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Dear Mr. Siddhartha, \

I read your letter in this week's Nature. Science has reached the osy-turvy
state when it's the un-polluter who pays — that is, it will cost me 53p to
try and explain to you that the sciences have been integrated, the fallacies
of partial thinkingidentified ready for the cleansieep = OUT! - and the
reasons why certain named individuals manage to perpetrate monstrous follies
deduced.

The breakthrough in scientific understanding occurred in January 1973, when

a Miss J M Pick, realising that she was probably the only person in the world
with the gualifications:to do the job, commissioned herself to adt as
independent consultant to the Board, everybody, of a business, Earth Enterprise,
in which everybody is also shareholder, trustee for future generations of
shareholder, employee and customer.

Her brief was to deffline and devise a marketing strategy for the concept

of "good management" — otherwise known as "safe and sustainable devdopment",

or the "new code of business ethics", or the "level playing field and

fair competition rules"for international trade. The Earth was viewed as a
business with an energy "income" from the sun, with finite "reserves" in the
fossil fuels, and with "fixed assets" of nuclear energy. Throughout the world,
businesses and governments were planning on the assumptions that (1) the adequate
income is inadequate,(2) the finite reserves can be valued as if they were
infinite, and (3) the consequent increased energy demand can be met, and the
business run when the reserves run dry, by stripping the fixed assets.

Thagt is "bad management". "Good management" has to be based on the opposite
assumptions. That means "assets-stripping", nuclear energy, is out. The whole
idea of cheap and limitless energy is a device to make us learn that there can
be no such thing. The whole system of nature is designed to make genuine energy
efficiency determine the optimum use of its resources, the best practical
balance between every aspect of everybody's concern in the survival and
prosperity of the Enterprise.

The article roughly typed from Physics Bulletin, October 1976, explains

how my research into the idea of "good. management" produced te first full
working model of the organisational structures and operating systems of the
universe. The Relativity Theories were toppled. Economics was fully debunked

and transformed into an ecologically-compatible discipline. And the gt battle
for academic recognition began. It has been going on for 18 years. "Everybody"
knows that the breakthrough has occurred. Press suppression is virtwally total,
and absolutely total at Nature., Pippard is party to it. This week's illustrious
FRS to reply to my reminder with a supercilious sop was Lord Zuckerman. The
House of Lords debated science policy yesterday. Outdated rot! Utter pollution!
And they're paid for attending and throwing it into the aether ! Whi®e the world's
chief scientist slaves at providing the world with a de-polluting service

on virtually nothing. You get locked out of everything when you make the break—
thpough that puts/the rest of the world's scientists in the wrong. Y.s.
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IS SCIENCE A BUSINESS ?

hweics Bulletin, October 1976)
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EARTH SWTERPRISE : PILOT STUDY

Thank you for sending me a copy of your pilot study following our telephone
Gonversation some weeks agos 1 am afraid it has taken me until now to go right
through the document.

As I understood it and as you say in your opening susmary, you are at the stage of
presenting the first part of a much larger project so that “its implications ocan
be tested on a wider audience™. The following comments - very much my own opinion-
are therefore offered in a spirit of construotive criticism, and I bope you will
not feel that I am in any way underestimating the effort you have invested in what
is already an umusiiy unusually comprehensive analysis.

First, I readily agree with your comment during our comversation that you thought
you h ad hit upon an originmal approach. As you may imagine I read a wide range

of publiocations én energy matters in the course of my work, and I can recall nons
which use the business model in the way that your pilot study does. This is not to
deny, of course, that others may have reached the same comclusions as yourself by
different routes. There are aluso a nusber of individual passages where I believe you
have sxpressed important but difficult concepts with great clarity, for examp,e, the
paragraphs oa the price factor on page 19, and some of the section on resource cost-
ings on page 3J.

It seems %0 me, however, that while youwr business analogy is very helpful in many
places, its complexity sometimes causes difficulty, Perhaps I am mistaken, and a
businessman will find it easy to “read across” between your detailed analogs and
the "resl world™ to whiok they refer., lven if this is so, however, the lay reader
Bight lose track there and there. In a sense this is a question of how wide an
audience you are really aiming form.

iy second point is one that I am sure you have already recognised. Your exolusion of
any attempt to quantify energy stocks and flows sets a considerable constraint oa
the sort of conclusions you can draw. From the point of view of public pomlioies,
for example, the difficult decisions are often those of a "hos much? or "how

far?™ nature rather than a simple "what to do?™, I appreciate, however, that a hea-
vily quantified paper would be both more difficult to write and probadly of

DATTower appeal.

Finally a few more specific points: W The statemeni"lanyx has
not the resources to judge the monetary value of profit in the future” is perhaps a
1ittle bald, Do not discounting techniques emable ome to find a value for anyx$
Angona atream over timme, dependeant upon what view ome takes of the appropriate

iime preference rate? W The preferred definition of the
7~ “eorporats ghbjeotive" is not an operati one until "good"” is also defined., You

tackle this problem on pages 8 and 33, but without coming to a very firm or precise
conolusion. Page 16 The penkultimate word in the fifth complete paragraph appearsx
to have been mistyped - should it met be "supernoval”? Page 41 In the firset line
of the second paragraph should "cloudes” be “"cloudms™?

