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SUMMARY-ANALYSIS OF HEARINGS HELD MAY 27-29 AND
JUNE 3-7, 1957, ON THE NATURE OF RADIOACTIVE FALLOUT
“ AND ITS EFFECTS ON MAN

InTRODUCTION

During late May and early June the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy held 8 days of public hearings on the nature of radioactive
fallout and its effects on man, It was the intent of these hearings
to emphasize the scientific subject matter related to the fallout
problem, and to leave broader policy issues to subsequent considera-
tion. The hearings, including msterial introduced for the record
and a comprehensive bibliography, will probably be the most exten~
sive library of information on fallout yet to appear in one document,

The hearings covered in detail the whole ¢ycle of fallout from its
inception in the detonation of nuclear weapons, through its scattering
about in the atmosphere and descent to earth, and finally its uptake
by and effect on human beings, animsls, and vegetation. Testimony
covered a breadth of scientific knowledge from physics to pathology,
and from geology to genetics, as it relates to fallout. Some 50
experts from the major scientific areas involved were invited to
present testimony before the committee and submit statements for
the record. All sessions were open to the public. '

The bearings accomplished several things. One thing was clarifi-
cation of many important scientific points. Another was putting
into better perspective much of the available scientific data on
fallout. Most helpful, in this respect, were experimental round-table
discussions among some of the expert witnesses. The discussions
helped to point up the areas of agreement and to outline more clearly
the areas of continuing disagreement,

The hearings served to bring out distinctions that must be made
between fact and value judgment, and served to emphasize how
difficult it is to give precise scientific definition to such words as
“clean,” “safe,” and ‘“hazardous,” so that these words acquire exact
meanings.

The scope of the subject matter covered in the hearings is so broad
and often so technical and detailed that a comprehensive analysis and
-evaluation is likely to involve a broad segment of the scientific and
lay community in this country, and others, for many months to
come. The purpose of this summary analysis is more immediate:
To put down in simple terms a statement ofy what the hearings were
about and what the main issues were. It is to be recognized that
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' p’ RADIOACTIVE FALLOUT AND ITS EFFECTS ON MAN

preparing even & summary necessarily implies making value judg-
ments as to what is to be summarized. The summary does not
cover all of the wealth of information available in the print of the
hearings. : . . . . .

The proper discussion of fallout, its nature, its effects, and its policy
implications requires an understanding of certain facts and concepts
that are not ordinarily before the layman’s eyes in easily under-
standable terms, The fallout hearings were aimed at bringing out
these ideas and facts so as to promote a better understanding by the
Congress and the public of this complex question. Much of the
information contained in the print of the hearings is technical, One
of the purposes of this summary analysis is to simplify and clarify
this information, .

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy went fo freat lIengths,
first, to insure that all of the major areas of background subject mat-
ter 1n the sciences would be covered and, second, that important

oints of difference on what the facts are, or what tiaey mean, would

e covered so as to bring out clearly what differences exist. . -

On May 22, 1957, a statement of the scope and approach of the
forthcoming fallout hearings, and an outline of the subject matter
.were made available to all prospective witnesses and to the public.
This material included specific questions to guide witnesses as to
points the committee felt should be covered or emphasized to assure
a full and balanced presentation. Witnesses were picked out prima-
rily from the point of view of their scientific comlpetence and familiar-
i‘i{ with particular. aspects of the fallout problem. Obviously, not
all scientists in the country meeting that criterion could come before
the committee to testify, 'The committee tried to pick out a repre-
sentative sample and to achieve & balanced presentation reflecting
varied points of view. - - .

The committee intended that the basic responsibility for adequate
coverage and presentation of the subject matter would fall on the
expert witnesses themselves. One of the most satisfying aspects of
the hearings to the Congress and to the country should be the unstint-
i{ﬁf efforts of the expert witnesses to see that the subject matter was

Iy covered and made understandable, -

Before coming to his own conclusions concerning fallout effects, a
erson should understand the basic scientific facts now available,

formation in the field of fallout effects, as for many other scientific
fields of inquiry, is far from complete. However, these hearings should
provide enough information to help a person to begin to understand
the problems and issues involved, to see what the present scope of
information is, and to see the areas yet to be exploretf. '

i

BEUMMARY OF EKEY POINTS

. Some general observations may be made on the results of the hear-
ings: - RE o L _
1. Origin of fallout.—It was pointed out that all nuclear explosions
can be expected to produce some radioactive materials. However, .
certain kinds of explosions produce very much less radioactivity than
others. Although there is no such thing as an absolutely “clean”
weapon (that is, there is no such thing as a nuclear weapon detonation

completely free of accompanying radioactivity), the amount of the
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radioactivity produced can be substantially altered in relation to the
-size of the explosion. -

2. Distribution of fallout.—There was substantial, but far from
complete, agreement on what happens to radioactive debris produced
in man’s environment, how much is there now, how and where it is
distributed, and how much is in man himself, There was consider-
able evidence presented to indicate that in no part of the atmosphers
is fallout uniformly distributed and that, therefore, the effects of fallout
on the world’s population could not necessarily be expected to be
uniform.

3. Biological effects of radiation.—There was general agreement that
any amount of radiation, no matter how small the dose, increases the
rate of genetic mutation (change) in a population. There was, on the
other hand, a difference of opinion as to whether 8 very small dose
of radiation would produce, similarly, an increased incidence of such
somatic (nongenetic) conditions as leukemia or bone -cancer, or a
decrease in life expectancy, in a population.

4, Tolerance limits.—There was general agreement that there is a
Jimit to the amount of radioactivity and, hence, to the amount of
fission products that man can tolerate in his environment, The extent
to which existing and future generations will be affected by manmade
radiation was shown to be intimately tied to certain decisions, moral
as well as scientific, that must be made as to how much radiation can
be tolerated by the peoples of the world.

