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To: Sir Martin Rees <mjr36@cam.ac.uk>, <mjr@ast.cam.ac.uk>  
Cc: cathy.brennan@royalsoc.ac.uk, physical.secretary@royalsoc.ac.uk  
Subject:    Re: Citation  
Date:         Wednesday 7 January 2009  
 
Sir Martin Rees  
President  
The Royal Society  
  
Dear Sir Martin,  
Hope you are in receipt of my e-mail of four weeks ago. From your silence, I would gather you have no objections to 
my citation request. Considering earlier times, I shall also take it as a cue that you are not too keen to receive such mail 
from me. If so, my humble apologies; I shall not waste your valuable time in future with these futile exercises.  
(To thine own self be true; as such, I shall keep probing where I still may have gone wrong here with my so-called 
conceptual breakthroughs; of course, your pointing out any would be invaluable and timesaving to all concerned.)   
  
However, as a last request here, kindly accept also the rest of this letter for perusal. The first attachment is a PDF copy 
of my letter to Professor Steven Weinberg, two weeks ago. (It is along lines similar to my earlier one to you but with 
some added details for clarity.) The second is a PDF of this letter.   
  
A lone voice in the wilderness  
Finally, Sir Martin, you today hold a position in the physics world that has historically not only been the most 
prestigious but also carried the greatest responsibility in the incumbency. For almost 14 years now*, my humble plea 
has been for your Society’s simple ruling: My work on physics unification is either a misconception (detrimental to the 
advancement of science) or a possible contribution at least worthy of further consideration (for the betterment of 
science). It is with no cost to the Society, being a registered charity, but a donation instead (not to mention the public 
reassurance your kind gesture would also generate). Moreover, basic physics will have absolutely nothing to lose but 
potentially everything to gain from the Society’s magnanimous acceptance of my work for a critical peer review.  
[*Please refer Ms Catherine Brennan also about my meeting her there at Carlton House Terrace in March 1995 to hand 
over a manuscript, as I also did to Professor Howard Georgi in Harvard that year.]  
  
Sadly, today, it is but an open secret that institutions are toeing some obtrusively unscientific ‘party line’ in order to 
qualify for the huge grants lavished each year by the funding agencies that are themselves under the party’s unethical 
influence. That lobby, with highly vested interest in the status quo, wields an uncanny power perhaps matched in 
history only during the Inquisition. It makes especially the high-cost research projects today in basic physics suspect if 
not an outright fraud**. To start with, no amount of patch work could salvage and hold either special relativity or 
general relativity as basis for research any longer. Both are now clearly seen as fundamentally flawed. But, coupled to 
a Goebbels-style propaganda machine, the devil-may-care research goes on unquestioned, invoking dark world 
gremlins (black holes, dark matter, dark energy; and more to follow) at any impasse to razzle-dazzle the gullible 
taxpaying public to loosen more their purse strings. Therefore, without further delay, the two theories and all their 
entailing ‘standard’ models need to be fully replaced, ideally, with the one, all-embracing concept now propounded. 
THESE ARE NOT VAIN WORDS and not evasively abstract or caught in some ‘space-time warp’ either. They are 
down-to-earth, straightforward assertions in your predecessor Newton’s space and time of our everyday experience. As 
such, this singular model should be that much easier also to refute, if wrong – a cakewalk to any physicist today 
especially of the upper echelons worth his/her salt or a physics Nobel laureate still worthy of that highest elevation.   
[**I opted out of MIT in 1995 when advised to join them – meaning, “come, toe the party line first” – and to submit 
my paper only as my final thesis, which I was sure would end in futility and wasted years even if I were to come under 
the professor who thus advised me. I left my manuscript behind for Professor John Negele, who wasn’t in at the time, 
and decided also to offer $25,000, roughly what would first cost a postgraduate entrant at MIT at the time, for the 
paper’s refutation. Professor Negele acknowledged later in writing that my paper was placed that day with the faculty 
preprints. End of episode and typical story.]   
 
TO MAKE IT EVEN SIMPLER HERE, PLEASE LET ANYONE PROVIDE JUST THE PROOF, WITHOUT 
QUOTING “AUTHORITIES” TO TAKE COVER, THAT, AS PER SPECIAL RELATIVITY – THE MOVING 
BODY DOES NOT CONTRACT TRANSVERSE TO MOTION. (IT WOULD ALSO BE A PHYSICS FIRST!)  
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Not surprisingly, my work has been summarily dismissed by all the leading journals and university departments 
without a single peer review. Your continued silence here tends only to confirm fears the dragnet of that lobby has now 
enmeshed even your once most highly revered Society, notwithstanding the fact that it is still a publicly accountable 
charity.  I do hope I’m totally wrong here and the Society would consider showing it with at least a preliminary peer  
review of my work or any part thereof and, allaying all such fears, give a ruling if it be tenable or (with reason) not; 
publication, though most appreciated, is not required. Any continued silence would only be heard loud and clear by the 
public as conceding to our worst fears. On the other hand, any response from you, even very belated afterthoughts – at 
least to silence this crank for good, but with reason – would be gratefully received anytime.   
Thank you.  
Still with best regards (and holding!),   
Eugene Sittampalam  
 

