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PREFACE 1

PREFACE TO THIS THIRD EDITION 

Nothing in this book has changed. All that has changed is that the 
reasons are even more obvious, even clearer as to why every nuclear 
power plant in the world must be shut down—as a matter of life and 
death.

Since this book was first published, we’ve witnessed the 2011 
disaster at the Fukushima nuclear plant complex in Japan. There were 
explosions blowing the roofs off several plants and core meltdowns. 
Deadly radioactivity was spewed out of the plants as well as their 
spent fuel pools. Many people will die soon and in coming years as a 
result of the large amount of radiation that was discharged. A portion 
of Japan has been rendered uninhabitable for millennia. 

The nuclear disaster in Japan was preceded by the Chernobyl 
nuclear plant catastrophe in 1986. According to a book recently pub-
lished by the New York Academy of Sciences, Consequences of the 
Catastrophe for People and the Environment, medical records now 
available reveal that this caused the deaths of 985,000 people.

There’s been a series of “minor” nuclear plant accidents and near-
misses in between. There’s been the spread of terrorism. Al-Qaeda has 
been considering and training for an attack on a nuclear plant. And 
every nuclear power plant is a pre-deployed weapon of mass destruc-
tion. A 9-11-style attack with an aircraft on a nuclear power plant or 
spent fuel pool would not leave 2,752 dead as was the toll on 9-11, 
but many, many more.

There’s been new research documenting cancer and other health 
maladies in people who live near nuclear plants. Nuclear plants need 
not undergo an accident to kill. They emit “routine releases” of radio-
active poisons including xenon, krypton and tritium because nuclear 
plants are not sealed. Once, nuclear scientists spoke of a “threshold 
dose” of radiation and maintained that below that there was no harm. 
Now it is acknowledged that any amount of radioactivity can lead 
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to illness and death. The Radiation and Public Health Project (www.
radiation.org) has documented rates of cancer significantly higher for 
distances of up to 40 miles around nuclear plants.

New, too, the “nuclear establishment”—the combination of nuclear 
industry and government agencies pushing atomic energy—has been 
super-active for years seeking a “nuclear revival,” a “nuclear renais-
sance” with the construction of new plants.

The Three Mile Island and Chernobyl disasters stopped the nuclear 
power juggernaut.

The nuclear promoters have centered their push on the claim that 
nuclear power plants don’t contribute to global warming. But what 
they’re not saying is that the overall nuclear “fuel cycle”—mining, 
milling, fuel fabrication, enrichment, and so forth—contributes sub-
stantially to global warming. It is safe, clean, renewable energy tech-
nologies like solar and wind power that are carbon-free and don’t 
release greenhouse gases, don’t contribute to global warming. 

These promoters have met the Fukushima disaster in Japan with 
denial. “It can’t happen here,” they insist. It can—and will. And, 
meanwhile, they have continued their drive for more nuclear energy 
plants as necessities.

Yet over the years, safe, clean, renewable technologies have made 
stupendous gains. Since this book was last published in 1982, their 
costs have plummeted and their efficiencies skyrocketed. Solar, wind 
and other safe, clean energy technologies, today render nuclear power 
totally unnecessary. They are proven and safe, waiting to be fully 
implemented to provide humanity with a bright energy future, in har-
mony with life.

As to economics, the price of nuclear power is now gargantuan: $12 
to $15 billion to build one nuclear plant. The cost is financially exor-
bitant. Wind power is cheaper. Solar is on its way to being cheaper. 
Everywhere in the world where nuclear power is being pursued, public 
money, including tax dollars, is being used. They want our money—
while threatening our lives.

And new, too, disaster is actually being invited by the nuclear 
pushers for extending the operating lives of nuclear power plants. 
With the decline of nuclear power, they desperately seek to somehow 
keep the enterprise afloat. Nuclear power plants were only seen as 
operating for 40 years. After that, it was concluded, the metals inside 
them would become embrittled by the radiation. 

