Professor Warren M, Rohsenow

Depts of Mechanical ring
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge 39, Massachusetts

Dear Profegsor Rchsenow:

Thank you for your letter of April 27th in re to the
relationship between heat flux and thermal dr force.

I must confess that the improved vision of hind sight forces
me to agree with your recommendation against publication

of the original version of that perticular menmuseript,

I agree that the presentation was distasteful and I hope
never to make that mfsteke agein.

As for the menuseript itself, Dr, Bliss agreed with you that
it should not be published unless it were extensivel nﬁud.
In particular, he insisted that I put in the theoretic
reasons to support my contention of linearity, rather than
publisghing the theory as 2 separate mmsarlpt He also
ingisted that I anal; some data and present the graphs
which I dids I had hoped to get somecne other than myself
to pick out the data to enalyze but finally I went shead
and revised the paper without this extra degree of freedon,

You indicate in your letter that I analyzed only a narrow
range of Berenson's data in the groph I sent yous If I did
omlmkumotmdahinmtm:sh I assure you
that in the final version of that menuscript, I included
each of the pointe on each yun that Berenson puhli.slmd in
the Int Jour Heat & Mass Trsfer (ror thnue m uh&ah alao
appeared on page 119 of Modern Develon: 8 in Heat 3Y

With regard to orthogonal experiments, I agree
few o:perimtom design this tyre or experimnt. I':gnk

the for this is that so few experimenters have any

ba in statisticase~orthogonality is usually regarded
as a more or less sophlisticated mathematical tool by every-
one except statistliclans, even though it has many every day
applicationse I have outli.n?é.a menuscript on this subjeect,

but I'm afraid it would be polrly received unless I first
publish some of my more objective work,



In swmary, I think you will agree that the revised version
of thaot manuseript is in much better taste than the original
version and also that the argument for linearity ls much
more forceful.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for not
insisting on snonymity when you reviewed my mamuserdpts
This enonymous review procedure is not at 21l to my liking
and I hope that some day it can be changeds

Turning now to my upcoming article in Nucleonies, the article
mprms s0 much of what is g::aeatly accepted without
t{mwumum come e elassic or it will be
ignoreds For inst proves that burnout does
wt amally oceur at the mxim in the pool boiling curvew-
t proves that burnout does w occur in so-called
emam tempercture systems (though of coupse the result
is not so violent in tmﬁ a mﬂm.* To prove this latter
t I agein use Berenson's vresults, Perhaps even more
sing is the result that all the forced conveetion
boili.ng data in the litersture should be recorrelated along
the lines I suggests

It is perhaps not necessary to say t:hat I am not so naive

as to think that my erticle will instont acceptances
I lmow that unless you end the lna&wa of the heat
tra -wmmmntowmmx present, then the

result wznmumaymmamwﬁammm
1ittle more then take up spactes xmammmw
enlist your support in econvincing the world of the

of my work end I hasten to add t tﬂmmm:&mm

1aoﬁyammofmm11
this end, I ‘very much like you to Neﬂ%aﬂ&m

article and lot me Imow whether you are mo;.ma to agree
with my Nau}.ta.

A\ghin, thenk you for not remaining anonymous
meo to send your letter of Apr‘.u ithe

Sincerely yours,

Eugene Fe Adiutori
President



