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This paper is an update, it now has a Supplement. A straiglatfd calculation can
show that Galilean relativity and Special relativityjSurn out to be the same
theory. However, upon further investigation | find that the pastslof SR are
insufficient. They lead to ambiguity—something that will beKed at in the
Supplement.

In the main text | will continue with the calculation twosv that Galilean relativity
and SR can be showed to be the same theory. My positicat ihéhmaths has been
done wrong both in Galilean relativity and SR, with mainlyrttehs in SR is wrong.
Once corrections are made to the maths, they turn out helsame theory namely
Galilean relativity (a.k.a Newtonian Physics). Thiseaithe issue if there are too
many maths errors made in the context of a theory, sucththatdths has to be
totally altered to correct the mistakes; when does tleatryhstop being that theory?
And if Galilean relativity and SR are really the sameptly then what has happened
in modern physics since the revolution in physics caused by Hilgteibeen just a
major diversion from real physics to a detour consisting ofdbtsaths mistakes.

Galilean Relativity has as its postulate that of the Rrlaaf relativity. (Ideally |
should explain that idea; but | am going to hope instead thatalder knows.)

Special relativity is also based upon the postulate of tmeiple of relativity, but in
addition it is supposed to have the postulate of the constatighto$§peed (constancy
under certain conditions).

The addition of a supposed extra postulate to Galilean Princiftelafivity does not
really change the theory of Galilean Relativity.

Galilean Relativity has as part of itself the case alidg with constant speeds. It is
the more general case of dealing with variable speedslhasiconstant speeds. So
correct the maths mistakes and its back to Galileaniffglgh.k.a Newtonian
physics).

This article “Special Relativity is Galilean Relatyiis about dealing with some of
the maths mistakes made that obscured that connection. O¢ coting relativity
literature there are loads of mistakes, and this asiake only dealing with some of
those mistakes, not all.



For the claim that Galilean relativity is SR (from jusing the two postulates of SR),
has to be borne in the context that the standard maths isha®eng (and then
amended), while the maths of Galilean relativity tends tmbstly correct. [1]
| shall now proceed to the maths (based on continuation abpeearticle). [2]

Error made in Pythagorean Triangle for Time dilation

This is the type of error | am talking about.
There are two observers, one in O frame and the otherfia@é.

The person in the O frame makes the first observationhenperson in the O’ frame
makes the second observation. (See diagrams)

O observes light bouncing between two mirrors A and B, iframe he is stationary
so what he gets is the first diagram.

O’ sees O move with velocity v, so what he sees is laaggrean triangle (vector sum

of motion of O and motion of light).

(Note — these diagrams from wikipedia accidentally havie £hand B reversed with
respect to each other; when really they should be consisteriioth with A as
bottom mirror and B as top mirror; so | have corrected..)
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From fig.1 Observer at rest sees time interval deital/c
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Fig 2

O has time interval deltat, and O’ has time intededta t'.

Both diagrams are claiming that L is same for both obser8etsstitution is then
made into the Pythagorean triangle with the hypotheneuse ahDtsviength defined
in terms of delta t’ with L defined in terms of deltdMe thus have a triangle with two
different time intervals in it, and we rearrange and ginags us the time dilation

equation.

That is done so blatantly by the usual maths of SR textsvthaain be seduced by it.

My correction
We need to add the “BUT” to the mistakes made by the stamaaths; namely

BUT-- the time interval for covering the distance L musth@esame as the time
interval for covering the distance D in the O’ framesljuist that the velocity to cover
the distance L is less than c, let us call it c'.

So what we really have is:

D= Ycdeltat’

and

L=%c deltat’

n.b. that’s in the O’ frame.

While the O frame L =% c delta t

For delta t = delta t’

Then c does not equal c'.



i.e what O observes as ¢, O’ observes as a reduced ggekedseeing ¢ cover a
different distance.

So O and O’ are disagreeing on light speed measuremerai@5g/ou measure it
along D not L, because along L that’'s a reduced velocity, lmlai®s you measure
it along L.

No time dilation; just disagreement of how to measure lightspee

Light speed constant (c), but error made by making that liglketdspgual to another
speed (c’) which is not lightspeed (c).

i.e. Physics community not only messing up their maths, butessing up their
experiments.

The saying is GIGO (Garbage In Garbage Out); their matharbage and that is
what they put ‘in’, they do their experiments and what comesaarbage.

The corrected Pythagorean triangle is:
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Fig 3 (corrected fig 2)

hyp of 1st triangle (of fig.2) = D = hyp of 2nd triangle (of&p
vertical distance = 1/2 ¢’ delta t'
horizontal distance of 1st triangle = 1/2 v delta t' = horidatisdance of 2nd triangle

time interval to cover distance of hyp of 1st triangle kadé= 2D/c



time interval to cover distance of hyp of 2nd triangle Kade = 2D/c

By Pythagorean theorem is:

(1/2 c delta t') squared = (1/2 c¢' delta t') squared2-\ delta t') squared
for O' frame

i.e time measured in O' frame is delta t'

While in O frame, distance covered is:

L=1/2 c delta t

i.e time measured there is ¥z delta t

Some notes: The correction to fig2 by my fig 3 takes the sameeinterval delat t’
but now instead of identifying L of O with the vertical Ldentify it with D.

