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1. PROBLEMS OF THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT: Item 2.7 of the Agenda (Resolution VVHA25.58;
Documents A26/ll, A26/A/conf.Doc. No.5 and Add.l and 2, A26/A/conf.Doc. No.7 and
Add . 1, A26//A/Conf.Doc. No.11, A26/A/Conf.Doc. No.13) (continued)
Sir George GODBER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland), referring 

to the draft resolution on the urgent need for suspension of the testing of nuclear weapons 
submitted at the eleventh meeting, said that the delegate of New Zealand had stated at the 
twelfth meeting that the radioactive fallout from nuclear weapons tests in the Pacific did 
not yet constitute a health hazard, but the draft resolution stated in the first preambular 
paragraph that it was. He therefore suggested that the paragraph should be amended to read:

"Conscious of the potential harmful consequences for the health of present and succeeding 
generations which may arise from any contamination of the environment resulting from nuclear 
weapons testing."

The final phrase of the last preambular paragraph should also read:
" ...atmosphere is unjustifiable and constitutes a potential long-term danger to health." 

In operative paragraph 1 the penultimate line should be amended as well to read "... genera
tions and at the damage to the human environment which may be anticipated from any increase

M

Sir William REFSHAUGE (Australia) considered that the harmful results from nuclear 
testing had been clearly demonstrated in reports. Nevertheless, he would accept the 
amendments suggested by the United Kingdom delegate, provided that his co-sponsors agreed.

The CHAIRMAN said that as he saw no objections from the co-sponsors of the draft 
resolution he presumed that they agreed to the United Kingdom delegate's amendments.

Mr RABUNO (Fiji) said that the increasing degradation of the environment and its 
adverse effects on the health of present and future generations made it necessary for the 
Health Assembly to support the resolution adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 
setting up the United Nations Environment Programme. His delegation was confident that 
the programme laid down in resolution WHA24.47 would include planning for improved water 
supplies, sewage facilities and improved health care services, especially in countries where 
those problems existed in their most acute form and where improvements were most needed.

Referring to the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment which had assigned 
to WHO the task of monitoring and research on the effects of pollutants in air and water, 
he expressed the hope that WHO’s programme in that connexion would include studies on the 
effects of ionizing radiation on health. It was widely acknowledged that human beings 
were being subjected to increasing doses of such radiation as a result of modern medical 
technology and increased travel. The people of Fiji felt deep concern and anxiety at the 
nuclear tests carried out in the Pacific, and his delegation agreed with other speakers 
who had expressed their concern at the pollution of the atmosphere by such tests. Fiji’s 
proximity to the testing area meant that it was in a very different position from other 
countries whose delegates were participating in the discussions.

His delegation therefore warmly supported the draft resolution.
Dr D. J. SENCER (United States of America) suggested that as the preamble referred to 

the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, 
which his Government had signed, the words "in the atmosphere" should be added at the end of 
the title of the draft resolution and at the end of the first and fifth preambular paragraphs. 
If those amendments were accepted his delegation would support the draft resolution.

Dr HIDDLESTONE (New Zealand) suggested that the final phrase of operative paragraph 1 
should be amended to read "which may be expected from any increase in the level of ionizing 
radiation in the atmosphere."

Sir William REFSHAUGE (Australia) had no objection to the United States or New Zealand 
delegates' amendments.
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Professor HALTER (Belgium) said that, as the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests 
referred to "tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water," he was somewhat 
surprised at the United States delegate limiting his amendment to the atmosphere only.
Had the United States Government changed its intentions with regard to that treaty?

Dr SENCER (United States of America) said that his Government did not propose to change 
its stand on the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The amendment was intended to meet the 
particular purpose of the draft resolution before the Committee.

Dr ONDAYE (Congo) unreservedly supported the draft resolution, as his delegation 
considered that nuclear weapons were a permanent danger, not only because of the radiation 
hazards they entailed but also because of the anxiety and fear of war they brought to all 
mankind. The powers that were undertaking nuclear tests should realize that their first 
duty was to maintain peace. The tests were a further manifestation of the desire to dominate 
the world that had been expressed at various times by the slave trade in Africa, imperialism, 
colonialism and neocolonialism. It was regrettable that the human race had a tendency 
towards self-destruction, especially when it reached a certain degree of technological 
progress. People should help one another, not for their own selfish interests but for the 
good of humanity as a whole. The best weapons were knowledge, understanding, tolerance, 
social justice, equality and friendship between peoples.

His delegation opposed the United States amendment, which changed nothing so far as the 
problem of peace and human health threatened by nuclear weapons was concerned.

