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Two statements relating to radiation 
protection were issued during the an- 
nual meeting of the Health Physics 
Society (HPS) held in New York 

during the week of 11 July. The first is 
a motion adopted by the board of di- 
rectors of the HPS. 

Inasmuch as the major source of man- 
made radiation to the U.S. public is from 
medical x-ray units, the Board of Direc- 
tors and officers of the Health Physics 
Society urge each of the respective states 
to promulgate regulations and/or laws 
that require operators and medical supervi- 
sors of medical x-ray units to have train- 
ing in radiation protection to the patient. 

The second is a statement by the 
president and past presidents* of the 
HPS with regard to a paper presented 
at the 1971 annual meeting by E. J. 
Sternglass: 

On the third such occasion since 1968, 
Dr. Ernest J. Sternglass, at an annual 
meeting of the Health Physics Society, 
presented a paper in which he associates 
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an increase in infant mortality with low 
levels of radiation exposure. The material 
contained in Dr. Sternglass' paper has also 
been presented publicly at other occasions 
in various parts of the country. His allega- 
tions, made in several forms, have in each 
instance been analyzed by scientists, physi- 
cians, and biostatisticians in the Federal 
government, in individual States that have 
been involved in his reports, and by quali- 
fied scientists in other countries. 

Without exception, these agencies and 
scientists have concluded that Dr. Stern- 
glass' arguments are not substantiated by 
the data he presents. The United States 
Public Health Service, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the States of New 
York, Pennsylvania, Michigan and Illinois 
have issued formal reports in rebuttal of 
Dr. Sternglass' arguments. We, the Presi- 
dent and Past Presidents of the Health 
Physics Society, do not agree with the 
claim of Dr. Sternglass that he has shown 
that radiation exposure from nuclear pow- 
er operations has resulted in an increase in 
infant mortality. 

DADE W. MOELLER 
Health Physics Society, 
Harvard School of Public Health, 
665 Huntington Avenue, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02115 

Managed Creativity 

I share the skepticism of many people 
about President Nixon's intention to 
conquer cancer by a task force ap- 
proach. Such a problem would tradi- 
tionally be handled by small groups of 
men or individuals who are highly cre- 
ative in the field. A bureaucracy is rare- 
ly creative. 

At the same time, it appears that 
such attempts at "managed creativity" 
give the nation a novel opportunity to 
study innovation from the point of view 
of social reform (1). It is indeed a 
"natural" experiment, although some 
would disagree how natural it is to at- 
tempt such ventures. Nonetheless, re- 
form is also being advocated as an op- 
portunity to experiment with new social 
mechanisms (2). It is clearly important 
to study such phenomena. I would hope 
that these social experiments are getting 
adequate attention from the scientific 
establishment. 

GEORGE W. LUHRMANN 

New York State Department of 
Mental Hygiene, Psychiatric Institute, 
New York 10032 

an increase in infant mortality with low 
levels of radiation exposure. The material 
contained in Dr. Sternglass' paper has also 
been presented publicly at other occasions 
in various parts of the country. His allega- 
tions, made in several forms, have in each 
instance been analyzed by scientists, physi- 
cians, and biostatisticians in the Federal 
government, in individual States that have 
been involved in his reports, and by quali- 
fied scientists in other countries. 

Without exception, these agencies and 
scientists have concluded that Dr. Stern- 
glass' arguments are not substantiated by 
the data he presents. The United States 
Public Health Service, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the States of New 
York, Pennsylvania, Michigan and Illinois 
have issued formal reports in rebuttal of 
Dr. Sternglass' arguments. We, the Presi- 
dent and Past Presidents of the Health 
Physics Society, do not agree with the 
claim of Dr. Sternglass that he has shown 
that radiation exposure from nuclear pow- 
er operations has resulted in an increase in 
infant mortality. 

DADE W. MOELLER 
Health Physics Society, 
Harvard School of Public Health, 
665 Huntington Avenue, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02115 

Managed Creativity 

I share the skepticism of many people 
about President Nixon's intention to 
conquer cancer by a task force ap- 
proach. Such a problem would tradi- 
tionally be handled by small groups of 
men or individuals who are highly cre- 
ative in the field. A bureaucracy is rare- 
ly creative. 

At the same time, it appears that 
such attempts at "managed creativity" 
give the nation a novel opportunity to 
study innovation from the point of view 
of social reform (1). It is indeed a 
"natural" experiment, although some 
would disagree how natural it is to at- 
tempt such ventures. Nonetheless, re- 
form is also being advocated as an op- 
portunity to experiment with new social 
mechanisms (2). It is clearly important 
to study such phenomena. I would hope 
that these social experiments are getting 
adequate attention from the scientific 
establishment. 

