“Aton fests
damage
not proved

From Tony Duboudin
Melbourne

Studies on Australians who
took part in British atomic tests
on Monte Bello Island and at
Maralinga in the 1950s and
1960s have concluded that there
£is no evidence to suggest the

‘.ests had adverse effects
v The studies, tabled m the
!‘Scnatc yesterday , were carried
, out by the Federal Department
of Health and looked at the
health of more than 9,000

ple.

_ Dr Neal Blewett, the Minister
fer Health, said he had long
“recognized the concern of many
fcrmer participants in the tests
"about the possible long-term
" effects of exposure to radiation.
However, these latest studies
confirmed that it was not
possible to demonstrate that
'exposure to radiation had had

significant adverse effects.
© In February, Mr Doug
“Rickard, a member of the
“health physics team at Maralinga
:from 1957 to 1959, suggested
that radiation readings taken
from people involved in -the
British tests had been faked.

Sir,—You quote the Home
Office Minister, Douglas
Hurd. on the subject of esti-

mated blast casualties in a
nuclear attack (** Studies L
showing areas vulnerable to

nuclear war kept secret,” )¢
December 15). He says that 7=~

*a lot of the scientific argu-
ment [between the Home
Office and its critics] is how
right it is simply to accept
the American calculations
even though, for example,
British housing tends to be a

good deal more solid than
American housing.”

British architects and
builders, would I think,

acknowledge that this is not
the case. But in any event
this is not what the principal
argument is about: which is
whether blast casualties
should be predicted on the
basis of data from actual
nuclear weapons effects (as
the Americans do) or on the
basis of data from conven-
tional bombing in the Blitz
(as the Home Office does)
The Home Once itself has
acknowledged on several
occasion§ that its own
approach' is likely to lead to
serious underestimates.
Philip Steadman.
Centre for Configurational
Studies.
The Open University.
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' Chilling prospect of a nuclear winter

> From Dr Norman Myers

. Sir, I read with interest David

: Watt's comments on December 9
about the film The Day After, and
his speculation on whether the
scientific prognosis of a nuclear
{ winter is correct. Having partici-

¥ pated in the background research in
the United States during the past
several months, I do not agree that
there are “many uncertainties in the
hypothesis™ that warrant “under-
standable caution™.

Both the physical and biological.
teams ran dozens of variations of
their computerized models to check
their findings, and they concluded
that their anaylses were reinforced
time after time, with virtually no
significant variations in the out-

| come. Whether we consider a

F 10,000-megaton «or only a 1,000-

‘ megaton war, the results produce a

" nuclear winter. In certain circum-

, stances & mere 100 megatons can
trigger a similar phenomenon

; (Britain possesses more than 100
megatons).

The papers, being published in the
major American journal Science,

; have undcmc unusually ngorous
' appraisal ugh extensive peer
review. If one can be permitted the
. phrase, there is an “overkill” of
* supporting evidence to justify the
findings. Several independent re-
.-scarch efforts have come up with
’ paraliel results.
¢ To quote the summary of the
7 biological paper. authored by 20
= leading scientists from scveral
” countnies, “It is clear that the
. ecosystem ecffects alone resulting
i from a large-scale thermonuclear
- war could be enough to destroy the
scurrent civilisation in at least the
. northern bemisphere . the
- combined intermediate and long-
“term effects of nuclear war suggest
that eventually there might be no
human survivors in the northern
hemisphere.”
» All this reiterates a key question.
Can government leaders afford o
_contine with their present response
“10 the nuclear threat, with the new
_ risks of a muclear winter - precisely
.- al a ume when more weapons are
< being deployed? Or should they not
t. rather consider the alternative risks
- of taking a eloser fook at whatever
' measures are necessary o throw the
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nuclear arms. race into reverse?
Perhaps the prospect of a nucleas
winter will help us to achicve at leas:
a nuclear freeze.

Yours faithfully,

NORMAN MYERS,

U Meadow,

OHd Road,

Headington, .
Oxford. -~ ..

December 13

From Professor Sir Frederick
Warner, FRS

Sir, David Watt (December 9) ha:
written about the aftermath o
nuciear war and Carl Sagan™
comment that the prospect of 1
“nuclear winter” frightens him mon
than The Day Afler.

A committee of the Internationa
Council of Scientific Unions i
engaged in a study of this and longer
term effécts than the immediat
deaths following a nuclear exchange

A workshop 1n Stockholm durin;
November decided to re-<xamine
the scenarios for different scales o
nuclecar exchange and conduc
further research in several countrie
on atmospheric chemistry, climat
change and -biological effects. Thu
next, on agricultare, will be in Delh
from February 9to 11, 1984, and th
one after in Leningrad in May.

General planning is being done b
a steering group of leading scientist
from the USA, USSR, France
Sweden, India and Japan, under mr
chairmanship. The Royal Societ
has frnanced a research assistant
work with me at the Universtiy o
Essex, which has provided accom
modation. .

So far we have not had the “do
fight” por the pause expected b
David Watt. We have had w worl
hard to prowvide the discussiol

-papers which scientists nmeed fo
useful discussions and to start b
concentrating limited resources o
facts which can be agreed or furthe
explored by experts. ’
Yours faithfully,

NED WARNER, Treasurer,
Scientific Committee on Problems
of the Environment, .
As from: Chemistry Department,
Essex Unrversity, i
Wivenhoe Park,
Colchester, Essex.
" December 9.
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