September 12, 196l

Chemieanl Engineering Dept.
Yale University
New Haven, Conn,

Deay Drs Blisst

Wwith regard to your several letters dated 9/7, I make the
following observations?

1« You state: It seems to me that you are not quite fair
with me heres You should not have added anything which
a favorable reviewer would deseribe as worthless.”
I cannot imagine a better example of econfused logie
than that!! How am I to know what anyone would describe
as worthless?? To say that I am not fair with you be=~
cauge I carnmot read the unfertile minds of others and
do not adjust my course to avoid their lack of under-
stending~=that is just too much,

2¢ I will not comment on whether Charlie was still a favor-
able reviewer when you put the pressure on him, except
to say that it had been some time sinee my candor had
proved to be too much for hime I thought you would
have sensed that by the eagermess with which he changed
his view from "my contentions are unquestionable" to
mountains out of mole hills.

3s 1 did not mind the thought of your rejecting my paper
when you became awere of how politienlly inexpedient
publication would have proveds I recognize that the
function of your jourmal and your role as editor is to
please those people who make the most noise. However,
when you say I have not proved my point that there is
no evidence of non~linearity, I reply in one worde=-
BALONEY!! I agree with Roussesu: My duty is to tell
the truthe--not to make people believe 1t.

he My overall comment is as follows: You forece me to con-
clude either that you cannot be eonvinced of anything
or that you are extremely polities I now incline toward
the former views I would remind you that I once asked
you by telephone whether you admit to enyone that you
agreed with me against all the rest--and that your reply
was in the affirmetives Yet, the very first time the
question was put to you, you epparently had no opinion



in the matter. I con excuse you for being politie~-no
one enjoys making enemies, However, I find it very -
difficult to excuse those persons who pretend to be what
they are nots To me, that is a much graver matter.

With regard te Charlie's letter, his observation that your
Journal is "sueh an exeellent magazine" makes me vomite.

Even if I held such a view, I should certainly never tell
you gbout it--and my view is that it is a very poor o
zine, With regard to your possessing the wisdom of Solomon--
in the sense that wisdom mesns prudence which really neans
politie, then I suppose I agzaa with Charlies The diffe
betwoen us is that my view is hardly intended as a # |
complimente

You may be surprised te know that I just received the galley
proofs on my article whiech has now been re jected, It is my
guegs that had I proof read them and sent them along as in-
structed, there was a reasonable likelihood that 1t would
heve been published after alls I would be interested to
know wvhether my guess might have worked cuts

You say you wunlﬂ_¥g;3§§g*raaulvtng & note to replace my
article~~1 doubt it, wever, I aceepts I will write you

& note on the matter, but first I reguire to know the handling
progedure for notes, In partiecular, I wish to imow whether
notes are subject to review or whether they are published
only on your own cognizance, If you intend for the note to
be reviewedd; then I do not intend to waste my tlme on it.

if you do not utilize reviewers for notes, you will receive
it in about two weeks, The title will be "what's wrong with
uging logelog paper" and it will use Perenson's nucleate
boiling vesults ns an example to illustrate my contentions
sbout log log papers The note will not make eny claim
about the general relationship during nucleate boiling,
other then the example eiteds, I will restriet it to saying
meprely thet log log peper often leads to the wrong answer
and to the observation that, if log log paper was used to
determine the value 3 or L, then it necesserily follows that
such a number iz suspects Certainly your correspondence
leads me to believe thet you are convineed thaty, if the
number 3 or L is derived Irom log log paper, then it is
guspects OFf course if you have now been convineced that I
an wrong in saying the number is suspeet, then please do
inrgigmmn of this later development so that I may not waste
ny 2

You also say zcu will now consider a paper I recently sub-
nitted and which you returmed without review, Originally
you cited the following as reasons for returning it: it

did not represent "originel research”; you were convinced

by the reviewers nonsense; the fact that it had no references
presented an insurmountable obstacle,s Now you say that

thoge reasons had nothing to do with it--that it was returned
because of lack of space and becsuse you thought it might

be the third in a series, I am ineclined to think you are
playing gomes with me-~how ¢an the reansons change from one
day to the next? The



P you returned was not the third in a seriese-it was
written as an entity in itself, If you will simply explain
this seeming confusion, I will put in some references and
resubmit it, 7

I have a two part menuserist which I would like to submits
However,; in splte of its lmportance,; it presents no new
datas a‘a me, this does not obviate the fact that it presents
original researech, but I will not mail it in until I cen

be assured that you recognize that original research does
not necessarily involve the colleetion of datas, The two
perts ares

1+ Vhat's wrong with boiling heat transfer coefficlents?
2+ A better way to design bollerss

I Imow that MeAdams preached against bolling heat transfer
coefficients. Howevery although he had the right answer,
he had the wrong rescons in the sense that his reac:ons were
not the really importent oness The above ms c¢cites the
really important reasons end explains how to design bollers
without utilizing boiling heat transfer coefficlentss If
ggu will indicate your interest, I shall be heppy to submit
. _

By the way, you have never indiecated your thoughts about

the article on megnetothermoelectricity and its significence
with regard to the second “law" of thermo which I now feel

is only a rule of thumbs Since you have apparently falled
to read the article in spite of your avid interest in thermo-
dynamies, I no longer find it emazing that you would refuse
to read my srticle on thermal stebility.

I am pleased to inform you that Nucleonies is going to pub-
lish many of the adverse comments they received, including
the petition they received from your colleagues at Argonne.

(I hope you will forgive me if I relfuse to consider them

as my colleagues--you see, we are not in the same businesges
they are rromoting themselves and I em vromoting my work,)
Their corments are g0 lacking in understanding and common
gense 28 to defy belief!! My one regret is that the universities
are not better represented in the complainds, thus moking

it seem to be an industrial dispute, whereas that is not

the ¢ase at alls When they see how simple the answers to
their objeetions are, they will one and all regret the day
they penned their names to their complaints, The thing I

had most feared was that they would simply ignore my article~-
end now the Lord has delivered them into handst!! I would
not now allow them to retract thelr complaints for a thou-
sand dollarses At last I shall get the chance te demonstrate
the abysmmal ignorsnce of the reviewers who reject my work

as a result of their owm lack of understandings When the
gomploints and the snswers are published, I hope you will
read them and reflect on who is better qualified to Judge

the importance and aceursey of my worlky I stiek with Thoreau:

Any men more right than his neighbors constitutes a majority

O‘e onte,

\f- Nea



