to test the existence of the ND 106 zero-shift
error. They stopped short of a full scale redeter-
mination of e/% because a determination of e/% was
then in progress using a different method promis-
ing significantly higher accuracy. We hesitate to
put forward as a new value of e/k the result of
such a brief series of experiments. On the other
hand, our understanding and appreciation of the
various error contributing factors in the present
experiments werve considerably improved over the
earlier experiments. We therefore incline slight-
ly toward our present value of e/% as the best rep-
resentation of the results of our work to date. In
any case, neither the value nor the associated un-
certainty of the present result really differ signif-
icantly from those of the result quoted by Parker
et al., and none of the conclusions of Taylor e?
al.? would be appreciably modified if our present
value were substituted for the earlier one.

All of this then might be characterized as
“much ado about nothing”; we have expended con-
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siderable time and effort and seem to have suc-
ceeded only in returning to our starting point.
However, we feel the exercise was not without
merit. We have laid to rest the ghost of a poten-
tially serious flaw in previous work, and we have
added substantially to the confidence which can be
placed in the conclusions of that work. We also
feel that the fact that a measurement of e/k can
be repeated with a precision of 1 ppm in a few
days portends well for the ultimate utility of the
Josephson effect as a standard of emf.*
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ERRATA

Magnetic Ordering in Materials with Singlet
Crystal-Field Ground State. II. Behavior in the
Ordered State or in an Applied Field, Yung-Li
Wang and Bernard R. Cooper [Phys. Rev. 185, 696
(1969)]. The correct molecular field theory ex-
pression for the internal energy in the ferromag-
netic regime differs by a factor of 3 from that
given in Eq. (5.11) (and also contains a constant).
The correct expression is

U/R=-(A/4 cos26)tanh(A/2T cos26) —A/24 .

Corresponding to this change, the correct molecu-
lar field values for the specific heat, Cy/R, in
the ferromagnetic regime are one-half the values
shown in Fig. 11. The molecular field curve for
Cy/R in the paramagnetic regime and in the ab-

sence of ordering is unchanged.

Also, in the development of our expression for
the pseudospin Hamiltonian, a term +Ng(0)(J)?
was omitted, in transcription, from the interme-
diate Eq. (2.10). However, this term has been
correctly included in obtaining the final expression
for the pseudospin Hamiltonian, Eq. (2.13).

Faraday Rotation in Rare-Earth Iron Garnets,

W. A. Crossley, R. W. Cooper, J. L. Page, and
R. P. van Stapele [Phys. Rev. 181, 896 (1969)].
The intermediate steps in Eq. (A16) are incorrect,
although the same result is obtained. In place of
(A16) insert
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(¢, [V.PV.-V.PV,)$)= (K¢, K[V.PV_. - V.PV,]$)
=~ (K¢ [V.PV. - V.PV,]K¢)
=~ (¢, [V.PV.~V.PV,]$),

(A16)

since K anticommutes with [V,PV_-V_PV,] and ¢
can be chosen to be real.
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Theory of Surface Spin Waves in Ferromagnets,
R. E. De Wames and T. Wolfram [Phys. Rev. 185,
720 (1969)]. Reference to the work of Jelitto was
omitted: R. J. Jelitto, Z. Naturforsch. 19A, 1567
(1964).
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