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Finding errors in relativity has been tried perhaps a million times in the hundred or so
years it has been around. The question is: So why should wehisittempt shall
succeed? For one thing Ptolemy's Epicycle theory was aroufalfteéen centurieand

it was discarded. Not that Special Relativity should be discarded — but this\aifticle
show that it badly needs revision.

WHERE THE ERRORS AREtime dilation, mass/momentum increase, aberration, longitudinal
length, ¢ as the limiting velocity and the composition of velocities.

| will give solid reasons why these errors exist and how they were made. It is tleen up t
the reader to decide if they are valid or not. There is only one that is perhaps an error in
mathematics. But basically | have no quarrel with the math. It is the conceptualcipproa
that | find faulty. The mathematics simply follows the conceptual arrangerhean tlo

this correctly and still come up with an erroneous result.

¢ AS THE LIMITING VELOCITY

It may be hard to believe — but it is there, written in his own hand — Einstein seemed
unaware that it iforbidden to divide by zerdle based his statement that velocities
beyond ¢ were not possible, on division by zero. As he put it:

(Where W = kinetic energy)
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"Thus, wherv=c, W becomes infinite. Velocities greater
than that of light have--as in our previous results--no
possibility of existence".

Thus when "v=c", the¥c? becomes 1, and 1 — 1 = 0. The zero would then be divided
into 1 —only that is verboten.



The correct approach is to use the theory of limits. Anyone who has had calculus has to
be familiar with the theory of limits.

Now one could advance an argument in favor of Einstein and point out that he knew you
could not divide by zero but was being loose handed in offering v=c — knowing that the
end result was the same — as v approaclhssadimit W approaches infinity.

But the rebuttal is: Since both operations — division by zero and the application of
limits — lead to the same result, why not choose the proper one?

Onecgould also argue against the general approach which leads to quoting energy in terms
of mc’.

m (whatever it is) is invariant as is ¢. So quoting kinetic energy in terms of daes so
by excluding any reference to variable velocities. It is true that velocitysahte
equations via the Lorentz transformation but there it is limited to ¢ — and further it is
eliminated (as %) when divided by thecause then it becomes simply a dimensionless
number .

Since kinetic energy is mass in motion, the author prefers the method of Newton in
expressing kinetic energy in terms of velocity and developed an equation based on the

mv
Newtonian approach, E = ------- :
2 2
The equation is,
mv
E=----- (where R= the Lorentz transform).
R+R

It will be found this givegxactlythe same result as Einstein's equation.

However, there is a difference. In Einstein's equation, when v approaches c as faelimit, t
fraction (and therefore energy) approaches infinity — therefore no velocity iblpossi
beyond c.

In the author's equation,

mv v

E= = m , we have waity in the numerator.
R+R sqrt(1- ¥/c?) + (1- ¥/




Since we correctly discuss c abnait, v in the transform never reaches c and division is
always allowable. That allows a® infinitely greatv in the numeratowith an infinitely
great E.

In the author's equation, (R ¥)Rpproachesero but never reaches it arfcthas
infinity as a limit, ergave have super c velocities

Note, since m is constant, the variation occurs witiwhich becomes the major
parameter.
(where n =1p/R+R

Given the resultant nmMywe find v by: v= V E/n
Note: In n, the m/R + Rdoes not mean mass increases. This shows mathematics can be
deceptive. n is actually m1/(R+F). (See addendum.)

As it turns out, the v in the Lorentz transform is not the same asithéh@ numerator.

The v in the transform is divided by and becomes a dimensionless number, whereas v
in the numerator remains a velocity, i.e., it is a modified v that has no limit. (There is
additional clarification below.) (See the author's "Dual Velocity Theory aitRél/")

Since we have a choice between two different equations, let's see if one isegreferr

W = f exder =m f Frudu
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"Thus, wherv=c, W becomes infinite. Velocities greater
than that of light have--as in our previous results--no
possibility of existence".