5. Effects of past tests.—It was clearly shown that man’s exposura
to fallout radiation including strontium 90 is and will be in general
small, for the testing already done, compared with his exposure to other,
“normal background” sources of radiation (a fraction of 1 to 10 per-
cent), and even compared with variations in “normal background”
sources. But it was not agreed on how this information should be
interpreted, . ‘

6. Effects of fulure tests.—There were differences of opinion on how
to forecast the consequences of further testing. The differences
hardest to reconcile appear to be those concerning the biological effects
of radiation. Pending a resolution of differences, it would appear
from the information presented that the consequences of further
testing over the next several generations at the level of testing of the
past 5 years ? could constitute a hazard to the world’s population, It
18 very difficult, if not impossible, to forecast with any real precision
the number of people that would be affected.

7. Effects of nuclear war.—The catastrophic nature of the radiation
effects from a multiweapon (atomic and hydrogen bombs) attack on
the United States were clearly portrayed. This, of course, could be
applied to any nation.

g‘hese points will be discussed in more detail.

MAJOR UNRESOLVED QUESTIONS

A number of unresolved questions emerged from the hearings,

Among the chief of these are— . ’ .
1. How ‘“‘clean” can nuclear weapons actually be made? Th

solution to this question lies in the future of weapons development.

3 It has been estimated that ahoat 50
the ore o o ol Shat aboat 5 mmumummllmLymdolnmm'oducuhaubemput}nw
Pt

r



4 RAMOACTIVE FALLOUT AND ITS EFFECTS ON MAN

2. To what degree is the distribution of radioactive fallout uniform
or irregular throughout the world? Vigorously conducted sampling
programs will help to answer this question. ‘

3. To what extent do the biolgflcd (flrocesses of plants, animals,
and human beings-—under normal conditions—exhibit a preference
for or ‘“discriminate’” against strontium 90 and other potentislly
hazardous isotopes that are taken up into the human body? Sampling
and metabolic studies underway will develop a better answer to this

uestion, ‘ .
d 4. Is there a “safe” minimum level of radiation or *threshold” :
below which there is no inerease in the incidence of such somatic (non-
genctic) conditions as leukemia or bone cancer, or no decrease in life
expectancy, in a population, resulting from radiation? The answer
to this question appears difficult to find experimentally,

5. What is the genetic “doubling dose” of radiation to man? That
is, what dose of radiation will cause the spontaneous genetic mutation
(change) rate to double?

6. Should a distinction be made between absolute numbers of
persons affected by fallout and percentages relating these numbers to
the total population of the world, i. e., can we accept deleterious effects -
on p relatively small percentage of the world’s population when the
number of individuals affected might run into the hundreds of thou-
sands? This question cannot be answered by considering scientific
data only. Overall pational policy and great moral issues are also
involved. - : '

These questions will be discussed in greater detail.

Need for further research

There was strong agreement among the witnesses that even greater
. efforts and even larger budgetary outlays, both private and govern-
mental, are requirecF for our research program in the sciences related
to fallout, There was testimony advocating sharp increases in budget,
with emphasis in specialized fields. There was also testimony for more
adual Yong-term increases with emphasis on stability and continuity.
ut most witnesses nﬁpeared to feel that some increase is necessary
if we are to accomplish our objectives of understanding the nature of
radioactive fallout and its effects on man at an earlier date.

DETAILED DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

Natural “background” radiation

Information appears in the hearings about the kinds and amounts
of radiation that exist naturally and to which man is and has been
historically exposed. This rad?i’ation comes mostly from naturally
existing radioactive materials that emit radiation (some of these
materials are present in man himself) and from cosmic rays emitted
from outer space. The following table shows a breskdown of the
average natural background radiation dose rate to the skeleton as
evaluated by Drs. Evans and Dudley: ?

% Dr, Shields Warren polnted out in testimony that in Indla a large population has lived for many cen-
turies in & monazite ares where the backgronnd Jevels are § to 20 times average natural background.
Aceording to testimony, while the effects have not been cbvions enongh to cause the population to don
the reglon, one cannot say what tho effects have been until careful studles are made.
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Average Aatural background radiation dose rale lo the skeleton (Dudl;-y, Evans)

Skeletal dose rato

Bource of radlation
Milllrem | Percent of
totul 3

pex year &

Potassium-40 {Internal) 8 ]
Radlum-226 (internal) - 12 [
Mesothorlym (internal). 12 [}
Radiwn D (Internal) 12 o
Cosmic rays (pxternal) 3_ 30 2
Local gamma roys (external) 4, . o0 13

Total 134 100

1 A millirern [a 171000 of a rem, A rem 1s a unit of absorbed radintion dose that allows for the different
blologleal responses to different types of rudiatlon. Bce Dr. Taylor's Lestlmony Lo the hearings for delinl-
tions and discussion of units. .

3 As computed by the JOAE stafl,

7 According to testimony by Dr, Evans and Dr. Dodiey, tosmic ray dosage varios from 24 ¢o 36 milmds
per year (and hence millirems for a relative blological effectivencss of 1 as uscd by them) st 30° latitudo,
corresponding to sea level and 6,600 feet altitude, ctively.

4 Local gamma radlation occtrs In man's oot environment from 3 Important serles of radliosctive
sotopes: the uraniutn series, the thorlum serles, and potassiom 40, The amount of radlation in the
environment depeads on the location, the kind of rock, the amount of shieldiog, cte.

Testimony appears in the hearinis comparing radiation levels from
fallout from past tests with natural background radiation levels, The
point emphasized in the hearings was that man’s lifetime exposure to

{allout radiation from strontium 90 and his exposure to external fallout
radiation from the lesting already done, ignonnﬁ local fallout, is and
will be small compared with natural background radiation doscs, and
even the variations in natural backﬂound. Individuals have, of
course, Teceived exposures from local fallout that exceed considerably
the natural background levels. The interpretation of the point
discussed here was not agreed upon, however. . .

