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The real Einstein

Abstract

There is a definite coherence and continuity ofrtbe - null results of the
interferometric experiments, which cause the ThediiRelativity unlikely to be sound.
Optical Gyroscopes disprove everyday Special Retati

The entire Theory of Relativity, both Special aneh@ral and its cosmological
implications, the Big Bang and the Expanding Unseeaire highly speculative.
Relativity has proved to be the greatest sciergifitndle in the history of Modern

Science.



Résumé

Il existe une cohérence et une continuité certdares les résultats non nuls obtenus
dans le cadre des expériences interferométrigudsagulisent la Théorie de la
Relativité.

Les expériences réalisées a l'aide de gyroscopapies désapprouvent chaque jour la
Théorie de |la Relativité Restreinte.

La Théorie de la Relativité toute entiere, Restee@t Général, et ses implications
cosmologiques comme le Big Bang et I'expansiorideiVers sont hautement
spéculatives.

La Théorie de la Relativité s’avere étre la pluangle escroquerie scientifique de

I’histoire de la Science Moderne.
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Introduction.

According to L. Essen, Einstein's paper of 190&h@&racterized bgtrange features as
the brevity of the introduction...and the omissioarmyf reference to the work of H. A.
Lorentz and H. Poincargl).

In our opinion Essen is simply omitting to consitiex elementary experimental
evidence: that A. Einstein was a mediocre studeitit, the only possibility, once
graduated, of becoming an employee of the Paterdedh Bern.

Einsteincame to know Michelson's experiment in his stugeats, having read
Lorentz's book of 189&): Soon | came to the conclusion that our idea aboeithhotion
of the Earth with respect to the Ether is incorréictve admit the Michelson null result
as a fact (3).

As a German student he had, clearly, no occasioseid the original paper (in English)
of Michelson and Morley: otherwise he should hamewn that the experimental result
was beneath expectations, bot null.

The relative velocity of the Earth and the Ethgorigbably less than one sixth of the
Earth orbital velocity (5 km/s) and certainly legbsin one fourth (7.5km/s)...the
experiment shall be repeated).

Einstein came too soon to a wrong idea as a corsegof wrong information.



Moreover, as an employee of the Patent office imBlee had no opportunity to have
direct knowledge of Experimental Physics, espactalectromagnetic Metrology: he
was simply not acquainted with such things as esfegs and bibliography.

For this reason, in his Special Relativity paperdid not mention Michelson's name
(1): he was simphadmitting the Michelson null result as a fa@).

For the same reason, he did not know Michelsomsmpaf 1904 Relative motion of
Earth and Ether(5), which explains the principle of the Michats8agnac Effect: the

principle of the Optical Gyroscope (6), (7).

A.A. Michelson in 1881

In his paper "The Relative Motion of the Earth dhd Luminiferous Ether” (8),
Michelson writes thatin the same lettefof Maxwell) (9)it was also stated that the
reason why such measuremefatiscy, = 2L /AT) (10) could not be made at the Earth’s
surface was that we have thus far no method forsor@ay the velocity of lighficy )
which does not involve the necessity of returningglight over its path, whereby it
would lose nearly as much as was gained in goihg.difference depending on the

square of the ratiop = v/G, G = (g0 po)™?

(10),of the two velocities, according to
Maxwell, is quite too small to be obser&), (9).
Michelson shows that he is not acquainted with Melke/Electromagnetic Theory of

Light and Electromagnetic Metrology: he does nestidguish betweenycand ¢, (10).



The following is intended to show that, with a wésregth of yellow light as atandard
the quantityp® - if it exists- is easily measurabl¢s).

To this purpose Michelson builds the interferomstaswn in fig.1,2,3 (8).
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Fig. 4
The interpretation of these results is that therao displacement of the interference
bands. The result of the hypothesis of a statioe#mgr is thus shown to be incorrect,
and the necessary conclusion follows that the hngsis$ is erroneous.
This conclusion directly contradicts the explanataf the phenomenon of aberration
which has been hitherto generally accepted, andhwpresupposes that the earth
moves through the ether, the latter remaining at (8).
In front of these results Michelson does not cogrsile hypothesis that both his

theoretical explanation and his experimental agparare wrong.



