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Sponsored by the Ford Foundation and administered by the MITRE Corporation, Ballinger 1977. 

No of pages: 418. Price $6.93 paper, $1650 hardback. 

This report, commonly referred to as the Ford/MITRE study, has had an immediate popular appeal. 
It has served primarily as a reasoned justification for some of the positions espoused in the Carter 
administration’s energy policy, particularly with respect to the down-grading both of developing a breeder 
reactor and of subsidizing the recycling of spent LWR fuel. President Carter’s proposals of course 
deal with a wider range of energy problems than the restricted nuclear options covered in this study; 
only four of the hundred pages in his The National Energy Plan address nuclear issues directly. In 
spite of this, the acrimony and vehemence surrounding nuclear issues in the United States is so great 
that any careful exploration of the issues is disproportionately welcome. 

The Ford Foundation is no stranger to the energy policy debate. Its earlier Energy Policy Project 
(Ford/EPP) produced A Time to Choose and two dozen other booklength reports published by the 
Ballinger Publishing Company. Other foundation efforts are modest in comparison, e.g. the Rockefeller 
Brothers Fund sponsored The Unfinished Agenda and the Third Century Corporation and Nelson Rocke- 
feller’s Committee on Critical Choices sponsored Power and Security, neither of which managed to 
get into the same league. 

There appears to be a marked tendency for the sponsors’ biases to shine through such foundation 
efforts, whether the biases be establishment or anti-establishment in nature. Suddenly in the. middle 
of a public debate on energy policy, a few of the participants are unexpectedly supplied with vastly 
enriched public address facilities not available to others, courtesy of a foundation which discovers wisdom 
worthy of reward coming from a few among the many participating speakers. Bias? Horrors, no! Merely 
an appreciation of and a reward for excellence. 

One of the unfortunate ground rules adopted for this study is described by McGeorge Bundy in 
the foreword, namely that ‘the participants themselves, as a group, must have sole and complete responsi- 
bility for their findings.’ This stands in contrast to the ground rules for the previous Ford/EPP effort 
which permitted advisory board members to make criticisms of A Time to Choose in a final chapter. 
The most trenchant of these was prepared by D. C. Burnham, then Chairman of the Westinghouse 
Corporation, who noted that the study adopted a time horizon of the year 2080 which in effect wrote 
off the longer term interests of posterity (Figure D, p. 366). Further he argued the urgency of action 
in the face of the rapid depletion of fossil fuels and underscored the gravity of the social and economic 
consequences of any serious national commitment to conservation, despite its desirability for saving 
fuel. 

This is worth recalling here because the present study also fails to address these issues while simul- 
taneously providing no opportunity for individual participants to take exception to the common findings. 
The incautious optimism of the Ford/EPP study with regard to future energy sources has been lamented 
by other observers of the energy scene (for example, by Reister and Davitian of the Oak Ridge Institute 
for Energy Studies (Science, 187, 790)), but the Ford/MITRE study repeats this error, in fact commits 
this error in an even more serious degree. 

The question of a national commitment or non-commitment to a uranium and/or a plutonium strategy 
ought to be predicated on realistic scenarios as to future availability of domestic fossil fuels, the role 
of imports, and the possibilities of conservation. But these issues are never seriously confronted by 
the Ford/MITRE study. The earlier Ford/EPP study at least wrestled with the issue of the energy 
reserves needed to maintain the various scenarios but the Ford/MITRE study avoids the problem com- 
pletely. A realistic scenario based on present realities would have to start with certain basic facts of 
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life: (1) domestic (U.S.) oil and natural gas reserves including undiscovered recoverables total around 
1600 quads, and (2) even incremented by 400 quads of imports, the 50 quads per year consumption 
of these resources (Figures 1-1 and 1-2) will have been totally exhausted by the year 2015. 

The Ford/MITRE study simply does not examine traditional fuel supplies in order to quantify the 
role that nuclear energy will have to play. The bleak prospect for natural gas is dismissed in one 
short paragraph on page 95, offset by a cheerful reminder that one must not ‘write off oil and gas’, 
a hope grounded on fantasies that are not shared by the United States Geological Survey, by the 
National Academy of Science, or by any of the U.S. oil and gas companies, but they are crucial to 
the arguments of this study. Since presumably there is no urgency about traditional fossil fuel supplies 
for the next 25 years, the study concludes that we may slow down our commitment to breeders and 
to recycling while we explore alternative fuel cycles in a more leisurely manner. 

Once this major blind spot in the study is behind us theastudy performs a very competent job 
of describing current establishment thinking about matters nuclear. It is just the competent handling 
of the details of nuclear issues while missing the broader issues that this reviewer finds so distressing. 
For instance, according to conventional wisdom, total electric demand in the United States, now back 
to its historic 10 year doubling time growth, will grow fourfold by the end of the century. At the 
same time uranium production and electric capacity based on uranium are projected to grow tenfold, 
leading to the conclusion that nuclear power will grow from its present one-tenth to (only) one quarter 
of the energy supplied to electric generating facilities. However, it is also an accepted expectation in 
this report and elsewhere, that by the end of this century half, not one-quarter, of our electrical energy 
will come from the 400-600 reactors then on line. Something clearly is wrong with US. national nuclear 
planning; it is unfortunate that this study did not avail itself of its opportunity to address the larger 
issues. 

We have the right to be grateful for the way this study handles the more focused issues of nuclear 
safety. Much scare literature has declared that the breathing in of a microscopic speck of plutonium 
leads to certain and even ‘instant’ death, that terrorists are committed to blowing up nuclear reactors, 
that nuclear reactors are bent on selfdestruction anyway, and that any intelligent high school youngster 
with a handful of plutonium can blow up the Pentagon. This book is helpful in its rational approach 
to these subjects. 

The book suffers from a lack of focus as to its target. It is not addressed to a wide audience; 
it is far too heavy for that. On the other hand it is not intended to be a text; it has no index and 
suffers from such curious gaps as its neglect of natural gas supply problems. It was McGeorge Bundy’s 
hope in the foreword that this report will succeed in ‘moving the discussion to a new level of accuracy 
in evidence, trenchancy in analysis, and fairness in judgement.’ These are enormously ambitious and 
admirable goals in today’s poisoned atmosphere of acrimonious debate in which most of what is being 
written serves mainly to convince the already converted. Whether even the resources of the Ford Founda- 
tion can make a totally satisfactory statement in this environment is an open question but its most 
recent foray into the nuclear energy policy maelstrom leaves room for later improvement. 

THOMAS G. DONNELLY 
The University of North Carolina 

ENERGY OR EXTINCTION? THE CASE FOR NUCLEAR ENERGY. Fred Hoyle. Heinemann Educational Books, 
London, 1977. Price: f 1.50. ISBN 0 435 54430 6. 

‘This is an important book which I hope will be read and thought about deeply by politicians and 
by everyone concerned with the future of western democratic society. It is about energy; about the 
alarming prospect that oil will soon run out and be replaced by nothing else.’ So says Sir Alan Cottrell 
F.R.S., formerly chief scientific advisor to the UK Government, in the Foreword. On the back cover 
we are told that ‘This short important book is unashamedly provocative’. Given these two sentences 