‘The reason natural background radiation levels are important is
that they are used as a yardstick for evaluating the biological effects of
radiation. Thus, the National Academy of Sciences summary report
on the biological effects of atomic radiation, in the report of the
committee on genetic effects, illustrates the use of natural background
levels as the basis for estimating genetic *doubling doses.”

The consequences of further testing are discussed later.

Nonweapon manmade radiation to which man i8 exposed

Typical sources of radiation created by acts of man and causing
potential hazards to man are X-ray machines, fluoroscopes, and radio-
active waste products. Another source is radium. The hearings did
not cover the subject of nonweapon manmsade radiation in detail,
although some background information appears. The committee
Tecognizes the possible existence of hazard from these sources of radia-
tion and plans to look into this question in the future,

The inseparability of radicactivily, radiation, and nuclear energy
processes .

When man explodes a nuclear weapon or operates a nuclear reactor,
he deals with a nuclear process. The two principal nuclear processes
associated with energy production are fission and fusion. Fission isa
splitting of the atomic nucleus into fission products, neutrons, and
energy. It is the radioactive nature of many of the individual species

of fission products that is the source of much of the radiation associated

-
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Awith nuclear weapons fallout and with nuclear reactors.t Fusion is
» combining of atomic nuclei into new nuclei, neutrons, and energy.

The sources of fallout: Nuclear weapon explosions

All nuclear weapon and nuclear “device” explosions produc
measurable amounts of radioactivity and radiation. That part of th
explosion energy yield that results from fission processes is relate
to the quantity of radioactive fission products produced. That par
of the explosion encrgy yield that results from fusion Nprocesses I
related to the quantity of fusion products produced. Neutrons ar
always produced. These, when they escape, induce radicactivity ir
surrounding materials. In general, the radioactivity from fissior
products as a class is considerably more dangerous than the radio
gctivity induced in the environment by neutrons. The relative fissior
to fusion yields at which the two kinds of radioactivity become com:
parable in danger was not discussed for security reasons. The amount
of fission products produced per kiloton of blast yield depends strongly
on the weapon design, Although there is no such thing as a weapon
detonation completely free from accompanying radioactivity, the
amount of the radioactivity produced can be substantially altered at
least in certain weapon designs.

Specific weapon characteristics, such as energy release, fission
gro uct production, neutron production, etc., were not discussed in

etail for security reasons. general, these characteristics can be
made to vary over wide ranges depending upon the weapon design.

The following characteristics of nuclear weapon explosions deter-
mine the pature and amount of fallout resulting:

1. The size of the explosion (that is, total energy yield, usually
expressed as a certain number of kilotons or megatons of TNT
explosive energy equivalent);®

2. The percentage of the total energy yield resulting from the
fission process;$

3. The type of detonation (high in the air, near the ground,
under water, etc); and

4, The nature of the surface material where the explosion
takes place (water, rock, sand, coral, ete.).

Air detonations of nuclear weapons favor wide dispersion of fallout
because the sizes of the radioactive particles produced are relatively
small; surface and under-the-surface detonations favor local fallout
because the particle sizes tend to be relatively large. Low-yield
weapon explosions produce fallout that generally does not penetrate
the stratosphere; high-yield weapon explosions produce fallout a
substantial part of which in general does penetrate the stratosphere.”

Local fallout: Its behavior and effects on man

There is no _precise dividing line between local fallout and fallout
that is more widely distributed, even worldwide. Generally speaking,

¢Something like 200 oF more different {sotopes have been Identified among the fission prodocts. The
mgdlghﬁm“tms;me of the lsotopes formed in Ossion decay into still dlﬂc.renfhotupes. Sggnﬂum ghu
{+) .
# Thug, & 1 kiloton bomb bas the same sxplostrs enerpry release as 1,000 tons of TN'T (a common explo-
sive), a 1 megnton bomb has that of I miltion 1 ,F i kil
B, g weenton bomb has that o tons of TNT, ste, ‘The Hiroshima bomb ¥leld was estimated

tons,
¢ Thus a single 10-megaton bomb
m'%gbg ll;t;s;lon ?h& h(: m H bomb) at only 10 percent fission yield Is squivaleat to.

atmosp. aroon wor! for parpaoses of thiy discassion into 2 parts: tropo-
sphere, the part below 35,000 to 45,000 feet which contalns all of what wa?enartgn know(:)s T‘vt;:ather"-

d, {2) a region above 35,000 to
gmmw&wnm&polu. 45,000 foet calied the stratospbere. ‘The altituds of tropospherg varies,
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the division is made not only on the basis of nearness to the explosion
but also on the basis of the time it takes the radioactive debris to
fall out after the explosion. Local fallout consists of the larger
articles of material originally thrown up into the air by the explosion.
hese larger particles tend to fall out within a few hundred miles of the
explosion at most, and within a few days of the explosion. Among
the effects of local fallout are high level radiation from beta and gamma
rays ® to which man is exposed externally and large quantities of
rertain isotopes (such as iodine 131, cesium 137, and strontium 890)
that may be taken up into man's body through the food he cats, and
otherwise, and may stay in the body for extended periods of time.
The more widely distributed fallout consists of the smaller particles
put up into the air by the explosion. ’
Ficure 1 shows pictorially the different types of fallout. These
smaller particles, depending upon how high they rise, tend to re-
main in the atmosphere for periods of time ranging from weeks to
-ears, and so become widely distributed. The radioactive materials
in this widely distributed fallout do decay, however, so that the
exposure of the body to high external radiation is generally not asso-
riated with this type of fallout. However, specific isotopes, particu-
larly strontium 90, do remain and may be taken up into man’s body
through milk, vegetables, and other foods, and may remain in the
body for long pertods of time. .
Local fallout tends to produce both “acute” and “chronic” radia~
tion effects. Acute effects as used here are such things as radiation
sickness, skin burns, other clinical symptoms of damage—and death—
depending on the size of the dose. Chronic effects as used here are
such things as cancer (leukemia, bone cancer, etc.), generally lowered
resistance to siresses, premature aging, and premature death, again
depending on the size of the dose.
' %he more widely distributed fallout, by nature resulting in lower
levels of radiation, tends to produce only the chronic type of effect,