 
Those of us who have been around long enough know that peer review and the refereeing of papers have become a 
form of censorship. It is extraordinarily difficult to get financial support or viewing time on a telescope unless one 
writes a proposal that follows the party line. A few years back Halton C. Arp [Dr. Arp is now at Max-Planck-Institut 
für Astrophysik, Garching] was denied telescope time at Mount Wilson and Palomar observatories because his 
observing program had found and continued to find evidence contrary to standard cosmology. ... This situation is 
particularly worrisome because there are good reasons to think the big bang model is seriously flawed.   
Geoffrey Burbidge, WHY ONLY ONE BIG BANG? Scientific American, February 1992, p 120   
[Professor Burbidge, of UCSD, is a former Director of the Kitt Peak National Observatory; and Scientific Editor of the 
Astrophysical Journal]  

 
I have been struck by the low level of interaction between the observational and theoretical branches of the effort. This 
does follow an old and honorable tradition in cosmology, but I am betting that the approach is now inefficient and will 
not last. ...  
The big bang cosmology is six decades old, and I am startled to realize I have been studying this world model for 
nearly half that time. It never was my plan; in fact, my first reaction to cosmology was one of surprise that grown 
people could seriously care about such a schematic physical theory.    
P. J. E. Peebles, Principles of Physical Cosmology, Princeton University Press, 1993; pp xii & xvii  
[Professor Peebles, of Princeton University, is, perhaps, the most revered authority and guru in cosmology today.]  

 
In our century it was Albert Einstein who most explicitly pursued the goal of a final theory... The last thirty years of 
Einstein’s life were largely devoted to a search for a so-called unified field theory that would unify James Clerk 
Maxwell’s theory of electromagnetism with the general theory of relativity, Einstein’s theory of gravitation. Einstein’s 
attempt was not successful, and with hindsight we can now see that it was misconceived. Not only did Einstein reject 
quantum mechanics; the scope of his effort was too narrow. Electromagnetism and gravitation happen to be the only 
fundamental forces that are evident in everyday life (and the only forces that were known when Einstein was a young 
man), but there are other kinds of force in nature... Nevertheless Einstein’s struggle is our struggle today. It is the 
search for a final theory.  
Steven Weinberg [Nobel 1979], Dreams of a Final Theory, Vintage, UK, 1993; p 13  

There is no authority who decides what is a good idea. We have lost the need to go to an authority to find out whether 
an idea is true or not. We can read an authority and let him suggest something; we can try it out and find out if it is true 
or not. If it is not true, so much the worse — so the "authorities" lose some of their "authority."  
Richard Feynman [Nobel 1965], The Meaning of It All, Addison-Wesley, 1998; p 21 

 
Simon Eugene Sittampalam   
P O Box 134, 645 Beach Road 
 Jaffna, Sri Lanka  
Tel:         +9421 222 6851  
E-mail:   eugenesittampalam@gmail.com   
Website: www.sittampalam.net 
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To: Professor Steven Weinberg <weinberg@physics.utexas.edu>     
Cc: Professor Howard Georgi <georgi@physics.harvard.edu>  
Subject:    Citation Request  
Date:         Wednesday 7 January 2009  
 

Recently a number of theoretical physicists have been playing with the idea that what we usually call the universe, the 
expanding cloud of galaxies that extends in all directions for at least tens of billions of light years, is merely a 
subuniverse, a small part of a much larger megauniverse consisting of many such parts, in each of which what we call 
the constants of nature... may take different values. Perhaps even what we now call the laws of nature will be found to 
vary from one subuniverse to another.   
Steven Weinberg (Nobel 1979), Dreams of a Final Theory, Vintage, UK (1993); p 29 

 
  
Professor Steven Weinberg    
Director, Theory Research Group  
Department of Physics  
The University of Texas at Austin   
 
Dear Professor Weinberg,  
I am working on my next book, entitled,   
  
God & Nature  
concluding  
The Theory of Everything  
  
I wish to briefly quote therein a few passages, such as the one above, from your 1993 book. Hope you will have no 
objections. I can hereby assure you that the passages will all be taken in a positive context and with due respect to your 
esteemed self and station.   
   
Physics being purely an empirical science, even its ultimate theory of everything will still have its limits. It cannot go 
beyond what is observable or testable; and it should be understandable without recourse to the abstract, or the 
untestable.   
  
It also follows that it should be complete to the extent and limit of its interface not only with the rest of the envisioned 
megauniverse (that you, too, do not seem to dispute), but also with an intra-nanouniverse. (From the latter may well 
spring the ‘software’ for biology and for the mind itself; the former could be the threshold to the domain of at least the 
“one-up cause” for the effect we see in and around us as nature; and which intermediary, our local subuniverse, may 
well be in a ‘Petri dish’ in the lab of this, perhaps, dice-playing ‘scientist’!)  
  
Although not strictly physics in its entirety, unlike the first book, this sequel tries to reconcile conditions for a smooth 
union at each of these two diametrically and extreme-most frontiers, at least in thought. More in the upcoming book!  
  
