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Russian words in the language of the user and thus
make him able to pronounce the words reasonably
accurately ?

If the former is the case, then, of the number of
systems which have been presented, there does not
seem to be a single one which is adopted universally,
which is unfortunate.

If the latter, however, is the case, then surely no
point is gained in using Chech alphabet to signify
Russian words to an English-speaking person. The
latter would have to learn Chech to learn Russian.
Surely, the direct process is simpler and more direct.
I wish to point out that for the purposes of both
reasonably correct pronunciation and ready filing, the
system used by the Chemical Abstracts (readily obtain-
able by writing to the editor) is by far the simplest
and reduces Russian to English letters and not to some
third intermediate or synthetic language.

G. M. KOSOLAPOFF
DayTon, OHIO

EDITORIAL CHANGES OF SCIENTIFIC
PAPERS

THE discussions on editorial changes of scientific
papers which have appeared in SCIENCE! have been
very valuable—not alone because they have discussed
equine serum and horse serum but because they have
brought out several worthwhile points of view. May
T add to the discussion for what it may be worth, and
may I by way of introduction suggest that the Pro-
ceedings of the American Society for Horticultural
Science, to which I am referring and in which I have
a hand, is not being held up as an example of superior
editing. It has, however, over a period of years de-
veloped an editorial policy which leaves to the author
the final decision in controversial matters. And this
has come about in part through a number of sad ex-
periences.

First, about twenty-five years ago a manuseript was
submitted by a young scientist, which was rejected by
our editorial committee and later published in an ex-
periment station bulletin. The bulletin has become a
classic in the literature of plant science. Second,
about ten years ago, a paper by a recognized author-
ity in geneties was submitted anonymously to another
recognized authority in genetics for review. The re-
viewer termed the paper inconsequential and branded
the author as knowing little about the field of genetics.
The author in turn replied that the reviewer did not
understand the paper and evidently was not a geneti-
cist. Experiences such as these leave an editor shud-
dering and horrified. Needless to say, they affect
one’s viewpoint.

And so, the editorial policy of the American Society
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for Horticultural Science has been to throw the re-
sponsibility back upon the author. We say to the
reviewer, “Final approval or rejection of suggestions
lies with the author. . . . Suggestions are to be con-
sidered from the standpoint of being helpful to the
author in presenting the data.” We say to the author,
“You are at liberty to accept or reject the criticisms.”
Obviously, editorial supervision is exercised over ele-
mentary spelling and grammar, but these are hardly
matters of controversy. And, where an author pre-
fers, “scion” becomes “cion,” “clone” becomes “clon”
and “sweetpotato” becomes two words. By common
standards this is, of course, poor editing. .

But we do try to have the material understandable,
and we try to help the author to this end. We lean,
though we do not encourage it, towards the side of
letting a man “make a fool of himself in his own way.”
And sometimes he proves to be not so much of a fool
as was at first suspected.

In short, our policy is focused around an attempt
to be helpful; we try to humanize the relation between
editor and author; we suggest changes and leave to the
author the final judgment and control of the situation.
The result is a very gratifying response, close under-
standing and excellent working relations.

To be sure, the topic of editorial supervision and
control is not quite so simple as this point of view
might seem to imply. There are such matters to con-
sider as eost of printing, space on library shelves, clut-
tering of the literature, nature of the publication
medium, nature of the material to be published, audi-
ence to be served, helpfulness to the reader and even
protection of the author from himself. They carry
different weights in different situations.

Stuart P. Sherman once said to his class in English
at the University of Illinois, following an address by
Sergeant Alvin C. York, in which there was some
criticism of the grammatical expressions used by
Sergeant York in addressing the German machine
gunners, “They understood him, didn’t they?” The
point is that part of the effectiveness of Sergeant
York’s reply was in the way he said it—it was dis-
tinetly his way, and as such it may have carried far
clearer meaning than had it been altered by an edi-
torial committee to suit some arbitrary standards. At
least, ‘“he got results.”

H. B. Tuksy,
Secretary, American Society for
Horticultural Science
GENEVA, N. Y.

PROPOSAL FOR ACCELERATED DISSEMI-
NATION OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE
ArTER three years of blockade, which strangled the

inflow of scientific literature, the gift of microfilms

has been most warmly welcomed by Chinese research-