In 1880 Michelsoradmitted to Mayer that he made no pretence of baing
mathematiciar(11).

But, faced with the contradiction between his ekpental result (relative to the
measurement of terms i ~ 10°) and the explanation of aberration (relative ® th
measurement of terms e 107), he does not consider the possibility of making a
mistake himself.

There are 3 possibilities that he does not consa$ehe should:

1) His mathematical treatment of the fringe shaferroneous.

2) Consequently his experimental apparatus is wrong

3) There is the possibility not only to measurenginp?, but also terms if.

As shown by Bradley (1728 Aberration), (8), (12).

1) According to Michelson the fringe shift is thaléwing:
Dup= P[(AT}-AT7, ) - (AT}, -AT5)] =[(Li+ LA (10)

But he does not consider that the fringe shift fmayhe following:
ATY = [2L4/co (1- BA)](1 - B2 Sirf 6)*2

AT?y = [2Lolco(1- B]( 1 - B? Cog 0)*

A= SL[(AT, - ATy ) + @T5 -ATE)] =[(Lo- L)A] B*Sinfo  (10)



2) In this case takingL.=L, gives :Ag=0.

He should not work with equal arms, but withequal arms (10).

3) Only in 1904 (5) he understands the possibdftyneasuring terms ip.
Working alone he made a mathematical error, writkegS / ¢ A

instead of: & S/ gL (5), (10).

A. A. Michelson in 1887

Both Kelvin and Raleigh, known by Michelson at Jefopkins University in 1884,
were interested in Michelson experiment of 1881ehtz found an error in Michelson’s
theoretical approach to the 1881 experiment andesged perplexities about

Michelson’s interpretation of experimental results.

Lorentz skepticism and Raleigh encouragement daritrd to Michelson’s decision of

repeating the experiment, with E. W. Morley (a clsnm 1887 (4) , (13).

The main differences between Michelson paper ol 1881 Michelson and Morley of
1887, consist in a different representation ofakgeriment, which does not consider the
hypothesis of a wrong optical circuit in the188pesment:The theory of the method

may be briefly stated as followsig.5, Fig.6 (4).
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The apparatus is represented in perspedtiMeig.7, in planin Fig.8and in vertical

sectionin Fig.9 (4).
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The real optical paths in the Michelson-Morley experiment.

Fig. 8
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Fig. 9

The real geometry of the optical path (Fig. 8) hathing to do with the theoretical
representation (Fig. 5, Fig. 6). The only reasojustify this geometry is: to increase the

SUM L, + L, of the total length of the optical path, followitige hypothesis:
Dz =[( L1+ Lo)/A] B°.

The experimental result is similar to the resulL881 experiment (Fig.10):
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The relative velocity of the Earth and the Ettsepiobably less than one sixth of the

Earth orbital velocity (5km/sec) and certainly l¢kan one fourth (7,5km/se@).
That is: beneath expectation (30km/sec)rmitnull.
The duration of the experiment was not enough tidéethe question:

The experiment will therefore be repeated at irdkrof three months, and thus all

uncertainty will be avoide).

But Michelson’s 188 Bcandalsexual harassment of his young maidjistupted
Michelson’s interferometer research... and helpedtlctheir plans-(of Michelson and

Morley)- for an immediate repetition of the Ether t¢4tl).

As a matter of factMichelson and Morley made only one series of olagems, in July
1887, and never repeated the Ether drift experinaéany other time, notwithstanding

many printed statements to the contrél9).
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That is:Michelson’s psychological illne@oftening of the brajthat surfaced in théall
of 1885(11) did not come to an enlde returned a cynical man completalienated
from his wife(11). A pathological liar and a scientific swindlas shown by therinted
statements to the contragnd again, as we shall see, in Michelson - Gale an

Michelson, Pease , Pearson experiments.

In August 1887 Michelson wrote to Raleigh saying thgain, the experimental result
wasNULL...the negative result of the experiment was a detugioKelvin, Raleigh

and Lorentz.but this result was acceptedomething in the theory had to be wrong. In
1892 Lorentz asked Raleigh: Is it possible thahe theory of Michelson’s experiment
exist some point of view which has not been coreid2(13) The answer, as we have

seen, is: YES. But Lorentz was not able to findrtgbt point of view

H. A. Lorentz.

H. A. Lorentz is an example of 'Theoretical Phigiciot acquainted with Experimental
Physics.

His theoretical treatment of the Michelson Morlegperiment does not consider the
physical reality of the experiment.