But widely they are being given extensions to run for 60 years. The 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already given the OK to 
more than half the 104 nuclear plants in the U.S. to run for 60 years. 
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Yet the nuclear industry is now pushing to allow them to run for 80 
years. Consider the safety and reliability of 60 or 80-year old cars 
speeding down highways.

Meanwhile, the media—and I say this sadly as someone who 
has devoted his life to journalism—continue not to do their job of 
informing the public about the lethal dangers of nuclear power, despite 
this becoming ever more apparent. Much of the media parrots the 
nuclear establishment’s lines—they do not dig or investigate.

Over the many years since this book was published, General Elec-
tric and Westinghouse, the “Coke and Pepsi” of nuclear power plants 
worldwide (historically 80 percent of nuclear plants globally are of 
Westinghouse and General Electric manufacture or design) have owned 
the two huge American television networks, CBS (Westinghouse) and 
NBC (General Electric).

I began writing this book after the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
Since then, the impacts of that accident have been made manifest. As 
to the claim that “no one died” as a result of the disaster at that Penn-
sylvania nuclear power plant, it’s not true.

 A TV documentary I did on the consequences of the TMI partial 
meltdown, “Three Mile Island Revisited,” can be viewed at www.
envirovideo.com. The documentary focuses upon cancers and death 
in the area around the plant and how its owner has quietly given pay-
outs, many for $1 million apiece, to settle cases involving people who 
suffered health impacts or lost a loved one because of the accident. 

Dr. Steven Wing, professor of epidemiology at the University of 
North Carolina School of Public Health, his colleagues, and the Radia-
tion and Public Health Project, have both calculated substantial increases 
in leukemia and cancer in people in the proximity of the plant.

Chernobyl was far worse. The most comprehensive study ever 
done on the impacts of the disaster, Chernobyl: Consequences of the 
Catastrophe for People and the Environment, published by the New 
York Academy of Sciences in 2009, is authored by a team of scien-
tists: Russian biologist Dr. Alexey Yablokov, former environmental 
advisor to the Russian president, Dr. Alexey Nesterenko, a biologist 
and ecologist in Belarus, and Dr.Vassili Nesterenko, a physicist and at 
the time of the accident director of the Institute of Nuclear Energy of 
the National Academy of Sciences of Belarus. Its editor is Dr. Janette 
Sherman, a physician and toxicologist long-involved in studying the 
health impacts of radioactivity.

Based on health data, radiological surveys and scientific reports—
some 5,000 in all—that have become available, the book determines 
some 985,000 people died worldwide as a result of the Chernobyl 
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disaster. That’s between the year the accident occurred in 1986 and 
2004. More deaths, it projects, will follow. 

Chernobyl: Consequences of the Catastrophe for People and the 
Environment explodes the claim of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, which is still on the agency’s website, that perhaps 4,000 
people can be expected to die from the Chernobyl accident, in all. 

In this new edition I describe the ways promoters of nuclear power 
have tried to deceive us. It shows, in discussing Chernobyl, how the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, established in 1957 by the United 
Nations specifically to promote and, somehow, at the same time, regu-
late nuclear power has covered up the Chernobyl consequences. The 
IAEA was modeled as an International version of the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission. The AEC was disbanded in 1974 because the 
U.S. Congress properly saw its dual promotion and regulatory roles 
as a conflict of interest. But the IAEA, with its charter declaring its 
mission is to “to accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic 
energy,” goes on. The IAEA’s claim that the death toll from Chernobyl 
may be 4,000 is one of the biggest big lies of all time.

Chernobyl: Consequences of the Catastrophe for People and the 
Environment also highlights an agreement between the IAEA and the 
World Health Organization that muzzles, when it come to radiation 
issues, that entity charged with protecting the health of the people of 
the world. Under a 1959 agreement between the IAEA and WHO, 
WHO is precluded from publishing any research on radiation effects 
without consultation with the IAEA. To see this shameful pact your-
self, read it on the IAEA website at http://www.iaea.org/Publications/
Documents/Infcircs/Others/inf20.shtml#note_c 

Chernobyl’s death toll of almost a million people provides a baseline 
for the impacts of a catastrophic accident at one nuclear plant. Then 
came the disaster at the Fukushima nuclear power plant complex—
involving not one but several nuclear plants as well as a series of 
spent fuel pools. What happened at Fukushima was a classic case of a 
loss-of-coolant accident in a reactor and what’s termed a loss-of-water 
accident in a spent fuel pool.

