
mineral exploitation or at least a veto over government and
company plans. To eliminate the legal ambiguities stalling
mining operations, the Liberal-Country Party Coalition
steered through the Australian Parliament the now historic
Land Rights Act of 1976, which ... ensured that the
Aborigines had no power of veto at all over practically all the
major mining, oil and gas ventures on land claimed (or which
will be) by Aborigines in the Territory.”’? Though it gave
Aborigines the trappings of ownership and control,
about all the Aboriginal Land nghts Act of 1976 will do for
Aborigines so far as uranium is concerned is to guarantee
them compensation — monetary compensation, of course.’"

CULTURAL GENOCIDE
Though presently expressed in a legal struggle between

land rights and mineral rights, the issue boils down to a
fundamental conflict between the capitalist imperative of the

nuclear industry and the survival of aboriginal society. This
conflict, moreover, takes place in the historical context of the
190 years of white colonization and domination of Au-
stralia’s Aborigines.*

Numbering 300,000 at the advent of colonization in 1788,
Australia’s Aborigines have been reduced to 160,000 people
of Aboriginal descent. White settlers have occupied most of
the fertile parts of the country, pushing Aborigines back into
what were initially perceived to be the least desirable sec-
tions of the continent, like the Northern Territory. With the
discovery of valuable mineral deposits in these lands, how-
ever, the Aborigines again became the victims of encroach-
ment, with the predators this time being multinational cor-
porations instead of settlers and sheepfarmers.

The battle-lines are clear. The Fox Commission (Ranger
Inquiry), a liberal-dominated body designated by the gov-
ernment to come up with conclusive recommendations on
the issue of land rights and mineral rights, reported:

The Aborigines do not have confidence that their own
view will prevail; they feel that uranium mining develop-
ment is almost certain to take place at Jabiru, if not
elsewhere in the region as well. They feel that having got
so far the white man is not likely to stop. .. Having in
mind, in particular, the importance to the Aboriginal
people of their right of self-determination, it is not in the
circumstances possible for us to say that the development
would be beneficial to them.5

But the Commission nonetheless concluded:

There can be no compromise with the Aboriginal position;
either it is treated as conclusive or set aside. We are a
tribunal of white men and any attempt on our part to start
what is a reasonable accommodation of the various claims
and interests can be regarded as white men’s arrogance or
paternalism. Nevertheless, this is the task we have been
set. We hope; and have reason to believe, that the perfor-
mance of our task will not be seen by Aboriginal people in
aracial light at all. That our values are different is not to be
denied, but we have nevertheless striven to understand as
well as can be done their values and their viewpoint. We
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have given careful attention to all that has been put before
us hy them or on their behalf. In the end, we form the
conclusion that their opposition must not be allowed to

prevail.®

Although uranium mining would not strip the Aboriginal
people of their property rights outright, it would disrupt their
tie to the land, which lies at the very basis of Aboriginal
society. Aborigines, who came to Australia more than 40,000
years ago, live in close harmony with their natural environ-
ment. Land is sacred, sustaining the group not only phsyi-
cally, but spiritually as well. ““She (the Earth) is the source of
our true beings, our soul and life,” one Aboriginal represen-
tative asserted eloquently at the Ranger Inquiry in 1976.
“From her we have our traditional dreaming places, our most
sacred areas and the keeping places of our lore.””” Or as
Galarrwuy Yunupingu, spokesperson of the Northern Lands

Council, puts it:

The land is my back-bone. I only stand straight, happy,
proud and not ashamed about my colour because 1 still
have land. The land is the art. [ can paint, dance, create and
sing as my ancestors did before me. My people recorded
these things about the land this way, so that and all others
like me may do the same. .. ?

The communally owned land is not a commodity which
can be alienated, bought, sold, or leased. Thus, the monetary
compensation offered by the government and the companies
is entirely inadequate. “'It is only when we lose our land and
our culture,” asserted Silas Roberts, another member of the
Northern Lands Council, “that we have a greater need for
money.’"?

