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Subject: Debate
Date: Wednesday, 27 May 2009 at 17:45:47 Bri9sh Summer Time
From:
To: Michael Mew

Dear Michael,

A few points will hopefully be helpful.

The colleagues whom I copied in are the execu9ve and trustees of the BOS
because you wrote to me in my current posi9on as chairman, so they should
hear my reply.

I would gently say that your father has been given and has taken many
opportuni9es over many years to present his ideas. It is also true that he
has been treated with very considerable politeness and by people who have
not gone into the general media to say that other colleagues are ruining
faces.

It is also true that when invita9ons to present his views to a par9cular
audience have not been repeated, it has been because of the feedback from
audiences.  For example,it is slightly unkind to say to yourself but
nevertheless true that his customary invita9on to speak to the registrars
in Bristol for a whole day was eventually discon9nued because they firmly
recommended their teachers to spare the next course from this session. This
was not suppression, but the result of educa9onal feedback.

I do understand of course, that is is very hard for you to have an
objec9ve view on these aspects and I respect that personal difficulty.

Regarding the ques9on of a debate, there is much that could be per9nently
said, but a few points may be the most helpful.
Firstly, public debates tend to be confronta9onal rather than
construc9ve. They tend to generate heat rather than light (listen to the
house of commons).  Challenging people to joust does not have a good track
record of leaving knowledge advanced or pa9ents beYer off. In fact it can
be counter-produc9ve.

Knowledge advances through hypotheses being formed and tested. Arguing
about ideas is less helpful than tes9ng them. As it happens I think it is
the mainstream view that environmental factors are not well documented.
This leaves the field open to specula9on and asser9on and you are as free
as anyone to put forward ideas. As you say, many ideas are indeed  hard to
disprove. You refer to pu^ng statements to the test and that indeed is
how  knowledge advances. Proponents of an idea should suggest how they can
be prac9cally tested and if possible be involved in that tes9ng. This is
en9rely open to you as to all of us, but especially relevant to those who
feel strongly about an idea.

I would gently urge you to shi` from the mindset of "proving me right or
wrong". This is in tune with the approach of someone spoiling for a fight
on a topic. I and most orthodon9sts are open to the idea that
environmental factors are under-appreciated and ill-understood. I don't
feel the need to prove someone wrong who agrees with that. I would
personally encourage any sound inves9ga9on which aims to explore a
hypothesis about an environmental factor. The BOSF or any teaching and
research group would I am sure look very objec9vely at any good proposal
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  Sent: 19 May 2009 22:50
To: Michael Mew
Cc: 

Subject: Debate

Dear Mike

A debate is an interes9ng idea. One challenge with this par9cular
debate  is that I feel that the hypothesis that malocclusion is caused by
a mixture  of genes and environment is fairly unconten9ous. The
mainstream view of  the ae9ology of malocclusion surely is that it is
indeed a mixture.   This  is mainly a sta9s9cal deduc9on and the
result of the well known  observa9ons on the Mary Rose skulls and the
plague pit skulls. This is  what I teach all the undergrads at Bristol
and my predecessors before me.  Of course very liYle light has been shed
in research as to what the  environmental factors are (although there are
well known hypotheses  rela9ng to airways, pollen, diet, tooth wear etc)
and even less light has  been shed on any successful interven9on with a
possible environmental  factor apart for the very small effect from
Linder Aronsen and his  adenoidectomy advocacy of 20 years ago. Even
there, he was not aYacking  the environmental factors which might cause
adenoidal enlargement. So I  feel your summary of ae9ology in the
editorial  is very mainstream in its  broad thrust and i am not sure
anyone one would argue against it, although  the truth of these
well-known more specific hypotheses about airway etc is  unknown.

When going on to remedies which are put forward as influencing the
environment, of course I realise that you feel that what your father has
always referred to as orthotropics is put forward as poten9ally
influencing the environmental factors but given a  whole day to present
on  this in Manchester a few years ago, John was equally at a loss to
suggest a  line of experimenta9on that might shed light on our ability
to iden9fy or  influence an environmental factor. I clearly recall that
he felt that some  analysis of 3/4 face photos was likely to be the best
source of evidence  about the effect of treatment. Also i recall that he
was unable to offer a  series of cases of his own or suggest another
clinician who was prac9sing  orthotropics who might have some cases
which could be prospec9vely  followed. He did men9on Harry Orton who
had died several years previously  as someone who had  used his Mew 1
appliance and I remember using that  myself when i first met and spoke at
length with your father in 1979 when I  was working with Harry. As you
know, that appliance aligned the arch before  using a func9onal
appliance of your choice including your fathers design.  As with the
majority of clinicians I remain keen on func9onal appliances,  but am
not aware of any of them influencing the proposed environmental  factors
such as diet, breathing, pollen etc. We do all of course get some  very
impressive results some9mes when growth turns out to be favourable,  but
we know that in those case we may well have seen that growth in the
absence of treatment which is why controlled trials are so informa9ve.
There is liYle doubt that arch expansion can favourably influence nasal
airflow and this is undergoing a renewed popularity of inves9ga9on, but
whether this change in airflow lasts or is more than a side effect of
tooth  movement or influences future malocclusion is at present





Page 6 of 6

I have over the last few months received several emails from the BOS on
subjects such as consultant posi9ons or 2nd opinions for cases, and was
wondering if an email could be sent to all the BOS members on this
subject. If between us we could write a few lines and send them out, it
would then help me to organise such an event. It would be best to meet
you but I believe that you are not based in London so that would depend
on our movements in the near future.

It really would be a pleasure to meet up with you or even to discuss
this by email.

Very best wishes,

Mike

PS AYached is the leYer that I sent you and the editorial
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