As noted in this book, radioactive material is used in a nuclear plant 
as a heat source—to boil water and produce steam that turns a turbine 
that generates electricity. Nuclear power is simply the most dangerous 
way to boil water ever devised.

Huge amounts of radioactive material are made to go through a chain 
reaction, a process in which atomic particles bombard the nuclei of atoms, 
causing them to break up and generate heat. But to keep the nuclear 
reaction in check—to prevent the material from overheating—vast 
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amounts of coolant are required, up to a million gallons of water a 
minute in the most common nuclear plants that have been built (“light 
water” reactors). 

If the water that cools the reactor “core”—its 200,000 to 300,000 
pounds of radioactive fuel load—stops flowing, the “emergency core 
cooling system” must send water in. If it fails, a loss-of-coolant or 
meltdown accident can occur. 

At Fukushima, the nuclear plants lost power as a result of an earth-
quake that was followed by a tsunami. Back-up diesel generators didn’t 
kick in. And the consequent heat-up impacted on the fuel rods. 

That led right away to hydrogen explosions. The hydrogen explo-
sion problem at nuclear power plants involves a story as crazy as can 
be. As nuts as using nuclear fission to boil water to generate elec-
tricity, this hydrogen problem and its cause cap the lunacy. Eruption of 
hydrogen gas as a first reaction in a loss-of-coolant accident has been 
discussed with great worry in U.S. government and nuclear industry 
literature for decades, as I documented in this text that follows.

Zirconium, a highly volatile substance, was chosen back in the 
1940’s and 50’s, when plans were first developed to build nuclear 
power plants, as the material to be used to make the rods into which 
radioactive fuel would be loaded. 

There are 30,000 to 40,000 rods—composed of twenty tons of  
zirconium—in an average nuclear power plant. Many other substances 
were tried, particularly stainless steel, but only zirconium worked well. 
That’s because zirconium, it was found, allows neutrons from the fuel 
pellets in the rods to pass freely between the rods allowing a nuclear 
chain reaction to be sustained.

But there’s a huge problem with zirconium: it is highly volatile 
and when hot will explode spontaneously upon contact with air, water 
or steam. Another major commercial use of zirconium through the 
years has been in flashbulbs used in photography. A speck of it, in a 
flashbulb, ignites to provide a flash of light. But in a nuclear plant, 
we’re not talking about specks—but tons and tons of zirconium used 
in a compound called “zircaloy” which clads the tens of thousands of  
fuel rods.

Heat builds up in a very short time with any interruption of coolant 
flow in a nuclear power plant—the problem at Fukushima. Zirconium, 
with the explosive power, pound for pound, of nitroglycerine, will 
catch fire and explode at 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit, well below the 
5,000 degree temperature of a meltdown.

Historically, zirconium reacts to heat by drawing oxygen from water 
and steam and letting off hydrogen, which itself can explode—and did 
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so at Fukushima. What happened involving hydrogen at Fukushima, 
like the “hydrogen bubble” when the Three Mile Island plant in Penn-
sylvania underwent its partial meltdown, is no mystery—but precisely 
what is expected in a loss-of-coolant accident. It is described in U.S. 
government and nuclear industry accident studies as a “metal-water” 
reaction. 

Using tons of a material otherwise utilized as the speck that explodes 
in a flashbulb in nuclear power plants is, surely, absolutely crazy. It’s 
like building a bridge with firecrackers.

Moreover, there are large numbers of additional fuel rods—disposed 
of as high-level waste—in the spent fuel pools situated next to nuclear 
power plants or, in the case of the General Electric plants at Fuku-
shima, they are located 70 feet high, up on the plants themselves.

