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Winds of Change

Three major changes are in the wind for the AIAA Journals
that are designed to improve their usefulness to readers.
Some are minor and others major, but since all have been the
~ subject of a large amount of work and discussion by the ATAA

Publications Committee, the Editors, and the ATAA Staff,
it seems appropriate to review these and some of the argu-
ments presented in reaching these decisions.

The Synoptic

The heart of this discussion is the old controversy of ‘“town”’
vs “‘gown.” In our context it refers to the fact that papers
are commonly written in a manner such that only an expert
in the same field can interpret and evaluate their usefulness.
Furthermore, the more general the results, the more likely
the paper to be rated as “‘significant” by the same specialists.
Thus, the results in the paper are likely to be presented in
nondimensional form, where the parameters to be used are
sometimes ambiguous, even to the specialist. Many papers
therefore appear to be obscure, and sometimes trivial. Thus,
even if the paper is of tremendous practical importance, this
importance is often lost to the practitioner. This gives the
appearance that the Journals are catering to those with a
compulsion to publish.

In contrast, the practitioner wants to understand new
results with the minimum of effort. Often he judges the
validity of the paper, not by following the deductive logic
contained in the list of assumptions and their justifications,
but whether the results appear reasonable. In addition, the
practitioner desires quick overviews of progress in related
fields; in short, a form of “‘reportorial”’ service. We all realize
the importance of such services, and the Institute has moved
in that direction in several areas; for example, the publica-
tion of abstracts in the Bulletin. There are also well-known
dangers in reportorial services, in that the regime of validity
of results is often not contained in short accounts. We there-
fore continue to insist on preprints for papers whose abstracts
are published in the Bulletin so that the practitioner can
obtain the relevant details prior to actual application.

In the same way, the Journals also will strive to provide a
similar service. However, the general feeling is to attempt
to be more substantive than just printing abstracts. The
new concept, originally conceived by Benjamin Pinkel, is
called the Synoptic, which presents the results of the paper or
report in summary, yet usable, form for readers in about two
journal pages. We wish to emphasize that the Synoptic is
not a long abstract in that it does not attempt to summarize the
entire. paper. In addition it must be substantive; the major
results are to be presented, together with relevant figures and
sketches. To be consistent with the reportorial nature,
specialist jargon will be replaced where possible with terms
that are understandable to the nonspecialist in the field. To

satisfy the requirement that the details of the work be avail-
able to readers, the paper or report on which the Synoptic is
based will be sent to ATAA and filed in the library at the Tech-
nical Information Service, from which copies can be pur-
chased. )

The Synoptic is also not a Technical Note. The purpose
of the latter is to publish new or partial results; they are not
subject to formal review, as are the Synoptics, and they are
supposed to be published speedily. In the past, however,
reviewers and Editors often recommended reduction of full-
length papers to Technical Notes, which delayed publication
longer than intended for the Technical Note, and often longer
than for full-length papers. In the new procedure, the Syn-
optic will be published instead of the full-length paper in
such cases, thereby returning the Technical Note to its
proper function of reporting new or partial results of imme-
diate interest.

The full mechanics are currently being planned, but the
author will have his choice of submitting any of the following:

a) Synoptic, together with the report on which the Synoptic is
based. In this case, the reviewers and editors will review the
Synoptie, and finally approve or disapprove it for publication.
They may also recommend that the full-length paper be
published instead of the Synoptic.

b) Full-length paper plus Synoptic. Here, the reviewers
will initially decide whether the Synoptic or full-length paper
is to be considered for publication. If the former, the pro-
cedure is exactly as in case (a). If the latter, then we will
use exactly the same procedure as we have always used for
full-length papers.

¢)  Full-length paper without Synoptic. We will not require
that an author submit a Synoptic with each paper. But
the editors, with the aid of the reviewers, will decide whether
publication as a full-length paper is warranted or whether it
should be revised to a Synoptic. (This replaces the previous
procedure of recommendation of reduction to a Technical
Note.) If the Synoptic is recommended, it is expected that.
the author will respond reasonably rapidly.

There will be no effect of Synoptics on the other sections
containing Technical Notes and Comments. Thus there will
be four sections of each journal: Synoptics, full-length
papers, Technical Notes, and Technical Comments, plus
ocecasional survey papers and the invited lectures (Wright
Brothers, von Kdrmdn, ete.). The machinery for this change
is now being formulated, but we expect it to be operational by
October 1971.

Author-Prepared Manusecript

One of the problems faced by many journals is the rapid
increase in printing and typesetting costs, which in our case
has forced the ATAA to raise its price for publication in 1971,
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Clearly, this is self-defeating since, the higher the price, the
fewer subscribers and vice versa. What is needed here is a
bold change to hold and, if possible, to reduce the cost. In
this regard the use of Synoptics in place of many papers should
have the effect of first clearing our backlog and then reducing
the number of pages and thus the printing cost. However,
additional steps seemed to be warranted and were recom-
mended by the ATAA Publications Committee. Under the
chairmanship of Julius Lukasiewicz, an economic subcommit-
tee of the Publications Committee made a comprehensive
study of our printing costs. The single and largest cost item
which could be removed is the cost of typesetting, which is
particularly expensive because of the many mathematical
expressions. If we were to eliminate this one item by using
author-prepared manuscripts, then the savings to the entire
ATAA scientific publications program would range from
$50,000-200,000 per year, or up to 309, of the total. ATAA
scientific publications budget. This savings will permit a
reduction in page charges from $75 to $60 per page and hope-
fully in 1972 subscription rates as well.

There is a further technical advantage in author-prepared
manuscripts: the author is in complete control of prepara-
tion of his manuseript at all times, which will help prevent
errors that sometimes occur between galley corrections and
printing. Finally, the use of author-prepared manusecripts
should eliminate the compléte retyping of preprints from
single space to double space. The rules for preprints and
author-prepared manuseripts will be sufficiently similar to
permit the latter to be prepared by corrections to the former,
when extensive technical corrections are not required.

We are, of course, concerned about the over-all appearance
of the Journals, so this step was not taken lightly; but our
main concern is maintaining the Journals for their archival
value, and this must be judged in terms of their enduring
value because of content, and not because of appearance.

Selective Disseminatian of Documents

The original concept of SDD was to provide members,
instead of a full journal each month, with only those papers in
which they had registered an interest; in other words, a “per-
sonalized” journal. This was studied briefly a few years ago
by the Publications Committee. The main conclusion was
that SDD seemed to be a further improvement in member
services, but it appeared that a further funded study was

VOL. 9, NO. 1

required in order to arrive at the optimum mechanization of
the systems and its costs. Such a study was proposed by the
ATAA to the National Science Foundation, which ultimately
decided against the study for financial reasons.

The real impediment for SDD is really quite simple: There
is no mechanical machine in existence which is capable of
taking, say, 100 stacks of different papers (each of which will
have three different category designations out of 140 designa-
tions); and 35,000 membership names, each of whom may
have requests against one or more of the 140 designations;
selecting those papers for each subscriber without duplication;
inserting them into an envelope; and addressing the envelope.
Since no such machine exists, it is difficult to demonstrate
either that the system is feasible or to cost it. There are
a number of alternatives, however, and, since the system
really does not appear to be very difficult either to design or
implement, it should be a good challenge to our readers. A
limited system study is now under way, funded by the ATAA
at a minimal level, and is expected to be complete in 1971.
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