Human Immunodeficiency Virus

At a meeting on 22 and 23 May 1986 the
Executive Committee of the International
Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses
(ICTV) endorsed the name human immu-
nodeficiency virus recently proposed by a
large majority of the members of a study
group of ICTV headed by Harold Varmus
(Letters, 9 May, p. 697) as appropriate for
retrovirus isolates implicated as causing the
acquired immune deficiency syndrome
(AIDS). The new name describes the host
and a major biological property of the virus,
recognizes the difference of the virus from
isolates of human T cell lymphotropic virus
types I and II, and avoids any controversy
regarding priority of discovery of the virus
and emotive connections of the virus with
AIDS and its methods of transmission. The
ICTV is working toward a uniform interna-
tional nomenclature for viruses based on
their taxonomy. Much still remains to be
learned about the relationships of the hu-
man immunodeficiency virus with other re-
troviruses, and therefore designation of an
international name would be premature.
However, the committee recommends the
use of the name human immunodeficiency
virus as the vernacular name to replace
HTLV-III and LAV.
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Wellcome Biotechnology, Ltd.,
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*President, International Committee on Taxonomy of
Viruses.

DOE Fusion Program

Mark Crawford (News & Comment, 25
Apr., p. 446) discusses the findings of the
National Academy of Sciences Committee
for Review of the Department of Energy
(DOE) Inertial Confinement Fusion Pro-
gram (the Happer committee). Unfortu-
nately, his comments perpetuate a common
misconception regarding the direction of
inertial confinement fusion (ICF) research.
Crawford states that “Supporters of the
fusion program have feared that generic
energy production aspects of ICF research
would suffer if the program is loosely mixed
with DOE weapons activities that could
overshadow it.” This implies that two mutu-
ally exclusive directions of research are open
to ICF at present, one energy-related and
one weapons-related. This is not the case.
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The Happer committee identified several
potential applications of ICF, ranging from
the laboratory simulation of nuclear weap-
ons effects (a “weapons application”) to the
breeding of fissile fuels and production of
electricity (“energy applications”). The im-
mediate goal of the ICF program, as stated
in the Happer committee’s interim report, is
“to produce a propagating thermonuclear
burn in a small laboratory pellet imploded
by a pulsed laser or particle beam.” This
objective supports both the military and
energy applications of ICF.

The Congressional Budget Request for
fiscal year 1987 submitted to Congress by
DOE asks for $23.8 million of operating
funds for inertial fusion. This represents
only the portion of the program carried out
in the three support laboratories: KMS Fu-
sion, University of Rochester Laboratory
for Laser Energetics, and the Naval Re-
search Laboratory. The remainder of the
program is carried out at three DOE labora-
tories: Lawrence Livermore National Labo-
ratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory,
and Sandia National Laboratory. For fiscal
year 1987, the budgets for inertial fusion
research at these three laboratories are sub-
sumed under nuclear weapons research, de-
velopment, and testing (weapons RD&T),
for which a total of $1.8 billion was request-
ed. In 1986, ICF research at the national
laboratories received operating funds total-
ing about $130 million. The three support
laboratories received about $23.9 million in
fiscal year 1986, after the Gramm-Rudman
reduction. Thus, the 1987 budget provides
nearly the same funding level for the three
support laboratories as in 1986, although
not necessarily the same level of effort.

Crawford’s article is incorrect in describ-
ing the fiscal year 1987 budget proposal as
attempting to reduce DOE support for ICF
to $23.8 million. Funds for weapons
RD&T can be used within the three nation-
al laboratories to support ICF activities. The
allocation of these funds is to be determined
by the directors of the respective labora-
tories in consultation with DOE, as I under-
stand it. It is true that many supporters of
ICF, including some members of Congress
and the Happer committee, object to this
arrangement because it will reduce the visi-
bility of the ICF program within DOE and
could lead to a reduction of effort devoted to
ICF within the national laboratories, where
the largest research facilities have been con-
structed.

The main thesis of Crawford’s article is
that the ICF program is burdened by over-
classification. I agree. At present, results are
published in the foreign literature that we in
the United States are not allowed to report
openly. Classification restrictions prevent us

from reporting some of our most compel-
ling results. The Happer committee was able
to hear the entire story about the status of
the program, and then concluded that “the
ICF program is a vigorous and successful
research effort which has made striking prog-
ress over the past few years.”

Crawford’s article unfortunately omits
any mention of KMS Fusion’s role in the
ICF program. The company has been a
major participant in the program for 15
years and remains dedicated to the quest for
economical fusion energy.

ALEXANDER J. GLASS
KMS Fusion, Inc.,
3621 South State Street,
Ann Arbor, MI 48106

Response: Glass’s letter is much appreciated.
He correctly observes that funding for the
inertial fusion program will be higher than
stated in my article. It should be noted,
however, that it is not yet clear how much
tunding the ICF program will get next year.
Initial talks within DOE indicate that pro-
gram funding could slip to around $115
million. Whether the House and Senate
appropriations committees will accept this
reduction is uncertain. —MARK CRAWFORD

European Space Telescope

I read with care and interest the article
“Infrared astronomy after IRAS” by G. H.
Ricke et al. (21 Feb., p. 807). The article
reviews the goals of infrared astronomy,
summarizing how the Infrared Astronomy
Satellite has contributed to progress in the
field and discussing how further progress
will be achieved with the Space Infrared
Telescope Facility. However, it barely men-
tions the only, to my knowledge, approved
infrared mission after IRAS—the Infrared
Space Observatory (ISO).

The original proposal for ISO was sub-
mitted to the European Space Agency
(ESA) in 1979. After several studies and
assessments, ISO was chosen in March 1983
to be the next new start in the ESA Scientific
Programme. This selection carries with it
the funds necessary for the entire mission.
The launch date is 1992, and the operational
lifetime in orbit will be at least 18 months.

ISO will provide astronomers with a
unique facility of unprecedented sensitivity
for a detailed exploration of the universe
ranging from objects in the solar system
right out to the most distant extragalactic
sources. Its wavelength coverage, 3 to 200
microns, spans a region rich in scientific
interest, but which has hitherto not been
studied in detail. The cryogenically cooled
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