Dr ADEOYE (Nigeria) said that the developing countries were the most likely to be the 
victims of the effects of nuclear weapons testing in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water. Those countries were already confronted with enormous health problems and 
could not afford to have the health hazards of radioactive fallout added to them. His 
delegation therefore supported the draft resolution.

Dr PAREJA (Argentina) supported the aims of the draft resolution but felt that the 
arguments adduced by the delegate of Australia in its favour were not reflected in the text.
He agreed with the amendments already proposed except those of the United States delegate.
In addition, he suggested that in the second preambular paragraph "uncontrolled and 
unjustified" should be deleted. As the third preambular paragraph failed to take into 
account the important work done by the United Nations system of organizations, in particular 
the various resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly, it should be amended 
to read as follows: "Expressing serious concern that nuclear weapons testing in the 
atmosphere has continued in disregard of the many resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly whose purpose is to obtain a complete and total ban on nuclear weapon tests in all 
media." In the seventh preambular paragraph the words "Noting with regret” should be 
replaced by "Recalling" and the following words should be added at the end of the paragraph: 
"and deploring further, that the determination expressed by the parties which have acceded 
to this treaty to continue negotiations with a view to obtaining a complete suspension of 
all nuclear weapon tests had not yet attained the desired results;". Finally, in operative 
paragraph 1, the word "avoidable" should be inserted after the words "from any."

Professor REXED (Sweden) said that his Government was against the testing of nuclear 
weapons in any form. He therefore fully supported the original text of the draft resolution, 
which in many ways was stronger than was now proposed. However, he accepted the amendments 
suggested except those of the United States delegate. The whole idea behind the fifth 
preambular paragraph was that the various organizations of the United Nations system had a 
special responsibility for observing and expressing concern at the effects of such testing, 
whatever the type. The United States amendment should be put to a separate vote.

Dr OLAFSSON (Iceland), supporting the Swedish delegate's statement, suggested that 
nations wishing to carry out nuclear testing should do so on their own territory in order 
not to contaminate the environment in other countries.

Dr TSUNASHIMA (Japan), one of the co-sponsors of the draft resolution under discussion, 
accepted the amendments suggested by the United Kingdom and United States delegates.
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Dr CHAPMAN (Canada) said that the wording of the original draft resolution was almost 
identical with the position taken by the Canadian Government at various international meetings 
dealing with nuclear testing. The Canadian Government was opposed to nuclear weapon 
testing in all its forms, and therefore to the United States amendment.

In operative paragraph 2, he suggested that it would be better to use the word "Deplores" 
rather than "Condemns".

Sir William REFSHAUGE (Australia) said that the fact that the draft resolution had been 
submitted by 18 Member States was an indication of the widespread concern felt at nuclear 
weapon testing. However, in a spirit of compromise, his delegation would accept the 
amendments proposed. He understood that his co-sponsors would in the same spirit accept 
the amendments.

Dr MONTERO RUIZ (Peru) said his delegation could not agree to WHO's refraining, as a 
technical Organization, from condemning action that was bound adversely to affect health.
The Stockholm Conference had been categorical in stating as an aim that man and his 
environment should be freed from the effects of nuclear weapon testing. The draft resolution 
of which his delegation was a co-sponsor referred to the international efforts to prevent 
nuclear tests of bodies not directly responsible for the protection of health. WHO should 
a fortiori come out clearly in favour of their abolition. It was not just a matter of 
avoiding an increase in radiation, but of fulfilling the basic principle of public health 
administration that any preventable threat to health should be totally eliminated. He 
appealed to Member States to support the resolution without amendments.

Mr GONZALEZ (Panama) proposed that the United States delegate's amendment should be 
voted on first, that of the delegate of Argentina second, and that of the delegate of 
Canada third.

Professor CANAPERIA (Italy) said that his delegation had always supported the aim of 
ending nuclear atmospheric tests of any kind anywhere in the world, and he therefore supported 
the draft resolution in substance. He supported the proposal to substitute "deplores" for 
"condemns" in operative paragraph 2, and he proposed the deletion of "immediate" in that 
paragraph. With those changes the draft resolution would accord better with the resolutions 
of the General Assembly of the United Nations to which reference was made in the preamble.

Sir William REFSHAUGE (Australia) could not accept the proposal to delete the word 
"immediate", since immediate cessation was wanted. Nor could he accept the amendments 
proposed by the delegate of Argentina. He asked the delegate of Peru to reconsider his 
decision not to accept the amendment proposed by the delegate of Canada.