The conflict between the corporate culture, which consid-
ers objects only as commodities, and Aboriginal culture,
which values particular objects in themselves and sees them
as part of the essence of human existence, is painfully evident
at the three major mining sites: Ranger, Nabarlek, and

Jabiluka.
RANGER: DESECRATION AND DISASTER

The Ranger Project Area, covering B3 square kilometers
and estimated to have a lifetime of 30 years, borders on the
sacred dreaming places of the Aborigines on the face of
Mount Brockman. The sites are the Djidbidjidbi, a sacred
presence in the form of a big quartzite boulder on the rubble
slopes; and Dadbe, the Rainbow Snake, a deep rock hole with
permanent water on which blue water lilies float. It is said
that if Dadbe or Djidbidjidbi is desecrated, the whole country
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will be wiped out.

Possible damage to these sites by blasting at the mining site
close by (confirmed by the official Ranger Inquiry),'® has
been a major cause of Aboriginal opposition to the project. In
addition, Aborigines have been alarmed by a number of en-
vironmental hazards which the official investigation con-
firmed: contaminated water from the mines seeping into the
regional Magela drainage system; air pollution caused by the
emission of sulphur dioxide; and radioactive releases of yel-
lowcake dust, radon, and dissolved radium.!!

The government has relentlessly pushed for a mining ag-
reement despite Aboriginal resistance and the questions
raised by scientific assessments of the impact of the project
on the habitat. Its latest attempt to circumvent community
opposition came at a surprise signing it staged in early
November, 1978, after which the government trumpeted that
it had bagged the ‘‘historic’ Ranger mining agreement, in
spite of the fact that only four of forty traditional landholders
were present to initial the document. The “agreement’’ had
the Aborigines losing on almaost all counts. Royalty pay-
ments, for instance, were stipulated at a low 4.5 percent,
instead of the 10 to 15 percent which the Council had de-
manded in the event the project was unstoppable. Though
the remaining landholders were outraged over the govern-
ment’'s haste and deception, it is likely that the mining will
occur as planned.!?

RESISTANCE AT NABARLEK

In Oenpelli, the Aborigines have confronted Queensland
Mines, which has, through prospecting, already disturbed
the sacred sites of Gabo Gjang, which are of major religious
significance:

At Gabo Djang, the Aboriginals believe that the one-
centimeter-long insects that give the site its name are de-
cendents of the Great Green Ant. They revere the great ant
as one of the beings that established all the patterns of
human life. They also believe that if the hallowed ground
is desecrated the green ants will turn into monsters that
will ravage the world. If the proposal to mine the uranium
goes ahead the Aboriginals’ fear of an ensuing catastrophe
would well be justified.1?

The Oenpelli Council made clear that uranium mining
meant cultural genocide:

If Oenpelli had the power to make the final decision, it
would oppose mining. During Council discussion, the
Chairman (Mr. S. Maralngurra) stated, ‘‘balanda (white
men) push, push, push — soon pubs everywhere and they

%} . ; g} ooy

Mt. Brockman Sacred Site

will kill the race. Look at the Larrykeahs — Darwin is their
country and they are living on the tip.”"1

The mining company reacted in the same way that U.S.
companies have to Native American opposition -—— by invok-
ing ‘““equal rights to land’’ and claiming “‘reverse discrimina-
tion.”” A newspaper advertisement taken out by Queensland
Mines could well be mistaken for one by Anglo mining in-
terests in Arizona:

50,000 Australians (Queensland Mines Shareholders) de-
mand equality with Aborigines. The uranium cannot be
mined because a small group of Aborigines now say they
don’t want it mined.'$

It appears now that at Nabarlek, as at Ranger, the govern-
ment will be able to force the aborigines to allow the min-
ing.16

JABILUKA: LAST STAND?

Perhaps the biggest confrontation developing between the
government and mining interests, on the one hand, and the
Aborigines, on the other, is that over Jabiluka. The mining
project, which is the biggest mine proposed on Abariginal
land, is a 65-35 joint venture of Pancontinental Mining Lts.
(Canada) and Getty Oil (U.S.). The companies propose to
construct a 2.5 square kilometer permanent dump for 520
million tons of radioactive uranium waste. Even the govern-
ment has criticized the company’s design for this dump as
inadequate to prevent seepage of contaminated water into the



region’s natural drainage system.’