As with the nuclear plants themselves, there must be constant water 
circulation in the spent fuel pools. If not there is what is categorized 
as a “loss-of-water’ accident—what also happened in Japan. The zir-
conium-cladded fuel rods in a spent fuel pool, each packed with hotly 
radioactive poisons that built up over the years—fission products as 
well as tons of plutonium—can also explode. Thus the desperate effort 
that went on for weeks at Fukushima to pour water on the spent fuel 
pools with fire hoses and other makeshift apparatus to prevent the 
fuel rods and the deadly poisons inside them from exploding. Spent 
fuel pools, not too incidentally, have no containments, just corrugated 
steel roofs.

An explosive “metal-water’ reaction has been anticipated because 
of the use of zirconium in nuclear plants—as have severe accidents 
themselves. Indeed, in 1985, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
formally acknowledged that there was essentially a 50-50 chance of a 
“severe core meltdown” every 20 years among the 100 U.S. nuclear 
plants.

That came when Congressman Edward Markey of Massachusetts, 
chairman of the House Subcommittee on Oversight & Investigations, 
with oversight of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, issued a state-
ment asking: “What does the commission and NRC staff believe the 
likelihood of a severe core melt accident to be in the next twenty years 
for those reactors now operating and those expected to operate during 
that time?”

The answer of the NRC: “In a population of 100 reactors operating 
over a period of 20 years, the crude cumulative probability of such an 
accident would be 45%.” The NRC statement goes on to cite the analysis 
of NRC Commissioner James Asselstine as saying that these estimates 
might be off by 10 percent. Thus the probability is about 50-50.
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Just a few years earlier, in 1982, months after the last edition of 
this book was released, the NRC issued a report projecting a loss-of-
coolant accident and breach of containment at every nuclear power 
plant in the nation; what would be the “peak early fatalities,” “peak 
early injuries,” “peak cancer deaths” and “scaled cost at billions—
[of]1980 dollars.” 

This analysis was done by the NRC and the U.S. Department of 
Energy’s Sandia National Laboratories and is titled Calculation of 
Reactor Accident Consequences for U.S. Nuclear Plants (acronymed 
CRAC-2). Go to www.nirs.org to see the CRAC-2 breakdown.

The numbers are staggering. For example, for the Indian Point 
nuclear power plants 18 miles north of New York City, CRAC-2 proj-
ects, in the event of a meltdown with loss of containment at Indian 
Point 2: 46,000 “peak early fatalities,” 141,000 “peak early injuries,” 
13,000 “peak cancer deaths” and “scaled cost” in property damage 
and a large chunk of the earth rendered uninhabitable at $274 bil-
lion. That’s “1980 dollars,” as the report notes, which in today’s dol-
lars would total $1 trillion. For Indian Point 3, a bigger plant (975 
megawatts compared to 873 for 2, and thus containing more radioac-
tive poisons, CRAC-2 estimates the toll as: 50,000 “peak early fatali-
ties,” 167,000 “peak early injuries,” 14,000 “peak cancer deaths” and 
“scaled cost of $314.” 

There are such figures for each U.S. nuclear power plant—and 
these are not merely numbers, they are people’s lives. Moreover, the 
report was done by boosters of nuclear power—the NRC and Sandia 
National Laboratories, one of the string of U.S. nuclear laboratories. 
So they are minimizations. The nearly one million dead as a result of 
the Chernobyl nuclear plant accident is tragically the more realistic 
baseline for a catastrophic accident at any one plant.

In recent years, the drive to “revive” nuclear power has pointed to 
the French nuclear “success” story. In fact, as developments especially 
in the last several years have shown, the French nuclear power pro-
gram is a health and economic mess. The report of Beyond Nuclear 
(www.beyondnuclear.org), Nuclear Power and France: Setting the 
Record Straight, is one helpful source. It discloses leukemia clus-
ters in communities around France’s La Hague nuclear reprocessing 
center. It notes that La Hague, on the Normandy Coast, discharges 
100 million gallons of radioactive liquid waste yearly into the English 
Channel. Marine life has been seriously contaminated. Waters off La 
Hague have been “measured as 17 million times more radioactive than 
normal sea water”—and this contamination has affected waters as far 
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as the Arctic Circle. Inland, French nuclear plants have undergone a 
series of accidents.

