
Bunker mentality

After six years of silence, Home
Office scientists whose remark-

ably reassuring calculationsabout the
likely level of destruction in Britain
after a nuclear war have repeatedly
been attacked, finally appeared be-
fore a scientific audience to discuss
the accuracy of their analysis. The
meeting, held last week by the Royal
Statistical Society, discussed diffe-
rent computer models of the effects
ofnuclear attack inBritain.

But the meeting concluded with
the Home Office once again seeking
shelter from the nuclear debate. The
two scientists who spoke, under the
watchful eye of half a dozen civilser-
vice "minders" and advisers, merely
said their piece and no more. They
might, one said, later reply to criti-
cism in (doubtless, ministerially-
approved) writing.

Since the present debate about the

effectiveness of civildefence began in
the early 1980s, the Home Officehas
always refused to engage in any open
discussion about the accuracy of its
models, or the scientificutility of civil
defence. UK government studies
typically suggest casualty levels
about half of those in comparable US
studies. Instead of debating, the
Home Office's chief scientists have
repeatedly circulated private docu-
ments criticising and libellingthe cri-
tics-but have never been willingto
talk to them.

When the British Medical Associa-
tion reported on the medical effects
ofnuclear war in 1983, the head ofthe
Scientific Research and Develop-
ment Branch, John Miles, secretly
denounced the report as "strongly
influenced by CND type propaganda
... [it] cannot be regarded as an ob-
jective scientific document." Miles
was found out and the Home Office
had to apologise to the BMA.

Another secret memorandum
denouncing Home Office critics,
which followed the first major report
on the subject, published here (NSS,
1 October 1982), has just come to
light. That report on "Planning for
Genocide", by Open University
scientist Dr PhilipSteadman and my-
self, revealed many bizarre features
of the Home Office model. For
example, no one died because of
fires, nuclear explosion, heat or
bums. Half or fully demolished hou-
ses were also deemed to be just as
radiation-proof as those still stand-
ing. Although this report was
denounced as "damaging the cause of
civil defence" (our italics), Mr Miles
never published his 16-point rebuttal
of the NSS article, lest the rebuttal
itself be rebutted. Instead, it was
circulated privately to local civil
defence officials.

Last week's meeting thus conti-
nued the pattern of officials being
unwilling to respond to scientific
debate-while secretly accusing
their critics of bias or unscientific
behaviour. The two scientists who
appeared, George Carr-Hill and Sam
Hadjipavlou, had however moved
some distance in the intervening six
years. They have now recomputed
the blast effects of nuclear explo-
sions, producing new figures much
nearer to those used by their critics.

But the new openness was illu-
sory. Not only did they not follow
their calculations through to a final
death-toll, they backed off from any
further debate, while a Home Office
scientific adviser denounced the cri-
tics for having an "incommensurable"
model. The critics' model, produced
by Scientists Against Nuclear Arms
(SANA), is, however, "incommen-
surable" only because the Home Of-
fice won't let anyone have access to
their ownmodel. Duncan Campbell


