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uses what sorts of analyses (4). More to which the original author replied, the 
pointedly, we might attempt to evaluate mean delay between the submission of 
the return on investment from such stud- the final revision of the Technical Coin- 
ies and their role in the technological in- ment and the submission of the author's pH 
novation process. reply was 127 days (minimum delay = 31 

ALAN L. PORTER days, maximum 272). Once the au- 
Industrial and Systems Engineering, thor's reply is received, the processing 
Georgia Institute of Technology, of the Technical Comment seems to be Ele ciroue 

Atlanta 30332 accelerated (mean delay until publication 
= 77 days, compared with a mean delay 

References from reception to publication of revised 
1. P. Kelly, M. Kranzberg, F. A. Rossini, N. R. of 118 
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Knowledge (San Francisco Press, San Fran- ments take more than 100 days longer to 
cisco, 1978). 

2. E. wenk, Jr., and T. J. Kuehn, in Perspectives process than Reports do because Sci- 
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1976 (Government Printing Office, washington, ment. We suggest that this is too long. The most common cause 
D.C., 1977). 
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Michael, B. K. Roth, Eactors Affecting Utiliza- 
vion of Technology Assessment Studies (Center more than 1 month to submit a reply, and LI Other people break 
for Research on Utilization of Scientific Knowl- that failure to meet this deadline result in them. 
edge, Univ. of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1978). 

the deferment of the reply to a later is- D Other people let the 
sue; and (ii) that steps be taken to reference dry out. 
accelerate the editorial handling of the LI Cosmic forces 
first submissions of Technical Comments de-energize them. 

Technical Comments: Delay Time (delays now average 3 to 4 months). Not 
all Technical Comments that are sub- ANSWER 
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