As to the French embracing nuclear power, not true. Polling has 
shown a majority in France want nuclear power ended there. There 
have been massive protests against construction of new nuclear plants. 
Global Chance, a French research organization (www.global-chance.
org) recently issued the report Nuclear Power: The Great Illusion 
declaring that the “image” that the French nuclear program is “suc-
cessful…is a sham.”

There is also the argument made—and this is a favorite editorial 
theme of the New York Times—that uranium fuel, notably compared to 
oil, is “abundant.” But uranium fuel for nuclear plants comes from so-
called “high-grade” ore containing substantial amounts of Uranium-
235. Uranium 235 is the isotope of uranium that splits or fissions. And 
it is not abundant. 

In fact, there are only a few decades left of high-grade uranium 
ore—the supply is seen as lasting not much longer than oil. As the 
New Economics Foundation (www.neweconomics.org) stated in its 
2005 report Mirage and Oasis: “People rarely consider the question of 
finite resources in relation to nuclear power but uranium is in limited 
supply.” It notes one estimate that “uranium reserves will be depleted 
in around four decades” and points out “even the International Atomic 
Energy Agency…that promotes” nuclear power estimates “enough to 
last only another 85 years.”

This limit is why the nuclear establishment has long believed  
that nuclear energy will need to be based on manmade plutonium. But 
plutonium-fueled breeder reactors can explode like atomic bombs. And 
they would contain tons of plutonium compared to the few pounds 
needed to make an atomic bomb. The first atomic bomb that used  
plutonium, dropped on Nagasaki, Japan in 1945, contained 15 pounds 
of plutonium. Thus plutonium-fueled breeder reactors, even more so 
than uranium-fueled reactors, can easily provide the fuel to make 
atomic bombs. 

Still, uranium-fueled nuclear plants can be plentiful sources of plu-
tonium for bombs, too. Plutonium is built up as a byproduct of atom-
splitting or fission. Every large uranium-fueled commercial nuclear 
plant, as noted later on, generates 500 to 1,000 pounds of plutonium 
a year—enough plutonium to build dozens of bombs.

In recent years there has been an accelerated move to, as U.S.  
President Barak Obama has put it, build plants providing “peaceful” 
nuclear power throughout the world. There has never been a “peaceful” 
atom. Any country which gets a nuclear facility has the materiel—the 
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plutonium built up in a uranium reactor—and the trained technicians 
to make nuclear weapons. That’s how India got The Bomb in 1974. 
It got a “civilian” reactor from Canada and the U.S. trained Indian 
personnel in atomic technology. Presto: India had nuclear weapons. 
Atoms for war and energy are two sides of the same coin. 

On the subject of President Obama, he like every U.S. president 
before him since Harry Truman, has endorsed nuclear power—and 
Obama, when he was a candidate for office, knew the dangers. But 
after being elected he took a dive and avidly supported nuclear power 
anyway.

“I start off with the premise that nuclear energy is not optimal and 
so I am not a nuclear energy proponent,” Obama said at a campaign 
stop in Newton, Iowa on December 30, 2007. “My general view is 
that until we can make certain that nuclear power plants are safe, 
that they have solved the storage problem—because I’m opposed to 
Yucca Mountain and just dumping…in one state, in Nevada particu-
larly, since there’s potentially an earthquake line there—until we solve 
those problems and the whole nuclear industry can show that they 
can produce clean, safe energy without enormous subsidies from the 
U.S. government, I don’t think that’s the best option. I am much more 
interested in solar and wind and bio-diesel and strategies [for] alterna-
tive fuels.”

As he told the editorial board of the Keene Sentinel in New Hamp-
shire on November 25, 2007: “I don’t think there’s anything that we 
inevitably dislike about nuclear power. We just dislike the fact that it 
might blow up…and irradiate us…and kill us. That’s the problem.”