Einstein:

Here we see that velocity has c dsrat — or else we have to divide by zero.

In addition, the quantity within the brackets is a dimensionless number. Thus we wind up
with n mé which is correct but there is no variable velocity given in the result..

Author:

mv %
E= = m.
R+R sqrt(1- V/c?) + (1- V/c?)

Here, the velocity in the denominator has c as a limit, the velocity in the numerator has
infinity as a limit. Thus kinetic energy is given in terms of velocity (squared),



and super c velocities are possible while Einstein gives it in terms°ofimce c is the

limit. . There is a further importance: Note, the v in the denominator is the relative
velocity because c is its limit, whereas the v in the numerator is called Nawtoni
velocity, V, because that's what it is. It is the velocity associated with thegnovi
observed coordinate system and is its unaltered distance per time. And v is the
observation of that velocity and is the lesser by R. The observer observes v but not V.
Put another way, s the observation &f. We write that VX R =v

As v in the Lorentz transform goes to c as a limit, v in the numerator goes to infinity. The
relation between themisv/R =V
( See the Dual Velocity Theory of Relativity by V. Vergon.)

The correct expression for a ponderous body, since R never reaches zero, is

For light, to which R does not apply, and whiesa velocity of ¢, we change the vto c
and drop the R. Thus the kinetic energy for radiation is E% mc

In confirmation, Einstein gives the mass of radiation as m % @tthough

he used L instead of E — apparently to differentiate radiation mass from ponderous
mass.) We also note that for radiation p= mc = h nu/c. Since the quantum is the basic
particle of both radiation and matter, then we need not differentiate between them.

(Light does have mass. Where n is the frequency number, the mass is

n * 7.37203854 x 16° gram. That mass time$ & h nu. From this we deduce that
whatever it is that vibrates has a mass of 7.37203854'3gt0This will be found true
not only for radiation, but for matter particles as well. Thus we see matter aatioradi
as being composed of a common particle.)

( See "On the Quantum as a Physical Entity" by Vertner Vergon .)

Before we proceed, a few words in preparation.

About Einstein's general technique: The first thing noticed by this author is that he
divides his paper into two distinct parts, the

"KINEMATICAL PART", and the "ELECTRODYNAMICAL PART", yet the tid
of his paper only contains reference to the Electrodynamics part
("On the Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies")

The difficulty is, he mixed the two parts together and obtained erroneous
results. Kinematics and elctrodynamics are two separate disciplines and
should be kept separate — which he appeared to do.



The Encarta® World English Dictionary, North American Edition describes kinesnati
as:
takes a singular verb

In kinematicghere is no contact between the systemkiding forces or force fields
(except gravity) therefore there can be no physical alteration of paran@atact
would require consideration of mass and forces.

(Gravity is, in a sense, a maverick. It belongs to neither the electrodynamical or
kinematical realm. It has no electrical or magnetic charge, so it is not
electrodynamical — and it entails "action at a distance”, so it is not kinematica
We note Einstein did not include gravity in special relativity but developed a
separate theory for gravity. We also note that bodies in free fall are considered
kinematical because there is no contawl gravity is not considered a forCEhis
author disagrees because graistg forceand forces are excluded from kinematics
The same dictonary — Encarta — describes force:

Symbol F) (As to "a physical influence” see "On the quantum as a physical Entity" by
Vertner Vergon.)

Electrodynamics, having electric and magnetic fields can, of course, affect
bodies not in physical contact.

What contributes to the failings of relativity is the fact that Einstein did not
make clear that the parameters observed in a moving coordinate system are
observations onlyA rod in the moving system does not change in length, a
clock does not change its rate of time, and the mass of an object remains
constanfThis is because the relationship between systems concerning these
parameters is kinematical and not electrodynamical.

