May 7y 1964

Dra Earﬂdins I;liaum R
Chemicel Engineering Dept.
Yale University 5
New Haven, Conne

Degr Drs Blisst
There are several points I would like to meke about your

letter of May 5 as well as your rejection of my manuscript
on transition bollings
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I feel it was quite unfair of Rohsenow to send you

a copy of his letter of April 27th without so indie
e,ati_ng on the ecopy I receiveds His charge about ny
gseleeting the data from a narrow range was without
foundation and I was sure he was as well aware of
that as I wass Therefore, in my reply, I did not
even bother to dlscuss that rough g:'apﬁ other than
to say that in the final version I had indeed covered
the full range reported in Berenson's articles

Since there was no distribution indiecated on his
letter, I did not feel moved to discuss the matter
in detail with hime Moreover, since I had two
months previously offerred to snalyze whatever data
he should select, I would think he would be wise
enough not to e such a % I wish to hear

no more about the possibility t 1 judieiously
selected the datas You heve g@graphs and Berensonfs
data is c¢learly presented in the Int Jour leat etee

I suggest that you have someone check gapha ageinst
Berenson's reported data and let the matfer end there
one way or the others

I admit that my presentation on the first version
of my manusceript on nucleate boiling was distasteful,
However, it is my feeling that I made that mistalte
only once and the manuscript on transition boiling

was not at all in bad tacstes
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I am not at all given to e rations I will
admit that I sometimes do not accurately gauge

the vision of the reader, but I can prove every-
thing I sayes If it is ever your feeling that

say something without proof and which is not obvious
to you, you have only to so indicate and I will
enlarge on the proof.

I enclose the graph I got from Rohsenows I ask
you the following question and hope for an answer:i

Can you honestly look at this graph which
Rohgenow had made up and not agree that 1
am gorrecte--that the data do not at all
indicate any non-lineerity??

I want to say very clearly that, in my opinion,
your rejection of my menusecript on transition
boiling is tantamount to avoiding your function
a8 editors You are rejecting my manuseript on
the basis of two reviews which are not at all
scientifics Kreith s I am vague on the stabilitye--
if he had read the footnote, he would have noticed
that I cleerly indicate tha% a discussion of the
stability was beyond the scope of the pag:sra
The clax t{nor the rest of the paper is beyond
question (in my opinion)es OGriffith says it is
unimportents Now, I would like to obserwe that
privetel "Z?..“h With hee Purihem, 10 is ny Pesiing
va me.s F 8 ny e
thet boé of these reviews should have been re jedted=-
certeinly the funetion of the editor is to assure
that the reviews have substances There has never
been any menuseriyt written for which someone could
not Wn-ww unimportance for that
matier. 8 are very easy--easy to come b
and easy to forgets I would like you to clear
tell me that these reviews comply with whatever
standards you have set for your reviewers. low
do you determine whether the reviewers are ;
their job?? And what do you feel their job 1ly
ig==to approve only what everyone imows or to be
also secrching for the new and unlkmown????

Can you read my letter to Griffith and deny that
it establishes the importance of my manuseript
which CGriffith pretends not to see???

It is my frank and honest opinion that, aluptlnf
reviews which are based on nothing more pre judice,
you impede the progress of seciences Do you think

that a reviewer would have chosen oxygen to ﬁoshm
in Levoisier's day? Kreith would have said t

that oxygen thing is vague and Griffith would have
said that oxygen is t another name for phlogise

ton end the equipment is fail safe so there 1s nothing
to worry about.
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I want you to lmow that I am well aware that our
asgsociation must be painful to you, I would also
like you to lmow that you have only to say the word
and you can put an end to its

I fail to see any reason why the simple fact that
I have used Berenson's data rather than my owm
should compel meé to publish in the same magazine
he did or why that fact should relegate my article
to one of secondary importances For sensible
person, the fact that the data was ob d b{
some person other than my self and over whom I had
no control should add significance to my results.
Instead, you seem to have sort of rule which seems
to more or less lLuply that the data belongs to
whomever gets its :

You have erroneously coneluded that I am eritiei
Berensons I am note I use his data to establish

the relationship between his variables and I indiecate

the manner in which he ended up with the

answer in direct contradiction of the datas

It is my feeling that it is important to publish
the reasons he made this mistake in order that,
m&ema.y, these mistakes will not be made by

0 TCe

I bave tried very hard to play the game your ways
To me, it is a very sad cormmentary on the gaome
you are playing that I should have so much trouble
gtting my work publishedy The fact that I should

more sueccessful at mting my work published
at an industrial megaz likte NMucleonics spesaks
very poorly of the sogciety journalse

I am getting so tired of this entire business that
I am considering putting my work in advertisements
in Nucleoniecs Magazine where I will not have to
put up with the petty prejudices of the reviecwers
It is indeed strange th:t, here in the twentieth
century, there should be such an aversion to

Progresss

I note that you have often sent work to well
kmown workers in the field of heat transfer cnd
I acknouledge my indebtednessz for this favors

I have little doubt that it is to no avail, but I urge you
to reconsider your decision sbout my manmuseripts You have
reachad the wrong decisions I lmow that the -world will not
stop as a result, but it is a wrong decision nonethelesss

Sincerely yours,

Bugene F, Adiutori



