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It is time to celebrate that many leaders are calling for the abolition of weapons of mass 
destruction (WMDs)—including the growing call from within the nuclear weapons states for 
those nations to get rid of nuclear weapons.i This growing consensus is worthy of embrace! 

Unfortunately, contrary to what was likely the intention of Article IV of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, the expanding mandate to promote nuclear technology for the generation of electric 
power will doom this effort to failure. As has been well reported in the major media, uranium 
enrichment technology will transform uranium feedstock into either reactor fuel, or at high levels 
of enrichment material for nuclear weapons. Less reported is the fact that every nuclear power 
and research reactor using low-enriched uranium fuel produces plutonium as a by-product—that 
can be recovered in considerable quantitiesii via reprocessing of the irradiated fuel. The world has 
witnessed that all forms of plutonium can be used to make weapons.iii Therefore both fuel 
production and fuel use make nuclear energy a “starter-kit” for nuclear weapons production. 
Promoting the spread of nuclear power is effectively promoting the spread of nuclear weapons 
capacity. 

Recognition of this situation has engendered a contradictory response from leaders. Instead of 
turning away from enrichment and reprocessing, the new Global Nuclear Energy Partnership 
(GNEP), initiated by the United Statesiv and largely supported by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA)v is an attempt to increase controls on nuclear energy since its spread is 
contributing to the global spread of nuclear weapons. Under the guise of offering a “consistent 
fuel supply,”vi the program defines nuclear “supplier” states and nuclear “client” states. The 
suppliers are states with a developed nuclear fuel production infrastructure including uranium 
enrichment—and not surprisingly are primarily (but not solely) nuclear weapons states. Enriched 
uranium fuel or even mixed oxide (MOX) plutonium fuel would be supplied to “client” states, 
effectively as a lease agreement. The “supplier” states would then retrieve the plutonium-laced 
highly radioactive waste back from the “client.” vii

This plan is effectively a global plutonium plantation with the “supplier” states reaping the 
harvest of deadly plutonium. What is the plan for this plutonium? Ostensibly to make nuclear 
fuel that would be supplied once again to the “clients.”viii

In a brazen bending of logic, promoters of expanded nuclear power infrastructure, in a stated 
attempt to control the spread of nuclear weapons imply that handing client nations plutonium, or 
MOX (“mixed oxide”) fuel will reduce the risks of these nations obtaining plutonium for nuclear 
weapons proliferation. Plutonium fuel does not reduce proliferation risks—it increases the risk of 
diversion of this material for nuclear weapons since the “fresh fuel” bearing plutonium is not yet 
highly radioactive and therefore easy to handle. Further, mixed uranium and plutonium fuel 
(MOX) is easy to separate chemically resulting in usable fissile plutonium, unlike low-enriched 
uranium fuel where the only means of obtaining a greater concentration of the fissile material is 
via further enrichment. Another important point is that plutonium fuel is far more deadly in the 



event of a reactor accident, due to the greater concentrations of transuranic elements. The latent 
cancer deaths arising from a major reactor accident, such as Chernobyl, could be as much as 
double in proportion to the percentage of MOX fuel in the reactor core at the time of such an 
event.ix

Article IV of the NPT, the mandate of the IAEA, and agreements made between the IAEA and 
the World Health Organization are documents of their time and reflect historically specific 
moments in science and in politics. Assumptions made in 1945 or 1968 about nuclear technology 
have to be reevaluated in a world that has experienced Chernobyl and Three Mile Island. It is 
high time that the people of the world have access to accurate information about these world-
changing events. It is time the ensure that there is a World Health Organization that is a leader in 
supplying information on health, disease, and mortality in the nuclear age—not covering up the 
impacts of these horrendous and deadly events.x This is ever more important as the nuclear 
weapons states—and others—are moving to reinvest in nuclear infrastructure at home and 
promoting it as the solution to nearly every crisis facing the planet. 

A lesson we must learn from the last 60 years of nuclear fission: once an atom has been split, it is 
no longer “peaceful.” Radiation is intrinsically destructive—whether we use the destructive force 
to fight disease, to produce mutations intentionally or document the mutagenic impacts of routine 
releases from nuclear operations, or calculate the consequences of nuclear accidents and attacks. 
It is worth commemorating the fact that the majority of this mutagenic androgenic radioactivity
—worldwide—is in the waste leftover from making electricity (more than 95%).xi We have 
created an enormous concentration of radioactivity for which not a single nation has yet 
implemented a viable permanent “solution.” This planetary burden will be handed down for the 
next 12,000 generationsxii of our species. If we are lucky it will be contained and not released 
into the living systems of this planet. Reprocessing only makes this mess worse, and will in the 
end only dilute and defer the waste problem. We must work together to end this dirty practice.