As a matter of fact, in Michelson-Lorentz’s repms¢ion of Michelson Morley
experiment, four fundamental mistakes are made:

1) Lorentz seems unaware of the difference betweehitigenatic speed of light:
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cvw = 2L /AT =Av and the electromagnetior(one way) speed of light:
Co = (€0 o) 2 =AoVo (10). These two, different, physical quantities never
distinguished. One only letter is used for botlha&im: c,the speed of light.

2) Lorentz seems unable to write the continuous miabietween cand ¢, ,which is:
Cu = G (1-B?) / (1-B? Sirfe)Y?. (10) The case®:=0 ;0 =11/2 are considered
separately. As a conseguence, in every Relatiexpook we can find the two
paradoxes: c= c(?), for8 = 0; c= c(1pA)Y? for6 =11/2 .

3) Lorentz seems unable to understand that the refefeame whereby the
Electromagnetic speed of lighf i@sults experimentally in being equal to the
Kinematic speed of lightyc(cw = @ if v =0), is precisely th8pace absolutely at
rest endowed with special properties Ether (10).

4) The project of the experimental apparatus tealé¢herelative motion of the

Earth and the Luminiferous Ethé4) has a fundamental flaw: the effect to

be shownf( = v/g,)? does not depend on the total length of the OpBeih

(Ly + Ly), but on the the difference {LL,), between the two arms of the
Interferometer, while the effectfin= v/ , much easier to be detected (10), depends

on the surface enclosed by the Optical Retlshown by Michelson in 1904 (5).
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Einstein's Theory of Relativity.

Einsteintook for grantedhenull result of Michelson Morley experimgi®) and devised
a Theory to explain thisull result the Theory of Relativity.

The fundamental statement of the Theory of Relstigithe following:

Let us establish, according to experimental evidetitat the quantity: c = 2LAT is a
Universal Constant, the speed of light in emptycepé.4).

Einstein does not say according to whasfperimental evidendds c, whichis g , is a
Universal Constant.

Moreover:The introduction of a luminiferous Ether will proteebe superfluous...as
will the introduction of a Space absolutely at restiowed with special properti€d4).
Again Einstein states that tepace absolutely at rest... will prove to be supetitu
But he gives no proof of this statement.

As a consequence of these statements the $pesgal propertie®f the Ether which
appear in the Electromagnetic wave equation (1), (

€0 Mo (8° F Bt%) +0o g (OF /0t) = AF  [1] ; where:

€0 = Electric Permittivity of the Ether (F/m)

o = Magnetic Permeability of the Ether (H/m)

0o = Electric Conductivity of the Ethef®)(m)™*

are neglected asiperfluousthey simply disappear (14).
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Einstein's statement is obviously groundless, clamgig the way in which Maxwell
established the Electromagnetic Theory of Lidihs manifest that the velocity of light
(cw ) and the ratio of the Units {care quantities of the same order of magnitude.
Neither of them can be said to be determined awietsuch a degree of accuracy as to
enable us to assert that one is greater or lesa tha other.

It is to be hoped that, by further experiment, rislation between the magnitudes of the
two quantities may be more accurately determiriadhe meantime our theory, which
asserts that these two quantities are equal, astyas a physical reason for this
equality, is certainly not contradicted by the c@amgon of these results such as they are
(15).

Thatis: ¢ = 2L /AT and g = (g Ho) “* are two quantities methodologically distinct.
They are the result of two independent measuremantsif these measurements result
to be (nearly) equal, Light and Electromagnetic &are the same thing.

Einstein, certainly not a skilled Metrologist, daglwith Lorentz's treatment of the
Michelson Morley experiment, is not able to undamstthat he is not faced with the
paradox: ¢ = ¢(18 ; B = v/c , which requires an 'extraordinary' explarat

(Relativity): he is facing the relation between tdistinct physical quantities:

om=0(1-B7) ;B =V/g.
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Unfortunately even a skilled Metrologist like Esgand all the others) is not able to find
the fundamental error in the Theory of Relativiig: seems completely unaware of the
difference betweeny@and ¢ .

