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“Packaging” Chernobyl:
The Manufacture of Meaning from
a Transnational Ecological Disaster

Omn Saturday April 26, 1986, an unprecedented event happened. A severe
ﬂplﬂﬁiﬂﬂtﬂm:{ﬂﬂ:nﬂdﬂrmﬂﬂwﬂlﬂmﬂmm
station in the Ukraine, killing two people and releasing fissionable mate-
d:hhmlh::mirwh:mmm,gsmxh:dmﬂmmhnm
remain complex, diverse, and contradictory Mone of them exists as
mm—umfhmhdmh:mmmdmmmmmmu
thtrﬂ::pmductd.m:hmdtrmccpﬂmﬂfsudlmt:ninpisﬁrdf
clean or complete. Consequently, one might consider this chapter as an
exercise in “product semantics” umwrapping some of the thoughtlines
manufactured into mtpa:hging-:fﬂi:nmhylasmmulngiﬂldim

Against the backdrop of first-order cvents in the reactor itself and their
ongoing sccondary implications for the economies and ccologies of
“tﬂtmmdﬁﬂcmﬁumpt,ﬂwmﬂrﬂﬂgnfﬂhﬂnub}'lhﬁb:mtmﬁna
uallg*.."_r'&eﬂnstmctnd by Moscow, the news media, the nuclear power in-
dustry, and the OECD nations to convey many other third-order ideolog-
ical meanings ln this regard, Chernobyl is 2n excellent example of how
“spectacles™ develop and are managed in advanced industrial societies.

“The spectacle; as . "is not 2 collection of images, but 2
social relation among people, mediated by images™ As it is produced,
umed, and reproduced spectacle presents

itsclf simultaneously as all of society, as part of society, and as an instru-
mﬂﬂfq.l"uﬂgﬁcnﬂanﬂ

When the Wiest German Greens claimed WLMMI is Every-
wm:.:_.:}.h:y ironically identificd how nuclear disaster, both as an image
and as global fallout patterns, does unify everyone in new social, politi-
<l and economic relations mediated by images. Although Chernobyl is
everywhere, it has acquired different meanings in different places to suit
the expectations of many different groups, How the images are presented
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and received—or coded and decoded by corporate managers, technical
€Xperis, of state burcaucrats facing often resistant mass publics—renders
spectacles like Chernobyl intrinsically political. In order to create con-
sent, reaffirm legitimacy, underscore managerial prowess, or contain mass
protests, Chernobyl had 1o be reprocessed and repackaged in more tam-
perproof containers lest the concrete tomb over reactor no. 4 become
the entlre nuclear power industry’s headstone, In the USSR, the repack-
aging was done in the wrapping of glasnost. In the West, its reprocessing
was organized to deflect criticism from ecach OECD nations nuclear
power industry a5 well as o reflect the conventional negative images of
Soviet totalitarianism.

In the advanced industrial socictics of MNorth America, Japan, Western
Eurppe, and Awstralasia, such ideologics are generated continuously
“from a mass of minor hypotheses: news, culture, city planning, advertis-
ing, mechanisms of conditioning and suggestion ready to serve any order,
established or 1o come™? in order 1o contzin or channel mass resistance
to managerial control. This ideology usually speaks through the mass
media in new myths and mythologies that abolish “the complexity of
human acts” And “it gives them the simplicity of cssences, it does away
with all dialectics, with any going back beyond what is immediately vis-
ible, it organizes 2 world without contradictions because it is without
depth™* Yet a great deal of effort must constantly be expended by cor-
porate capital, agencics of the state, or technocratic experts o guaranbee
this “blissful clarity” in such new myths and to revitalize the larger ide-
ology of technological progress that these mythologies legitimate.
Thus far, the news of Chernobyl has fit well within “mechanisms
of conditioning and suggestion”)in both the East angd the West. State agen-
cies and technocratic experts n:dt:ﬁm:-.li:m ucing

this nuclear disaster (o a tragic retelling of the myths of Faust or the
cr's apprentice. Newsweeks fSue on

m\_:cu:r____ﬁ_‘_s_ng%ﬂ. ¢ on Chernobyl, for example,
512 “50 nuc mrmmtm&wﬂlﬁﬂ:ﬂ'ﬂfﬂ"m

“the il always scts his own fee™ According to

II::&JM has made a fateful wager: in order to enjoy the
immense but dark powers of the atom, nuclear society either has made
a pact with Mephisto for its soul or it has created an ever-more-threat-
cning scrvant that can easily evade human control. Even General Secre-
tary Mikhail Gorbachev felt the need to repeat these myths when he

clai ﬂuxﬂﬂmnruhyl”fnrlhcﬁﬁlmncmmmwm
reality Ui sinister power of uncontrolled nuclear % e,
“in W@MJ@S Alvin Weinberg claims, “humans in opting

for nuclear encrgy, must pay the price of extraordinary technical vig-

lance if they are to avoid serious Lr::ublfiﬂl,

signed 1o A reactor operaioeg s

ders, can be attributed to ine i a— oo
theis price of .mmﬁm@wy
sult, the nuclear - A a re-

cludingﬂtﬂl-fﬂcdplmtﬂﬂjmu}hﬂ—d}nmhimmﬂimmwj
tures of the sort that are almost universal outside Russia”® However, 1o
urni:mand ﬁcmuhylm:ﬁﬂy:hn:m}mmu.ﬁh:dﬂumgmmd
criticized. The real complexity of human actions and the inherent con-
tradictions in the world must ben:stmniThlngsnntrmmniﬂmtﬂling
by themselves, Imhﬂd,mriridmhgh:a]mdm}'ﬂlﬂhgiuljﬁmm:m
revealed through attempas o nunmﬁumtmﬂlamrlnqumhq. Al-
mmm&ummnmﬂn:mmdmwmml
rmigp-mm“itniunu:uddmhﬂwithubun'mﬂngni“mﬁl
inte larger political agendas.