We might also remark that the "moving system" need not necessarily be so. €he syst
of the observer might be in motion and the "moving system" at rest. And as a system at
rest, the parameters would not change. This, of course, is in a kinematical event and a
result of the principle of relativity.

Then in his writing it is not always clear which discipline Einstein is refgto. He

often states, "as observed from" but the question is — is the result real in the observed
system or is it just an observation? Apparently Einstein himself was confused. For
example, he has a clock travel from A to B. Now obviously the moving clock is in the
observed moving system — and it is that clock which he says runs slow. So what he is
saying is that thebservation is real in the observed systé&is is obvious error for he
gives no explanation as to how this happens. By analogy, if a fish is observed at a
displaced position in a pond it would be error to proclaim that as its actual position.



Unfortunately devotees have accepted this transference of parameters. One slascubli
a story in which a pole longer than a barn goes through the barn and is inside while both
the front and back doors are closed,

As the story goes the pole enters the barn through the open front door, which then closes.
The back door is also closed. The pole fits in the baesduse it has shrunkThen the
back door opens and the pole goes on its way.

This is part of the legacy of the Special Theory of Relativity. The fact is — taenpoér
shrinks, only the observation of it, and that will not get it through the barn.

Below is an illustrated analogy displaying the essence of this presentatiomgiogvi
major misjudgment of Einstein.
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Relativity has not been able to show HOW motiongeecreates a change of physical properties intikerved.
Both transformation agents utilize light to make #iterations which am@bservations only.

In the case of refraction the agent bends the.lighthe case of the Lorentz transformations tistodiion is caused by

the speed of light in comparison to the speed @bibserved system. That's why the transformati@smibmanifest
until the speed of the observed system becomegeippte to that of light.

MASS INCREASE

At low velocities, momentum is given Isgss x vELocITy Or
p=mv

However, at high velocities, itis mV that will manifest. Now since XR = v,

then V=v/R
Thus the expression for momentum can be written

p=mV (Eq 1)
or p = m--—--- (Eq 2)

If one were not cognizant of the existence othén he would
not write (Eq 1) but would use (Eq 2) instead, tbresating a momentum
in excess of that called for by mass times velocity or mv, the Newtonian momentum.

Einstein and his cohorts attributed the increasexoessnomentum not to a greater
than v but to a moving mass greater than the rest mass. In effect, they wrote

S v (Eq 3).
: R
Mathematicallythere is no difference between (Eq 2) and (Eq 3):
To further confuse the issue, momentum is written,

p = e
R

where it is assumed R modifies and the specter of relative mass was born.



Obviously, R modifies v which becomes V. (same as in the equation for kinetic energy)

Modern physicists contemplate the mass increase as m/R. The fact imEjn&si
longitudinal mass increase as m/R his error has been quietly corrected.

TIME DILATION

The Doppler effect and tinrate are, in this work, dealt with together
for they are in fact one entity.

A known constant emitted frequenisya clock( The cesium atomic clock is our new
standard for the second) and all observations of variation in emitted frequencies (red and
blue shifts) arelirect observations of variations of that clock, i.e., variations of time

rates.

It may be argued that these observations are simply resultants of the
mechanics of motion and wave phenomena (Doppler effect per se)

and so they are; the point &9 are observed time rate parameteénsfact,

one is inevitably drawn to the stated position that Doppler phenomena
and time rate phenomena are synonymous, for what difference does it
makehowone measures time, with a known constant frequency emission
or a standard clock?

The difficulty in establishing this obvious viewpoint is that there do not

exist, in Einstein’s theory, relative time ratgeater than proper. Yet astronomers

routinely observe objects approaching whose time rates (Doppler rates) are greater than
proper, viz., the frequency, thus the time rate, is greater than proper (shifts toward the
blue) which means time is observed to run faster.

In his theory Einstein proposes two identical clocks at A. One travels in a cloded circ
and returns to A. Einstein says that clock will have run slower and be behind the
stationary clock at A. It is patent that the B clock has traveehed/from andtoward A.