Dr STUYT (Netherlands) was, in principle, against discussions of a political nature in 
specialized agencies of the United Nations such as WHO. His Government would prefer 
cessation of all nuclear tests, including those carried out underground. He supported the 
resolution with the amendments proposed by the delegates of Canada, the United Kingdom and 
the United States.

Dr RADOVANOVIC (Yugoslavia) opposed the amendments proposed by the United States 
delegate for the reasons stated by the delegate of Sweden.

Dr ARNAN (Israel) fully supported the original draft resolution and regretted any 
weakening of the wording. However, even with the amendments proposed, the present draft 
resolution still had a task to fulfil, and his delegation would therefore support it.

Dr TOW (Malaysia) supported the resolution and had no objections to the amendments 
proposed by the delegates of the United States and the United Kingdom. His Government was 
against nuclear testing everywhere.

Professor HALTER (Belgium) supported the draft resolution with the amendment substituting 
"deplores" for "condemns" and the amendments proposed by the United Kingdom delegate, which 
corresponded better to the actual scientific position. He could not accept the United 
States delegation's amendments limiting the resolution to testing in the atmosphere only.
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Dr HERBST (Federal Republic of Germany) supported the draft resolution with the 
amendment proposed by the Canadian delegate, which would permit more delegations to vote 
for it. He urged members of the Committee to concentrate on the substance rather than on 
the words.

Dr AMMUNDSEN (Denmark) agreed with the delegate of the Netherlands that the Health 
Assembly was not the place to discuss a political issue. She supported the draft 
resolution with the amendments proposed by the United Kingdom and Canada and opposed the 
amendment of the United States delegate.

Professor AUJALEU (France) said that, although the draft resolution did not specifically 
designate any country, there was no doubt that it was essentially directed at the tests 
carried out by France in Polynesia. Any doubt was removed by the amendment proposed by the 
United States delegate.

His delegation would oppose adoption of the draft resolution. France had submitted to 
the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR) several 
detailed reports on the results of measurements of radioactivity in different areas of the 
world made by its observer posts following nuclear tests made in Polynesia. In 1969 UNSCEAR 
had noted that the radioactivity in the atmosphere contributed by the tests of France and China 
represented only 2% of the total attributable to nuclear tests up to that time and that the 
global radioactive fallout had passed its maximum before France had made its tests and despite 
the tests, had continued to fall regularly in level since 1964. The tests made by France in 
the Pacific were never questioned by UNSCEAR, nor were any special remarks made on reports 
submitted during 1970 and 1971. Measurements made by other countries, among them New Zealand 
and Australia, showed that the level of radiation was less in 1970 and 1971 than what it had 
been before.

His Government had paid particular attention to protecting the seas and their resources 
and coastal populations. The tests were atmospheric and the consequent contamination of the 
sea was very low and limited to a zone of some 100 nautical miles around the explosion.
Controls made in migrating fish had never revealed radioactive contamination in edible parts, 
showing that the living resources of the ocean were protected.

He quoted a series of figures to support his argument that, although the risks could not 
be said to be absolutely zero in the strict scientific sense of the word, they were extremely 
low. The soil in Australia contained five times less strontium than the soil in France, and 
of that minute quantity only a tenth was derived from nuclear tests. Natural levels of 
radiation in the soil ranged from 100 mrem per year to 1600 or even as high as 2500 mrem per 
year in some parts of the world. Ionizing radiation from medical sources was around 50 mrem 
per year. The fallout from nuclear tests was 2-5 mrem per year in the northern hemisphere 
and 1 mrem in the southern hemisphere. Of that 1 mrem only 0.2 mrem was due to the French 
tests. Those figures corresponded to the genetic doses calculated according to the rules 
adopted by UNSCEAR. The argument that doses were cumulative and had a genetic effect was not 
scientifically valid in respect of small doses, as recent studies had showed. In Cornwall, 
for example, the drinking-water contained 30 times as much radium-236 as in Wales; but the 
mortality rates for cancer and leukemia were lower in Cornwall. Again, a flight from Oceania 
to Europe involved the absorption of cosmic rays at high altitudes corresponding to 50 times 
the annual radiation from the French tests. He hoped that he had now provided enough 
figures to enable the Committee to reach a decision based on facts.

Dr HEMACHUDHA (Thailand) supported the draft resolution as amended by the United Kingdom 
and United States delegates. He did not object to the amendment proposed by Canada if the 
majority of delegates wished it.