THE CHERMOBYL ACCIDENT AND ITS AFTERMATH: THE EVENTS

In February 1986, Soviet Life featured an article on the growing nuclear
power station at Chernobyl, where six massive Bussian Graphite Moder-
ated Channel Tube (REMK) nuclear reactors ultimately would generate
#mmtufHW}dMﬂd@TﬁrWﬁm&kM&ﬁﬂu—
mvimﬂm%ﬂntﬂﬂmﬁ:wmﬂnﬂi}rmm: “the
nddsufamck{hnmmnmmlﬂ.m}nyﬂm"mm:Idﬁpiummllddh
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ﬁmmmmmm*mmtuwun-
curely protected™® A month later, however, a local resident, Lyubov Ko-
valevaka, wrote in Liferafermus [Erpinag that work on the Chernobyyl
power station suffered from a “low quality of design and costing docu-
mentation” “defective material” “lack of organization,’ “weakened disci-
pline and responsibility” and "a large mumber of unresolved problems™ "
The Soviet REMK-type reactor employs graphite as its moderator and
uses boiling water as a coolant by circulating it through the core 10 ox-
tract heat. At the close of 1985, the USSR had 27.8 gigawatts (GW) of
opecrational nuclear eapacity; 15,6 GW of this national capacily was gen-
erated by 28 RBMK-type reactors, while 7 units more with 8.1 GW of
npaﬂtfmmidtrmmuucﬂmardﬂmumnﬁm 10.6 GW were in the
planning stage "' Chernobyl no. 4 was one of fourteen operating REBME—
1000-class reactors. All REMK reactors are direct derivations of the ones
at the USSKs first nuclear station at Obainsk (commissioned in 1954 )
and the six plutonium-producing units { made operational from 1958 to
lﬂiﬁé)hmm"mmhmmmumwduﬁmmjﬁ RBME
units because weapons-grade plutonium is one of their immediate by-
13 Even so, Soviet authorities considered the Chernobyl atomic
pumsmunnunﬂrcmpmmﬁrnmnlm:hnlmplmu.mﬂgmd
that the REMK's graphite moderation, which enablcs refueling without
ahumngdnmand:lmdinpumﬁsdnmhkmamﬂﬂ into more than one
ﬂuuamiprﬁmrrnirnﬂts,“Musu&:safﬁrut‘th: reactor Systcm”
and that “a serious loss of coolant accident is practically impossible” 4
Unfortunately, Lyubov Kovalevska's on-site warnings proved more pro-
phetic than the official mythologics repeated by Vitali Sklyarov or Boris
Semenov in touting the ultimate safety of the Chernobyl power station.
The world’s worst nuclear accident, then, was th= product of a poorly
conducted reactor operations test staged on April 25-26, 1986, during
the planned decommissioning of Chernobyls reactor no. 4 for mainte-
nance. A similar test was staged in 1984 but proved inconclusive because
of inadequate electrical equipment.'* According 1o the official Soviet ne-
port to the International Atomic Encrgy Agency in Vienna, this second
experiment was 1o have tested how long the plant’s steam turbines
would generate electricity after being cut off from their steam supply
The tests goals were to show that the turbines could produce enough
power to keep the station's safety systcms operational '¢ Yet in conduct-
ing these experiments, the plant’s technicians, as the official review of
the accident found, “were not adequately prepared for the tests, and were
not aware of the possible dangers™"”
As 2 result, normal operating protocols were purposcly ignored or
overridden. In staging the test, Chernobyl's operators committed six ma-

mmutcurl‘imnﬂmdmmhrpulm;' out all but six 1o eight rods from
,mwmmmmmmm
mmmmemMmmmm =
m:sr.:k:.b-nml.:d power but led to their fourth mistake: With r.h:m::.'mrum:
wmmm“mmmg&wnnmm:wmm“tﬂ
“mﬂ{p:.: the test program. This action radically altered the equi-
L Lcrﬂidatﬂmhlﬂ:-:drcumdﬂabﬂizin;lh:mum:'q
Ewrcmumg}umﬂm:ﬂmumﬁummmmmmw::
- B.I.I.lil:ll'l'lil'.ll: shutdown system for the reactor Now they started thei
ufmm—mdmnmmdﬂwhsirmmhﬂmimMm;
n&:ymmmmmwmmm
were shut down,'®
Aﬂ:rﬂmacdl}mmuhm.ﬂrmnmﬂunﬂaur running
luclfndﬂ:m:mmmid:cmm"ﬂrmgnmnglh:mnlmh?
dmppnd:h:sn'unmdslnmth:m:mmmﬂbuldu
Fﬂmlrmtheuus:nfh:atdiﬂmkm_lnth:ﬂmﬁngpmﬂmrmmm-
putn:ﬁe&mn?ptt:ﬂnmmrﬂlhumlmipﬂ:ﬂumw e
mmm“mdm:mmm:mﬂiﬁml'Mﬂplﬁ

lid, and tumbled a two hundred—ton
refueling crane into the core, which
destroyed many cooling circuits. With its containment hurrl::ts de-
Tmmhmmmmmmmmmm
1ﬂ:;;mthuuphd:dmmﬁm.nmmmrﬁﬁhrﬂ:m:um
wmmmmm the reactor’s graphite core also caughe fire.
ey L€, reactor no. 45 core cracked open, its coolant fow was
mﬂwp:ed,m:rnm:!rbuﬂdiugmfcdlmmﬂintmgr:phju
qurwnd_d::dryrm:ncuwimmpam:u the atmosphere, 2
it _mhpruzﬁmh-[a}ru,wﬂﬁiﬂ::suﬂnmglmwl o douse
umdmﬂmusmdmﬁiwﬁrmmdprmmm:mmngmm:mm
u,._-tum complex. Within hours, the population of Pripyat and
mﬁmudr surrcunding countryside within 2.5 kilometers (20,000
e persons, respectively ) was mobilized for evacuation. The
ies began mm:dngal:n—ktlm:t:rmnrmmdﬂ::phmunhnm-
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day, April 27. On May 3, 2 much broader zone within 30 kilometers of
the reactor was evacuated, including over 30,000 people from Chernobyl
itself.* By May 6, more than 95,000 persons {and over 17,000 cartle)
had been relocated 2 A fleet of military helicopters and teams of scien-
tists—both under the guidance of Yevgeny Velikoy, vice-president of the
Soviet Academy of Sciences—took charge of containing the dangerous
graphite fire in reactor no. 4. From April 29 (o May 13, 1986, over fiv
thousand tons of boron, lead, sand, clay, and dolomite were dropped by
helicopter to quench the fire. ** To contain the damaged reactor perma-
nently, cleanup teams tunneled underneath reactor noe. 4 to lay a con-
crete foundation for an immense new enclosure structure, or “tomb,”
which was built around the entire reactor complex. This building will
serve as a high-level radioactive waste dump for many centuries 10 comc.