I hope these comments are of help to you in your continuing work on energy.
Yours sincerely,
¢ J POLETTY
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From Sir Alaa Cottrell N Jesus Golipge m&'i%
Dear Miss Pick ‘ : 12 Augusy 1974

Thank you se mush for your letter (8 August)i It was very kind: of yon Yo hnd
me a oopy of your pilot study,z Sinoce this is your last spare togy, I tm 4
had better read it and retara it quiokly, so that I am mending i% k ‘here.

I thought your idea of the analogy betwsen the ndurel processes of tho .hrth and

the operation of a business enterprise very attractive and was struok by how well
it works out in detail. It wa s not immedistely obvious $0 me what new methods this
would suggest for dealing with owr problems of conservation of resources, economic |
progress, environmental improvement, etc. chvor. mhnxn all ﬂxic vill ‘b«;oﬂ
¢lear in your final report. . L

I% seemed to me you bad taken the mlm batween w. mh and a “b\nianq rhaps
about as far as it will go in purely qualitative terms and I wondered whetber it
aight be possible to piok out one aspect of it and try to make it more rigorows
and exact. In particular, I thought jou might want to draw the comparison hﬁm
snergy and money much more precisely, perhaps even to the extent of finding wd '
relating commen eoncepts in thermodynamics and sconomios, It woula Yo hto L

for example, to identify clear economic analogs to free energy and bound ¢

since the Farth transmits out into epace just as much energy as it Tecieves tﬂl
the sun, but of course at a much lower level of gqualitys, It may be someone haw:
already pursued this partioular analogy, although I am not aware of it. T do'net
know of any scientist who has gone in this particular dlroctim, although 1%’ ﬂ?
be that somsone bas npprmm it tren the ooonento nid.. Yaurn qinourolt.

Alan Cottrell, &-tar

om P; or ¥ ‘ : ','Inwulcoum

Dear Miss Pick i i ) 29 Apru *?975

I return herewith your Imterim churt, whioh I have M uith g‘tt .’m’m'ﬁlt-

Now I imow what you are truly sttempting. I myself have & reputation for the' use of
analogies, I thimk of magnetic cireuits like water flow in a pipe, [ think of
gyroscopes ss being like eledotie motors and generators, buy ycm have ma "h‘
whole way and taken the earth itself as a business analogue, o

¥y problem is how t0 belp you hest. The scientific world, the ‘busizess wrldv the
political world, should all know of your ideas. Yet your first report is already
too long for any of the Learned Society Proceddings. I could préably : tind)oun
book publisher, but publication would take too long. You need & fovernment -

. commission, no less, to handle something as far reaching and far lilh“‘ an “ho

I do have contacts. I shall try, if this be your wish, If so, — -~

a copy %0 keep and to lend out, Ihsvocapidthcﬂrﬂmvln'l'“ -
work on mow, but to copy the whole on an -nginminc mnt vould I‘lill mm
(I do have my "opposition™!}

Who are yomur "olients™? Tell me what you need from ht. wa Ym‘lft I "111
do "my human best™2 ‘

Yours sincerely,
E R Laithwaite
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Ref: FAX letter 1991.04.18:1630

REVISED herewith.

Reference properly cited.
The Editor
'Nature', London
(FAX 071 240 6930)

Typos corrected.

Sir - In his review of Frank Close's book: Too Hot to Handle: The Race
for Cold Fusion,( Nature, 350, 29;1991), Sir Brian Pippard ends: "The
book should be read as an exemplary tale by all who are concerned
about the conflicting demands of scientific integrity, personal ambition
and public interest." Other professional groups have faced such confli-
cting demands by laying-out enforceable codes of conduct for their
members, e.g. the medical profession. 1 suggest the following scheme
will go a fair way towards balancing Sir Brian's conflicting demands.

(a) Scientists must be licensed to practice, on the lines that
medical practitioners are, by professional watch-dog bodies.
Scientists against whom cases of scientific mal-practice
and/or fraud have been proven should have their practicing
licenses withdrawn for varying periods of time [depending
on the severity of the proven mal-practice] including, in ext-
reme cases, permanent cancellation. No doubt a mal-practice
insurance market for scientists will develop - no harm in
that.

Analogous to the“polluter pays”principie, scientists who wil-
fully and malfeasantly pollute the scientific environment
should be made to pay the costs of '"clean-up" i.e. the costs
of all the cross-checking, experimentation, conferences and
theoretical wild-goose chases that other scientists are induced
to engage in, only to discover a near-hoax. Only a fraction
of the costs of such "clean-up" can be borne by the "polluting"
scientists themselves; the major costs will have to be borne
by public- and private-sector employers, who will, therefore,
have a strong incentive to enforce high standards of integrity
and validation on the scientific output of their employees.
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Dr. V. Siddhartha