The Environmental Impact Statement prepared by Pancon-
tinental provides a classic example of the wide gulf that
separates capitalist from Aboriginal interests. In the first
place, the report was prepared without any consultation of
the Northern Lands Council or the traditional owners. It
stated:

Until the recent renewal of interest in the region due to the
discovery of uranium there were virtually no social or
community facilities or amenities in the region beyond
those of the Oenpelli Mission.!®

To this classic expression of ethnocentrism, the Aborigines
replied thatthey . . . have a special attachment to the land of
the region and from their point of view the land is possessed
of a complete range of community facilities and amenities.”'1?

The Northern Lands Council is totally opposed to the pro-
ject. It has developed a united front, encompassing labor and
environnental groups, to negotiate with the companies and
the government on the basis of strict adherence to the Ranger
Inquiry's recommendations for environmental protection
and sequential mining. In response, the Fraser Government
has passed new repressive legislation indicating its determi-
nation to smash any opposition — black or white. Under the
Land Rights Act, which forces Aborigines to negotiate with
the companies, the Government can circumvent Aboriginal
opposition by appointing an independent arbitrator to “act
on behalf of”’" Aborigines. Wielding this whip, the Govern-
ment permitted Pancontinental to proceed with test drilling
at the Jabiluka site in mid-1978.

The Aborigines of Uranium Province may choose to make
their final stand at Jabiluka. This determination, carrying
with it implied threats of extra-legal action, was expressed by
the NLC spokesperson Galarrawuy Yunupingu: “Those areas
are sacred to us. We won't let the government mine them.’2°

The Northern Lands Council clearly summarizes the di-
lemma minorities face everywhere:

The economic dependence of Aboriginal people in the
region is directly proportional to the degree to which they
are prevented from using their land. They are prevented
from using their land by the intrusion onto it of technically
powerful, non-Aboriginal forces. Economic indepen-
dence, of the type supposedly to be made available by the
(Pancontinental) project, is really cultural enslavement to
the Aboriginals. Aboriginal people are not yet corrupted
by the lure of commercial blandishments offering an ever-
increasing variety of emptiness. They have the land and its
areas, its fish, fowl, and animals; all of them unpolluted,
unpackaged and always available — at least up till now.?!
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Oenpelli Children

Nevertheless, the aborigines are prepared for generations
of resistance. Frank Gunnunga, an elder of the Oenpelli
Community said:

Oh, we’ll stop it all right. Don’t worry, because I can push
and push and push and push and push before [ die. And
when I die, | got my youngsters to push and push, 1 got my
six children, three boys and three girls, they can push and
push. And when they die, when my kids die, we got my
grandchildren to push and push.2??
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Rad-Was
in the

By building reactors before the problem of spent-fuel dis-
posal is solved, the Philippines, Taiwan, Japan, and other
nations of the Pacific are creating a radioactive time bomb.
When nuclear fuel is spent, it must be either stored, or repro-
cessed and disposed. In either case, it is necessary to develop
sites where radioactive wastes can be isolated from the
natural environment for a period of at least 250,000 years,
after which radioactive decay will be negligible. The U.S.
itself has not yet established a satisfactory permanent nuclear
waste dump, and the problems are even greater in Asia.
Because of the population densities and geologic risks, no
East Asian nation wishes to locate a reprocessing or dump
site within its boundaries. The most likely spots are in the
Pacific, either on an island controlled by the U.S. or in the
sea-bed itself.

REPROCESSING

Reprocessing separates spent nuclear fuel into two
streams: plutonium and unfissioned uranium, which can be
recycled as fuel; and radioactive waste. Asian nuclear officials
hope to set up a reprocessing plant to serve the region. David
Chu, of the Taiwan Power Company, states:

Spent-fuel reprocessing, a necessary link in the tuel cycle
for nuclear power generation, is presently missing. This
problem is now being confronted by all (Asian Countries
with) nuclear power development commitments. The log-
ical solution appears to be establishment of a regional
reprocessing plant through international cooperation
among the Asian countries and (the U.S.).!