Local fallout: The effects of nuclear war

Local fallout can cover tens or hundreds of square miles from kilo-
ton explosions and thousands of square miles from megaton explosions.
About half of all the fission products produced from ground explo-
sions come down in local fallout, although some estimates tend
toward four-fifths,

For instance, multiweapon attacks (say 200 to 300 bombs of mega-
ton size, 2,500-3,000 megatons total vield), can blanket half or more
of the continental United States with lethal (death-producing) or
near-lethal radiation levels from local fallout alone. This, of course,
could be applied to any nation. In addition to the acute effects in
survivors as described above, chronic effects and genetic effects involv-
ing existing and future generations can occur. These chronic and
genetic effects are always a byproduct of any acute exposure to
radiation. k

" Types of radiation: Alpha particles; The nucle! of helfom atoms, swiit moving, high energy, little power
of penetrition, but biologically very destructive if they arise within )Iving tissue, for example; beta particles;
fast-moving clectrons, of varying energy and varying penecirating power, but generally more penetrating
than alpha particles; pamma rays: radiations of high enerxy, greatl penetrating power (the more penetrating
ERINMa rays can trave] through the whole body with little absorption): there are also neutrons and X -rays,

Radjum 2 emits alpha particles; strontium 90 emits beta particles; ceslizm 137 and its short-lived dauzh
element bariom 137 eml bets porticles snd gammas radistion. ! aushier

85749 —57—2
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Fraure 1.—A pictorial representation of types of fallout produced by weapons explosions. The light band close
to the earth represents tropospheric fallout. The outer band represents stratos;ihenc fallout. Local fallout
ocecurs near the site of the explosions. [Figure reprigizd from testimony ¢ Drs. angham and Anderson, Los
Alamos Scientific Laboratory.]

NVI. NO {SIOZILTSIL. OGNV IO0TIVI "FAILIVOIAVH
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Because of difficulties of forecasting in advance such informsation
18 the weather, the exact locations of detonations, and the exaet
:haracteristics of weapons, it is to be expected, as pointed out in the,
rearings, that there would be great difficulties in forecasting local
‘allout patterns associated with & nuclear war. _

. Although strontium 90 is most often thought of with nonlocal fallout,
it was clearly brought out that strontium 90 levels with local fallout
»an amount to 100-300 times the number of strontium units?® in
animal bones as are now considered permissible in human bone, from
I large megaton weapon alone. - | :

For an attack of the sort mentioned here, countermeasures based on
shelters, for early survival, ]}lus reclamation measures, are necessa
to cope with the situation. In any event, the effects of such an attac
would be catastrophie, even if there were no fallout resulting.

Nonlocal fallout: The behavior of the more widely distribuled fallout in
the atmosphere = S : _ :

The hearings made it clear that an extensive research effort is
presently underway directed toward examining critical parts of man’s
snvironment for the nonlocal (delayed and widely distributed) fallout,
particularly for the long-lived isotope, .strontium 90. . Soil, human
oones, milk, fish, veget’a%les, crops and animals, and the atmosphere
tself, are being sampled all over the world. One of the prime pur«
soses of this sampling is to try to determine the extent to which non-
ocal fallout descends to the ground uniformly and the extent to which
t falls out nonuniformly or unevenly. . .. . - e .

Dats presented at the hearings based on the sampling program show
» strong tendency toward nonuniform distribution for the more wide-
-,Yread fallout. .: Samplings taken on the ground at different points
ilong a line from the North Pole to the South Pole show this point
learly. Furthermore, testimony.given in the hearings indicates
:hat such a situation of nonuniformity can be predicted. - This non-
miformity could result from the direct fallout from the troposphere
‘which is inherentlg' nonuniform) and from injection of unevenly
listributed stratospheric fallout into the troposphere through activity
f the jet stream. The concept of nonuniform siratespheric fallout
s in distinction to an earlier concept that held stratospheric fallout
0 be uniformly distributed. The earlier concept used a period of
Tom 5 to 10 years as an average time during which the particles are
stored in the stratosphere. The testimony brought out the fact
hat high-altitude sampling programs now underway should throw
more light on these questions in a year or two. =~ : - - '

Storn%a_ time in the troposphere is estimated in weeks or months, at
nost., Directly influencing the distribution of fallout on the ground
s the local weather. Rain, for example; is identified as an important
neans by which radioactive particles are removed from the atmosphere
0 the earth’s surface. ]

From 50 to 70 percent of the total nonlocal fallout is expected to
leposit in the ocean, since the oceans cover about 71 percent of the
rarth’s surface.

The question of whether uniformity exists is an important one, If
t cannot be resolved, this will indicate that one really does not know

* A strontium unit by the same as, but in the minds of the committee much better named than, a*sunshine

mit,” that is, 1 mierotmicrocuris of strontiam 90 per gram of calcium; 100 strontiom ynits presen
stablished maximum permissible concentration of strontium 6¢ fn man, fora popu!allon.u the i
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with any assurance where the fallout now up in the air really is and
where it will come down. Furthermore, forecasts of future amounts of
radiation at ground level resulting from more testing (or even from
ast tosting) depend ul(])on an assumption as to .the degree of uni-
?ormit. . ft- appears that past forecasts are in -need og-rreview for
ossible revision to take into account -information presented at the
earings. S T S
Fig&gl?e 2 illustrates the general levels of world-wide fallout deposi-
tion, as of the fall of 1956, as taken from testimony.