The method of determination of the velocity (dithidnad already been described. A
pulse of light is sent from one point to the otaed back again and the velocity found
from the time taken for the double journey. ThHeeabtained in this way in classical
Theory is: ¢ (1 - ¥/c®). The assumption made, therefore, is that thecitglof light will

be c instead of c(1 ?A¢%). Itis only the second order term that it is assal not to be
present (1).

Michelson, working alone(after tlseandalhe broke the relations with Case University
and Morley) (11), was aware, since 1902, of thiedkhce betweeng@and ¢, : Such a
difference might almost certainly be predicted, amiild probably throw much light on
the structure and mode of action of dielectrids).

But, to our knowledge, he never again mentionedjtlestion and his prediction, that
there is little doubt that in the near future botlese determinations will be made with
almost the same high order of accurafly7) was not fulfilled.

Rosa and Dorsey made an electromagnetic measureirteet Speed of Light from

1905 to 1907: it was the last (10), (18).
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Note: Einstein’s Error

Consider the following figure:

yh

Fig. 11
Atr = Alrorward Atr = Atretumn
S = Light Source; M = Mirror
Where: g Ate= L + VAt ; GAtR=L -VAtg ; G = (€ Ho)™Y* =
Ate (Go-V)=L = Ate=L/(cy - V)
Atr(Co+ V) =L = Atg = L/(cy + V)
Ate 2 Atg NOT Atr = Aty by definition(14)
1) ATs = Ate + Atg = 2Lg/( c? - V) =
2L/ ATs = au = (1 -B?) ;B = (Vo) =
cw = G(1 -B%) , NOT (Einsteinian Paradox): ¢ = ¢ (3
2) ATp = Ats - Atg = 2LPlc,
to which corresponds a phase differentge= GATp/A = 2L/ A (linear shift)
Marinov 1986 (10), Silvertooth 1987 (10)

AL = doS/GL . Sagnac 1913 (10)
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The Michelson Morley experiment 'before 1905'.

Let us consider again the 1887 paper by MichelsahMorley, which Einstein never
analyzed before 1905.

In 1887 the experiment was supposed to measur&adtth's orbital velocity, which was
already known from astronomical measurements anfiroted by the measurements of
the Kinematic Speed of Light¢1849) and the Electromagnetic Measurement of the
Speed of Light (g 1856): both terrestrial measurements (12), (15).

The result (of Michelson Morley experimewlid not have the anticipated magnitude
corresponding to the known velocity of about 30%nm fig.10... the dotted curve
represents one eighth of the theoretical displacén{é).

The experimental result is clearly not up to exaah. There is no explanation about
where the sinusoidal form of thieeoretical displacememomes from.

It is stated thathe experiment... will be repeatdd).

But notwithstanding many printed statements to thereoyt .Michelson and Morley
made only one series of observations, in July 18B8d,never repeated the Ether drift

experiment at any other timgl0).

The Morley-Miller experiment (1902-1905), and the Nller experiments (1925).
At the International Congress for Physics heldani$’in connection with the

International Exposition of 1900, Lord Kelvin stgiy urged the repetition of the ether
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drift experiment with a more powerful apparatuschlson, after the scandal, was no
longer available. Consequently Morley (a chemlsty to engage a young physicist,
Miller, to repeat the experiment.

Morley and Miller repeated the Michelson Morley erment from 1902 to 1905, with a
result similar to the one of 188The observations...showed a very definite positive
effect slightly larger than that previously obtaihdut still too small to be reconciled
with the expectation: v = 8.20.6 km/sec (19), (20).

The tests of the Theory of Relativity, made asthar eclipse of 1919, were widely
accepted as confirming the theory. Since the ThebRelativity postulates an exact
null effect from the Ether drift experiment whicddmever been obtained in fact, the
writer (Miller) felt impelled to repeat the expemmt in order to secure a definitive
result(19).

That is: Miller understands that the experimengilfication of the Theory of Relativity
offers a reason for new experiments of the Michelglorley type, even if they cannot
measure directly the absolute velocity of the Edrttiact in 1921 he obtains the funds
for the experiment, to test the Theory of Relayivit

Unfortunately Miller was clearly unaware of the Melson Sagnac Effect.

