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the slightest sign of  trouble. New ideas 
have emerged to make a nuclear power 
plants ‘meltdown proof ’ by having the 
reactors cool down automatically with 
minimal human intervention (8). This, 
scientists hope, could thwart potential 
terrorist attacks on nuclear power 
plants. 

The processing of  nuclear waste, 
though a boon to sustainability, poses 
a n o t h e r 
threat to 
security be-
cause such 
processing 
separates 
plutonium 
from the expended uranium. Any addi-
tional production of  plutonium is unde-
sirable because it is a highly sought-after 
ingredient for nuclear weapons. Efforts 
to address this impending threat have 
shaped and will continue to influence 
American foreign policy and the inter-
national political arena. 

To prevent plutonium from freely 
circulating in the global market, the 
United States Congress has decided 
to keep uranium out of  reach from 
questionable use by allocating $555 
billion towards the formation of  an 
international nuclear fuel bank (9). 
This multinational nuclear fuel reserve, 
backed by countries such as Russia, 
France, Germany, and Britain, will 
provide ready-to-use nuclear fuel to 
non-nuclear countries on the condition 
that they refrain from pursuing nuclear-
enrichment technologies (9). 

On paper, the fuel bank seems like 
a noble collaboration among current 
nuclear powers to share nuclear wealth 
while promoting safe nuclear power de-
velopment in other countries. Non-nu-
clear nations, however, could potentially 
view the coalition as another attempt by 
nuclear powers to make politically and 
economically charged demands. Resent-
ment towards the nuclear fuel bank 

commentary
could have the unintended consequence 
of  prompting non-nuclear countries to 
preemptively accelerate their nuclear 
development programs.  Though the 
backlash has not yet been observed, 
Brazil and South Africa have already 
expressed suspicions about the initia-
tive (9).  Further evidence of  political 
tensions can be seen in the opening of  
nuclear trade with India, a country that 

has become re-
sentful of  its 
decreased sov-
ereignty due to 
the conditions 
imposed by the 
United States 

(9). 
With the safety of  domestic nuclear 

power plants largely under control, 
nuclear powers like United States must 
face the ongoing challenge of  maintain-
ing a safe international playing field. 
Whether the international fuel bank will 
live up to its purpose remains uncertain. 
It is clear, however, that nuclear energy 
will be a key issue in future domestic 
and international politics.

Nuclear Promises
Given the multi-faceted risks of  

handling nuclear energy, many propose 
abandoning all attempts to resuscitate 
a potential agent of  havoc. Fervent 
opponents of  nuclear power plants in 
the United States propose that “Nuclear 
isn’t necessary” (10). The decision to 
invest in nuclear power plants, however, 
cannot be made with only energy con-
siderations in mind, but also requires 
social and political foresight. The 
United States cannot afford to neglect 
nuclear power development while 
countries in Europe and Asia thirstily 
embrace it. If  the United States intends 
to maintain nuclear order around the 
world, it must learn how to wield and 
master nuclear power.

Nuclear power is by no means the 

“In order for nuclear power to make 
a significant reduction of world 
carbon emission, its production 

would have to triple by 2050 (8).”

solution to the current economic and 
climate crises. It is, however, an essential 
part of  a potential approach to resolve 
these problems. Today, the United 
States is confronted with a two-fold 
quandary: how logistically to integrate 
nuclear power into its energy plan and 
how to convince the American people 
of  its safety. The first step towards the 
solution, then, is to acknowledge that, 
although nuclear power can be an agent 
of  destruction, if  wisely employed, 
could serve as a tremendous agent of  
progress. 
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