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of this discrepancy; it is the time that the article about Albert Szent-Gybrgyi in the issue of USA 92683 9 February (News and Comment, page 522). Harold 
passes while Science waits for a reply to Swartz is with the Medical College of wisconsin, not Phon.e: 7141554-7090 
the Technical Comment by the original the University of wisconsin. Gabor Fodor is at the 

University of west Virginia, not the University of authors. For the 15 Technical Comments wisconsin. 
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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 
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for Research on Utilization of Scientific Knowl- that failure to meet this deadline result in them. 
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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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facturer took longer to admit to an error cism of published articles, and some age; response becomes 
and recall a model of automobile than it delay is inevitable. But the influence of slow and span is short. 
had taken to produce the model in the Science upon the nation's press is great, Unfortunately, most 
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speed with which these corrections Tips to minimize breakage. 
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