Certainly he does not understand that he has t&lplity of detecting, measuring
terms inp, the full effect of the orbital velocity of the Ea by changing the geometry of
the Optical Path in the interferometer. As a maitdact he repeats another Drift

Experiment of the Michelson Morley type: choosimgia to measure terms .
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Anyway, with a two arm interferometer it is possilbhb make a comparison between the
Kinematic Speed of Light in different directionsitimut making measurements gf ¢
Any daily or seasonal effect will destroy the Theof Relativity: it is enough to justify

a new test.

Like Miller, Einstein also understands the mearohgeriodical effects in a Universal
Constant.

In a letter to Millikan (June 1921) he states thiéofving: | believe that | have really
found the relationship between Gravitation and Eieity, assuming that the Miller
experiments are based on a fundamental e@herwise, the whole Relativity Theory
collapses like a house of card@1).

But: 1) Einstein has found no relation between @aten and Electricity.

2) Miller experiments have nandamental error: These observations all show a
positive periodic displacement of the interferefiagyes, as of an Ether drift, of the
same magnitude, about ¥1.33 km/s, as had been obtained in previous tridlee
effects were shown to be real and systematic,raesoy further questiofiL9).

On April 2, 1921 Einstein arrived for the first #&nm the United States for a two- month
visit...while he was there, words reached Princebat Miller had found a nonzero
Ether drift during preliminary experiments, perfagch(on April 8-21) at Mount Wilson
observatory. Upon hearing this rumor Einstein comted: "Subtle is the Lord, but

malicious He is not". Never the less on May 25,11%Rortly before his departure from
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the United States, Einstein paid a visit to MilikeiCleveland, where they talked matters
over (13).

Consequently Einstein was fully aware of Miller&sults.

Having to choose between experimental evidencehanitheory Einstein chooses his
own theory.

On April 28, 1925, Miller read a paper before thatildnal Academy of Science in
Washington D.C. in which he reported that an Ethdft had definitely been
established...Einstein got flooded with telegramslatidrs asking him to comment
(13). He kept silent, but in a letter to his frieBesso (December 23, 1925), he writes
have not for a moment taken (Miller’s results) sasly (13).

That is: 'If my Theory is contradicted by experinamrvidence, then experimental
evidence must be wrong'.

The real Einstein shows himself.

Miller's work was a major obstacle to the Einstgiftheory of Relativity...

Shankland blamed Miller for having blocked the asviag of a Nobel Prize to Einstein
for his Relativity Theory(21).

Miller experimental results from 1921 to 1925 praévke correctness of Miller's opinion
about Relativity becaushe whole Relativity collapses like a house of caed a
consequence of the fact that grovesnot to bea Universal Constant, being subject to

daily and seasonal effects.
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But, probably, too confident in his own experimémgsults, Miller did not consider the

experimental result by Michelson and Gale, publisinehe same year (1925) (22).

Coherence and continuity of the non - null result®f the interferometric

experiments (both inp and p°).

The Sagnac experiment.

In 1904 Michelson had a new idea to test the effetthe smaller rotational (instead of
the orbital) velocity of the Earth on the Kinemagipeed of Light (5), but he was unable
to fund the experiment, which should measure tennfis

Michelson idea was taken and developed by Sagnh@lf (23).

Sagnac understood that the fundamental idea iné¥8oh 1904 paper was that an
interferometer device with a beam path enclosifigiee area would give a clearly
observable fringe shift, measuring termg$ innot (like Michelson and Morley) terms

in %

From this point of view it is easy to understanat tine Michelson Morley type
experiment is nearly the worst possible solution.

Both the ideal Lorentz representation of the expent (Fig.5, 6) and the real

experiment (Fig.8) show that the beam path enclessssmall areas.
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But adding one mirror to the ideal Michelson Morkperiment we have Sagnac
experiment (Fig.12, 13).

i
;;J_

Ideal Michelson 1904 experiment,

Fig. 13
Consider the differencétr - Atg, where:Ate =L/ (G-V) ;Atr=L/(+ V) (10).
Neglecting only terms if8*> and higher order, we hav&T = At - Atz = 2LB /¢y .
The corresponding phase shiftdg:= g AT /A = 2L B /A.

