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Overview 
Energy policy, including decision on the energy mix, is formed and shaped by many factors, including energy security, the availability of resource, growth of energy demand, public pressure, and environmental concerns. In the last years until Fukushima, the notion of nuclear renaissance emerged, and many, mostly Asian countries started aggressive nuclear energy programs, even the United States has passed laws to boost its nuclear industry. 

This paper investigates the impacts of nuclear accidents on energy policy with the help of a panel dataset of 31 countries with civilian nuclear power from 1965-2009, using annual data about the capacity of reactors under construction, primary energy consumption, several economic variables, as well as three nuclear accidents scaled INES five or higher at the International Atomic Energy Agency scale.  The paper aims to estimate the potential impact Fukushima is likely to have on worldwide nuclear power plant constructions.
Methodology
I use multiple regressions conducted on construction starts, measured in electrical capacities. The accidents are modeled with dummies (Lucens 1969, Three Mile Island 1979, and Chernobyl 1986), and their impact length is allowed to vary per country. Thus, the effect of an accident may stop before the end of the sample period. 
To do this, I allow the Lucens dummy to take on the value of ”1” in successive time periods. The variable thus takes on a positive value first in 1969, then in 1969&1970, and then progressively covers the entire sample period of 1969-2009. Similarly, I allow for the impact of the TMI accident to run from 1979 to 2009 and for Chernobyl, to run from 1986 to 2009. What the optimal impact length of an accident is, taking into account the other accidents, the constructions of the previous year and the energy consumption of the previous year, I ascertain by running the entire array of models, in this case 41*31*24=30504 regressions for each country.  

The accident impact length for each country is chosen by the AIC selection criterion.  The results of the individual regressions are afterwards pooled, and used in a dynamic panel setting with fixed effects. This method was found superior for macroeconomic panel data compared to other, available GMM techniques.
Results
After conducting the panel regressions, I find that neither Three Mile Island nor Lucens had a worldwide negative impact on construction starts, while Chernobyl did. The significant negative effect of TMI was found to be limited to the United States. The worldwide impact of Chernobyl is however shown to wear-off in certain geographical clusters, after ten to thirty years. I find that nuclear capacity enlargement shows a significant persistence or lock-in effect, but it was also significantly driven by primary energy consumption and energy insecurity in the past five decades. The effects of real interest rates, inflation, or gross domestic product on reactor construction were not found significant. Thus, an accident is likely to have a negative and long lasting impact in the country where it happened, and possibly in countries affected by the direct consequences, or where governments are subject to severe public pressure. 
Conclusions
Where and how far the negative policy impact of Fukushima might spread will now depend on the objectivity of the media coverage, on the depth of technology understanding in the public, whether or not there are existing nuclear infrastructures and know-how in a country, but also on the existing political structures. We have seen that the impact-length of an accident can, but need not “wear off” anywhere between ten to thirty years. Areas closer to the accident might be affected more negatively and for a longer time. Growing concerns of energy supply security and greenhouse gas emissions may counteract this impact at the legislative level.
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