But as president, he began talking about “safe, clean nuclear power” 
and pushed for multi-billion dollar taxpayer subsidies for the construc-
tion of new nuclear plants. His two top aides, meanwhile, had been 
deeply involved with what is now the utility operating more nuclear 
power plants than any other in the U.S., Exelon. Rahm Emanuel, 
Obama’s chief of staff, as an investment banker was in the middle 
of the $8.2 billion merger in 1999 of Unicom, the parent company of 
Commonwealth Edison of Chicago, and Peco Energy to put together 
Exelon. David Axelrod, Obama’s senior advisor and his chief cam-
paign strategist, was an Exelon public relations consultant. Candi-
date Obama received sizeable contributions from Exelon executives 
including from John Rowe, its president and chief executive officer 
who, in 2007, also became chairman of the Nuclear Energy Institute, 
the U.S. nuclear industry’s main trade group. 

Forbes, the business magazine, in an article on January 18, 2009 
about John Rowe and how he has “focused the company on nuclear,” 
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displayed a sidebar headlined, “The President’s Utility.” It read: “Ties 
are tight between Exelon and the Obama administration,” noting 
Exelon political contributions and featuring Emanuel and Axelrod 
with photos and descriptions of their Exelon connections.

Obama, too, appointed as secretary of the U.S. Department of 
Energy, Steven Chu, a nuclear power zealot out of the U.S. national 
nuclear laboratory chain—so instrumental, as this book shows, in the 
development of commercial nuclear power. Chu had been director of 
one of these, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. Nuclear sci-
entist Chu, like so many of the national nuclear laboratory scientists 
and administrators, minimizes the dangers of radioactivity. (Google 
the word hormesis—a theory now being pushed by some nuclear sci-
entists that holds that, actually, radioactivity is good for you, that it 
exercises the immune system.)

A major theme of Chu, too, is a return to the notion promoted by 
the national nuclear laboratories in the 1950s and 60s of “recycling” 
and “reusing” nuclear waste. This way, they have hoped, it might not 
be seen as waste at all. The concept was to use radioactive Cesium-
137 (the main poison discharged in the Fukushima and Chernobyl 
disasters) to irradiate food, to use depleted uranium to harden bul-
lets and shells, etc. “We are aggressively pursuing nuclear energy,” 
declared Chu in January as he announced DOE’s 2011 budget plan 
which included billions of dollars in loan guarantees to build new 
nuclear plants and was endorsed by Obama. 

“We are, as we have repeatedly said, working hard to restart the 
American nuclear power industry,” said Chu.

Research by Paul R. Josephson led to his 1999 book Red Atom: 
Russia’s Nuclear Power Program from Stalin to Today. In Cover Up, 
I talked about how a 1939 letter from Albert Einstein—concerned 
that Nazi Germany would get nuclear weapons—triggered the Man-
hattan Project and I describe how, after World War II, the Manhattan 
Project became the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. And how its 
scientists and bureaucrats and corporate contractors—notably West-
inghouse and General Electric—pushed for all sorts of things nuclear, 
including nuclear power plants, to perpetuate what had become their 
vested interest.

In the Soviet Union, Josephson wrote that it was a letter sent by  
physicist Georgii Flerov to Joseph Stalin in 1942 that began the Soviet 
atomic program. “In the same way Albert Einstein’s letter to President 
Franklin Roosevelt gave impetus to the Manhattan project, Flerov’s 
letter convinced Stalin to pursue an atomic bomb,” he writes. Out of that 
letter came the Russian nuclear establishment and its nuclear push.
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As Josephson states in Red Atom: “The physicists desired energy 
‘too cheap to meter’ through power-generating reactors. They sought 
new ways to produce nuclear fuel—plutonium—cheaply through 
liquid metal fast breeder reactors…They built small nuclear engines 
intended to power locomotives, rockets, airplanes, and portable power 
plants…They sterilized various food products with low-level gamma 
radiation to prevent spoilage and increase shelf life…. And they used 
‘peaceful nuclear explosions’ for various mining, excavation, and con-
struction purposes. Nuclear technology was at the center of visions of 
a radiant communist future.”

