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To: Prof Björn Jonson Chairman, Class of Physics bjorn.jonson@fy.chalmers.se
Cc: Prof Arne Ardeberg Astronomy and Space Science arne@astro.lu.se 
 Prof Stefan Claesson Geosciences stefan.claesson@nrm.se 
 Prof Bengt Nordén Chemistry norden@chalmers.se 
 Prof Harry Frank Engineering Sciences harry.frank@kva.se 
 Prof Jan-Erik Roos Mathematics jeroos@math.su.se 
 Prof Görel Cavalli-Björkman Humanities…  Services to Science gcb@nationalmuseum.se 
 Ms Julia  Holmvik Administrator  julia.holmvik@nobel.kva.se 
Subject: Unification of Physics   
Date: 31 October 2009   
 
Professor Björn Jonson  
Chairman, Class of Physics 
The Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences 
Box 50005, SE-104 05 Stockholm 
Sweden 
 
Dear Esteemed Professor Jonson, 
The Final Unification of Physics 
This is, in a last-ditch effort, to kindly request of you and your most revered Academy for a peer review of my work 
in basic physics. Simple and classical mechanical in scope, it is the ultimate insight into the nature of things, from 
the subatomic to the cosmic. A one-page summary of this – now “all too obvious” singular model – is given in (1); 
and the utter simplicity of it all may even be summed up in just one sentence:  
 
ANALYTICALLY, THERE IS ONE AND ONLY ONE FUNDAMENTAL PARTICLE REQUIRED IN PHYSICS, 
THAT IS, FOR BOTH MASS AND ENERGY AS WELL AS TO MEDIATE ALL OF THE FORCES.  
[I have named this unique, indefatigable and truly God Particle – the RADIATON; it is the classic perfectly elastic body 
– and the per-cycle quantum of the omnipresent and eternal (“let there be light”) photon.] 
 
For over a decade now, my appeals and re-appeals to leading science journals, university physics departments and 
such others for a formal peer review (and not necessarily publication) have all been unsuccessful. For the latest of 
these, do please access (2) to (6) for perusal. 
 
If you would kindly consider a paper from me, say, on the merits of (2) or (6), making an exception if you must, I 
can submit the manuscript in the format and style you specify. I shall rush it by courier along with the total review 
cost and a token of gratitude of GB£25,000. The latter sum would be for your first reviewer to debunk at least any 
one aspect of my model – sufficient, thereby, to invalidate it as an all-embracing framework for physics; which 
fundamental refutation has only to be to your satisfaction, or to that of the person(s) you kindly nominate for the 
purpose, alone; and which decision I shall unquestionably accept as final. (Any changes by you to these conditions, 
too, would be acceptable to me.) 
 
All the same, as a gesture of my utmost sincerity, I am posting to you today a cheque for GB£25,000 with a signed 
hardcopy of this letter. The (Lloyds Bank) legal tender needs only your kind intimation to me, at least by e-mail, if 
its acceptance be possible (unprecedented though it may be). The amount will then be transferred in full to this 
bank account, in London, from my savings account at National Savings and Investment, Blackpool, UK (Customer 
No: FL831300). Since the funds are readily withdrawn, the transfer should not take more than a few working days.  
  
Little surprise, but my preceding appeal, to Nature Physics (2), has also been summarily dismissed. Again, it was 
not for any scientific reason but: “made for editorial reasons. …We appreciate that you may feel our assessment is 
closed minded, and we accept that it may be wrong. However, it is our policy that editorial decisions such as this 
are for the editors, not referees, to make. Thankfully, there are many other fine journals besides ours to which you 
may submit your work to prove us wrong. And we wish you luck in this endeavour. Regards, Nature Physics”  
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Hopefully, you and your flagship Academy will make the critical difference to this seeming lack of integrity in 
editorial policies, and pass-the-buck complacency, generally afflicting mainstream physics.  Here’s further hoping 
that the buck stops at the final outpost and refuge station – the most prestigious and awe-inspiring Royal Swedish 
Academy of Sciences – for the rejuvenation and advancement of science, true, pure and free of vested interest. 
Thank you, and with best regards,  
Yours sincerely, 
 
[Signed in hardcopy] 
Eugene Sittampalam 
 
(1) www.sittampalam.net/Summary.pdf  
(2) www.sittampalam.net/NaturePhysics2.pdf 
(3) www.sittampalam.net/PrincetonGraduates.pdf 
(4) www.sittampalam.net/TheRoyalSociety.pdf 
(5) www.sittampalam.net/PresidentObama2.pdf 
(6) www.sittampalam.net/NobelResponse.pdf 
 
Accounts of rejected Nobel-winning discoveries highlight the conservatism in science. Despite their historical 
misjudgements, journal editors can help, but above all, visionaries will need sheer persistence. 
Coping with peer rejection, Editorial, Nature, 16 October 2003; p 645 
[Hoping against hope that editors of such revered journals really mean what they write, and words such as the above are 
not merely to cover shortcomings or complacency in their entrusted positions of great responsibility not only to the 
scientific community but also to the taxpaying public at large, I heed their advice... trudging down that Lonesome Road.] 
 

 
 

Simon Eugene Sittampalam  
Sea Spray, 645 Beach Road 
Jaffna, Sri Lanka 
Telephone: +9421 222 6851 
E-mail:   eugenesittampalam@gmail.com 
Website: www.sittampalam.net 

 
 