The ultimate costs of the Chernobyl accident are hard 10 quantify ac-
curately Beyond the 31 “prompt deaths™ (2 immediately and 29 more
slowly, through March 1987) and the hospitalization of ncarly 300
people with radiation sickness, "estimates” and “projections”™ come into
play. In direct cash terms, Chernobyl is believed to have cost the USSR
over $3 billion. By 1988, the cost of the cleanup had risen to $13 bil-
lion. Agricultural production has been disrupted and prime farm land
contaminated across the western USSR Vegetables in Kiev were tested
after the accident and found to have thirteen times the level of radiation
ummmmmmﬂmmnmmmm
melskaya showed that 40 percent of the meat, 30 percent of the milk, 15
pummfp::nwgetﬂﬁ,md?ﬂpncmlcnﬂﬁshucmhdﬂdiaum
standards. International conversion formulas suggest that 30,000 to
50,000 additional people in European Russia and 3,000 people in West-
nnimﬂp:ndudi:dcmmducmﬂmmmﬂmdmlun.“mhd;
2,000 to 15,000 mutations and genctic discases are forecast to develop
per million live births over the next generation.™ And around the world
in the aftermath of Chernobyl, the whole nuclear power industry was
called into question, if only for a few months. Yugoslavia dropped its
plans 10 build 2 second nuclear power station at Previaka; Mexico de-
layed operations even longer at its troubled Laguna Verde plant; and the
Philippines mothballed a nearly completed reactor in Bataan.™ Global
mnpinfrmupnﬂuﬁz:dm[m}andhudﬁngnﬂﬂ{ﬂ'ﬂm}mxm
dropped 15 percent in 1986 as nuclear utility managers sought to play
it safe after the accident. Undoubtedly, current and future reaCior costs
will rise from new regulatory oversights prompted by Chernobryl.

At this juncture, however, one must move from the actual events at
Chemobyl and their immediate altermath into the ideological repackag:

"PACKAGING™ CHERNOBYL IN THE EAST AND WEST

Nmmmwmmm i

;l'l_fummmqt”lﬂ.ﬂﬂubct 1957, Great Britain’s graphite-moderated
indscale no. 1 pﬂ:uughtlin:,ﬂ::ﬂdimndﬁnmhmﬂmﬂ:gnun

plnslnnu:hnm:dlamduﬂnmmm:mdlﬂ?-ﬁﬂ,andmm:

injured. In January 1961 three technici
" cians were killed
mmhﬁ%mmmmmﬁiﬁﬂ
ing October 1966, the experimental Fermi :
. no. 1 breeder i
mwymmmmmnmmdmmmm&ng
March l??ﬂ.ﬂu::MiltIslmm;I(Tw]unitZImmsmm:ntdu: to equip-

ment malfunction and operator errors experienced a partial
du-wnwithsmundjnacﬁﬂtyrdm . . e

Jg_mum:mmm;ﬁmwmhg:mﬂmﬂm
Lmﬂir:mm:;nmmnmnm(upmapﬂcmtuﬂuhlmmi
pe, feactor fire spread dangerows isotopes downwind, sensors in Swe-
mmuwmdml lh:alml}rmed:tmm,thcghhalmtdiuumm:dm

in order 1w produce i i

nuclﬁrpuw:rjndmtr}r mﬂml:ndcm.hq:
a . 1 of the QECD i
m:ddm:nkﬂngcﬂpmckaglngﬁdch:muhyl o S
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In the East

In the USSE, on one level Chernobyl enabléd Moscow to reiterate the
common Faostian myths of technical progress of “Humanity Tragically
Trapped by Its Own Runaway Technology” General Secretary Gorba-
chevs May 14, 1986, address clearly was guided by such myths in ex-
plaif:iﬂgmﬂ:rnﬂﬂdandﬂcﬂ&&ﬂnncmﬂnguf{]mnbﬂfhm—
ummmmummmﬂmwdﬁummwmm
break with the cultural and political stagnation of the Brezhnev era. It is
unclear whether Gorbachev chose this glasnost for himsell or whether
the crisis forced glasnost upon him. Still, Chernobyl was cventually pack-
:ﬂtdlanﬂmtfnt.ﬁamhﬂ:aignnfclﬂnmguulmcﬂmhnﬂm
bureaucracy, and second, as an indicator of Gorbachev's commitment 1o
frankness, openness, and effective publicity.

Meither one ddmpmhgimmmgiumm“mymmmm
traditional prejudice favoring secrecy and the practice of misinforming
h@ﬂmpmﬂﬂlptcvﬂsﬁ:mgjmutﬂx&uﬁumtcmﬂrnmﬂ
Chernobyl. Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, B. Y
Shcherbina, reported on national Soviet television that the information
received in Moscow “was not the same that we obtained when we were
in the area” and that “local experts had not made a correct assessment of
the accident™ Novostfs ¥ M. Falin told Der Spiegel intervicwers that
“the first reports from the Chernobyl nuclear power plant were incom-
plete and altimately turned out to be incorrect” and that “the first objec-
tive, detailed information came in before the Monday meeting of the
Politburo”™ two days later® At that meeting Gorbachev apparently ran
into considerable resistance from members of the Politburo. Roy Med-
vedev maintains, "Gorbachev tried 1o assert a policy of lucidity and cor-
rect information within the Politburo. . .. He was backed only by [V 1]
mmwitu:d'uimmnfﬂ:manﬂtpubltmmlnfhﬂniﬂrmm
|KGB head, ¥ M.] Chebrikoy, whereas the rest apparently wanted a con-
rainment of information” * Gorbachev prevailed only when the scale of
the accident and Western inquirics about it made a cover-up essentially
impassible.

Although Gorbachev did not directly criticize Chernobyl’s manage-
ment by local officials in his May 14 address, Pravda reported on June 15
that the party organization at the Chernobyl site was “sharply con-
demned” by the local territorial apparatus.®® The plant director and chief
engincer were discharged for irresponsibility, inefficiency, poor disci-
pline, and inadequate lcadership, while the shift supervisors and plant
foremen were described as being on the run. This administrative purge
continued up the line in the Ukrainian party apparatus throughout 1986,
Thercfore, Moscow shified the blame for the accident, the delay in evac-

