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parative value vis a vis coal or other en-
ergy sources; it did not attempt to deal, in
a definitive way, with some of the other
important technical issues relating to re-
actors, such as the absolute risk of reactor
accidents.

Prior to inception of the APS effort, the
AEC had begun an extensive study, in-
volving both in-house and outside per-
sonnel, of the risks and consequences of
possible reactor accidents. This study,
known as the Rasmussen study (or Draft
WASH-1400), employed an event-tree/
fault-tree analysis, with parameters de-
termined by existing data and engineering
estimates, to attempt to establish a
quantitative measure of accident risk.
The Rasmussen study further attempted
to model the consequences of such acci-
dents.

It is important to note that the APS
group explicitly did not include a review
of this draft report as one of its tasks.
However, there were regions in which the
concerns of the APS group overlapped
those of the Rasmussen group. This was
primarily in the area of consequence
modeling where the APS group discov-
ered some discrepancies between their
results and those of the Rasmussen group.
After consultation, it became apparent
that the consequence model used by the
latter group had neglected the effects of
dominant sources of long-term radiation
exposure. Under the other model as-
sumptions used by the Rasmussen group
(including a linear dose-effect relation-
ship), inclusion of this effect led to a
sizeable increase in long-term cancer and
thyroid disease. The cancer fatalities,
however, still remained relatively small,
and statistically inseparable, compared
with the normally high incidence of these
diseases.

In its discussion of the risks of nu-
clear-power-plant accidents, and on the
basis of its experience in estimating low-
probability events, the APS group ex-
pressed its lack of confidence in the ab-
solute probabilities assigned by the Ras-
mussen group. However, it saw such
analyses as being of value in comparative
studies of different sequences of reactor
behavior and in highlighting relative
strengths and weaknesses of reactor sys-
tems.

The APS group completed its work in
April 1975 and was thus disbanded. It is
expected that individual members of the
group would continue to make valuable
contributions in this effort. The Ras-
mussen group has subsequently com-
pleted work on its final report (November
1975). We are told that substantial
changes have been made in the conse-
quence model.

The strong emphasis of public discus-
sion on risk and consequence estimation
has tended to obscure what we regard as

one of the most constructive contributions
made by the APS group: a careful and
thorough review of the rationale, goals
and implementation of the safety research
program. We wish to reemphasize here
that the success of this program is vital to
improved reactor safety, particularly if
major expansion of the use of nuclear
power is contemplated. Members of the
APS group (and the Review Committee)
have been invited as individuals to make
continuing contributions to improve-
ments in the safety research program and
have done so when requested. The APS,
through its Panel on Public Affairs, is also
considering additional studies in the nu-
clear area (and non-nuclear areas also).
Of these, the highest priority has been
given to a study of safety and safeguards
issues in the recycle of fissionable mate-
rials. This study will be under the di-
rection of L. C. Hebel of Xerox, with a
Review Committee to be chaired by H.
Frauenfelder of the University of Illinois.

C. S. Wu, Past-president
The American Physical Society
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Council Review Committee

Deflating support

According to GBL, federal support "de-
clined by 26%" since 1967 (November
1975, page 102). The figures are:

1967 Support, 381 (X 10s) GNP de-
flator, 100.0%
1975 Support, 436 (X 106) GNP de-
flator, 154.5%

Repeating the editorial calculation pro-
cedure ("Multiplying the 1975 figure
by the GNP price deflator factor, . . . " ) ,
I for one find

436 X 1.545 = 673.62 and
673.62 - 381 = 292.62

which indicates not a decline of sup-
port, but a non-inconsiderable increase
of 76.8%. Dividing, instead of multi-
plying, gives 436 -f- 1.545 = 282, and 282
is indeed 381 less 26%.

J. D. H. DONNAY
McGill University
Montreal, Canada

IUPAP and China

At the recent 15th General Assembly of
the International Union of Pure and Ap-
plied Physics (Munich, 24-27 September,
1975) I introduced two resolutions, hoping
that a fresh start could be made in nego-
tiations with Academia Sinica on the
membership of China. My proposals
were:
• Every qualified scientist, whether he or
she is from a member country or not, has
the right to attend all lUPAP-sponsored
conferences.
• Official membership of IUPAP is re-
stricted to countries that belong to the
United Nations or UNESCO.
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