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E. Broda (Austria) 

THE TlffiEAT OF 'WAR AND THE ENERGY PROBLE11 

1. Energv Consumption arid Armaments 

Two of the major problems of our time, the threat of nuclear war (by far the most 
important problem) and the energy problem, are generally treated in parallel, as if they 
were independent. For instance they are kept separate in the agenda of the Pugwash 
Conferences. However the two problems are in fact very elosely intertwined and it is 
essential for a solution of the problems that this should be understood. 

Clearly, the hunt for cheap energy may lead to war. Nobody will deny that, in their 
desperate craving for abundant and cheap energy, countries may be tempted to apply the 
threat of war to promote their presumed interests. Many local wars for oil were waged in 
Asia, Africa and Latin America; this has often been shown by historians and journalists 
and even by novelists. Concerning the re cent past, one recalls the serious threats against 
oil exporting countries when the so-called energy crisis broke out. Obviously, in our time 
any war can quite easily develop into a nuclear conflagration. 

But there is not sufficient realization of the extent to which the converse is also true. 
namely, that the energy problem is enormously aggravated by the danger of war. Gene rally. 
a large part of the national income goes to the armed forces and to manufacturers of 
armaments. This applies not only to the great powers but also to many other countries, 
including the new rich in the Middle East, and even to the desperately poor countries of the 
Fourth World. Clearly expenditure of money goes hand in hand with the expenditure of 
energy. Energy is needed for the production of steel for arms, of cement for military 
construction, and of food for the soldiery. Trucks and planes consume fuel. Expenditure i5 
far larger still in actual war; the amount of energy used in Vietnam on the American side 
must have been enormous. A cessation of expenditure for the military would immediately 
put an end to many difficulties in energy supply: it would Q,e far more effective than the 
conservation measures - however welcome - now in the minds of the experts. 

It is not only the direct expenditures for the military and for armaments that are 
relevant to the problem. Thinking in terms of possible armed conflict, many countries 
have decided to support; even at heav}' financial and energy cost, those branches of the 
economy that are thought to contribute most to a powerful position in the area or in the 
world, be it only by way of prestige. Favourite children are, for instance, mining, 
metallurgy and heavy industries, shipbuilding, trucks and cars, certain chemicals and 
electronic hardware. Strategic roads and railways are buHt on a large scale. It should not 
be beyond the capability of statisticians to work out the cost of all these activities in terms 
of energy expenditure. But even without these data it is obvious that the figures are 
staggering. 

2. The Bane of Competition 

Knowledgeable people feel that with an energy consumption of about 10 kilowatts per 
head the leading industrial countries have reached or overstepped the limit of what is 
desirable. Quite possibly true human well-being does not require a further increase of 
energy production in the developed countries. The new Stockholm Energy Institute may 
work out recommendations about the desirable level. Thls could prove to be below the 
present level in the developed countries although it would surely be far above the level in 
the developing countries. In this context it must be hoped that serious consideration will 
be given to the military contribution, which should be reduced radically and eventually 
suppressed. 

Unfortunately, present arguments in favour ofIimitation of energy production and con
sumption in country A fall flat in face of the question: how will limitation affect our 
position in the world? Presumably country B (and maybe C) will continue to raise energy 
production, and the balance of power will thereby be shifted to our disadvantage. 
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We may compare the situation in an analogous field, that of population. I shall take as 
an example my own country, Austria, a small country, and in our time not one of the most 
difficult 01' aggressive countries~ Looking at our towns and densely populated countryside 
:md considering the increasing destruction of nature by building activity everywhere, much 
of it for luxury purposes, no-one in his senses would hold that there are too few Austrians. 
::\evertheless, the unbelievable is true. When in re cent years statistics indicated a 
decreased rate of population growth, tending towards zero, the mass media, especially the 
dailies with the largest circulation, howled as if this were a disaster. The reason why a 
clecreasing rate of population growth should be a disadvantage, indeed a defeat, is never 
spelled out. But it is clear that consciously 01' unconsciously our situation is compared 
with that of some of our neighbours where the population still continues to increase. 

The consideration is then: how does a stationary population at home affect our chances 
in competition and possible conflict with our neighbours? I chose Austria as an example, 
but clearly the situation is similaI' everywhere. 

The worst feature is that these unspoken (01' spoken) arguments cannot even be said to 
be baseless. Who could maintain that the balance of strength between, say, Greece and 
Turkey is not affected by population size, 01', to return to the energy problem, by the 
relative values of power production and of engineering capacity? We may conclude that 
voluntary limitation of energy production 01' consumption on an important scale cannot be 
hoped for in a world dominated by international conflict. 

In particular, the equalization of energy consumption as between the developed countries 
ane! the developing countries - a goal to which Hp service is often paid - is unachievable 
because of international tensions. It is easy enough to start exploration for oil 01' to build 
power stations in this or that backward country as long as the balance between the "superior" 
and the "inferior" countries is not affected thereby. But can it really be believed that the 
most highly developed countries , among them the ex-colonial powers, really desire to 
abolish the differences in economic and military strength - largely expressed in the 
different levels of energy production and consumption between themselves and their former 
possessions - and thus to enable their former colonies to extricate themselves from a 
situation of dependence, and even to settle old scores? 