rtidyﬂn:}urinuﬁubrﬁpﬁllﬂﬂﬁh: Emrh:tmdr.:-
: . . e had not chan

mﬂ”ﬁf{um:mﬂnﬁﬁm%mwﬁ
r'ucm:l utious umnmmrdurmingfmnmcmnhﬂhagivmi:m

mﬂ;h;lmrltab]tpirkﬂﬂi:s"m the Western press and official commen
glxdlm -:hcp-nm:]rcdhut:glmﬂupmp:mpnﬁm:m the Cherno-
_ l:rﬁmhmﬂymumhukmdlmﬂ:fulﬁnm:hnmm
||wmttﬂladmu:ﬂhy&hzﬂhzmmpnmnfmmm
mgmtsprm:dnd,dmhuﬁinﬂmrh:m&ehndﬂfmclhﬁ?‘:
hasb:mpﬂﬁun:d."**&tth:mm:ﬂm:.h:ﬂnhmﬂutnuhylmux
;ﬂﬂmdmmﬂﬂﬂngmrammuﬂhhﬁdmtlnpn i
n:il::tmmmlmiummldmumhgamﬁmmﬁﬂﬁpmdﬂmm
viet nuclear testing, ™ Byhmugm::mudnm%cﬂnﬂm' _55'-
Gorbachev sought to cast mrmmm:umﬁmﬂhlcﬂgmumhm
?t,np:u,grﬂtpuw:rnm,gvﬁmﬂmunhmmyﬂmumdm
u;cq-:-[nudmm:rg}: H:mcnum:dndt].r:ht:m:ldmtl‘nppmnd
mitting to 13 deaths and 299 hospitalized casualties. Hnlmnnphadmrld-
mm;tlhsincuqenlimlmicmmum threat and were capable of meet
i Em‘n:m:ahll: technical challenges ahead. To prove he was serious
wmgimrmmﬁumm:-v mw approved greater access to Cher-
X €1 press, permitting unprecedented on-site interviews,
&lmmdmtupfwm,g:dmnmuu.i.mdﬂlﬁm i
the local authorities’ response to the crisis, Too
In the process, gimm:hﬁpﬂlu;ﬁhiddmamuchuithﬂm
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Lﬂp:ﬂtnﬂﬁhﬂﬁmh:hrvmiﬂuh:mﬂnnmuchmnmm
mdﬁmtm&gﬂcﬂmmhmuumnﬂchm:ﬂ:cﬂvﬂrmﬂ:
d:rpﬂcﬂccnlﬂm“mtﬂﬂcmﬂmﬁtufnuduﬁuﬁmum
being challenged, nor have reporters questioned the Polithuro about the
USSRs previous atomic accidents, like the disaster at Kyshtym. The
Mmthmﬂmmehﬂnﬂlhrmmhilmuﬂ,
gmmmdummmﬂﬂ{ﬁummﬂm
made from ﬂmuﬂ:mﬂmmdcunﬂwmﬁmmﬁmﬁlmum-
ﬂm.ﬁlmwﬁuuﬂh:mmmmtmrmpﬁnnﬂfmfﬁ:wﬁur
thcpmguﬁnilhtmn;mnuﬁrmumhmt,uﬂ-mﬁﬁmsphﬂn{
individual Soviet citizens when faced with danger.

lnpadngjngﬂ:emﬂhﬂﬂttssnm:mdiu“pmgﬁuim"asa
mﬂm&ﬂl:sulrﬁdngn:wmhmlugiﬂlﬁnmitﬁndlhimwimm
umﬂnpmnmﬁmummilﬁmdmmﬁhlymmurmmﬁm-
ﬂnEumpﬂnaﬂiﬁlmi'ﬂﬂlﬂﬂEmﬂptiﬂnﬁghhnmincuﬁngﬂﬂl
Chernobyl's nuclear and economic fallout, the USSR has gotien away
with its ncgligence—perhaps because these inconsiderate behaviors
mM'ﬂpﬂlﬂ‘hﬂMWkpﬁhﬁiﬂ&ﬂadﬁ-
pu.hﬁpmnmmuaspmci{hcmuhrlnn“mfddmgim:whiklr
Imldsuuilhcmudlm:pmmisinghnagccihlnﬂ:ﬁmqumm
mm[umm:m;mmmnmge-dﬁwnmmﬂpnxpﬁm
mmmmnmsmmmmmm
hﬂbtmquh:[m{ﬂbltmmldﬁwhchtﬂpmgrmhlﬁmu,lht
ﬂﬁmmdinhmmwmdm:mtgm:ﬂlmymmhh
ﬂflhhntwpiﬁﬂsmpﬂﬂiﬂmtﬁﬂ's'ﬁmﬂcummnﬂiﬂmt"lnﬂx
Uﬁn,ﬁﬁu:b:dmtappmmmmmmr:ﬂmnurmgmtpanrm
mm:mmmm.ﬂmﬂmmsmhﬁmmnnﬂnﬁmi
ﬂtm:dﬂg:nui:!dﬂmﬂmﬂﬂlmtm@m,giﬂngm:mamm
nmu{huwtaﬁmmmﬂtmﬂyuudndn:wphmknplnmm
k@ulmm-upmmmtm.mﬁmcmen:puvtaﬁ:Mhmmt
Ei!i!,f]l:m:bﬂdﬂﬂ}'h.ﬁpmductdmmrpﬂﬁiﬂwhﬂnutﬁrﬂxm
ternational image-makers in Moscow

In the Wesl
In the OECD nations, Chernobyl also acquired mythic dimensions. As
.ﬂkumﬂtm:ﬂ:d,'nmdmﬂhseqmudﬂmmmm:
Soviet system: its backward technology, its sloppy safety standards, its
inability to admit failure™* Thus, the accident was uscd, first, to assign
mmmdmwngmm:mmmfmmwﬂmm
25 2 barbaric slave state with litthe regard for human life and, second, as
new cvidence of the Soviet Union's continuing baclkwandness as an in-

dustrial power.