The lightpath observed by O is L, and the lightpath observed Iy @'l identify
these two lightpaths and equate them, and take them as bmilegimthe same time
interval. O do this to be consistent with the existing mati&R.

The existing standard maths of SR assumes L of O obsertraversed by light in
the time interval %2 delta t and takes that as occuringeisdime instant * for the
distance D to be covered in time intreval %2 delta théin works out the difference
between delta t' and delta t by assuming L of O equals L of ©ake no such
assumption of L of O equal to the L of O’, instead | equadightpaths and that
gives us D of O’ and L of O covcered in same time interval

* by “instant” — it needs some explanation- the usual maths aisSBmes that the
distance L of O is traversed in time interval dead L of O’ traversed in time
interval %2 delta t’; it then equates these two distaha&fsO and L of O’ and works
out delta t’ different to delta t. It is this which | nmelay “instant’- the instant that L
of O is traversed is taken to be the instant that L’a$ ®@aversed. Based upon that
math model, the distance D is traversed in the saneeihterval ¥z delta t’ for O’ as
for which O’ claims his L is traversed. | take thait® delta t', but mere instead of
equating the L of O to L of O’, equate L of O to D of C&. | do not affect the time
intervals assumed by the existing standard math model eé®iR; just merely state
that SR standard maths equated the wrong distances.

The torch

If we shine a torch say at 45 degrees onto a wall.

hyp = hypotenuse



Fig 4

The speed along that angle of 45 degrees (hyp) is c for thetighihg out
of that torch. (Value of c - idealised scenario of lightacuum, free of
gravity and other influences).

The speed along the vertical and along the horizontal is not c.

Because then Pythagoras obeyed.



¢ squared = v_vertical squared + v_horizontal squared

Same maths for thrown ball.

Throw ball at angle of 45 degrees

v_ball squared =v_1 squared + v_2 squared

In scenario for light bouncing between mirrors

we have v_vertical = c'
v_horizontal = v



¢ squared = c¢' squared + v squared

c'is not c as | have said.

In the O frame we have c

that equals the same c in the O' frame.
It does not equal ¢’

While SR method taken by many people is the assertion thémeféight
torch

we have v_vertical = ¢

which is nonsense, but which you try to hide by a different measutesh
time.



In my triangle for distance we have for O' frame

The reason for the 1/2 is because in the mirror scenaricomsidering two
triangle like this.

The time interval is always the same (1/2 delta t' pfah of these distances
i.e. all these three distances are covered in the sammenterval of 1/2

delta t'

But in SR distance triangle you have



SR doesn’'t have all the same time intervals.
SR has two distances covered in same time interval d@fa t' )

But SR has distance covered in vertical directionoasm®d in time
interval (1/2 delta t ) because it is claiming that tsdoet equal t'

Which is nonsense, because the Observer O observes alihitesdistances
covered in same time interval.

He does not see the hyp and the horizontal covered in one timairaed
the vertical covered in another time interval.

So, let me recap:

SR standard method is to talk nonsense-

SR velocity triangle is

which is nonsense, so to overcome this nonsense, further nonsetsedas
added - making distance triangle as:



which is nonsense because O does not observe light moving belheeaitrbrs
at two different time intervals!

SR steps are:

1. mess up the velocity triangle by making c¢' = ¢, an aligurdi

2. compensate for the mess in the velocity triangle by mgss the
distance triangle with the absurdity of two different timiervals!

3. this leads to time dilation

4. which is a further mess that has to be compensateet langther mess
and so on.

My steps are:
1. draw velocity triangle correctly have c' not equal to ¢

2. draw distance triangle correctly with only one time waér

Clarification of the nonsense of the existing maths in SR

The usual maths of SR takes the form of the followingrdiag



O' frame

From this

C' (1/2 deltat’) = c (1/2 delta t)
we can substitute

c ‘= sqroot ((c”"2-v"2))

deltat’ = c/ (sqroot (( c "2 —v"2)) delta t

How are we to regard c¢/ (sq root (( ¢ "2 — v"2))?
If we take it that

¢’ =sqroot ((¢c "2 —v"2))



then O’ frame triangle is

O’ is proclaiming that although O has c in its frame, thdtdmeit as reduced velocity
in his O’ frame.

But that contradicts the assumption of constancy of light beorged on, so it
cannot be interpreted that way.

Instead it has to be interpreted as time interval diffeasriollows:



There is ¢ for light moving from A to B and c for light movialpng the vertical, but
now there is reduced time in the vertical with respethédyp.