Nonlocal fallout: Behavior in man and in man’s biological environment
(the biosphere) . : S o
Fallout, once deposited on the ground or on plants, may be expected
to enter into earth processes in & manner consistent with the chemical
roperties of the individual chemical elements involved. A large
g‘action of strontium 90, for example,.is available for entry into the
human food chain through uptake by plants. This fact is known
because isotopes such as strontium 90 have been found in soils, plants,
food, and milk in most parts of the inhabited world. The highest
levels appear in the Northern United States and Southern Canadea.
The biological processes in which strontium 90 participates are not
completely understood, although there was much agreement. Broadly,
these processes are as follows: strontium 90 present in thé upper layer
of the soil is taken up directly by plants.. In addition, strontium 90
may be deposited directly on the surfaces of plants. If these plants
are eaten by animals, such as cattle; the strontium 90 will appear in
the animal’s milk. . If man drinks the milk, or if he eats plants
directly as food, strontium 90 will appear in man’s own body.
articular, strontium behaves in a manner similar to caleium and is &
‘bone seeker,” that is, virtually all of the strontium that stays in
man’s body has a tendency to seek the bone. Coe e -
While strontium behaves in & manner similar to calcium, it does not
behave exactly as calcium does. . Many of the biological processes just
described exhibit a preference (discrimination) for calcium rather than
strontium. Much animal and some human experimentation has been
carried out to establish the behavior of strontium in biological proc-
esses, Furthermore, stable (L e., nonradioactive) isotopes of stron-
tium behave chemically in a manner identical to strontium 90, Meas-
urements of stable strontium have been made in soils and human
bones. Scientists generally agreed that the correct value for the
overall strontium 90 diserimination factor from soil to human bone is
from 4 to 20, depending upon the diet, the soil characteristics, ete..
A similar discussion would apply to the radioactive isotope, cesium
137. Cesium 137 and strontium 90 have comparable half lives 1 but
the time cesium stays in the body is considerably shorter. Cesium
tends to appear uniformly in the body rather than to seek out particu~
lar organs. - - .
The reasons that strontium 90 is a hazard to man are as follows:
1. Strontium 90 results from about 3% percent of all the fissions
that occur in nuclear explosions; .
* 18 That Is, If strontiom and calefom appear fn soft In the ratio of1 part to 4, and ifa man ents food all grown
on that soil, then a diserimination factor of 4 means that strontinm and c¢alcium will sppear Lo his bone In
the ratio of 1 part to 16,_a110wlng some time for this to occur, o
i1 The term *half life" is nsed to denote the perlod of tima it takes a given quantity of an element to Ioss

half i{s radjoactivity., ‘Thus, strontinm 80, with a ha!f llfe of 28 years, will lose 50 percent of Its radioactivity

by the end of that period, Then, the remalning radicactivity will again be cnt in kalf by the end of the
nert 15 yeurs, sud 50 on.



i

Froure 2.~General levels of present world-wide fallout deposition. 'The units of measurement are millicuries per fquare mile
(mo/mi¥). A milliourie is 1/1000 of a ourie. A curie ocorresponds to 3.7X10% disintegrations per second. ' |Figure reprinted
from testimony of Drs, Langham and Anderson, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory] ‘
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2. Strontium participates in biological processes resulting in
- eventual deposition in the human body, almost entirely in bone;
‘4. Strontium stays in the bones a lon%)time and has a 28-year
half life, that is, the beta rays emitted by strontium 90 and its
. daughter element yttrium 90 irradiate the bone over a long
period of time. .

But strontium 90; concentrating in the bones and emitting beta radi-
ation, is primarily a somatic, not a genetic, hazard,

The genetic effects of radiation wnth emphasis on low doses

The effects of radiation on the genetic or reproductive cells of the
body were testified to be nonspecific, that is, the nature of the effect
caused by radiation cannot in general be distinguished from an effect
resulting from some other cause. It is the frequency of incidence of
genetic effects (i. e., cell mutation or change) that is changed when
man is subjected to additional radiation exposure. It was agreed
that these effects, whether radiation caused or not, are nearﬁr all
harmful to the human organism. The definition of “harmful” is of
itself a matter of value judgment. It should be noted that in at least
some laboratory experiments the word is used in a limited sense:
detrimental to reproduction.

It was pointed out that no experiments aimed at observing genetic
or other biological effects of radiation have ever been conducted at
radiation levels close to the natural background radiation. To
conduct such experiments is to tackle a difficult problem, it was
pointed out, because of the large populations needed. Therefore ll
conclusions based on experimental data use data that was obtained at
higher radiation levels.

. Radiation affects the genetic material (genes and chromosomes) of
the reproductive cells. How this occurs was explained in some detail.
The accumulated genetic effect of a given total radiation dose to a
population is independent of the number of persons in that population
receiving part of the total dose, assuming complete intermarriage.
That is, the same genetic situation is forecast if 10 percent of the
population gets a 10 percent increase in radiation exposure as if
100 percent of the population gets a 1 percent increase. If the
radiation exposure is continuous, it may take as many as 30 to 50
encrations (approximately 1,000 years) for the maximum effect to
gecome established. If the radiation exposure is by a single dose
the same number of generations, or possibly fewer, may be neede
before the effect completely disappears.
. There were two bases given for saying that the increase of the
incidence in genetic effects of radiation is proportional to dose. The
first uses experimental data. All of these data is obtained at doses
considerably above background levels. The second is theoretical and
holds that the mechanism of genetic damage is damage to the genetic
material of each individual cell. The idea of a direct proportion
between increase in incidence of genetic effects and dose appears to
be accepted widely among scientists. Furthermore, geneticists believe
that the direct proportion applies down to zero dose—that is, that
there exists no safe “‘threshold” below which the dose produces no
damage, and that damage occurs from any irradiation of the genetic
cells, no matter how small the dose.
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. These points-are illustrated in figure 3: Note the straight fine:
It represents graphically what is meant by a direct proportion. But
note also that 1t is marked “non-threshold”; the reason for thig is that
the line goes to the lower left corner at zero. - The curved line marked
#threshold”” goes to zero effect at a dose greater than zero, and thus”
a “threshold” for damage is implied.
- The basis for the 10 roentgens permissible level to the reproductive
organs recommended in the National Academy report was shown to
rest on certain assumptions concerning the genetic “‘doubling dose” of
radiation to man. The value of the “doubling dose” used by the
academy genetics committee was strongly questioned. '
The nongenetic effects of radiation in a population, with emphasis -on
low doses . : ‘

