Editorial

This past February, I took on a challenge that I regard as
being crucial to measuring my own maturity as a scientist.
Yes, I actually accepted the responsibility of editing this
journal. Why? (A question that is constantly on the mind of
a scientist.) I have always understood the importance of
publication, although that understanding has had several
shifts in emphasis. After completing my doctoral studies in
1973 I thought, with all the brashness of a 26-year-old, that
I'knew it all and that no one else knew anything of value. In
fact, my doctoral thesis was largely an attempt to destroy a
knowledge set established by others a decade before. There-
fore, my urge to publish was based on my assumption that
the world would come to an end if I did not share my
bursting brain with everyone. I was at best presumptuous, at
worst a megalomaniac.

After a few years, a dozen or so publications, and a
growing family with more mouths to feed and more bills to
pay, I also realized that promotion, advancement, and a
larger pay check were other good reasons to publish a lot.
The luster of my megalomania had perhaps dulled a bit and
was replaced by more practical consideration.

After promotion to the rank of Associate Professor in
1980, I became more secure with myself as a scientist and
realized that perhaps what I had to say really did have some
value—and I had a lot to say. I began to think that publi-
cation was an obligation of senior faculty members who
could share their experience with those who were waiting
on bended knee to be so blessed. I went on a veritable binge
of research and writing to fulfill that obligation (although I
was still practical enough to realize that a promotion to
Professor had to be earned with a major effort).

In 1985 I reached the rank of Professor, and another shift
in emphasis came about. Now, as Professor, students came
rapping at the door. The incentive to publish was no longer
personal gain, but the opportunity to warp the brains of
those who were actually asking for it. What ecstasy! A
whole new generation to follow in my footsteps. My legacy
was assured. Imagine, a whole series of papers with my
name appearing in the coveted last author slot.

While my comments above are gently tongue-in-cheek,
they are not terribly far from the truth. My interest in sci-
ence has remained strong, but my motives for dealing with
the world of publishing have changed as I have matured. I
have learned much through all of it. Having published
nearly 100 papers in a large number of peer reviewed jour-
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nals, I have also had the opportunity to deal with many
different Editors (as I have had the opportunity to be dealt
with by many Editors). I have on occasion been overbear-
ingly self-righteous in my indignation and outrage against
some Editors, and on other occasions I have been indebted
to Editors who have helped me to realize my own short-
comings as a scientist and writer. Having said all of this, I
give my reason for taking on the role of Editor, which has
turned into a second full time job. This position is perhaps
the greatest challenge to the true scientist—to judge the
quality of science and to decide what information should be
passed on to the scientific community. In so doing, I am
bound to make some friends, some enemies. In other
words, I expect all authors submitting material to be just as
I was before I became Editor. I understand that my outrage
at other Editors was probably never justified, now that I
have walked a mile in their moccasins. I can therefore
promise the readership that I will fulfill my role without
prejudice and for the greater good of the scientific commu-
nity.

My predecessors as Editor of this journal have been an
exceptional and distinguished lot. Each has left his or her
own mark upon the direction of the Journal since its incep-
tion in 1963. Part of my challenge will be to take what they
have built and continue to let The Cleft Palate Journal grow
in a way that both the reader and author will appreciate.
After much thought, I have decided on a course that will be
charted during my tenure. I have consulted with many peo-
ple with regard to this course, including the previous Editor,
Dr. Shelton, the members of the Editorial Board, the offic-
ers of the Association, our Executive Director, Nancy
Smythe, and the people at B.C. Decker who have been in
charge of production. All of them have had helpful sugges-
tions and all have been supportive of the new course about
to be taken by the Journal. I am particularly grateful to two
of the Past Presidents of our Association, Drs. Kremenak
and Parsons. Their encouragement was perhaps the essen-
tial ingredient in my becoming Editor.

I would like to discuss with you, the readership of the
Journal, the changes you will find. Perhaps the most obvi-
ous is the physical change in the size of the Journal. We
have finally switched to the same physical format that al-
most all journals use, an industry standard. The more im-
portant changes, however, are those related to the printed
content of the Journal and to the review process.