Time interval along hyp is (1/2 delta t’)

Time interval along vertical is (1/2 delta t), a redutiede compared to along the hyp.
That is a nonsense tolerated in the usual form of SR mathsider now-

Light sent out from A and light sent out from A’ and they ned3.

Light from A travels a further distance than light fromté’get to B.

So if they were travelling for the same time intervad, light from A’ should have got
to B before the light from A gets there.

But that cannot be tolerated by the usual SR maths; hencenteneals are made
different in usual SR maths.

It is space-time distortion in the usual SR maths, whiastthese time intervals
different. But SR should be dealing with flat space-timet'S@nother contradiction
in the usual SR maths; in this case - wanting both flat emartéd space-time
together at the same setup. A contradiction that is supposedignored by SR
people proceeding from false maths such as this.



So, the existing maths is total madness. Its two differemd iintervals in the O’ frame
leads to the Twin Paradox etc. | think Dingle [3] wasy to point this out when he
switched sides from being pro-relativity to anti-reldgivbut he did not have
sufficient mathematical apparatus to articulate what loae gvrong in the maths of
Special relativity.

Just correct the maths and SR and it is the same dsdBaielativity for this
kinematic case (of not considering mass and acceleration).

There are of course other maths mistakes in standarditglédixts that can obscure
this connection between SR and Galilean relativity evehdurBut in the context of
this article, by identifying the distances that are tedpeal correctly in the scenario
presented here, then we get t=t’ instead of the bodged msitias, where t = t’ is
called universal time. The bodged usual maths of SR does rouhaxersal time,
and is supposed to be different to Galilean relativity.cBaect the maths and we
recover universal time, and universal time with principlestdtivity is taken to be
Galilean relativity.

As regards supposed experiments confirming SR, well theatedrdiagram with its
corrected maths still has the postulate of constancy of lggieids(under certain
conditions of light being in vacuum etc), so it means thaéxiperimenters are
fudging their data to try to fit bad maths.

There is such a difference between “corrected” SR aribting” SR that they might
have to be considered as two different theories. My anagdiar of relativity (before
this article) has been to treat Galilean relativitg &R as two different theories,
because their maths is so different. To be consistent vathqus articles based on
SR with its maths mistakes — that is SR versionl, anétticte is emphasising SR
version2.

Hence SR version2 is the same as Galilean relatsatygr only considered in
kinematic case of this article). But SR version 1 is not.
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Upon further investigation of SR | find that the theoryrisbayuous.

The above calculation is correct in that matters can bepneted in the way that
calculation was performed. However, | now find that SR is gothis. There are
supposed to be two postulates of SR from which the standard ofi&@Rsis derived.
This turns out to be in error, in that additional assumptions toalve added
arbitrarily to SR to actually get a calculation. Sohe tase of the above calculation
that is correct but it hits a problem of why should the calaridie performed that
way and not another way. SR is unable to answer the “whgitygs not give enough
insight as to how to properly perform a calculation, i.e. doegiue enough
information from its two postulates. Hence we end up withwersions of SR—SR1
and SR2 as noted above.



The split occurs at whether to equate L of the O frantle thve L of the O’ frame, or
the L of the O frame with D of the O’ frame.

Standard SR maths takes the first approach, but there iagnattihe two postulates
of SR saying that should be the case. It seems insteagktr@mtissumptions are
assumed and added that are not usually explicitly stated xilaeassumptions seem
to be to assume isotropy and homogeneity of space; this amoasisuming that the
distance L of O’ does not change with respect to L ofétheir equality is assumed.
(Which itself is contradictory, because one moment it wanégs$ume length does not
change in lateral directions then wants to assume ihéodirection of motion.) This
is not explicitly stated in most SR texts; its just onehose little things that
relativists like to hide. Assuming that gives us SR1. Baddition to assuming that,
it destroys universal time; so in effect it is assumirage is not universal time.
Standard texts on relativity like to hide that as whlytlike to pretend it is a
consequence of the two postulates of SR that there is nersalitime. But the reality
is — really it is assumed there is no universal timeelfdo the calculation in the way
| have given above so that it obtains SR2, then universaigine¢ained.

Effects that SR1 would attribute to time dilation could b8 R descriptive most
likely assigned to lateral length changes in SR2.

Why standard physics chooses to go by SR1 not SR2 is a mystegoiBg with
SR1 leads to all sorts of difficulties with time measueats i.e Twin Paradox.
Paradox is indicative to me that a theory is fatally flaweits maths. And the fact
that different versions of SR (as the example above of 8RBR2 is only part of a
much deeper range of different theories of SR, e.g. SR8,a8d so forth could be
made) can be obtained is indicative that the theory isleatlg defined, i.e.
ambiguous and subject to different interpretations.

Without SR being clearly defined, that leaves us wittshduld be still Newtonian
physics (Galilean relativity) that modern physics should bedapon. To deviate
from that means the introduction of unwarranted assumptions gsutie hidden
assumptions added to SR about properties of space to tryS&®geaths in SR1
different to Newtonian physics).
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