Einstein says nothing about the time rate being advanced during the return journey. That
means it is (according to his theory) running slow during the approach leg of its journey.
This is contrary to empiricism.

There is a secondary error here in that Einstein definitely declares thaoutény
contact — the moving clock actually slows down. The fact is, the clock is at rest imits ow
system and does not change its rate of time. Only the observation changes.



The summation of all this is that Einstein’s time dilation is error and should be
eliminated.

We now illustrate Einstein.'s confusion and error by quoting his work — with the author's
comments interjected between parentheses. Here Einstein deals with time.

"Further, we imame one of the clocks which are
qualified to mark the timé when at rest relatively to the
stationary system and the tiTi@vhen at rest relatively to
the moving system, to be located at the origin of the co-
ordinates ofk (the moving system obseryednd so
adjusted that it marks the tinT: What is the rate of this
clock, when viewed from the stationary systelfiie
should have said, '... the apparent rate...")

Between the quantities x, t, airl which refer to the
position of the clock, we have, evidentkgvt and

1

T= —— (t - '?JII,({:?}.

V1 —v? e

(It would be nice if he explained his reasoning in
obtaining his equation}

Therefore,

T=ty/1—-v?fe?=t—(1—+/1—0v®/c*)t

whence it follows that the time marked by the clock
(viewed in the stationary system) is slow by
1—/1—v?/e?

seconds per second, or--neglecting
magnitudes of fourth and higherder-- by 1/2 VAIc?
(Again, this is the time observed in the statiorsygtem
It would be clearer to say, 'observed frahe stationary
system'. He obviously was not familiar with semantics.

From this there ensues the following peculiar
consequence. If at the points A and B oftie(stationary
systen there are stationary clocks which, viewed in the
stationary system, are synchronous; and if the clock at A
is moved with the velocity along the line AB to B, then

on its arrival at B the two clocks no longer synchronize,
but the clock moved from A to B lags behind the other

which has remained at B by tv?/c? (up to magnitudes



of fourth and higher order},being the time occupied in
the journey from A to B.

It is at once apparent that this result still holds good if the
clock moves from A to B in any polygonal line, and also
when the points A and B coincide.

If we assume that the result proved for a polygonal line is
also valid for a continuously curved line, we arrive at this
result: If one of two synchronous clocks at A is moved in
a closed curve with constant velocity until it returns to A,
the journey lasting seconds, then by the clock which has
remained at rest the travelled clock on its arrival at A will

be ¥ tV#/c? second slow.Here is the faux pas. Firstly
we note that if the clock travels in a circle, it is both
receding from and approaching the observer at A.
Velocity is a vector, and vectors in opposite directions do
not produce identical results. If a vector in recession
produces slower time, a vector in approach will produce
faster time. Secondly, we also note that the observer at A
is stationary, thus the slower tinoé the moving clock is

an observation onlySo what Einstein is doing is taking
the observatiorof slowness and placing it as a physical
fact in the moving system. This is a kinematical event
where contact is necessary to affect change in another
system. In other words, it cannot happen. We see here
perhaps why students of the theory suppose that
observationsof parameter changes actually occur in the
observed system. It is this miconception that created the
fable of the Twin Paradox. It is assumed that the slowness
of time observed of the traveling twin — by the earth
twin—actually transpires in the traveling twin's system. It
does not. His clock runs at the same rate as the earth
twin's clock but the earth twin sees it as running slower in
recession and faster in approagh.

Thence we conclude that a balance-clock at the equator
must go more slowly, by a very small amount, than a

precisely similar clock situated at one of the poles under
otherwise identical conditions.”

Ekperiments with atomic clocks in satellites seem to

verify thigediction. But the situation is as follows:
A clock circling the earth in a satellite is sending out signals to
the earth. At all times the satellite (clock) is traveling tangentially
to the signal receiver. By a strange coincidence, an emitter traveling
tangentially to a receiver will produce a Doppler signal of the same
value as Einstein's time dilation.)