He continues, “whether nuclear reactors or food irradiation pro-
grams, small nuclear engines or factories spitting out…liquid sodium 
or isotope separation equipment, each of these technologies developed 
significant momentum. As if divorced from human control, the pro-
grams expanded.” 

In 1954, in a race with the U.S., the first Soviet reactor to produce 
electricity, Obninsk, started up—despite what Josephson says were 
problems causing the reactor to be “unstable and in need of constant 
attention.” 

Since writing Cover Up: What You Are Not Supposed to Know 
About Nuclear Power, I have spoken about the dangers of nuclear 
power around the world including in Tomsk in Siberia in 2001 where 
I gave a keynote address at a Russian-American Women’s Leader-
ship and Nuclear Safety Activism Exchange titled “Parallel Atomic 
Universes.”

There in Tomsk, what has been Atomic City in that part of the 
world, with its many nuclear facilities, I spoke on the twin nuclear 
drives—both motivated by the nuclear establishments created during 
World War II in both countries—and concluded: “No matter what the 
system—and we all have our preferences—whether it be the market 
economy, capitalism, socialism, communism, or nudism, foremost is 
that we must be ecocentric. Life first.”

The nuclear issue is, above all, not about partisan politics but about 
life—preserving life. 

In Cover Up I cite the remarks of Admiral Hyman Rickover, the 
“father” of the U.S. nuclear navy, the man in charge of the construction 
of the first U.S. nuclear plant. Shippingport, in Pennsylvania, opened  
in 1957. In his farewell address before a committee of Congress in 
1982 he said: “I’ll be philosophical. Until about two billion years ago, it  
was impossible to have any life on earth; that is, there was so much 
radiation on earth you couldn’t have any life—fish or anything. Gradu-
ally, about two billion years ago, the amount of radiation on this planet 
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and probably in the entire system reduced and made it possible for 
some form of life to begin…Now when we go back to using nuclear 
power, we are creating something which nature tried to destroy to 
make life possible…Every time you produce radiation, you produce 
something that has life, in some cases for billions of years, and I think 
there the human race is going to wreck itself, and it’s far more impor-
tant that we get control of this horrible force and try to eliminate it. 
I do not believe that nuclear power is worth it if it creates radiation.” 
Rickover declared that “we outlaw nuclear reactors.”

Indeed, we must shut down every nuclear power plant.
In a presidential election campaign several years ago in the U.S., 

there was the line: “It’s the economy stupid.” When it comes to nuclear 
power: It’s the radioactivity—the radioactivity unleashed when the 
atom is split. That radioactivity can—and now has—come out in one 
fell swoop in nuclear plant accidents. The radioactivity can come from 
nuclear waste that must, somehow, be isolated from life basically for-
ever, or life will be destroyed, as Rickover said. No “new, improved” 
nuclear plants will deal with this. All nuclear power plants are inher-
ently lethal. All produce radioactivity. And unlike chemical toxins, 
there is no way of neutralizing radioactive poisons. And these radioac-
tive poisons, once produced, will be around virtually forever.

Finally, there’s just no need for this suicide by nuclear power. There 
is just no need to undergo to undergo the life-threatening dangers of 
nuclear power. 

Scientific American, a most conservative scientific publication, in 
a cover story on October 26, 2009—titled “A Plan for a Sustainable 
Future”—presented “A Plan to Power 100 Percent of the Planet with 
Renewables.” It declared, “Wind, water and solar technologies can pro-
vide 100 percent of the world’s energy, eliminating all fossil fuels.”

The British magazine, New Scientist, in a special October 11-17, 
2009 issue on safe, clean, renewable energy technologies—headed 
“Our Brighter Future”—pointed to a United Nations report declaring 
that “renewable energy that can already be harnessed economically 
would supply the world’s electricity needs” (www.newscientist.com).

From solar to wind (now the fastest-growing and cheapest new 
energy technology) to wave-power to tidal-power to bio-fuels to small 
hydropower to co-generation (combining the generation of heat and 
electricity) and on and on, a renewable energy windfall is here today. 