In the case of Fig.13, for example, we hae= 2(2TR) v/A ¢ = 4w S / GA.
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This relation is completely general, that is: ajaes not depend on the shape of the
surface S; and: b) it does not depend on the lwcati the center of rotation (24).

In 1913 Sagnac proved the formufa:= 40 S / @A and disproved the Theory of
Relativity. Moreover, he suggested that a largen8adCircuit fixed to a carrier (a ship
in his example) could be sensitive to slow and kd®liations around a fixed velocity,
so that it could work as an Optical Gyroscope ;(Z¥w and small deviatiorge, for
example, those in the Michelson Morley type (Milletterferometer.

The result of Sagnac's experiment corresponddtetmagnitude anticipated by the

theory it was, finally, afull effect.

The Michelson Gale experiment (1925).

After the result of the Solar Eclipse of 1919, Mitdon could find the money for a new
test of Relativityboth Special and Generd[7), (25).

In the Michelson Gale experiment thleip of Sagnac (23) was the Earth itself.

The Michelson Gale apparatus, owing to its dimemsiavas sensitive to the Earth's
rotation (22), (10). It consisted of two couplaterferometric experiments, fixed in
Clearing, lllinois (rotating with the Earth, FigJ14f which one givea null Michelson
Sagnac Effeabwing to insufficient surface, and worked asdacial mark,whereas the
second gives positiveMichelson Sagnac Effect owing to tlaege enougtsurface

enclosed by the Optical Path of the two pencilsgbit (Fig.14).
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Fig. 14
The approximations used to obtain the formula:= (4w / @A) (S -S) Sine,
where:@ = 41°46' is the latitude of the experiment, aresionable.
As a matter of fact, the distribution of the expantal data in Michelson Gale

experiment shows large oscillations arounddbwestant value
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Fig. 15
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The Michelson Gale apparatus works exactly as drc@gsyroscope showing, in
addition to theconstant effeatiue to the rotation of the Earth around its asdlker
deviations due to other velocities (velocity ofakiion, velocity relative to the
Background Radiation) (10).

Michelson omitted to give his experimental daténme sequence (see Fig.15).

Anyway the data clearly show that s not a Universal Constant, in contradiction of
Special Relativity.

But, owing tomathematical weakness not wanting to contradict Special Relativitydan
taking for granted General Relativign the basis of the test of 1919, Michelson taies
possibleexplanationfor thefull effect.

It seems that Michelson, following Silberstein, Bdghat the experiment would reveal
the existence adnly a fraction k of the (full) effect, sensiblyfelient from unity, which
would have irremediably disproved the Relativitydity, Special and GenergPR5).
There is no reason why thdl effectalready shown by the Sagnac experiment should
have been different from ttell effectof the similar Michelson Gale experiment.

But thefull effectshown by the experiment of Michelson and Gale watkerstood as a
delusion by MichelsonThe calculated value of the displacement on therapsion of a
stationary Etheias well as in accordance with (General) Relativigy.... (22).
Michelson, a good experimentalist but probablyasmguainted with Theoretical

Physics, is not able ( or does not want) to undadsthat - only according to Langevin
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opinion - thefull effect which contradicts Special Relativity, can be axpéd by
General Relativityif General Relativity is true

But General Relativity is experimentally groundlese positive result in favour of
Relativitywas simply a swindle played by Eddington (10%)(2
Einsteinmaintained in print a studied silence regarding t@maging discoveries of

Sagnac, Michelson & Gal€27).

Langevin 'explanation’ of Sagnac experiment.

Two years after Sagnac's experimental result Empt@duced the General Theory of
Relativity (28).

One very important, because unexpected, experiiemiaf of the General Theory
should have been a difference between the Newt@mdrEinsteinian deflection of a
beam of light passing near the Sun (near a straagtgtional field).

The experimental results observed during the 1818 sclipse were unable to prove
anything, but Eddington decided that they wawavincing in favour of Einsteinian
Theory and the Theory was quickly, widely and gasitepted(26).

These results were never experimentally confirnj@dt965)we cannot yet be certain
what to make of these observatiof29).

But in 1921, after the 'success' of the 1919 exjpedi, Langevin tried to 'save' Special

Relativity by means of General Relativity (30).
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According to Special Relativity (10), (19t = Atr . The Optical Gyroscope works
owing to the fact thatAtr # Atg, that is: in contradiction with Special Relatyit
(Einstein ,consequently, considered the OpticalbGgope to béheoretically
impossiblg (31).

