
upon us to take ur­
gent action." He 
then issued a warn­
ing-presumably 
based on his interpre­
tation of the SAR­
about such dire conse­
quences as regional 
famine, water short­
ages, flooding of 
coastal areas, and 
the spread of malaria 
and other diseases. 
Trying to marginalize 
scientific critics of 
the SAR, Wirth re­
ferred to "dissent 
from a dwindling 
band of skeptics," 
even though about a 
hundred atmospheric 
scientists had signed 
a declaration follow­
ing a November 1995 
conference held in 
Leipzig to discuss the 
evidence for global 
warming. The signa­

How much do you want for this weapons-grade plutonium? 

tories had declared that they could 
not support "the so-called 'scientific 
consensus' that envisages climate ca­
tastrophes and advocates hasty ac­
tions," that the UN Climate Treaty 
was "unrealistic" and that any restric­
tion on energy use that inhibits eco­
nomic growth "should be viewed with 
caution." (Text is available on the World 
Wide Web at http://www.his.com/-sepp.) 

Most scientists would not object 
strongly to the IPCC phrase about 
"discernible human influence." We 
have known for some years that the 
stratosphere is cooling,2 the diurnal 
temperature range has been decreas­
ing,3 the frequency of hurricanes has 
been dirninishing4 and so forth-quite 
possibly as the result of some human 
influence. It is unfortunate, however, 
that the IPCC's Summary for Policy 
Makers (SPM) juxtaposes that particu­
lar phrase with the results of un­
proven climate models predicting a 
temperature rise of between 1 °C and 
3.5 °C by 2100. In fact, though, the 
SPM presents the underlying facts se­
lectively, fails to validate climate mod­
els and should not be used to deduce 
anything at all about "climate sensi­
tivity" and future warming.5 

The ministerial declaration specifi­
cally, and improperly, links the IPCC 
phrase about human influence to a 
temperature increase of 2 °C by 
2100-a serious misinterpretation of 
the IPCC report and of climate sci­
ence. It will be a test of the scientific 
integrity of the IPCC- and of the sci­
entific community as a whole-to 
make this fact known to the world's 
policymakers. 
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Need for Unity in 
Physics Prompts Call 
for Changes in PT 

I commend the American Physical 
Society and the American Institute 

of Physics for recent efforts to reach 
out to all segments of the physics com­
munity. Such initiatives as the 
Forum on Industrial and Applied 
Physics and The Industrial Physicist 
are steps in the right direction. 

Especially in this time of rapid 
change in national priorities, it is es­
sential that physicists from industry, 
academia, government laboratories 
and other organizations work to­
gether to promote physics within soci­
ety. We can no longer afford profes­
sional associations that cater only to 
research university and Federal gov­
ernment scientists. 

To further the cause of unity, I sug­
gest that the subject matter of The In­
dustrial Physicist be integrated into 
PHYSICS TODAY and that, in PHYSICS TO­

DAY itself, the "Washington Reports" 
and "Physics Community'' sections ad­
dress issues of interest to all seg­
ments of the physics community. Fo­
cusing on proposed cuts in university 
science while largely ignoring massive 
industry layoffs projects a less-than­
ecumenical image. 
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Fundamental Law of 
Problems Is Traced 
to TV Reporter 

Pacific Northwest National Labora­
tory's Gerald Stokes is quoted in 

Toni Feder's "Physics Community" 
story on radioactive waste (April, 
page 56) as saying, "The Hanford site 
is a series of problems that are pre­
vious solutions." This is a specific ex­
ample of a fundamental law­
Sevareid's law--that is largely un­
known: ''The chief source of problems 
is solutions."1 

We teachers need to be more 
aware of this important law, and we 
need to help our students understand 
its full implications. 
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Corrections 
July, page 72-Thermionics North­
west's location (text column two, line 
26) should have been given as Port 
Townsend. 

July, page 73-The capacitance de­
sign of MKS Instruments' new 
switches provides an accuracy of 0.5% 
of full scale, not 5% as stated (text col­
umn one, line 8). 

June, page 37-In the table in box 
2, the listings for nitrate and nitrite 
stored at Hanford were inadvertently 
switched. There are, in fact, 106 000 
metric tons of nitrate (NO3) and 9400 
metric tons of nitrite (NO2). 

June, page 92-PNPI USA Corp's 
zip code (text column one, line 12) 
should have been given as 77036. ■ 
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