Since first writing this book I visited the one good U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy national laboratory, the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL) in Golden, Colorado. In one division, solar power 
was being used to break down water into oxygen and hydrogen—with 
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the hydrogen available for use as fuel. “It’s the forever fuel,” Dr. John 
Turner, senior scientist at NREL told me. “This uses our two most 
abundant natural resources—sunlight and water—to give us an energy 
supply that is inexhaustible.” In another division, which pioneered 
thin-film photovoltaic technology (sheets of material embedded with 
solar collectors that can coat a large building, even a skyscraper, and 
have the building become a huge power generator) the scientists spoke 
of solar photovoltaics generating all the energy the world would need. 
Thin-film photovoltaic is now being widely used in Europe. In the 
wind division at NREL, scientists were speaking about the advanced 
wind turbines they have developed and the abundant wind resources 
all over the world providing all the energy the world would need. 
They all might not be right, but together these and other safe, clean 
energy technologies can provide all the energy the world needs. Then 
there was the division in which technologies use biomass to produce 
fuel, not out of food crops but from non-edible vegetation and various 
waste products. And so on.

Or consider “hot dry rock” (HDR) geothermal. It turns out that 
below half of the planet, just one to six miles down, it’s extremely hot. 
When naturally flowing water hits those hot rocks and has a place to 
come up, geysers are formed. But now a technology has been devel-
oped that sends water down an injection pipe to hit the hot dry rock 
below and rise to the surface in a second production well—which 
can turn a turbine and generate electricity. Dave Duchane, the HDR 
manager at Los Alamos National Laboratory, told me: “Hot dry rock 
has an almost unlimited potential to supply all the energy needs of 
the United States and, indeed, all the world.” See my TV program on 
HDR at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Szdx8F_g3Z0

Renewables Are Ready is the title of a book written by two Union of 
Concerned Scientists staffers in 1999. Today a host of safe, clean, renew-
able energy technologies are more than ready. Combined, importantly, 
with energy efficiency, they render nuclear power as unnecessary. 

Lester Brown, president of Earth Policy Institute, earlier this year 
published World on the Edge: How to Prevent Environmental and 
Economic Collapse, which concludes that solar, wind and geothermal 
energy can provide all the energy the world needs and sets forth his 
Plan B that would implement this. Brown, formerly president of World-
watch, dismisses nuclear power as too expensive and dangerous. 

Indeed, instead of a Manhattan Project, this time let’s have a Bronx 
Project as Alice Slater of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation has called 
it—to implement the use of safe, clean, renewable energy. 
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Cover Up: What You Are Not Supposed to Know About Nuclear 
Power provides you with the information about the deadly dangers 
of nuclear power. I have stressed the use of facsimiles of documents, 
some like the long-secret WASH-740-update report here, in which 
scientists at the U.S. government’s first national nuclear laboratory 
specifically devoted to promoting commercial nuclear technology, 
Brookhaven National Laboratory, acknowledge repeatedly that for a 
nuclear plant accident “the possible size of the area of such a disaster 
might be equal that of the State of Pennsylvania.” And that was 
written a decade before the Three Mile Island accident almost devas-
tated Pennsylvania. Look at the documents. Read about the monstrous 
threats of nuclear power.

We must all take action. Join up with the fine organizations chal-
lenging nuclear power: Beyond Nuclear (www.beyondnuclear.org), 
Greenpeace (www.greenpeace.org), Friends of the Earth (www.foe.
org/), the Nuclear Information & Resource Service (www.nirs.org), 
among others. This atomic genie can be put back in the bottle. What 
some people have done, other people can undo—and this must be 
happen when a huge threat to life is at hand.

As Albert Einstein wrote after the war ended, in his 1946 book Out 
of My Later Years: “If I had known the Germans would not succeed 
in constructing the atom bomb, I never would have moved a finger.” 
He went on to describe atomic energy as “a menace.”

And what a menace! The nuclear power scourge must be eliminated 
and we must fully implement the technologies of safe, clean, renew-
able, life-affirming energy.

    KARL GROSSMAN
    March 2011














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