Effects of radiation on the somatic or nongenetic cells in the body
apply (by definition) onl%to the individual receiving the radiation,
not to his descendants. But whereas the effect itself appears only in
the individual or individuals exposed, the incidence of the effect is
spoken of in terms of a po ulation—just as one speaks ordinarily of
life expectancy when he thinks of insurance. Life expectancy itself
only has mesning in the context of a population. The principal
kinds of effects considered here are leukemia, cancer, lowered resist-
"ance to stresses, and premature aﬁg and ‘death attributable to po
single cause. Nongenetic effects, like genetic effects, were testified
to be in general similar in nature to those Froduced by causes other
than radiation. Again, it is the frequency of incidence that is changed
‘and, egain, it was pointed out that no experiments aimed at observing
these biological effects have ever been conducted at radiation levels
very -close to the natural background. As:before, all conclusions
based on experimental or clinical data use data obtained et higher
radiation levels. : _

As in the case of genetic effects, two bases were given for saying
that the increase in incidence of nongenetic effects oigiow-level radia-
tion is proportional to dose. The first, as before, is based on experi-
mental data all taken at higher doses. The second is again theoret-
ical, and holds that mutation (change) of the genetic material of the
nonreproductive cells (or possibly: some other simple mechanism)
occurs, and that the chronic nongenetic effects result from these cell
mutations, : : )

However, unlike the genetic situation, here there was substantial
testimony presented sagainst a proportional relationship between
incidence: of radiation effects and dose. One contention is that
biological repair is an established fact for a variety of biological
systems under a variety of stresses. _Another contention is that

ese effects, that is, leukemia, cancer, etc., can be induced through a
variety of biological mechanisms, and that. nongenetic cell mutation
or change caused by radiation may be one of these mechanisms, but
only one; This confention goes on to say that even if the genetic
mutation or change actually takes place, and even if the incidence of
effects occurring through cell mutation is proportional to dose, the
existence of other mechanisms precludes & conclusion that an overall
proportional relationship exists. See figure 3 again.

It was pointed out in the testimony that a direct proportion, if it
exists for somatic effects, still admits of a th.resholcE That is, the
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. ¥ o ¥
straight line in figure 3 might not go to the lower left corner, bu
instead cross the baseline to the right of the corner. I ;t may

_ On the other hand, the possibility was brought out that the ¢urved
line in figure 3 might, instead of missing the %ower left: corner, come
-down to it. That is, it is possible that & “no threshold” situation
might exist in which the effect-dose relationship is not a direct pro-
portion, ‘

Mazimum permissible dose (of external or internal radiation) and
marimum permissible concentration (of internal radioactive emitters)

. The semantics of these words, as well as their meanings in fact
implies the existence of a “permissible,” dose. In wording the defini-
tions of “maximum permissible dose,” scientists generally use words to
the effect that such a dose is not necessarily absolutely “safe.’””® The
evolvement of policy in this field therefore involves not only scientific
but moral copsiderations as well. Nevertheless, as the testimony
gomted out, in actual derivation the concept of maximum permissible
ose is based on the notion of the dose it takes to produce a “detect-
able” nongenetic effect, that is, the notion of & threshold; once the
threshold 1s established, a factor of safety then leads to the values
presently established for “maximum permissible dose” and “maxi-
mum permissible concentration.” ,

If in fact any quantity of radiation, however small, produces a
biological effect, i.;%at is, if there is no threshold, then the concept
imtflied by “maximum permissible dose,” developed primarily for
industrial workers, as presently used is erroneous. The alternative
in a world where worldgvide manmade radiation is a fact, is to define
and establish a “population average acceptable dose.” Such a
notion implies a wi]]li).ngness to accept a predetermined specified quan-
tit'} of radiation in a population. . ’

he “maximum permissible concentration” of strontium 90, & bone
seeker, is based on & “maximum ni)ermjssible body burden” in adults,
established by direct experimental comparison of the biclogical effects
of radiostrontimmn and radium in enimals. Tbe Fermissible body
burden of radium actually used in the comparison for human beings
is based on extensive human experience with “radium poisoning.”
The value now used for the maximum permissible concentration of
strontium 90 in man is 1 microcurie per kilogram of body calcium
(1,000 strontium units) for an “‘occupational dose” or 0.1 microcurie
er kilogram of body calcium (100 strontium units) for a “population
0se.” _

To reiterate, the great unknown in the field of nongenetic bio-
logical effects of radiation is whether there is a threshold or whether
there isn’t. Two recent reports, that of the British Medical Council
and that of the National Academy of Sciences, deal with this question.
The wealth of information presented at the hearings, together with
the degree of uncertainty clearly pointed out, and the undoubted im-
portance of an understanding of the points involved, suggest that an
early reevaluation of the older data and evaluation of more recent
data is essential. Such a reevaluation might lead to a change of the
findings or they might be confirmed.

# Boe, for exnmpls, Nations] Burean of Standards Handbook 50, p. 26.
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'Forea!sting the consequences of fulure weapons lesting

The hearings, as has been emphasized earlier, were meant to cover
all of the scientific aspects of fallout, including local fallout, delayed
tropospheric and stratospheric fallout, acute radiation effects, chronio
radiation effects, weapons testing effects, and the effects of nuclear
‘war. It is clear that the keenest interest by the witnesses themselves
was in the question of how to apply existing information to the fore-
casting of the effects of future weapons testing. This question was
covered extensively in the four round-table discussions. Two of the
discussion sessions (June 3 and 4) discussed primarily the question of
the biological effect of low doses of radiation. On this question, little
agrecement was reached.  The other two discussion sessions (May 29
and June 6) discussed primarily the question of how to forecast what
the fallout radiation levels themselves, particularly those of strontium
90, might be corresponding to some assumed testing pattern. A
number of individual witnesses prepared estimates of what the future
human-bone levels of strontium 90 might be under various presup-
posed circumstances.® These estimates all ignore local fallout 6n the
presumption that testing will occur in & controlled area. :

It should be noted that indefinitely continued testing at some
constant rate does not necessarily mean an indefinitely continued rise
in radiation levels, for at some level the rate of radioactive decay will
equal the rate of production of radioactivity. This is what scientists
have called the “equilibrium level” for a constant test rate.