COMPOSITION OF VELOCITIES

As for Einstein's composition of velocities, one finds that that if
they take the momenta of the components and add them together,
they do not equal the momentum of the result. This violates the
conservation of momentum law. The addition is in a closed system
and momentum should be conserved.

EXAMPLE:

We assume a coordinate system, Y. In that system approaching each other in a bypass
mode are two one gram mass points, A and B. Each has a velocity of .75 c relative to Y.

As they pass each other, they each ascertain the passing velocity of the other.

They can do this two ways — one, calculate the velocities relative to Y, or assume thei
own system as inertial and calculate the velocity of the passing other.

Either way, the process is the same. They must add .75c to .75c. When they obtain the
resultant velocity they can then calculate the momentum of the other body. According to
Einstein, the addition results in .96c. The momentum, p = mv/R, is 3.428.

Now the momentum of each body at ,75 c is 1.134. Adding the two together gives us
2.268. But Einstein's result is 3.428. Obviously, the system is closed and momentum is
not conserved, so Einstein has erred.

The method used in the Dual Velocity theory is to convert the v (.75c) to its Newtonian
value V, add the Newtonian values, and then take the momentum as p= mV.

V =.75¢/R = 1.134 c. Adding the Vs gives us 2.268 c. Thus p = 1gr x 2.268 c. So the
momentum at passing is 2.268 c. We see this matches the total of the separate momenta
during approach. In short, momentum is conserved.

Another way of calculating it is to take the combined Newtonian velocity of 2.268 c,
reduce it to the relative velocity and calculate the momentum of it.

VXxR*=v. SoV=2.26& .4034415 = .915c. And .915c/R = 2.268.
Here we see the addition of .75 c and .75 c is .915 c by the Dual velocity theory.
And the momentum of .915 c is 2.268.

R is obtainable in terms of V:

*

sgri{ 1 + V?)




ABERRATION

If one assumes a receding observation vector, sSHy045s directly away from the

source.)to the incoming rays from a distant source, and, using Einstein's equation, plots
the frequency against a constantly increasing velocity, they will find thareakcity
(between .710 c and .711 c) that sianing pointwhere the frequenagversedrom

decrease to increase. Thus, we have an observer retreating from a light sdutice wit
frequency increasing instead of decreasing with increasing velocity. Obvideshy g

error here.

v =

1—cosg-vfe
v

JI—v2]c?

"This is Doppler's principle
for any velocities whatever." .

------ Einstein

Obviously, this equation is wrong. The correct equation is:



l1+cos V

Note, this equation — when = 90— gives the same result as the equation for time
dilation:

t =tV 1-%c

Thus, the transverse Doppler effect is often mistaken for time dilation. In other, words
Doppler time — which is the true time rate — is often mistaken and considered to be time
dilation.

LONGITUDINAL LENGTH CONTRATION

In this passage, Einstein states the condition correctly. That is he keepscethedtine
parameter of contraction is an observation from the stationary coordinate systdar. B
some strange reason the readers have chosen to interpret this as the contrangjion taki
place in theoeservep coordinate system. There is nothing in Einstein's writing that would
engender that error. The problem is that few actually read the original paperdout rea
other people's interpretation instead. And somewhere down he line an expository writer
made the mistake and it has been perpetuated ever since.

Perhaps a quote from Einstein's paper will substantiate the above.

"A rigid body which, measured in a state of rest, has the form of a sphere,
therefore has in a state of motion--viewed from the stationary system--the
form of an ellipsoid.

Thus, whereas the Y and Z dimensions of the sphere (and therefore of every
rigid body of no matter what form) do not appear modified by the motion,

1:4/1—0v?/e?

the X dimension appears shortened in the ratio

Note, he does not say, "... the X dimension IS shortened..." but "appears”
shortened.