Langevin then made the hypothesis that the rotatidhe platform in Sagnac

experiment, with a frequency of about two rotatipes second, causes, within the

reference frame connected with the rotating platfaxactly the space time variations
that can explain the experimental resfyjt= 4w S / @A if General Relativity is true.

In a previous paper we have given the reasons wangévin argumentation is

experimentally groundless (10):

1) Langevin starts hisxplanationsaying thathe Michelson Morley experiment and
Sagnac experiment are not comparad@). He only shows that he has not
understood that the difference consists in oneam(# instead of 3).

But with this change of the Optical Path tifea to be measured is frr= 10*
NOT the effect ifi*~ 10° (much more difficult to be measured).

2) There are no direct experimental proofs of the spiace variations called for by
Langevin. Theelativistic explanatiorof the well known secular advance of
Mercury's perihelion does not consider that thecl®dperimental value of the

unexplained advance of 43" was corrected in 19FDi8" (32).
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Today we know that a new evaluation is necess&)y (Boreover, Einstein's
explanation (of the advance) was based on the hgpst that the speed of
Gravitational Interaction is equal to the Speedight.
This statement has no experimental evidence. Oodhtary, Laplace (34) and
Tisserand (35) showed experimental evidence tcahé&ary.
Today we know that the Sun's solid inner core estédster than the surface, and this
can explain the precessions of the planets (38), (
In 1920 Dyson and Eddington (38) put forth, withaany experimental proof, the
hypothesis that the refraction index of Solar atphese had a constant value:
n<1.00000212, and neglected the results from tlilegaaphic plates of Sobral's
expedition.
Finally the experiment by Pound and Rebka (39) gubinat the energy or mass of
light is subject to gravitation in the same wayedinary matter (40).

3) Ives pointed out that the behavior of movingckkbsupposed by Langevin ends
with anotheclock paradoxhat has no experimental proof (41).

4) Michelson and Gale showed in 1925 (22) that thdéqia of the Sagnac experiment
can also work fixed to the Earth (with no additibrations) - the same reference
frame of Michelson Morley experiment, measuringnein instead op>.

5) In 1941 Dufour and Prunier showed that Langevgumentation is disproved if
part of the Optical Circuit is fixed to thébtaratory (42).

6) Langevin did not pay attention to the most int@ior statement made by Sagnac:
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thata large circuit could be sensitive to slow and drdaviations around a fixed
velocity(23), so that it could work as an Optical Gyroszop
Today we know that an Optical Gyroscape fit in the palm of one's haid3)
and is sensitive to 0.001 deg/h (44). Gerleedditivity is simply ruled out by
suchrotational velocity Every day Optical Gyroscopes on passenger cartike
Boeing and Airbus, disprove Special Relativity.

7) In 1999 E. J. Post showed the equivalence betweehlichelson Morley
experiment and the Sagnac experiment (45).

General Relativity, which is a generalization o8l Relativity (28), cannot give any

validation to Special Relativity.

Langevin argumentation is experimentally groundbass Sagnac's experiment, much

better than Michelson - Morley and Miller experirtgrdisproves Relativity (46).
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The Michelson, Pease and Pearson experiment (1929).

After Miller's result Michelson could not avoid epetition of his experiment (47).

- MICROMETER EVEMECE

Y] =———  CONSTANT TEMPERATURE MOON ——»

5
§
;

Schematic representation of the Michelson-Pease-Pearson experiment.

Fig. 16
Michelson gave a first announcement of his reduti@Michelson Meeting of October
31- November 3, 1928 he result gave no displacement as great adiftreth (1/50) of
that to be expected on the supposition of an effigetto a motion of the Solar System of
300 km/s (6 km/s, similar to the one of 188 hese results are differences between the

displacement observed at maximum and minimum ateatitimes. These directions
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correspond to Dr. Stromberg's calculations of topmosed velocity of the Solar System
(48).

But later (January 1929) he corrected the prevamumouncement..No displacement of
the order anticipated was obtained...the results gavdisplacement as great ase
fifteenth (1/15) of that to be expected on the supposition offlatiedue to a motion of
the Solar System of 300 knd§'). 20km/s: double Miller's result.