Takao Nakajima reports:

{Japan) has been keenly concerned with this matter. In fact,
the private industrial circles, who have been studying this
problem among themselves, already have indicated their
intention to participate in an international spent-fuel re-
processing plant, should such a project materialize.?

In explaining its own reactor, the Philippine National Power
Corporation tells the Philippine public that reprocessing is
already arranged:

After two or four years, the uranium fuel is spent and this is
replaced. This spent fuel is removed from the reactor and
sent to the U.S. for reprocessing. After reprocessing, the
plutonium and uranium and the waste are returned to the
Philippines. The uranium is used as fuel and the waste will
be contained in thick concrete which will be buried deeply
in a special place selected by the government.3

In fact, the Philippines has no provision for disposal or stor-
age other than the reactor itself, which can handle thirty
years of accumulated spent-fuel rods and 2% years of low-
level wastes.

Furthermore, the U.S. opposes fuel reprocessing, ostensi-
bly because it increases the risk of undesirable parties and
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governments obtaining fissionable materials to construct
nuclear weapons. At any rate, regional reprocessing would
diminish American control over nuclear materials, regard-
less of use. In April, 1977, the Carter adiministration halted
domestic nuclear reprocessing and established the policy of
storing spent fuel as is. Because the original fuel sale con-
tracts give the U.S. control over the disposition of spent fuel.,
the U.S. can require East Asian countries to follow that U.S.
policy. Japan has been shipping spent fuel to Britain and
France for reprocessing, but it is likely that the U.S. will veto
such shipments in the future.

SITES

Because reprocessing necessitates storage of both spent-
fuel and low-level wastes, the site requirements for reproces-
sing and direct dumping are similar.* Although the
technologies for safe, long-term waste storage have not been
developed, it is clear that any potential dump site must be
situated away from concentrations of population and away
from unstable geologic formations. Librado Ibe, head of the
Philippine Atomic Energy Commission, assessed the prob-
lem more honestly than the NPC:

There is no known stable salt rock formation in any of the
islands. For this reason, our hopes for the long-term stor-
age and ultimate disposal of nuclear wastes will be on the
establishment of an international waste burial site.’

As one U.S. senior arms control official stated, ‘‘Lots of
people (in Washington) have world maps pinned to their
walls trying to identify sites.”’® In the non-Communist West
Pacific, Australia is the most logical spot, because of its size
and population density, but Australia is currently opposed to
building a major nuclear dump. To U.S. policy-makers, how-
ever, Australia “'still looms large every time we talk about
these questions. Any news that Australia might change its
position is very encouraging."’”

Senator Edward Kennedy, among others, proposes a site in
Micronesia, the UJ.S. Trust Territory in the Pacific. In early
1978, he told a Japanese audience that the U.S. and Japan
should establish spent-fuel storage there.® Taiwan's David
Chu proposed Guam or the Northern Marianas, part of that
Trust Territory, for a multinational fuel reprocessing center:

In principle, the regional plant should be established in
the Western Pacific Region. One or more small islands that
are quite isolated from major population centers and be-
long to American territory might be the right choice for the
plant site. . . . The use of American land as the plant site
will doubly assure the effectiveness of safeguards inspec-
tion and prevention of diversion of the sensitive nuclear
materials. If no American territory in the Western Pacific
Region is suitable for the intended purpose, the alternative
could be some island purchased by the regional members
and entrusted to American administration.?




Japanese sources have also mentioned Micronesia. In June,
1978, Mainichi Daily News reported, “The U.S. has asked
Japan to take a strong initiative to construct a nuclear fuel
center in the Pacific region. . .. The Marshall Islands and
Caroline Islands are likely to be the location.”’1® More re-
cently, the Japan Economic Journal disclosed:

It was revealed on March 15 that the U.S. Department of
State asked the Japanese government to cooperate in a plan
to build an international spent nuclear fuel storage center

on Wake Island. . . . It was asked that Japan cocperate not
only in surveying and building the center, but also in its
future operations. . .. Wake Island is an important U.S.

strategic outpost in the Pacific. Since most of the popula-
tion are U.S. military personnel, the island is considered as
one of the best places to store spent fuel safely, preventing
“nuclear hijacking.''1?