conference, “In our opinion, there population
. was 0o direct threat to the
Zﬁdmmmwﬂhﬁmhmm-._uﬁrﬂmm
dqit:a_r:miﬂ.hﬁtgrcﬂmdﬂduﬂmhﬂi“mnmdﬂ'
distributed - et . | ” a5
o dmmmmwmmmmm
o Locy mmmaamummﬁ
maﬂﬁmmwmmmwm
not a danger to the population™
In fact, Byalistock and Wegorzew in Foland
P ras recorded radiation levels
ﬂlq:sﬂudmw:&nﬁhmmmtmmmmdmmﬂ{m:—h
mlnd."ﬁ:?rtmi. Party) on April 2829, 1986,%* to counteract the radi
muwmlslmmmlmmmmm@m ;.
f:ttﬂrmm:ﬂufmulﬁlmmnmbmuﬂdspuc::i:
of air, while on the Swedish coast they were monitored at 190
becquerels per cubic meter* On Gotland Istand, 40,000 becquerels
squarc meter of grass were monitored, and levels of 8,000 :qu:mpﬂ
mmmmmmﬁmwmymmmwmmw
maﬁmfnm,mdnﬂkmd:nm}:dﬁrm:umm
ugmm- v Mmmhmmm*’m:hﬂuma
= n'uniwmpmunﬂﬂwhchrrkm{mhhflimm:
_mnmmdmpymlﬂmqﬂnumudmmm:Mn}
tions y assigncd usual meanin i
umﬂﬂunm & to the USSR, using Cher-
Following a UPI report, for example, the American media claimed
duthuﬂlig;umufﬂluaﬂrﬂthmmﬂﬁiﬂﬂaﬂgkﬂtﬂryufﬂu:
George Shultz said that he bet ten dollars that the deaths were far i
:cmufmr:wwdaurmpnnndhrMmtmﬁmuthmn,he:
the U5 Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, also decried Soviet
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cmahyrcpuﬁs.uﬂh‘gﬂm‘&mﬂrpmpmﬂmi‘“lnm:mwuf
SUPCTPOWET AFNS Negoliations, the accident was also portrayed as mean-
ing that Washington could not trust Moscow to verify nuclear trealics
because of the Soviets” inadequate disclosures about Chernobyl. A May 1
New York Times editorial argued: “Gorbachey cannot win confidence in
his pledges to reduce nuclear weapons if he forfeits his netghbor’s trust
umm:pﬂmcﬁﬂmufnmhﬂrmugf**mmﬂmuscd
ﬂuuuhﬂtumdmhtunmﬁﬂ:r:djhdﬁwnm:‘lhhummmk
summit, while Time reporied one American offical to have sakd: “Imagine
what they do to national security items if they handle themsclves like
ﬂﬂswhhjualaﬁvﬂlmpuwﬂrphm."“mlamﬂar\tmmm
Sundeay Times asked editorially, *'Who would trust the Soviet Union 10
allow proper verification of its nuclear missile sitcs when it does not even
tell its own citizens of a fatal accident in one of its own nuclear power
statipns? ™ The image of the USSR as a totalitarian monolith with little
regard for individual human life gained fresh momentum in the Cherno-
hylaﬂ:rglmﬂdm@:&miummmmmﬂimmpanrmdm
dhﬂmgmmmﬁrdthﬂldﬁmﬁﬁimmmdﬂmmhﬂ
mwmmmmwdmﬁmmm&mmhﬂmﬁupum
displayed incredible bravery and sclflessness in containing the reactor
fire, the bureaucratic confusion between Kiev and Moscow practically
verified the cynical Western packaging of Chernobyl.

The Sovict Union surcly descrves no praise for its handling of Cher-
nobyl. As Hoffman concludes, “Any government, spcialist or capitalise,
that withholds from its citizens information about the dangers of nuclear
:n:rgrurhﬂsmh:lpdﬂmpmm:tﬂmmdmbduﬂmdmﬁa
nuclear accident at home or abroad diminishes its legitimacy and effec-
tiveness”™ Nevertheleis, as Bernstein recounts, when it comes to US.
nuclear information policies—from the Manhattan Project to TMI—
Americans must recognize that “their own government, at various levels,
has sometimes suppressed information and deceived its own citizens
about the safety and purposes of the LS. nuclear program.” ™

Chernobyl also was employed as a fresh citation to the Soviet Uinion's
deepening technological backwardness. By Toesday, April 29, Sowviet pov-
ernment officials were asking Sweden and West Germany for advice on
fighting graphite fires ** Two Weest German robots were dispatched to ex-
plore the reactor, and with Armand Hammers aid, an American doctor
named Robert Gale, a UCLA bone marrow transplant specialist, was dis-
pudmdmmwtuhﬂp{hﬂnuhﬂ‘svinim.“a&mmuWw
Hmmmmfﬂmﬂmmmummﬂdﬁign
and engineering were at fault in the crisis. To forestall comparisons with
u&mh:mumduwwqumm"mmqmmdm:mﬁmn the
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Soviet system and have 3 number of redundans safery systems built in™%
Even though such claims were somewhat false, nomerons Western ex-
perts came forwand 1o sssure the public that the Sovict reactor was anti-
quared, poorty designed, and lacked 2 containment structare. In Donald
Regn's sssessment, Sovier industrial backwandness was to blame, and mos
aomic energy isclf “Nuoclesr power 8 2 good thing for the fotore of
many nEtions, inchiding our cwn-—ae shoulda't throor out the buaby with
the bath water and condemn all nuclesr power phnts becaose of dhis™ >

To reinforce this picmere of Soviet industrial ineficiency and incom-
petence, the Nuclear Energy Agency [MEA) of the OECD met twelve
days after Chernobyl to assess its meaning for the West. They conchaded
that the NEA should study how to improve cooperation in future maclear
accidents, but that the designs of Western reactor types were quite su-
perior o Sovict designs (Soviet reactors could not even be licensed in
the West). Therefore, no reconsideration of OECD nuclear energy pro-
grams was necessary. Since 30 percent of Western Europe’s, 16 percent
of the United 5tates’, and 20 percent of Japan's electricity is nuclear-
generated, the Tokyo economic summit affirmed the OECD's joint sup-
port of “properly managed” Western nuclear power® Time boldly con-
cluded that the key difference between East and West on nuclear energy
was political: "The US. industry operates in an open society, subject 1o
Lrws that give the public considerable say over where nuclear plants are
located and some input as to when and even if they will go into opera-
tion. The same cannot be said of the Soviet Union, where the povernment
makes all such decisions withowt consulting the public™™ This, of
course, will be news to many American nuclear activists fighting the
Diablo Canyon, Seabrook, or Palo Yerde units.

The American media, in particular, actively participated in packaging
Chernobyl in terms of Soviet callousness and backwardness. In its typical
style, the New York Post ran headlines (lifted from a Mew Jersey Ulkorain-
ian-language weekly) that bellowed “mass GRAVE—15,001) reported bur-
icd in Muke Disposal Site™* More reputable news operations did not do
much better For days—on the basis of an unconfirmed report from
Kiev—UPI, AR NBC, ABC, CBS, The New York Times, and The Washing-
ton Post used the figure of 2,000 deaths, with varying degrees of qualifi-
cation, in reporting on Chernobyl. When put in context with official So-
viel reports of 2 10 31 deaths, these reports implicitly “exposed” the
USSR as the lying, untrustworthy dictatorship it had always been. For
muost of the week following the accident, news reports consistently over-
estimated casualities, claimed oo or even more reactors might be on

fire, and suggested the rescue and cleanup were going very slowly. Re-
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consultants, and the American bone marrow transplant team—were also
highlighted to stress the Soviet Union’s technical inabilities in coping
with the disaster. Yet, bevond buying SPOT or LANDSAT photos for visual
confirmation of their dire disparches, most news organizations relicd on
Western spokesmen and official handouts for most of their copy rather
than any on-the-spot reporting.