Elsewhere he states:



"For v=c all moving objects--viewed from the ““stationary" systemivshr
up into plane figures."

That seems clear enough, except he could have said again, "appededhri
up". Just to say "... all moving objects ... shrivel up ..." gives the camotati
that actually happens.

In summation, the best that can be said is that Einstein's presentation was ambiguous.
In his book, "Relativity The Special and General Theories" he states cleaietha
believes the physical changes actually take place in the observed (moving) system

Observe:
(emphasis added i.e., underlined italics)

! 2

r=14/1——

"...the distance between the points be \V ¢ But the metre-rod is moving
with the velocityv relative toK. It therefore follows that the length of a rigid metre-rod

/- 2 /2
moving in the direction of its length with a velocitys l—w /c of a metreThe
rigid rod is thus shorter when in motion than when at,rast the more quickly it is

moving, the shorter is the rod. For the velogityc we should hav V - UE/CE o 0,
and for still greater velocities the square-root becomes imaginary. Frometisisnclude
that in the theory of relativity the velocityplays the part of a limiting velocity, which
can neither be reached nor exceeded by any real body.

Of course this feature of the velocays a limiting velocity also clearly follows from the
eqguations of the Lorentz transformation, for these became meaningless if we choose
values ofv greater tha.

If, on the contrary, we had considered a metre-rod at rest xakis with respect t&,
then we should have found that the length of the rod as judgeKfravould have been

/- 2 f A2
1= /C ; this is quite in accordance with the principle of relativity which forms

the basis of our consideration8uthor's comment: This means either system can be
considered as at rest and the other in motion.)

A Priori it is quite clear that we must be able to learn something abopihyisecal

behaviour of measuring-rods and clodksm the equations of transformation, for the
magnitudes, y, z, t, are nothing more nor less than the results of measurements

obtainable by means of measuring-rods and clocks. If we had based our considerations on
the Galileian transformation we should not have obtagneohtraction of the rod as a
consequence of its motion.




Let us now consider a seconds-clock which is permanently situated at the>drg) (
of K'.1' = 0 andt' = 1 are two successive ticks of this clock. The first and fourth equations
of the Lorentz transformation give for these two ticks :

and

1

Vi-%

As judged fronK, the clock is moving with the velocity as judged from this reference-
body, the time which elapses between two strokes of the clock is not one second, but

t =

f ﬁ
! 1 - c? seconds, i.e. a somewhat larger tirAs a consequen@d its motion the clock
goes more slowly than when at rdsere also the velocity plays the part of an
unattainable limiting velocity."

Since the second last sentence isn't true, the sentence following it isn'thiene ei
Einstein failed to see that the Lorentz transformations transformed the olosewaly
and not the parameters in the moving system.

Had he depended on mathematics less — and logic more, he might have considered that if
the observed system had 9 other coordinate systems (at different relativeeglocit
observing it, then the system would have (according to his "a priori") ten differemif set
parameters all operating simultaneously. The rod would have ten different lengths, the

clock would tick at ten different rates, and the mass point would have ten different
masses — and the proper parameters would be out the window — a reductio ad absurdum.

EE I S S B b e b b b S S S S

The dictionaries define a priori as

and
self evident. intuitively obvious

(Who of us has not fallen victim to a priori one time or another?)
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ADDENDUM

Note, The Newtonian for energy is fri¢ ,i.e., m¢ is modified by a fraction which is
gone at the speed of light where energy is E % mc

In my work, the thesis is that that the denominator (eRthe fraction starts at 2 and
gradually reduces as v approaches c so that at c the fraction is 1/0, or 1. (There is no
division by zero.)

For example at ,96 c, the fraction is 1/.3584 --- which is 1/fRefn.
Thus n =2.790179.
1
Maintaining the Newtonian form, E = fy------ . Note that at low velocities the
fraction is ¥ . R+R



