Dry Herding Bliss

Chemical Imgineering Dept
Yale University

New Haven, Conn,

Dear i}r; Bligas _

I have recelved your letter of the 17th with regard to the
couplaint about subjeet manuseript, It may surprise you to
imow that I am not at all bitter about your reappraisal of
my paper and the likelihood that it will not be published,
You may feel I am being politie, but that is not at all the
cases YWhile I have not been altogether ha.p’g}z with your
performance in the past, I am forced to admlt that you have .
acted In a more manly fashion then any of the other so-galled
men with whom I have deaslt, I am well aware that you egould
have used any of a number of my letters as an excuse to
terminate ocur correspondence and the further consideration

of my manuseriptss

From your letter, I get the imppression that the cther side
is about to vrepere some kind of formal cases Aetually, I
think Rohsenow unwittingly prepared the case already when

he wrote that letter to demonstrate I was wrong and in which
he overlocked ineluding a graph in the mg’ge gent you,.

I think nothing else can s0 clearly demomstrate that I am
right in that we take the same data and vreach opposite cone
clusionse It is also my regollection that, in spite of his
letter and graph, you agreed with me that the straight lines
gave a better representation of the datas

I am very pleamsed that you intend to send me coples of the
complaints you receives I would also hope that you will
allow he to rebut the rebuttals In my manmuscript, I presented
the most powerful analyticel proof that I could--namely that
the equation

Re: #6593 Nucleate Bolling ete

¥ = mxR
is only a special case of the general equation
Yy = mx? ¢

and that when one draws straight lines of positive slope
on log log paper,; he is acssuming that C = 0, and assumption
which is very poorly founded when dealing w;.‘l:h mucleate

boiling data. %hen they present their formal case, I suggest
that you ask them how they have demonstrated that é = O,

I also suggest that you tell them that, unless they demonstrate




A

that € = 0, the slope they measure on log log paper is indi-
cative of nothing. We are here discussing the math I learned
in tenth grade, and I canmot be held responsible for those
who have Torgotten it in their journeys from one complex
plane to anothers Anyone who is not convinced by this argu-
ment either lknows nothing about tenth grade mathematics or

is incapable of being convineced of anything.

I would also suggest you ask them how they distinguished
between those points for which boiling occurred and those
points for which boiling did not oceur, I further submit
that the only foolproof way of distinguishing between the
two is by the visual observation of bubbles--to clte the
faect that the experimenteyr rendered his opinion as o which
was which is hoardly foolproofs

I should also tell you that I wes reluctant $o analyze some
real data in that ms«-I much preferred to restriect it to the
mathodology of using log log papery sinece there ecan be no
dispute sbout the fact that, in the case of nucleate boiling,
sald paper has been used incorrectlys ILven though I yielded
on this point, I wes not so foolish as to shoot my lergest
guns and the experimentel proof I offered is far Irvom the
real proof I use to eonvinee myselfs The proof I offerred
of plotting up the data is the proof which Rohsenow claimed
he would find convincing, and so I took him at his word,.

That is a child'as proof--it should be convineing, but none-
theless, it is a child's proofs The real proof reguires o
slightly more sophisticated mathematies, but I preferrved to
keep the ms simple=-and also to reserve some of the proof

I dmplied as much to Rohsenow when I mentioned ovthomalitn
but he did not lmow what I weant by orthogonality--I neglected
to point out that I mean orthogonality whenever I say or
write the word orthogonalitys If you will allow me to rebut

the rebuttal, I shall be py to off'er the more powerful

experimental proofs I require only that I be given the
data in digitel forms Reelly, I think the proof is already
iny However, I shall be happy to drive home that teeck with
my pile driver, since the sledgeharmer did not prove to be
sufficients ZAectually, I em inclined to think that the tack
has already been stolem, but I shall be happy to keep swing-
ing avays O(ne more exercise in futility eertainly cen't

do me any harm. :

Leatly, I em not naive~-I know that the mechine hoe been
wound up and that it has no rusty parts to stey its course,
However, it has been truly said that

A1l that is needed
For the triumph of evil
Is for good men to remain silent