This tendency undoubtedly was accentuated by the unusual press ac-
cess 10 offictal spokesmen afforded by President Reagan's Far East tour
mmﬂmmwtmﬂmummmmm
“the initial Sovict statements turned out o be largely comrect on a oum-
ber of significant concerns—for example, the number af casualties, the
number of peactors on fire, and whether or not the fiee had been con-
tzined—while those of the Reagan Admindstration, which were taken by
journalists a1 face value, proved not to be™ The American press also
was remarkshly slow about correcting its carller sensational and inacou-
rate packaging of Chernobyl. By May 19, 1986, The New York Times and
The Wall Street Jowrnal ran stories reporting that the USSR had built
substantial containment structures in ts reactors and that American com-
placency about its own reactor designs was unwarranted. Yot these in-
sights were mainly drawn from an NRC bricfing given ncarly two wecks
carlier on May 8 and from NRC Commissioner James Asscltine’s testi-
mony before the House on May 5. While titillating inaccuracics were
given front-page, first-column spreads in late April, the sober realitics
were tabled for two of three weeks, only to end up later as minor side-
bars or back-page, second-section fillers. In the end, both the Western
press and Washington flatly claimed that if some media reports had been
insccurate, “this was the inevitable result of the extreme secrecy with
which the Sovict authorities dealt with the accident in the days following
L

Beyond the Western nation-states, the most highly motivated Western
group working to redefine the meaning of Chernobyl was the LLS. nuclear
power industry. Time reported that from 1980 to 1986, over 60,000 MW
of planned nuclear power plant capacity had been canceled or indef-
nitely postponed. Chernobyl threatened the industry with an even larger
exodus of customers. A White House official echoed the industry’s con-
cerns: “We don't want the hysteria building around the Soviet accident
transfierring over to the American power industry™** Given the industry’s
political problems at Indian Point, Seabrook, Shoreham, Browns Ferry,
Zion, Diablo Canyon, Palo Verde, and Three Mile Island, as well as prob-
lems with the TWA and WHOOPs reactor programs, its concéms wens
quite significant.

The week before Chernobyl the 115, Committee for Energy Avarcncss
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mmmgmmmmmmﬂuﬂm‘, Is
" o —Is America
Being Lefi Behind?? and showing Old Glory at the botom of 2 nucles-

nrﬂﬂmmchmm:mﬁuiﬂﬁmunmnmmﬂhpdﬁm-
mgﬂutﬂh:mnb}-lhadﬂnmmnjnmm:mmdﬂmﬂuﬂm
tors had the extensive steel and concrete protective barriers most Soviet
mkri“hpqmlic relations blitz mounted by the Electrical Power
nstitute similarly claimed thar Chernobyl was poorly designed
because it lacked steel and concrete contzinments common in the
United States.® The Edison Electric Institute simply stated that “we have
not and will not have a Chernobyl-type plant accident here™* With no
mrmnewplmmwT&ﬂmUin;dmmmﬁnﬂmjusﬁ-
ﬁ:hlrmrﬂtd.ﬂ:fnmm:{h:rﬂ:bﬂ:cddun,m:mmm
ﬁurncwphnuhrwglntlwﬁqﬁmmh}-lkmummmmpm
the plug on the United States’ dying nuclear technology industry:
subsequent revelations about the Chernobyl reactors’ design, as well
uﬂd&@lﬂrﬁmmﬁdmﬂw{imi
negative, irrelevant meaning to the Soviet accident when it was headline
material in the United States. By May 1986, it was revealed that the
United States was operating two graphite-moderated reactors, one water-
mmmmmmwmwmw?
Theoretically, and contrary to the Edison Electric Institutes claims, a
Chernobyl-type, graphite-fire accident could occur in either trouble-
plagued unit. Moreover, the graphite-moderated N-reactor at Hanford,
Wﬁlﬁngtuﬂ,andfnurmhﬂﬂnﬂhrummumﬂmrgi;“thh
produce plutonium and tritium for the Department of Energy’s nuchear
weapons program, all lack adequate containment structures™ If their
safety systems failed, highly toxic plutonium could be widely dispersed
in the resulting reactor accident. After the immediate Chernobyl crisis
had passed, the Atomic Industrial Forum admirted 1o “a little simplifica-
tion™ in its initial claims. By then, the threat to nuclear power's public
Image was contained as the negative meaning of Chernobyl settled on
Moscow and a measure of reassurance stuck with the US. nuclear power
hﬂlmr;Wimpmmtmslikem:qumnhlecmMnmﬂdm;nin
General Electric’s boiling-water reactors or Westinghouse's inadequately
tﬁmiprnmm-ﬂwﬁsiﬂnm:m.ﬂnudu:puwmf
mmnwmmmmmmweﬂmml.ﬁ
This need to reclaim legitimacy for the nuclear project continued into
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1987, For example, Steve Delancy anchored an hour-long NBC News spe-
cial report, “Nuclear Power: In France It Works which was broadcast in
the United States on March 12, 1987. Aficr opening with a review of the
pmhrmmmmunnammﬂrummsmumdmmr
wmwmmmmwmﬂmn
extensive nuchearization program. Since France has no gas, no oil, and no
coal, it is shown as having “no choice™ other than auclear energy: As our
gas, oil, and coal dwindle, we implicitly also have no choice. As a result,
d:crcpunﬂumpd,uhi:cthtmumﬂhﬁcnmuuﬂmufuuﬂwm
in France might restore reasonable good sense 1o 2 United States encrgy
policy now terribly divided by passionate anti-nuclear emotions.