GEORGE W. LUHRMANN 

New York State Department of 
Mental Hygiene, Psychiatric Institute, 
New York 10032 

an increase in infant mortality with low 
levels of radiation exposure. The material 
contained in Dr. Sternglass' paper has also 
been presented publicly at other occasions 
in various parts of the country. His allega- 
tions, made in several forms, have in each 
instance been analyzed by scientists, physi- 
cians, and biostatisticians in the Federal 
government, in individual States that have 
been involved in his reports, and by quali- 
fied scientists in other countries. 

Without exception, these agencies and 
scientists have concluded that Dr. Stern- 
glass' arguments are not substantiated by 
the data he presents. The United States 
Public Health Service, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the States of New 
York, Pennsylvania, Michigan and Illinois 
have issued formal reports in rebuttal of 
Dr. Sternglass' arguments. We, the Presi- 
dent and Past Presidents of the Health 
Physics Society, do not agree with the 
claim of Dr. Sternglass that he has shown 
that radiation exposure from nuclear pow- 
er operations has resulted in an increase in 
infant mortality. 

DADE W. MOELLER 
Health Physics Society, 
Harvard School of Public Health, 
665 Huntington Avenue, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02115 

Managed Creativity 

I share the skepticism of many people 
about President Nixon's intention to 
conquer cancer by a task force ap- 
proach. Such a problem would tradi- 
tionally be handled by small groups of 
men or individuals who are highly cre- 
ative in the field. A bureaucracy is rare- 
ly creative. 

At the same time, it appears that 
such attempts at "managed creativity" 
give the nation a novel opportunity to 
study innovation from the point of view 
of social reform (1). It is indeed a 
"natural" experiment, although some 
would disagree how natural it is to at- 
tempt such ventures. Nonetheless, re- 
form is also being advocated as an op- 
portunity to experiment with new social 
mechanisms (2). It is clearly important 
to study such phenomena. I would hope 
that these social experiments are getting 
adequate attention from the scientific 
establishment. 

GEORGE W. LUHRMANN 

New York State Department of 
Mental Hygiene, Psychiatric Institute, 
New York 10032 

References 

1. D. T. Campbell, Amer. Psychol. 24, 409 (1969). 
2. A. M. Rivlin, Systematic Thinking for Social 

Action (Brookings Institution, Washington, 
D.C., 1971). 

References 

1. D. T. Campbell, Amer. Psychol. 24, 409 (1969). 
2. A. M. Rivlin, Systematic Thinking for Social 

Action (Brookings Institution, Washington, 
D.C., 1971). 

References 

1. D. T. Campbell, Amer. Psychol. 24, 409 (1969). 
2. A. M. Rivlin, Systematic Thinking for Social 

Action (Brookings Institution, Washington, 
D.C., 1971). 

Women with Ph.D's 

The low level of information in the 
letters from Davenport and Jensen (12 
Feb., p. 521) concerning women scien- 
tists and in the replies you chose to 
publish (7 May, p. 514) prompts me 
to suggest that scientists should do more 
homework. Evidence abounds, for in- 
stance, that (i) in all doctoral fields, 
women receiving the doctorate are 
brighter than their male counterparts 
(1); (ii) while studies with the neces- 
sary detailed controls over specialty, 
rank, age, and type of institution are 
still lacking, according to a study of 
full-time academic persons, there are 
no differences in the productivity of 
men and women scientists (2); (iii) 
women's durability on academic jobs 
is slightly, but not significantly, greater 
than men's although their rate of promo- 
tion and their salaries are less (3); (iv) 
in industry, according to the Depart- 
ment of Labor (4), women do not have 
the higher absenteeism or turnover that 
myths credit them with; (v) in spite of 
these high qualifications, hiring depart- 
ments give the edge to males when ap- 
plications are identical except for sex (5). 

To judge whether the hiring of 
Ph.D's has been discriminatory, multi- 

ply by .91 [the percentage of women 
with doctorates working in the last 
decade (6)] the percentage of Ph.D's 
that were given to women scientists in 
the top five departments in each field 
(7): physics, 2.5 percent; chemistry, 
6.9 percent; astronomy, 12.3 percent; 
biochemistry, 15.6 percent; anthropol- 
ogy, 20.6 percent; physiology-anatomy, 
23.1 percent; psychology, 24 percent; 
and zoology, 29.4 percent. If any of the 

top five degree-granting institutions has 
hired enough women at each rank to 

qualify as discrimination-free, may they 
please announce their pioneer status. 

SUSAN M. ERVIN-TRIPP 

Institute of Human Learning, 
University of California, Berkeley 
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