3. Unlimited Growth 01' Reduction of Working Time? 

In the developed countries, early limitation of energy production must come about, 
in spite of what semi-informed experts from industry tell uso With a 7% increase in 
electricity production per year, as fiercely demanded by leading experts (e. g. in my 
country), the capacity of the power plants must increase sixfold by the end of the century, 
ane! thirty-six fold within fifty years. Thirty-six power plants where there is just one now~ 
This is obviously impossible. Thus the question is not a simple "yes" or "no" to limitation, 
but whether it shoule! be earlier, voluntary, planned limitation versus later, chaotic 
limitation, forced by circumstances. 

Social thinkers in the past, including the founding fathers of scientific socialism, did 
not anticipate unlimited economic gro\\th. The idea was rather that after the attainment of 
a production level that would make possible a fulllife, any further increase in productivity 
would be used to reduce the length of the working day and or working year. Now while in 
the developed countries working time has indeed been shortened, the increase in productivity 
has not been compensated thereby, and there is no intention of such compensation at a later 
time. 

Large parts of the population have seen such increases of their purchasing power that 
not only can all basic needs be met, but more and more products are created by the 
ine!efatigable capitalist industry to scoop off excess purchasing power. Many of these new 
products do not contribute to true well-being, and may in fact even detract from it. But 
advertising and the insidious influence of the mass media pander to imagined need and the 
notion of prestige connected with the new products, from colour television to the private, 

. electrically heated sauna. And there is no end to be seen. 
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Nothing said here must be misconstrued as meaning that the supply of energy to all 
sectors of the working population (or to such groups as old-age pensioners) in the develo]J€(/" 
countries·is satisfactory. On the contrary, in many cases living standards are still in 
need of radical improvement. Eut considering the overall level attained, it does appear 
that this aim can and ought to be reached by changes in the national way of life and by 
redistribution of income (and, incidentally, of energy consumption) rather than by an overail 
increase of energy production. To quote a friend: the solution of the soeial problem cannot I 
consist in letting the loaf grow until the crumbs are big enough for the hunger of the poor. j 

The considerations about growth are valid in a world without nuclear power, and even i 
more so in a nuclear world. We are told that many jobs would be lost if we stopped nuclear I 
construction. Why does nobody argue that it is really a good thing that productivity has !l 
increased so that we can reduce working hours to reabsorb these workers without reducing " 
wages? This thought seems to have been lost, although to old-time socialists,among other!,' " 
it would have been obvious. According to current ideology, we have to build nuc1ear power 
stations, and the Concorde, to keep people busy. 

4. Side Remarks on Fission and Fusion 

Competition also influences the safety aspects of nuclear fission technology. Countries 
are reluctant to introduce effective, and therefore expensive, safety standards, e. g. in 
respect to waste disposal, because they do not believe their neighbours are taking these 
precautions. 

Here we might slip in a more general consideration about nuclear fission energy. The 
various objections to it, in order of increasing seriousness, are: routine releases of 
radionuclides, difficulty of waste disposal, possibility of technical disaster , trend towards 
a police state, and nuclear war. They all stern, in the last analysis, from a common root. 
Man and his phylogenetic ancestors dealt with mechanical and chemical forces only. The 
bioenergetic processes are chemical processes, and the inventions of man - manufacture 1 
of goods, mechanical locomotion - are also based on chemical and mechanical processes. 
Throughout the ages, living matter has adapted to mechanical and chemical forces. Until 
recently, it never had any need or opportunity to utilize nuc1ear forces, which are, per unit 
mass, millions of times stronger than chemical forces. Thus on the basis of our natural 
heritage we lack the senses, the receptors, for nuclear processes. For example, one can 
easily absorb a lethal dose of gamma radiation without even noticing it. But man also has no 
instinctive capacity to deal with these forces. Therefore, the natural reactions, common to 
all mankind, must be replaced by purely intellectual processes, accessible only to a small 
minority of highly-trained experts, supported by computers. Eut the experts do not realize 
the long-range effects of their actions. The task of controlling the nuclear forces might be 
too much for humans in war and in peace. 

Now what is to be done about energy? Certainly scientific-technical progress in the 
energy field must go on. Far more serious work must be invested in the search for metho<ls 
of energy conservation and for alternatives to fission power. The feasibility of fusion 
power (or, for that matter, of large-scale geothermal power) has not been demonstrated. 
Moreover fusion energy, like fission energy due to nuc1ear forces, is objectionable on vari()l)f. 
technical, environmental and economic counts. In any case, fusion power would involve 
staggering over-centralization of energy production in huge plants that can be run only by 
some select people in a few countries; in this respect fusion power would be even worse 
than fission power. The principal aim must therefore be, in addition to conservation, the 
development of solar energy. This has been argued in more detail elsewhere. 

5. Conclusion 

While scientific-technical progress in the fjelds of energy conservation and production is 
indispensable, we insist that the question of energy is subordinate to that of international 
relations. The danger of war, or of threatened war, must be lifted before solutions of the 
energy problem can be found. Competition, driven by the threat of war, will always prevent 

reasonable limitation. The central problem is reliable world peace and disarmament. 

1 
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Only if and when this problem has been solved, solutions to the very different energy 
problems both in developed and in developing countries can be expected. 

We do not argue in favour of a static world. We want development in the distant as 
well as in the near future. But change should be rational and planned. The driving force 
should not be the blind selfishness of minorities operating for profit or the exploitation of 
privilege at the expense of the rest of mankind. War and the threat of war mllst go. This 
is imperative from the energy, as weH as from every other, point of view. 
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