Individual estimates of a reasonable future permissible annual
release of fission products from indefinitely continued testing ranged
from about 2 megatons of fission yield equivalent per year to about 10,
A value to narrow the range was not arrived at in. the discussion ses-
sions of the hearings, 1 ‘ )

uA renared after the hearings by Dr. Wright Langham and Dr. Emest Anderson & In thé

print orrm tﬁr l?cartngs. It discusses primarily the stront!um 90 problem and discusses many oPtge forecasts
also discussed in the hemrings by Dr. Langham and others,

1 At the invitation of AE.C's Division of Blo!ory and Medicine, 8 meeting was held on July 20, 1957,
Principal participants were Mr. Eisenbud, Dr, Ku 1}) Dr. Langham, Dr. Libby, Dr, Machta, Dr. Neuman,
and Dr, Sclovo.  Also prosent were Dr., Dunham, Dr. Alexander, Mr. Hollister, Dr. Calvin J. Potts, Dr.
Reltemeler, and Dr, Western. A written summary of the meeting appears in the print of the hearings.
T hree forecasts were made at the meeting; all predicting what the future human skeleton levels of strontlum
D0 In young persons might be In the Northenastern Unlted States nnder various conditions,

The bnsg of these forecasts Is an assumption that an average value of 0.8 strentium unlit, based on Dr,
Kulp’s measurcmonts of strontium 90 levels in the skeletons of children in the Northeastern United States,
asof tgo I:]u of 1858, represents a reasonable point from which to extrapelate, Then the following 3 forecasts
‘were dov H

1. F:rrcao‘:?.ﬁ-d'l‘he futpre skeleta] concentrations in young persons in the Northenstern United States
nt::g::w _rroml::c sirontium 80 eiready on the ground defore 1957 are predicted to fall within 8 range of 1.5 to 2
¥ 1 Fm-—'i‘he futnre skeletal concentmtions fo yoong persons In the Northeastern Unitad States
resulting from all dirontium 80 produced before 1657 arc predicted to fall within a range as follows: -

{a) 1.5-3.5 strontlum units if stmlos[i(l]mﬂe fallout is uniform; .
() 2-5 strontlum unlts If existing fallout pattern |9 malotaimed: -
(¢} 4-10 strontium units I predicted increase in “banding” of stratospherte fallont in latitudes of
Northeastern United States oceurs.
" 8. Forecast.—The future skeletal concentrations in young persons in the Northeasiern Unlted States
rezulting from all strentium 90 produced before 1957 plux an equal amount produced in the next several yeors

Jrom a répetition of past tests (or equivalent) ars prodicted to {all within a range as follows:
;c 3.5-0 strontinm units if stratospherie¢ falloat Is aniform;

5) 5-12 stroptium units if cxisting fallout pattern is maintained :
) ¢} 10-25 strontium units If predicied Intresse in “banding* of stratospheric fallont In latitudes of
Northeastern United States occurs,
- 4, Forecest—The future skeletal concentrations resulting from indefinitely coniinued testing (often
approzimated by taking 100 years) at tho average annual rate of the past 5 years (10 megatons equlvalent
fission yield per year) were not forecasted, nor were the effacts of an In rate of testing considerced,
The forecasts that were made (for the Northern United States) show that if the amonnt of fission products:
t into the atmosphere doubles [n tho next 10 years or so the bone levels should scmewhat mote than double,
fallout, of ecurse, is not incladed, -
Note that the units nsed are “strontinm units,” defined on p. 9, The maxiroom permlissible concentra.
Hon of strontinm 90, it will be recalled, fs 100 strontium unlts for 8 populatica—subject, as stated above, to
serious questions and limitations, Before any of the forecasts above, or those contaimed in the b are
compared with 100 strontium units, or soms other standard, it should be kept in mind that some of the
forecasts assume unlformity of stratospheric fallont distribution. If, as the hearings strongly indleate,
this assumption Is tncorrect, then the forecasis Deed ad justraent before a comparison is made,
niviaa gL ed that this group did 2ot go as far inlo the future, in making fosecasts, as some of the
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The maih points of uncertainty that make'the longor range forecasts
80 hard to do are— - ~ ™
1. What the future testing pattern will be. The assumption
has often been made of a constant average annual rate of testing,
But the testing up to now hes been sporadic. The concept of
‘“‘present rate of testiui" isin anfr exact sense meaningless, Not
" only the rate, but the kind and location of testing are important
and difficult to predict.
2. What the degree of nonuniformity of fallout in the atmos-
phere really is. .
- 3, What the storage times in different parts of the atmosphere
and in different geographical regions of the globe are.
4, How the fallout will behave under the different geological
and biological conditions that exist around the world.
5. How fallout will distribute itself in & human population.
6. Whether a threshold for radiation damage exists or not.
" . 7. How to arrive at an acceptable maximum permissible con-
centration of radioactive isotopes in man. ‘