NBC Mews painted guite a positive picture of Paris and the atom in its
'ubi:cmtuamlm:im.“mnmgﬂmmdpmm:uﬂrm:ﬁ-
ﬂﬂcmmﬁuphmﬂcnnud:mhﬂManurdb
signs; the tough training of skilled operators at the Ecole Polytechnique;
49 working reactors, with 15 under construction, providing 70 percent
of the nation’s electricity and lighting; Paris, the City of Light; French
villagers welcoming reactors as clean, safe places of employment; Elec-
uidtéd:lh:r::mgusmmgmm:tﬁdmlsmm;rcW-
mwmammmmenmmmwmmbmmm;
France pushing into new dominance internationally as 2 supplier of nu-
clear reactors, fuel, and technology; French nuclear power generating
money in electricity and high-tech exports; and the French willingly ac-
cepting nuclearization, as 2 mark of national pride and technical acoom-
plishment, with little serious protest. The report stressed that France has
an advantage over the United States, namely, government intolerance of
dissent (which was also presented as usually coming from misinformed
or ignorant malcontents ) and unshaken public faith in the technocratic
acumen of France’s nuclear establishment.

Thtrtputtdidrmlpnmtuutlmwm'smﬂﬁmlmipﬂpm:lim
densities make such centralized systems of power generation somewhat
more feasible than in the United States, nor did it discuss the numerous
accidents that the French have experienced but rarcly report. MBC Mews
also neglected Paris's lack of nuclear glasnost about Chernobyl. Fearing a
backlash about the fallout from the Soviet Afomisiaal the French Atoes-
staat claimed the radioactive cloud by-passed France in May 1986, Later
Paris admitted the fallout did indeed hit France but did not call for public
precautions because the levels of radiation were too low: et radiation in
food and on the ground in some regions was four hundred times greater
mmmm”mhm.ﬂﬂﬂwmﬂmmrpmﬂd:pm
fectly pro-nuclear package; nuclear energy means, as it does in contem-

porary France, many “good” things: freedom from OPEC oil, more jobs,
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mm-("wmmm COnSens
"“mm“*ﬂﬂﬁﬁum:mu&::hum:,
be noted that these curicus “elective affinities™ for nuclearization in
NBC's joumnalistic stance might have some connection with General
Electric’s takeover of the Radio Corporation of America and its media
division, the National Broadcasting Corporation, in 1986. While one
MMLWWMPMZMWW:MM
ist or public relations conspiracy, General Electric prides itself on “bring-
;“:gmd mﬂﬁ;mrmmﬂﬂ:dmum:ﬂmcunjm

main tlxtﬂdﬂw# 4 Ina ﬂlw‘tl' advanced
nuclear technology at home and abroad ™ - -

COMNCLUSIONS

In the last analysis, the packaging of Chemnobyl in both the East and the
clear that many of its threatening meanings had been contained. As more
and more information was provided, it became clear that Chernobyl had
not really called the future of nuclear power into question. The mythol-
ogics of advanced industrial ideclogy instead used Chernobyl to reaffirm
the impossibility of fuure human progress without more nuclear power
For example, Gene Pokomy of Cambridge Reports, 2 public opinion firm
that has tracked American attitudes about nuclear power for nearty
fAfteen years, maintains that "a massive shift in public opinion is just not
there” ™ During the aftermath of Three Mile Island, hard-core opponents
tnnudﬂrpﬂnﬂjump:dlq:mlﬂmzﬂp:r:mtuﬂh:m:mpnhﬂm
from 10 percent in early 1979 and has stayed at that level By February
1987, Chernobyl had failed 0 make a permanent impact on anti-nuclear
Mcwuwmwrmﬂmmwm public opin-
ion Is where it was before the accident™™

Such polls do not measure the delayed, long-term effects of Chernoby
on worldwide opposition to nuclear power But in the shunu:rmn:pj:
pears that the diverse but competing packaging teams of the East and
West in state agencies, the private sector, and nuclear professional forums
have achicved their goal of assigning appropriate meanings to Chernobyl
#miumﬁmmmmmmmhﬁum-
wide. The mass reception of Chernobyl's repackaging apparently was
quitc positive. In the United States, the Cambridge Reports’ February
1987 poll also revealed that 79 percent of the respondents described
nuclear power as an important future energy source, up from 73 percent
in the 1984—85 period. That same percentage of the February poll also
belicved that the United States would increase its use of nuclear energy;
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mﬁ?mwmnwnwwuw"mﬂ
power for the United States’ large-scale electrification noods.™ These di-
verse discourses by those-in-powet, then, arc the active speech of appar-
ent order continuously speaking o reduce those-not-in-power 1o passive
silence about the real disorder undergirding nuclearized socictics.

still, such ideological campaigns are not easy, nor arc they guaranteod
mmmﬁn‘ullmgﬁufmmrmﬂmuuh:mmmﬁmcﬂy
enough for mass publics to coproduce their own affirmations of nuclcar
energy after considering the various trade-offs and the allure of its high
technology Images are manufactured, but the terms of their consump-
tion or the nature of their reception are often incomplete. Chernobyl is
mﬂuﬂhﬂhm&ﬂﬁﬂ:unﬁkﬂymﬂﬂmwm:rmddﬂy
b:mm:mimmtdiﬂd?mﬂ,mﬁmﬂmitmbghnldimum
contradicts images of technical precision and positive cost-benefit com-
mmm,nmmpmmmﬂmﬂ&mlﬂwmm-
mmwmiuwm1hmmuﬂmmm-
down that had been predicted 1o happen only once in ten thousand years
ook place less than ten years after the first unit at the Chernobyl power
station came on line, (In fact, the entire RBMK system probably had only
250 reactor years of operation. ) In certain respects, the ideological re-
mmdmlwummmmumﬂp
ﬁmnﬁmmmmmmmﬂ:npﬂwhdmufmiu-
terconnected. Each of them, working in its own fashion, sought to reaf-
mmmﬂmmmmmmmaﬁwmmm
competence from an cpisode of high-tech disaster and clear technologi-
cal incompetence. Chernobyl flashed “transmission interruption.” “tech-
nical difficulties” or “broadcast interfercnce” across the screens of power
It had to be repackaged as a waming L0 CVEryonc “not to adjust their
sets” Those with access, competence, and control of the codes were stall-
ing those without access, competence, of code command, reassuring
them “to remain calm and await further instructions” rather than increase
their resistance.