Beginning with this issue, almost all articles, clinical
reports, and case reports will be followed by a commentary.
This is a feature that has proven to be very popular in other
journals, which allows for the presentation of an alternative
point of view or a voice of support. The publication of a
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commentary after each original work will also have a fa-
vorable effect on the review process, which will be dis-
cussed further below.

‘‘Research Revisited’’ is another new feature that will
appear in each issue. Many of us have published studies in
the past that other authors have cited frequently. Our
thoughts on the particular subject matter may have changed.
Our work may have been misrepresented or misinterpreted
by others. Or we may have developed new evidence that the
original data were indeed valid, making us even more res-
olute in our position. Authors, however, rarely print retrac-
tions or reiterations of previous papers. Scientists might be
citing positions of researchers that are no longer accurate.
Therefore, in the ‘‘Research Revisited’’ section, the Jour-
nal will give authors an opportunity to write a position
paper on their previous work. Researchers are invited to
submit retrospectives to the Journal. The subject of a ‘‘Re-
search Revisited”’ article should have been published at
least a decade ago and should be a paper that has been cited
with frequency by other authors. It need not have been
published in The Cleft Palate Journal. Please read the “‘In-
structions to Authors’’ in this issue for complete directions
for manuscript preparation. Because the ‘‘Research
Revisited’’ section is a new feature and potential contribu-
tors have not yet had a chance to submit materials, I have
primed the pump by writing a retrospective of two of my
own articles that were published more than a decade ago. 1
would, of course, prefer not to do this again, so I would
urge all of you to consider this as not only an invitation to
write retrospectives, but an appeal to try something new in
the field of scientific publication that may prove to be very
instructive. I have written the retrospective on two articles;
one represents a ‘‘retraction,’” whereas the other states a
position of support for past work. They appear in this issue
together for illustrative purposes only, and in the future, the
‘‘Research Revisited”’ section will be limited to a single
study.

Another new feature will be the ‘‘Clinical Conference’’
section. Clinicians are invited to submit puzzling or inter-
esting cases to the Editor with as much clinical information
as possible. The cases will be distributed to a panel of
several experts who will offer comments and/or suggestions
for diagnosis and management. This feature will not be
found in this issue, but will appear as frequently as cases are
submitted. Please regard this as an open invitation for your
interesting material.

Each issue will be opened with an editorial. Again, read-
ers are invited to submit editorial material to the Editor for
consideration (see ‘‘Instructions to Authors’’). Editorials
may be regarded as ‘‘messages’’ to the profession, the
American Cleft Palate—Craniofacial Association, or the au-
dience at large.

The Journal will be returning to a ‘‘Letters to the Editor’’
section, rather than the current ‘‘Observations and
Commentary’’ format. This is in part because of the added
commentary after each article, but also it is a response to the
need for an open forum for the discussion of topics of con-
cern to the readership. Letters will always be distributed for
response to either the subject of the letter or to appropriate
individuals qualified to respond.

Original submissions will be divided into the following
four sections, according to content: original articles, clinical

reports, case reports, and observations (a section devoted to
personal essays, review articles, and other material not in-
volving new research). The Cleft Palate Journal will keep
its ‘‘International Abstracts’’ section (under the Associate
Editorship of Mary Anne Witzel) and ‘‘Book Reviews’’
(under the Associate Editorship of Rodney Rohrich), but
will no longer publish the ‘‘Craniofacial Bibliography.”’