More important, there are not many civilians around to ob-
ject, and Wake is a directly controlled U.S. territory, not part
of the Trust Territory. It should take more than a year to
survey the Wake Island site and its capability for storing the
projected wastes from Pacific Rim nuclear reactors.!?
Pacific Islanders are better organized than they were when
the U.S. dropped the first H-bomb on Bikini Atoll in the
Marshall islands. They are likely to resist nuclear dumping in
the region. Whether they are successful will depend both on
the support they get from more populous regions and on the
magnitude of the nuclear waste needing storage.

Rural Palau
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The mid-plate/mid-gyre great circular current of the major

oceanic basins are the most stable and perhaps otherwise

useless regions on earth. . . . The central North Pacific —

the largest mid-plate/mid-gyre region in the world — is

one suitable and convenient area for the initiation of sea-
bed disposal studies.

—from W. Bishop and C. Hollister,

“Seabed Disposal — Where to Look,”

Nuclear Technology, December, 1974

UNDERSEA DISPOSAL?

Should the disposal of nuclear wastes on land prove politi-
cally impossible, segments of the “nuclear community’ ap-
pear prepared to establish dumps beneath the oceans:

The potential advantages of seabed disposal include re-
moteness from current human activities, the potentially
high isolation capability of ocean sediments, the high heat
sink capability of the ocean, the large areas available, and
the possibility of avoiding the problems of finding and
gaining access to adequate terrestrial disposal sites.1?

The U.S. is considering seabed disposal for its own radioac-
tive wastes:

It is possible, even with reasonable technical assurances
that repositories in the United States would be safe, that
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Engineering Concepts for Seabed Radioactive Disposal

the public will prefer that the wastes be kept outside the
country. This feeling may well be exaggerated by the
“don't put it in my backyard” kind of politics that we are
already familiar with.14

Sub-seabed disposal has been intensively investigated
since 1973.% The technology involves placing canisters of
nuclear rad-waste in sediments of rock at depths of 18,000
feet, where they must remain isolated for over a million years
because of slow decay rate and high levels of radioactivity,1¢
Early in the studies, it was determined that the advantages of
this method of disposal included:

Distance from habitation; depth of water; constant condi-
tions (temporally and geographically); geologic stability
(seismic and sediments); predictability (lack of cataclys-
mic events); sparse biology; large disperal medium (as a
last resort).1?

Still, many environmental and engineering aspects remain

unsolved. And, if the technology fails, the ““last resort’’ may
become a devastating reality. “Radionuclides in solution in
the deep ocean . . . might be expected to reach the sea surface
in 3000 years or less.”’ 18

TIME IS SHORT

Each new reactor intensifies the waste storage and disposal
problem. The Japanese have determined that they have to
know by 1985 where their spent fuel will be disposed, since
they have limited storage. If the U.S. forces the Japanese to
forego reprocessing, the need for storage will increase.

As the magnitude of radioactive waste mounts, the pres-
sure to dump it someplace will increase correspondingly.
Pacific Islanders and others near potential disposal sites rec-
ognize that once a disposal site is used, it is contaminated.
Because the safest solution to radioactive waste is to prevent
additional reactors from producing it, the peoples of the
Pacific find themselves in a natural alliance with the peas-
ants of Morong and nuclear critics around the world.
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People develop, not things. Energy use must be evaluated
as a means of achieving human goals, rather than as an end in
itself. Because values differ, there is no single ““develop-
ment”’ path, along which all societies travel and ultimately
converge. There are, however, some material and economic
requirements shared by all cultures. One of these is the
availability of adequate energy to sustain society.

Differing forms of energy are appropriate for different
ends. One must distinguish between the means (such as
energy) and the ends (not including energy), or the energy
forms may be used to realize the wrong objectives. This is the
case in the Philippines, where centralized electrification
supports economic, political, and social oppression.

