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LETTERS

Passing on Science
I enjoyed the “Sputnik” edito-
rial, (November 2003, p 9).
My granddaughter has known
about my dedication to the
paperboard business for a long
time, and she has seen the
fruits of my labors. Yet instead
of following in my footsteps
at North Carolina State’s pulp
and paper school, she will
pursue a career in “business”.
I was so into my work that I
never put special business
interests in front of my tech-
nical calling. Selling the
sciences to young people
today is a lot tougher now
than in the 1960s. The busi-
ness leaders of today are more
into cost cutting than product
development. Their
shortsightedness in
not pursuing better
and more innova-
tive paper products
(technical people
are needed for this
phase) will result in
the utter destruc-
tion of our manu-
facturing base.
China’s launch of a manned
satellite is the kind of news
that signifies a larger problem.
Their takeover of “our” paper-
manufacturing base will be
more rapid now that all of the
new paper machines are
coming on line in China
instead of in the United
States. It will take a lot more
than getting our kids to study
the sciences to turn this
around. Management will
have to relearn some basics of
economics—that manufactur-
ing bases are necessary and
have to be nurtured.

John D. Respass

Author’s Reply:
I agree that the loss of manu-
facturing jobs is a very real
and significant problem for
the United States, but I still
think that getting our chil-
dren or grandchildren to view
science as respectable, and
something that they can do,
is a problem that those of us
in science can do our part to
solve.

James F. Ryan

Mercurial Measure
I use your articles in my
chemistry class. We monitor
Hg levels in Gulf Coast fish.
The article “Monitoring the
Mercury Menace” (November
2003, p 27) made reference

to the unit of meas-
urement “ppt” with-
out clarifying what
it meant. Is it “parts
per thousand”,
which is what the
oyster people in this
area pay attention
to, or is it “parts per
trillion”? The units
“ppm” and “ppb”

were also used without defini-
tion, but I assumed those
meant “parts per million” and
“parts per billion”. Please
define your terms more clear-
ly in future articles.

Barbara Booker

Editors’ Reply:
The author’s intended audi-
ence, which was users of the
latest sophisticated instru-
ments, is accustomed to the
parts per million/billion/tril-
lion (ppm/ppb/ppt) differen-
tial, but we should have
spelled out the criteria for

our wider potential reader-
ship, as you point out. We
have clarified the abbrevia-
tion of all three units of
measurement in the Web
version of the article.

A Decimal Light
One of the “Mnemonic
Plague” items in Lighter
Elements (November 2003,
p 64) listed the value of pi 
as 3.1415926535879. 
The correct value for pi,
carried out to 14 decimals
(not 14 digits, as was stated
in the item) would be
3.14159265358979.

James R. Fenno

Corrections
In the article “The Chem-
istry of ADMET” (January, 
p 27), the word “not” was
inadvertently deleted from
the fifth paragraph, which
should read, “According to
these criteria, a compound is
not likely to be absorbed in a
druglike manner . . . .” The
sentence has been corrected
in the Web version of the
article.

In the February issue, a
"Business Matters" item
(page 11) incorrectly listed
the URL for Scientific Soft-
ware, Inc. The correct Web
address is www.scisw.com. ◆