The other change in the journal—the review system—
will not be visible in its pages. In years past, the journal has
used Section Editors who have been selected according to
their professional discipline. Papers by plastic surgeons
were sent to the Section Editor for surgery, who would then
distribute the paper to several surgical colleagues. This con-
cept has always bothered me somewhat. In an interdiscipli-
nary organization in which the majority of material pub-
lished has implications beyond a single field of endeavor,
should we not be encouraging the review of material by an
interdisciplinary panel? In addition, the time needed to re-
view papers is lengthened by the distribution from Editor to
Section Editor to Readers, back to Section Editor and Edi-
tor. Therefore, the middle step of this process has been
eliminated. An Editorial Board (listed on the face page of
this issue) has been appointed, consisting of over 50 distin-
guished consultants covering all of the disciplines necessary
for both intradisciplinary and interdisciplinary review. In
many cases, the commentary will be written by the mem-
bers of the Editorial Board. As I mentioned above, this
should have a favorable effect on the review process. I have
instructed the Editorial Board that, when they review an
article, their focus should be on the science. Although they
may differ in opinion regarding the interpretation of the
findings or of their importance, if the science is sound, the
article should be recommended for publication. Differences
of opinion should be expressed in the commentary or in a
letter to the Editor. I believe that this editorial policy will
encourage an exchange of ideas and the presentation of
honest differences of opinion, while preventing the rejec-
tion of an article based on personal differences and com-
petitive positions. In the words of Hippocrates (460 to 400
B.C.), “‘There are in fact two things, science and opinion;
the former begets knowledge, the latter ignorance.”’

Other changes in the review process have been made in
an attempt to speed it up, although the effects of these steps
will take some time to become apparent because of the
move of the Editorial Office from Tucson to New York.
However, I think that submitting authors should be pleased
with the procedural changes we have made, and I believe
that these changes will reduce the number of revisions, as
well as the amount of retyping, by authors. Toward that
end, thanks to a donation to the Association by our pub-
lisher, B.C. Decker Inc, we will be doing all of our editing
on an IBM compatible computer. Therefore, please check
the *‘Instructions to Authors’’ in each issue for instructions
regarding the submission of computer disks.

Still another change in the review process is the addition
of a statistical review. All manuscripts that have been ac-
cepted, or accepted with revision, will be reviewed by a
biostatistician for the appropriateness of the data analysis. I
believe this to be an essential ingredient in the judging of
original research. However, this phase of the review should
not be taken by potential authors as a sign that they can rely
upon the Journal for suggestions regarding data analysis.



On the contrary, papers with inappropriate data manage-
ment will be regarded as poor or misguided science and will
be either rejected or returned for major revision.

Although the changes I have described have already been
implemented, one change remains to be made and is depen-
dent upon a vote by members of the Association this coming
April in San Francisco. Last year, it was suggested that The
Cleft Palate Journal change its name to Craniofacial. At
the annual meeting in Williamsburg last year, it was de-
cided that, until the Association made a name change, the
title of the Journal would remain the same. The Association
has now changed its name, adding the appellation
““Craniofacial’’ to its title. Now the Journal must do the
same. At the interim meeting of the Association’s Officers
and Council, the group unanimously endorsed the change of
the name to Craniofacial. The name change recognizes a
changing emphasis in science and research, the changing
nature of submissions to the Journal, and the realization
that clefting is a craniofacial anomaly. There is also the
realization that, if the Journal is to remain competitive in
the very competitive world of publication, the title The Cleft
Palate Journal too narrowly defines and restricts our sub-
missions. The Council recognized this with their vote of
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support for the name change. I urge the readership who are
members of the Association to attend the business meeting
in San Francisco and to vote for the change.

Having already quoted Hippocrates, I must expose you to
the words of two other historical figures. At the outset of
this lengthy editorial, I asked the scientist’s perpetual ques-
tion, ‘“Why?”’ This journal exists and we publish in it be-
cause, as stated by Plato (428 to 348 B.c.), ‘‘Those having
torches will pass them on to others.”” This journal must be
the means by which scientists can pass those torches, pro-
viding a beacon of light to guide the paths of its readers.
The Editor and the Editorial Board of this journal have a
responsibility to tend that fire and to encourage contributors
who are its fuel. We shall do this impartially, graciously,
and, we hope, wisely. I will promise that we will be re-
sponsive to both our readers and our contributors. We will
try our best to be good judges without being overly judg-
mental. Prior assumptions, personal opinion, and competi-
tive jealousy will have no quarter here. Each submitted
work will be judged on its own merits regardless of its
author. We will assume as did Albert Einstein, whose name
graces the medical school at my own institution, that, ‘‘Be-
fore God, we are all equally wise, equally foolish.”’