Energy technologies provide the means for people to work
by converting high-grade fuels and other sources into
lower-grade energy forms and, ultimately, into heat. Each
source — be it dung, coal, wood, food, or electricity — pro-
vides energy of a different quality, appropriate for specific
tasks.! Electricity is an efficient way to power some tools (e.g.
to drill holes in steel) and is necessary for some activities (e.g.
telecommunications). However, electricity is generally an
inefficient way to provide thermal energy, especially for
cooking, which predominates in the energy budget of the
poor. The qualitative relationship between the type of energy
(electrical, mechanical, chemical, thermal, nuclear) and the
nature of the work task requiring energy conversion is an
important consideration generally neglected in energy in-
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vestment decisions.

Because the rich and the poor, or the politically strong and
weak, have different needs and aspirations, they demand
divergent energy policies and technolegies, In the Third
World, the rich need oil for private cars; the poor need oil for
public transit. The rich need electricity for air conditioners,
stoves, refrigerators, TVs, vacuum cleaners, etc.; the poor
need electricity for one or two 40-watt light bulbs.

Social conflict over energy would be unnecessary if energy
investment resources were unlimited. Then, one could sim-
ply follow Philippine ‘‘First Lady”” Imelda Marcos’ dictum,
“There are no longer any priorities. Everything is a prior-
ity.”’2 In the real world, however, priorities are ranked
through the exercise of political and economic power by
opposing classes. Energy policy, therefore, is necessarily
value-laden, whether or not the values are explicit.

The provision of more electricity may, depending upon the
circumstances:

1) improve or frustrate equity — the fulfillment of the needs
of the neediest;

2) increase or decrease individual, local, and national self-
reliance; or

3) improve or destroy the environment.

It is evident that the production and consumption of elec-
tricity in the Philippines has increased inequity, depen-
dence, and environmental destruction. Nuclear-generated
electricity, it appears, will have all the same negative results.
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SOFT ENERGY ALTERNATIVES

Throughout the world, opponents of nuclear energy and
other centralized forms of power generation are promoting
alternative, “soft’’ energy forms such as wind, solar power,
wood, waste recycling, geothermal, etc. Under a different
social and political structure, these technologies could in-
crease equity and independence in the Philippines, but
under the current system they provide limited benefits.

USAID, for instance, allocated $10 million in 1978 to fund
a “Non-Conventional Energy Program’ in the Philippines.
Virtually all projects in this program do nothing for the poor.*
Indeed, AID admits, “The research program itself will not
greatly involve nor affect the poor.”* ‘

Most villagers are too poor to purchase biogas digesters.
The World Bank loan of $4 million for woodfuel and charcoal
production in Northern Luzon excludes poor peasants and
mountain people from traditional woodfuel supplies while
benefiting capitalist farmers, the tobacco industry, and
chemical companies.5 AID is funding a large-scale woodfuel
project, butitis for the generation of electricity, which benefits
the rich.

Alternative energy programs are as entangled in Martial
Law politics as nuclear and oil power. The $10 million New
Zealand-funded geothermal program on Leyte Island com-
mands special attention merely because it “‘is the birthplace
of the First Lady, Imelda Romuladez Marcos.”®

In pursuing non-conventional energy technologies,
Filipino technocrats maintain the same sycophantic attitude
that characterizes their more conventional energy programs:

It is very unlikely that local efforts would significantly
contribute, much less make a breakthrough, in.this (Re-
search and Development) area. . .. A better strategy is to
keep a close watch of progress abroad. . . .7
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But non-conventional energy forms, such as solar power,
can be developed anywhere. Two Brazilian authors argue:

What appears as a pragmatic and shrewd position (with)
respect to solar technology is a rather fallacious and self-
defeating argument because, unlike nuclear power ...
solar energy in many of its applications is not extremely
dependenton previously developed complex technology.®

Human and draft animal labor, charcoal, wood, and ag-
ricultural wastes are the energy base of the poor, and they are
not presently utilized efficiently. If traditional agriculture
and energy forms are taken as a starting point, the Philip-
pines can circumvent the “energy crisis.”” But it will take
more than the good intentions of soft energy buffs at USAID.
The neocolonial structure which has determined to build the
Bataan Reactor will continue to frustrate equitable, self-
reliant, safe energy development until it is changed politi-
cally. ‘

AN INTERNATIONAL PROBLEM

The nuclear industry is more than a series of companies
and national agencies. Nuclear News editorializes:

There is a diminution in the size and number of the clus-
ters of people who consider themselves part of one coun-
try's nuclear community and separate from the world’s
nuclear community. Nuclear energy is international in
almost every aspect, and our vision and involvement are
drawn across national boundaries as never before.”