Sadly, responsible management of radioactive waste is already not the case, and tragically, it is 
disproportionately Indigenous Peoples who are being violated by destructive radiation from 
uranium mining operations on every continent. In addition to this death sentence for so many, 
there has been an enormous violation of human rights, Sovereignty and self-determination in the 
recurring targeting of Indigenous communities to take the deadly wastes resulting from the use of 
uranium for both nuclear weapons and nuclear power. This genocidal practice has even been 
“justified” by several dominant societies that produced the waste and wanted to dump it on 
someone else, by citing the “Earth stewardship” commitments expressed by some First 
Peoples.xiii  This immoral policy and practice must end, not expand. We must work together to 
ban the taking of uranium out of the ground, and clean up the areas already devastated by 
uranium mining and processing. It is vital to reestablishing sovereignty and self-determination in 
the Nuclear Age that bans on uranium mining and reprocessing be universal. 

The reevaluation of Article IV and the Atoms for Peace initiative is urgent—not only because of 
the daily generation of evermore of this waste that is dangerously mutagenic forevermore—it is 
also urgent because the primary public reason (excuse) used by promoters to justify this 
contradictory and counter-productive approach to non-proliferation is a matter that is also 
extremely urgent: the Climate Crisis. 



Just as nuclear energy is intrinsically contra-indicated as a “solution” to nuclear proliferation, so 
too is it a false solution to Global Climate Change. The danger of investment in false solutions—
particularly very expensive ones—is that it will deter investment in real solutions such as energy 
efficiency in nations such as the USA and renewable infrastructure that are very much needed.xiv

The recent decades of dormancy of nuclear energyxv in many nuclear states can be explained by 
the fact that it was discovered, through experience that nuclear energy is not cheap, it is not 
clean, and it is not safe. In fact, the only thing that nuclear can compete with is the newly 
“discovered” costs associated with the Climate Crisis, which does not confer upon it an 
automatic stamp of approval as a preferred means to address reduction of greenhouse gas 
emission. In fact, expanding the nuclear generating infrastructure would take too long, cost too 
much, contribute additional carbon and other emissions and very possibly not perform reliably as 
temperatures rise and weather becomes more turbulent. Every summer since the heat wave of 
2003 has seen a growing number of nuclear power stations off-line due to the ambient 
temperature of the cooling water supply (rivers, lakes and even the ocean have been too warm to 
cool the condenser in the power generating unitxvi). Any claim to greenhouse gas reduction and 
climate stabilization by investment in new nuclear power generating should be substantiated. 

The claim that nuclear is carbon neutral overlooks the enormous fossil fuel use in the 
construction of the reactor and the processing of the fuel.xvii This carbon debt, combined with the 
long lead-times for siting, approval, and construction of new nuclear reactors pushes the first 
offset of carbon from any other source to a minimum of 20 years out—and by some calculations 
even farther. Given that the current world-wide supply rate for new pressurized water (Western-
style) reactor vessels is only four a yearxviii – it becomes clear that nuclear is not qualified to 
address the immediacy of the climate challenge—there is no way that the leading carbon-
emitting nations could cut their emissions via nuclear power in time—even if the capacity is 
increased—it will take too long. 

Additionally, building new reactors is not qualified to combat the climate crisis on the basis of 
cost—efficiency buys more results in lower emissions by a factor of 7–10 and wind by a factor 
of 2–3.xix Today, nuclear cannot compete with even the retail prices for solar panels (photovoltaic 
or PV power generation from the sun). The electric power capacity that would be obtained by 
buying a new nuclear power reactor is more than twice the cost for the same capacity from PV 
using retail prices for the photovoltaic solar cells.xx There is no basis for saying that nuclear is 
qualified as a cost-effective “solution” to the climate crisis. Finally, in a water-stressed world, 
where water is warming, no thermal generating system should be treated as a preferred power 
source.xxi

Leaders have adopted nuclear energy as a panacea—a solution for nearly every crisis; 
nonetheless, it will not solve nuclear weapons proliferation, it will not solve world hunger, it will 
not solve the climate crisis, it will not take us to Mars. It will cause cancer, birth defects, waste 
we do not know how to live with and WMD proliferation from that waste, and bankrupt us as the 
Climate Crisis worsens. It is time to reevaluate our investment in this technology and the article 
of this treaty which is designed to promote the spread of this unsustainable technology. 
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