Mr AVRAMIDIS (Greece) said that his country, as a signatory of the 1963 agreement, was 
opposed to nuclear testing and favoured the draft resolution, though he would have preferred 
an appeal to all countries to ban nuclear weapon tests of all kinds. He supported the 
Canadian and Italian delegates' amendments in the interest of having the largest possible 
majority in favour of the resolution.



A26/A/SR/l3
page 6

Dr JIRON VARGAS (Chile) said that his delegation, as a sponsor of the draft resolution, 
opposed the amendments proposed by the delegates of the United States of America and Canada, 
which would only weaken it. In relation to the remarks made by the delegate of France, he 
wondered why, if the tests were as harmless as was claimed, they were to be made 10 000 miles 
from that country's territory and not on the Mediterranean coast.

Dr CHEN HAI-FENG (China) reaffirmed his country's wish for the complete prohibition and 
destruction of nuclear weapons. China was compelled to make tests under the threat of the 
super-powers and developed nuclear weapons solely for defence and to break their monopoly of 
those weapons. The number of tests carried out in China was limited and they had been made 
in the deep interior of the country. Due consideration had been given to climate, wind 
direction and other factors. Measures had been adopted to prevent pollution affecting the 
people of his own and other countries and therefore no harm had been caused.

China would at no time and in no circumstances be the first to use nuclear weapons. It 
was ready to stop tests at any time, but that could only be done when countries possessing 
nuclear weapons agreed to prohibit and destroy them. His delegation would therefore oppose 
the draft resolution.

Dr ARTEAGA (Honduras) said that no amount of subtle argument could prove that nuclear 
tests were harmless to health. It was discouraging to see doctors taking up the arms of 
dialectics for the cause of nuclear tests carried out by their countries. The draft 
resolution should be adopted unanimously, and the delegates of testing countries should 
intervene with their governments to stop the damage. It would be distressing if a political 
forum like the United Nations showed more zeal for the health of mankind than the specialized 
agency concerned with health.

Dr SENCER (United States of America), in view of the opinions expressed, withdrew the 
amendments he had proposed. His delegation would abstain from voting on the resolution 
since it did not take account of the good faith of those working on the test ban treaty.

Sir William REFSHAUGE (Australia) said that after listening to the remarks of the 
delegate of France he felt that the intent of the resolution should be classified. Expert 
bodies had examined the risks of low doses. A report of the International Commission on 
Radiological Protection stated:

"the assumption is made that down to the lowest level of dose, the risk of inducing 
disease or disability increases with the dose accumulated by the individual. This 
assumption implies that there is no wholly 'safe' dose of radiation. The Commission 
recognizes that this is a conservative assumption and that some effects may require a 
minimum of threshold dose. However, in the absence of positive knowledge, the 
Commission believes that the policy of assuming a risk of injury at low doses is the 
most reasonable basis for radiation protection."
Again the 1972 report of the Advisory Committee on the Biological Effects of Ionizing 

Radiation of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States stated:
"It is unlikely that the presence or absence of a true threshold (dose) for cancer 

in human populations can be proved. If the intent of authorities is to minimize the 
loss of life that radiation exposure may entail, they must indeed be guided by such 
estimates and will not rely on notions of threshold."
Those statements could not be ignored. Atmospheric nuclear tests inevitably released 

radioactivity. Fallout would contaminate land, sea, and the food of animals and man and would 
irradiate man externally and be incorporated in body tissues. If there were no more tests 
there would be no more contamination; that was the central issue of the draft resolution.
His delegation would accept the amendments proposed by the United Kingdom and Canadian 
delegates although the latter might require a separate vote. The United States delegate had 
withdrawn his amendment. His delegation did not accept the amendments proposed by Argentina, 
which might also require a separate vote.
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Mr PAREJA (Argentina) said that in his attempt to save time he had perhaps not explained 
his delegation's proposed amendments fully enough. He was not clear what the Australian 
delegates objections to them were.

Dr VENEDIKTOV (USSR) said that his country was in favour of the prohibitions of the 
manufacture, stockpiling, testing and use of nuclear, bacteriological, chemical and other 
weapons of mass destruction and considered such weapons to be a threat to the environment.
He supported the draft resolution.

After some discussion, Dr AL AWADI (Kuwait) proposed an adjournment of the debate.
Decision: The proposal to adjourn the debate was adopted by 63 votes to 7, with 2
abstentions.
Professor AUJALEU (France) asked for his delegation's abstention to be recorded in 

addition to the two already recorded.
After a further exchange, the DIRECTOR-GENERAL explained that, following the adoption of 

a proposal to adjourn the debate, under Rule 61 of the Rules of Procedure no further 
discussion was possible.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m.