The theme of the book, briefly:  
• The concept of God is far more profound than what has been passed down to us through the ages.   
• If I can first believe, without question, that I exist, then at least the one-up cause can well exist without question; 

and it is all the more plausible now in the context of a megauniverse where our own limited physics, logic and 
reasoning would be dwarfed into insignificance. (These are ever so inadequate to answer even the question, “Who 
am I?”, or how my unique, conscious and inquiring inner self came into existence here in the first place; is it 
purely material-based as the rest of me, acquired through my parents? But, on the other hand, do not these very 
queries themselves – like a computer today spontaneously raising questions on its screen concerning its own 
design/designer – speak far more convincingly than also the countless volumes man already has on the Creator?)  

• All of nature becomes merely an extension of Godhead, or divine nature, with just a seed of handedness (an 
asymmetry) thrown in, literally, to effect what we now see (the disorder!) as nature.  

• The laws of physics become (have always been) one with the laws of nature.  
• Comparable also to the laws of thermodynamics, the fundamental laws of physics are just two:  

 

ATTACHMENT
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I. The conservation of mass-energy.   
We see this in the classic perfectly elastic body – a perpetual motion machine, where mass and energy remain 
intrinsic and momentum alone is exchanged in any interaction between such bodies. In turn, we see this unique 
body in the per-cycle quantum of the eternal and omnipresent photon. Solely constituting all photons, it is also the 
smallest entity ever detectable of mass-energy, and is thus truly – the most fundamental particle in physics. And, to 
this absolutely indefatigable and self-contained per-cycle mass-energy packet, I have given its rightful and long 
overdue recognition as – truly the GOD PARTICLE of physics – and named it: the RADIATON.  
II. The conservation of asymmetry of mass-energy movement (or disorder, or entropy).   
We see this in the seminal handedness, a nonvanishing linear momentum coupled with a nonvanishing spin, of the 
basic – and breathing – nucleon and electron, the primary magnetic dipoles. (This constant ‘twitching’ of matter is 
the fundamental reason why absolute zero temperature in never attainable in nature.) The attendant polar mass-
energy breathing exchanges are what we now call the magnetic flux; superconductivity is but the collective, in-step 
swirl of electrons self-driven by this inherent handedness, without obstruction; and, irrespective of the subatomic 
particle, the nonzero seminal angular momentum of the electron or nucleon, due to the anisotropic breathing, 
waxes to ħ = h/2π over the exhalation half cycle and loses it fully over the inhalation half cycle, to give the particle 
its statistical and characteristically eternal half-spin of ħ/2 – now derivable from first principles. In oblivion, these 
now detectable quanta of subatomic respiration are considered “virtual photons” that constantly pop in and out of 
the vacuum around nuclei. And, among many others, it is also easily seen that atoms are indeed the condensed 
form of mass-energy, vibrant at sub-c speeds; and photons, the evaporated form, at escape speed c.  

• The above two and only fundamental laws of physics and of nature, in turn, resonate with the timeless two taught 
by Christ in summary (an expression of ‘the mind of God’?); and concern essentially God and nature:  
Love (strive) for the perfect, or God; and,  
Love (care) for the imperfect, or nature.  

• And good and evil (relating to the two laws) are but subtly rooted and manifest in nature:   
Relating to good: You take care of nature and nature takes care of you.  
Relating to evil: There is absolutely nothing you can hide from, or do in secret, in nature.  
(Empirically, these two are seen in the well-verified phenomenal fact of nonlocality in quantum physics.)   

• Reward and punishment are all thus contained in nature, perhaps with an afterlife for the mystical inner person? 
(Every time I listen to, say, Beethoven, a deep emotion exudes high: Should all this go to waste, Lord?) Amen.   

  

Finally, my first book came out in 1999 in New York, with a generous offer for its refutation on the covers. Starting 
with Professor Howard Georgi, who critically reviewed the draft ere publication, the work remains irrefutable to date, 
despite attempts. The Physics Department of the University of Texas at Austin is most welcome to debunk it [or its 
summary (1) and synopsis (2)], with all fees and an additional US$25,000 paid fully in advance and in cash to you (or 
the physics head), as moderator and judge. Even any single aspect of the overall theory may be disproved; for instance, 
please see (3); here one has only to substantiate that the moving body does NOT contract transverse to motion, as per 
special relativity; it would be a physics first – with pivotal implication otherwise to the whole gamut of basic physics 
today – and will turn the latter sum into a gift to the student (or whoever in academia and elsewhere) establishing this 
as a fact to the satisfaction of just you, the judge, alone. And to this token of gratitude will be added my heartfelt note 
(to be kindly pinned by you): “Thank you ever so much for waking me up, at long last, to reality.”   
And peace to men of good will.  
Thank you; and – A Happy New Year!  
Yours sincerely, perhaps the first self-professed “Anti-Atheist,”  
Eugene Sittampalam  
 

(1) www.sittampalam.net/Summary.pdf  
(2) www.sittampalam.net/Synopsis.htm  
(3) www.sittampalam.net/LateralThoughts.pdf  
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