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Mr. Eugene F, Adiutori
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Cincinnati 1,0, Ohio

Dear Adiutori:

Thank you for your letter of October 26th and particularly for
your kind words about my methods of teaching., I appreciate very much
these observations, and it is gratifying to know that these
experiences were useful to you. Before swinging into the main
subject matter of this letter, let me say also that I am in general
agreement with some of the observations you make about some of the
mathematical papers of the present day. I had a good laugh at some
of your rewriting of introductory statements of such papers, and I
generally agree with what you say.

Let us now turn to the principal technical matter of your
letter which concerns the appropriate exponent on the equation
involving heat flux versus temperature difference. As I first
read this I was in substantial disagreement with you, becanse I
well remember the work of Cryder and Gilliland and some work of
my own (Insinger and Bliss) in which an exponent on temperature
difference appreciably greater than one was certainly established,
I thought. However, you tell me that you have gone back to the
original data and found that the straight line representation is
entirely adequate when one take intoaccount the necessary errors,
Now this 1s a matter on which you are going to be criticized, and
I strongly urge you to do a little more work on this in a
statistical way. You should take some experimental data and draw
a straight line through it by the method of least squares and get
the sum of the squares of the deviations for this line. You should
do the same thing with the exponential plot on the log-log diagram
and gat the best line again by the method of least squares and get
the sum of the squares of the deviations., This is a must. I simply
believe that the average reader will not believe you when you say that
"the true relationship is linear' unless you back it up with some
kind of statistical demonstration. You may have done this, but if
you have not done it I strongly urge you to attack it in this way,
because you are going to run into trouble and you must back it up
with the best kind of quantitative proof. You cannot simply say,
in effect, that these data appear to be linear to me.

I now want to turn to the paper which you have enclosed "The
Quantitative Theory of Thermal Stability and Its Application to the
Design and Analysis of Reactors and Liquid Metal Roilers"™ and make
an observation about the manner in which you have written this
paper. The first sentence of the summary may well reflect your

ul zeal and enthusiasm, but it is going to wave a red flag
in front of the average reviewer. The statement "corrects a number
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of erroneous conclusions which resulted from the previous theory"
puts the reviewers on guard at the very first and tends to put them
in the opposite camp. There are many other more tactful ways to

do this, although probably the most tactful of all is not to mention
it at all, Let the reviewers find out for themselves that there

are erroneous conclusions from the previous theory. Demonsthte

with figures that your results are better, but do not chargé errors
on the part of others too freely., Also, it is worth nqﬁing that the
previous authors certainly did not make errors delibeﬁ@ » You have
a benefit of all of the previous work which many of theém did not
have, They may have made mistakes, but if they did it was probably
through simple lack of information or experience., In any case, any
paper to be published must pass the reviewers (an editor really acts
only as an interpreter of reviews), and my experience as an editor
convinces me that the one thing which most reviewers blow up about
is the authors claim of virtue and sttribution of errors to others,

Now we turn to the matter of the possibility of considering the
paper cited above for publication in the Journal. I regret that I
cannot consider this for the Journal at all because of the faet that
you have already submitted it to Nucleonics., We simply cannot afford
‘duplicate publiecation in these days, so I simply cannot consider it
until that is cleared up. I think that you probably ought to get
in touch with Dr. Rothfus and at least tell him that it has been
submitted to Nucleonlecs for publication. Will you please keep me
posted on whether or not the paper is to be presented at the
Pittsburgh meeting and whether or not it is to be published by
Nucleonics,

With best personal regardse.

S} erely yours,

/irding Bliss
HB:fgj

P.3. 1 see on re-reading your letter thati there is really another
question which you ask and that is the matter of ensuing
articles, If you can satisfy me on my major technical criticism

-above pertaining to the proof of the linear dependents I would
think that we might begin by considering the second paper in
the series, provided it has not been submitted elsewhere, If
you would like me to do this please send me three copies for
this purpose.