In the absence of better, or better substantiated, forecasts of the

consequences of continued weapons testing, whether for 10 years or
indefinitely, the question of how much and what kind of testing is
“acceptable” is very difficult to snswer. Even if the information
were available now, the question still requires the exercise of judgment.
As this report has repeatedly stated, not only scientific but moral
issues, and issues of broad national ozlicy, are mnvolved.
. It appears difficult, based on the hearings, to justify extreme state-
ments concerning the consequences of further testing, at or less than
at the level of the past 5 years, unless one i8 willing to make judg-
ments in the absence of information. It is no doubt true that judg-
ments of this sort will always have to be made without full informa-
tion. But the rapidity with which information is now being gathered,
and’ ‘the vigor with which future information-gathering activities
perhaps mlF occur, suggest that each year’s passing will help signifi-
cantly in the making of judgments. When all of the factors con-
cerning weapons testing are evaluated to arrive at a policy, it might
be remembered that information is rapidly becoming available,

Pending a resolution of the differences and uncertainties discussed
in this report, among others, it would appear that the consequences
of further testing over the next several generations at the level of the

ast § years could constitute a hazarf to the world’s population.'
ff the leve] of future testing rises, then the hazard could be greater
and could arrive sooner. Individuals, of course, may as in the past
receive exposures from Jocal fallout that exceed presently established

permissible levels. o
The research program - )

Originally it was planned that a specific part of the hearings would
be devotef to discussing the research program. However, several |
witnesses not scheduled for that part of the hearings nevertheless
submitted testimony on the subject, and some of the discussion time
‘was devoted to it also. 'The result is a record rich in ideas as to what
is good and bad about the present program and what should be done

- 15 As ngted elsewhere tn the report, the commitise bes Dot yet eonsidered the possthie hazards from other

sources of radiation such as finoroscopes, X-ray machines, ete. ‘Therefore the commitise has Dot consklered
the question of how the fallout hazard might compare with these oLber hazards,
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in the future. It is to be hoped that such agencies q,sﬁle Atomic
Energy-Commission, and the National Academy of Sciences will dig
through'the record and eyaluate the ideas. Lo

Manpower and education of _ma.n?ower are emphasized often. To
talk of programs without thinking of the manpower to carry them out
was deplored. Jn fact, a recommendation was made that the AEC
emphasize manpower education and .development in the biological
and associated sciences.

A well-balanced program_exists now in the AEC’s Division of
Biology and Medicine (Dr. Charles L. Dunham, Director), according
to testimony given. A well-balanced program as the primary need for
the future was also spoken for. In particular, there was testimony
advocating that long-term basic research not be lost sight of in &
multitude of short-lived programmatic research projects. Many
specific proposals for research projects appear in the record. -

Although the testimony expressed satisfaction with existing research
programs, the general tone seemed also to advocate a stepped-up
program for the future. Part of the reason for the stepping up, it was
pointed out, is that past programs have borne fruit; many specific
unknowns have been discovered, which new effort can be put on.

Some of these areas for further research are— . :

1. The behavior of particulate matter in the atmosphere,
particularly the stratosphere; :

2. The absorptive capacity of the biosphere for fallout products
such as strontium 90; :

3. The selectivity of biological systems for particular.isotopes;

4. The response of biological systems to low doses of radiation;

5. The application of biological knowledge obtained from an
experiment on an individual to large populations and vice versa.

Information availability and exchange

One point the committee was interested in was whether or not scien-
tists, many of whom are employed by Government agencies, felt free
to work and to exchange information in the sciences related to fallout,
The weight of the testimony was that such freedom exists.

Another point the committee was interested in, and one on which the
testimony 1s not so satisfying, is whether or not mformation on fallout
and its effects is reaching the publiec. Information on the biological
effects of radiation, from whatever source, has been presented to the
publi¢ in widely read reports by the British Medical Council and by
the National Academy of Sciences. These reports contain some in-
formation directly applicable to the fallout question. But information
on fallout itself has evidently not reached the public in adequate or
understandable ways. That this is so is evidenced by the need for,
the results of, and the interest in these hearings. '

These hearings do not contain significant amounts of scientific data
discovered just for the sake of the hearings. If much information that
was new was made available as a result of the hearings, this occurred
for principally one of two reasons: - . .

1. The progress of research is so rapid that new information
developed in late 1956 and early 1957 was ready for initial
presentation at the hearings,

2. The information already existed but had not been made
available generally,
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And the}?,-}should be no doubt that much new information was made
available, ~ Information was disclosed as follows:

1) Concerning the work by weather people on predictin
fallout patterns and, in particular, concerning the mechanisms o
nonuniformity of stratospheric fallout ;

(2) Presenting the results of soil sampling and sssaying from
:fa.rﬁund the world, confirming the nonuniformity of existing

allout;

(3) Concerning past testing activities in Nevada in far greater
detail than had generally been known to be available;

(4) Concerning the “clean’ weapons situation;

(5) Concerning the importance of strontium 90 in local fallout;

{6) ‘Concerning the importance of countermeasures and the
Ee}ed gor operational information (this point will be discussed

elow);

(7) Concerning the most recent evaluations of what the best
values for ground-to-bone strontium 90 discrimination factors
should be;

(8) Concerning the behavior of strontium 90 in soils:

(9) Concerning the question of threshold effects, “detectable”
effects, and maximum permissible concentrations;

(10) Presenting, in spite of disagreements, quantilative esti-
mates of future radiation levels,

The need for operational information

The result of a research effort is information. But this information
is not necessnrilfr direct]g' ag licable to solving a problem. For
example, the newly issued handbook, The Effects of Nuclear Weapons,
prepared by the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy
Commission, covers at length the effects of single weapon explosions
of varying sizes and under varying conditions.

It is spparent, however, that the people of the world and their
governments lack informsation on the operational problems—meanin
information that ean be acted upon in a given situation—nssociuteﬁ
with fallout, A generalized way of stating these operational problems
is to pose the question: How can man survive in, and how can he
respond to, an environment of increasing manmade radioactivity in
peacetime and in wartime? Further information of this operationsl
sort appears to be clearly needed covering—

First, industrial and weapons sources of radioactive contamina-
tion and radiation during peacetime;

Second, nonmilitary protection, survival, and recovery measures
in wartime and in the postwar period.