Third World nuclear specialists are trained at the Vienna
headquarters of the International Atomic Energy Agency
($20,000 for three weeks!) and in various U.S. programs.
These include the Argonne National Laboratory, near
Chicago, Westinghouse, at Zion, [llinois, and General Elec-
tric in San Jose, California. 4,255 nuclear technologists from
the Third World were trained in the U.S. between 1955 and
1977.1'9 They all returned home with the “doubtful word that
nuclear power is a modern and inevitable form of energy,”
and the notion that “Nuclear energy is something special and
... therefore its practitioners must be special.””"!

The transfer of nuclear technology,” said a nuclear pro-
ducer in 1974, '‘is an exercise in human relations.''1? Three
value orientations link nuclear producers and consumers in
an international community. The first, espoused by nuclear
technologists, is pursuit of technical advances such as preci-
sion and technical efficiency, or “technological progress.”
These values are transferred through publications, symposia,
and migration, and they are embodied in exported machin-
ery, licensing procedures, provision of technical assistance,
etc.t?

Technological progress is the means of attaining the second
goal, “modernity,” that state of nuclear Nirvana towards
which American culture rushes. “Energy,” says nuclear
apostle P. Searby, “‘provides the power to progress.”” Only
with eneggy “‘properly applied” can a person “rise from sub-
sistence level to the highest (sic) standard of living.”1* ‘It is
time,”" said a Bechtel vice-president in 1976, "‘to take justifi-
ahle pride in our technological accomplishments. It is time
for us all to become zealots.”!5

Coupled with the notion of linear, convergent “‘progress”
and ‘“‘modernity’’ is a third value orientation: national
chauvinism. Nuclear power is a short-cut to national pre-
stige. Walter Reuther commented as far back as 1955:
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strong America.

The first country that gives an atomic reactor to an under-
developed country in Asia or Africa will win a psychologi-
cal advantages that has as much power as the H-bomb.1¢

More recently, the Indian National Commiittee on Science
and Technology asserted:

India has already been classified by the IAEA as the ninth
most developed country in the world in the peaceful uses
of atomic energy. . . . There are immense prospects of ex-
tending assistance to other developing Afro-Asian coun-
tries . . . and improve (sic) our international image consid-
erably.?’
“Progress,” “modernity,” and national chauvinism are so
closely intertwined with the development of nuclear power
that opposition to nuclear power, consciously or uncon-
sciously, challenges the essence of the relationship between
the rich nations and poor nations of the world.

THE GROWING OPPOSITION
It is not surprising, therefore, that the anti-nuclear move-

ment is international in scope. Even though most nuclear
critics in the developed countries have not paid much atten-
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tion to nuclear exports, their arguments have been heard in
the Third World. Many Third World nuclear promoters com-
plain that the controversy over nuclear energy in the ‘‘First
World" has released ‘“‘fall-out’ of its own inte the Third
World. For example, M, [slam states:

The growth of opposition to nuclear power in the de-
veloped countries ... has had its adverse effect on the
public in Bangladesh. The views of the anti-nuclear lob-
bies tend to be accepted as the TRUTH. The slow-down in
_ordering for nuclear stations in the U.S. A, the UK., and
"Sweden has been taken to mean that there are as yet un-
solved problems in the utilization of fission power.18

With the growth of anti-nuclear forces in the Philip-
pines and other Third World countries, as well as First World
nations, the nuclear opposition is becoming consciously in-
ternational. Because single projects, in various stages of their
fuel cycle, involve such distant yet similar peoples as the
Aborigines of northern Australia, the Native Americans of
New Mexico, the Filipinos of Morong, and the islanders of
the Pacific, the links are growing.