D:ﬂﬂitthth'bﬂtcﬂnﬂ&ﬂtmmmﬂlhcmctpﬁﬂnﬁmmﬂgﬁ
Bupulmqmﬁmgtmﬂmpmingmiﬂmmmmﬂﬂrpnwumd
nuclear weaponry. For the ﬁdnﬁiﬂﬂuppmilmﬂ,ﬂ::ruﬂh}'lmwt“
25 the fulfillment of its dire prophecies of nuclear disaster in deadly fact.™
Mﬂwupluﬁuuapnﬂddmmhmwﬂmm:mimhhﬂ:nn
Hemisphere, Chernobyl seemed to revitalize the anti-nuclear movement
Wmmmwmjmbﬂlﬁpﬂdﬂhh
West Germany™ By mid-May 1986, West German protesters were clash-
ing violently with police at the Wackersdorf site of Bonn's new nuclear-
waste reprocessing plant.™ Their concerns ane very real: in addition bo
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being sandwiched between the heavily nuclearized Sovict Union and
France, West Germany operates twenty reactors within its territory, and
another cighteen are within onc hundred kilometers of lis borders™
When a Chernobyl-style thirty-kilometer evacuation zone is placed over
West Germany's five major northern and southern nuclear plants, the ma-
jor cities of Bremerhaven, Hamburg, Mainz, Darmstadt, Worms, Ludwigs-
hafen, Mannheim, Karlsruhe, Stungart, Heidelberg, Heilbronn, Wiirz-
burg, and Schweinfurt fall directly into a high-risk zone.™ It is not at all
surprising, then, that West German Greens first recognized that Cherno-
byl is everywhere, nor that a Der Spiegel poll showed that only 29 per-
cent of West Germans supported building new nuclear plants versus 69
percent against in mid-May 1986.% Similarly, onc year after Chernobyl,
the Worldwatch Institute claimed the accident was the final blow need-
ed 10 “collapse in country after country” the existing “pro-nuclear
consensus”

For the advocates of muclear power, Chemnobyl is simply another (al-
beit quite serious) variety of industrial accident, which actually took less
lives in one event than most coal mining accidents, hydroelectric dam
failures, or ordinary pollution from fossil fuels. Many shrugged it off,
pointing out that the Bhopal chemical plant disaster, for example, was
*much worse” in terms of human deaths. This “naturalization” of nuclear
disaster scems o be one of Chernobyl’s worst legacies. Afier the acc-
dent, many tough-minded exponents of nuclear power flatly announced
that “within 30 years an accident like Chernobyl or Three Mile Island
might be happening every year, "We will get used to them, and news-
papers will report them on page 37:°% A poll of American nuclear scien-
tists in April 1987 revealed that 77 percent saw a Chernobyl-scale nu-
clear accident as improbable, 82 percent saw LS. reactors as safer after
Chernobyl, and 66 percent saw LS. reactors as quite safe overall® Ap-
parently, the image advertising of Chernobyl, like most expensive adver-
new reasons for individuals to continue 10 hold onto their anti-nuciear
or pro-nuclear stance.

These reactions among many nuclear scientists, however, even among
those opposed 10 nuclear power, still run down mythological tracks. Nu-
clear power here is reduced to a “complex technological system” that is
“inherently fallible” because of the complexity, scale, centralization, hi-
erarchy, or inaccessibility of the control systems necded to manage
them™ In mythic form, once again, as Mephisto or the sorcerer’s ap-
prentice, “Techaology” looms over “Man and Soclety™ as a sinister tireat.
In fact, these controd systems’ attributes are not facts of nature, nor
should their failure be regarded as naural; instead, they are the result of
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the purposive creations of peculiar bureaucratic structures in the state
SeCior or oorporate sector of the superpowers. Abstract naturalized
forces, like fallibility, complexicy, hicrarchy, centralization, inaccessibility,
and scale are, in fact, very political and totally artificial traits. They ex-
press the specific social relations of production embodied in the USSR by
the State Committee for Utilization of Atomic Power, the Ministry of Me-
dium Machine Building, the Ministry of Power and Electrification, and
the Ministry of Power Machine Building, and in the US. by the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Department of Encrgy, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and various private ouclear utilities. NMuclear power and its
faws are not naturally necessary: They have simply become political ne-
cessities as nuclear power has become a vital means of production for
states with these bureaucratic relations of nuclear production.

This military/political connection oo the superpower state is essential,
It is what the packaging of peaceful nuclear power continually obscures.
Although no one has solved the intrinsic dangers of the nuclear fuel
cycle or the problems posed by nuclear wasie, safe reactors are feasible,
The West German modular high-temperature gas reactor { MHTGR) and
the Swedish-designed process-inherent, ultimarely safe reactor (PIUS)
seem to overcome the instabilities of current PR, BWE, or REMK de-
signs.** But their technology originated in civilian design bureaus in the
smaller, non-nuclear nations of West Germany and Sweden. Most existing
reactors are based upon much older US. or Sovier military designs. Mu-
clear power reactors using the PWER systems fvored in the West are de-
rived from naval technologies first developed to power nuclear subma:
rines. Likewise, nuclear reactors employing the Soviet REBMK technology
are based upon plutonium production units for atomic bomb man-
ufacture. :

Muclear power advocates mystify and obscure the real sources of Falli-
bility behind complex technologics by blaming it on the technology it-
self. To a very significant extent, nuclear power gencration was initiated
in the 19505 as a partial atonement by nuclear weaponry designers for
first using the atom for wac To compensate for Hiroshima, they sought
to legitimate their work by turning nuclear energy o peaceful purposes
such as generating electricity for peacetime consumption. The technol-
ogy, in turn, is simply a material product of the overly complex and in-
herendy fallible military-scientific bureaucracies that initially produced
and managed it If the handmill creates societies with fewdal lords and
the stcam mill leads (o societies with industrial capitalists, then it would
appear that the nuclear power stations at Chernobyl and TMI follow from
socictics with the Ministries for Mediom Machine Building, Power Ma-
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mwmmummmumwmm
mmmnmmmmmdmﬂ
perpower state, The tendency among nuclear power supporters, in turn,
to naturalize tremendous nuclear disaster only reflects, in a distorted
fnmﬂ::cﬂmmdamﬂ-pmﬂmmmﬁ:ingmmlwmppumﬁx
Mmmmmmhmﬁnmw
in both the East and the West have had 1o repackage Chemnobyl mythi-
ﬁufmmmxngiuln:rmsuhmuﬂdndiupuf*mpﬂc:hmﬂ
hlgh“mhw:mldﬂ:punuﬁ:tmcdup:rmhmsniﬂtmﬂhﬂhdl:
mummmmm:mm:mﬂmﬂmwmm
npmqumim—ﬂr:m,dﬂnmmufmuymmﬁpmm:tuis
Enallrshmmmh:achng;crmu,dinrkinduipmﬂmmmim-
MENSE L0 measune.
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