In the Philippines, justas inthe U.S. or Australia, energy is
a question of political power, not merely technology. In unit-
ing across national boundaries, it will become increasingly
clear to the anti-nuclear movement that it too must address
political issues, such as Martial Law in the Philippines.
When it has defeated the nuclear industry, the transnational
anti-nuclear movement will have established the basis for a
new order, where people will relate to each other over long
distances by choice, instead of being thrust together in strug-
gle by the dictates of profit and chance.
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storage design, radically reducing cost and complexity, while
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The drive against nuclear exports and uranium mining is an international effort. Among the groups which have
been active in this effort are the following:

Abalone Alliance
944 Market St.
San Francisco, CA. 94102

American Friends Service Committee
2160 Lake St.
San Francisco, CA. 94121

American Indian Movement
clo 1812 27th Ave.
Oakland, CA. 94601

Amis de la Terre
117 Av. de Choisy
75013 Paris, France

Campaign for a Nuclear Free Philippines
3508 Lowell St. NW

Washington, D.C. 20016

Tel. (202) 363-0643

553 30th St.
Qakland, CA. 94609
Tel. (415) 451-9069

Canadian Coalition for Nuclear
Responsibility

2010 Mackay St.

Montreal, Quebec, Canada H3G 2]1

Center for Development Policy
225 Fourth St. NE
Washington, D.C. 20002

\

Clamshell Alliance
62 Congress St.
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801

Coalition Against Uranium Mining
1523 A Josephine Street

Berkeley, CA. 94703

Tel. (415) 843-0973

Friends of the Earth Australia
232 Castlereagh St.
Sydney, New South Wales 2010, Australia

Friends of the Earth USA
124 Spear St.
San Francisco, CA. 94105

Friends of the Filipino People
1322 18th St. NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

International Association of Filipino Patriots

P.0. Box 24737
Oakland, CA. 94623

Jishu Koza

Masafumi Takubo B
Kaikan, Nishi Okubo 2-350
Sinjukuku, Tokyo, Japan

Movement Against Uranium Mining
277 Brunswick St., Fitzroy
Victoria 3065, Australia

Natural Resources Defense Council
917 15th St.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Nautilus Collective
1523 A Josephine St.
Berkeley, CA. 94803

People Against Nuclear Power
944 Market St.
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Philippine Movement for Environmental

Protection
c/o 3508 Lowell St. NW
Washington, D.C. 20016

Point-Of-View Film Group
155 Alma St.
San Francisco, CA.

Puerto Rico Solidarity Committee
Box 3A, Cooper Station
New York, N.Y. 10003

Stop Banking on Apartheid
2160 Lake St.
San Francisco, CA. 94121

Union of Concerned Scientists
1208 Massachusetts Ave,
Cambridge, MA. 02138

Union of Democratic Filipinos
3600 Lincoln Ave.
Oakland, CA. 94602




The Bataan
Death
Machi'ne

We hope this cry of anguish reaches you:

In the name of progress,

The “New Society’ will build

On our land—

A land sheltered for centuries by nature

And cultivated by tender human hands—

A machine of fire and death.

What devilish conspiracy is it

That would place a nuclear dome

On the slope of a volcano, beside

An earthquake fault, on a coast

Prey to tidal waves and typhoons,

Among people ravaged by malaria

And stunted by malnutrition?

We are not against progress that brings life.
We stand against ‘“‘progress’’ that sows death!
We swear one thing: We’ll pile our battered bodies
On every road and every alley

To block the coming of the deadly presence.
We ask of you, citizens of the world,

Only one small thing: Can you lend us a hand?
Today, the nuclear madmen have elected us.
Tomorrow, it could very well be you.

(Free translation of sections of
“Historical Bataan™ by an anonymous
poet from Morong, Bataan)

To order more copies of **500 Mile Island,’” send a check or money

order to:
Pacific Studies Center
867 West Dana Street, No. 204
Mountain View, Calif. 94041, U.S.A.
PRICES:

Single copies: $1.50 (add $1.35 for foreign air mail)
For 5-99 copies: 90 cents each
For 100 or more copies: 75 cents each plus shipping
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Please send me .......... copies of 500 Mile Island.”
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