Michelson had only two possibilities: 1) to confirm accordance with Miller, that
Michelson Morley experiment never haduwall resultand, consequenthRelativity
collapses like a house of card®) Stop the experiment and do not publish theadly
available experimental data.

The experiment was stopped and the experimenta) ttabur knowledge, were not
published. Probably Pease and Pearson did nottevaaopport Michelson’s new

swindle.
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The Kennedy Thorndike experiment (1932).

In 1929 Kennedy and Thorndike supposed that, acwptd their theoretical
calculation, a Michelson Morley interferometer withequal arms (L# L,) could show
experimental evidence not only for the longitudicahtraction L = k(1- 9",

but also for the time dilatioAT = AT,/ (1- A)"2

Consequently they built an interferometer with wredcgarms (49).

Schematic representation of the real Kennedy-Thorndike experiment.

Fig. 17
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But they had an astonishing surprise: the intenferter worked as an Optical
Gyroscope, showing d@aily effectdue to the rotation of the Earth around some kind
fixed velocity. The daily effect was a real effeiticould be clearly observed in the
photographic plates. Again they tried to save Ratatsaying thathe effect had not the
anticipated magnitude according to Ether theortbg, experimentas a result as null
as the result of Michelson Morley experime(that is:NON NULL) (49).

As a matter of fact, the daily effect of the Kenpddhorndike experiment definitely
disproves Relativity, because a daily effect ielitsneans that the Kinematic Speed of
Light is not constant during the day, while Hrdicipated theoretical magnitude
according to Relativity isno daily effects

It is important to note the following: the experimt& apparatus (of Kennedy and
Thorndike) consisted of a two-arm interferometeryvsimilar, apart from the unequal
arms, to the ideal Lorentz representation of thehdison Morley experiment, and very
similar to the Michelson Gale experiment: the ifgemeter wadixed to the Earth
(rotating with the Earth). The two Optical Pathgevenclosing small, different surfaces
S, S (10), these were too small to giveud Michelson Sagnac effediut sufficient to
give the observed velocityehind expectationsf about 15 4 km/s (49).

Once again the experiment proved thatekact null resulpostulated by the Theory of
Relativity had never been obtained.

Kennedy and Thorndike showed also that the LoreMizhelson solution for the fringe

shift does not depend on the SUM+L, of the Optical paths.
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We have shown (10, p.248) that it may depend onlifference L, - L, of the lengths of

the Optical paths.

As a matter of fact Michelson, like Miller, triedrfa life to maximize the SUML+ L,

up to about 50 m, with “multiple reflections”, desting any possibility to apply
Lorentz - Michelson solution to the real Opticathma(see: 10, p.247 and Fig. 8).

On the contrary Kennedy and Thorndike, using unkegunas (L, - L, about 60 cm ) and
a total length of about 100 cm, obtained a restiln&s bigger than Michelson - Morley

result. A repetition of the Kennedy and Thorndikperiment according to the apparatus

shown in Fig.18.

-

A c 2
Y B .
ﬁ f ® _ g3
<9 = LASER o
Sz D =PHASE SHIF T DETECTOR
- AB,C = MIRRORS

v 51,82 =SURFACES ASSOCIATED TO THE OPTICAL PATHS
LpLlz =LENGTHS OF THE “ARMS’ OF INTERFEROMETER I
V = LINEAR VELOCITY

. Z i = U+ =ANGLE BETWEEN “ARM’ Ly AND LINEAR VELOCITY ¥
= LT |

An ideal Kennedy-Thomdike experiment (interferometer with unequal arms dified inimize ocki
standing waves onto the mirrors, $ o om et ne okt

Fig. 18
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A Michelson Gale (fixed to the Earth) Sagnac (wiisjoint and unequal surfaces),
should be interesting. Attention has to be paiavioid the locking of the standing waves

in the interferometer (10).

Conclusion

As we have seen, there is a definite coherenceamtthuity of the non - null results of
the interferometric experiments, measuring effecfsor %

Shankland, after extensive consultation with Einstéecided to subject Miller's
observation to a thoroughgoing review...Einstein sasvfinal draft (of Shankland's
prepublication manuscript) and wrote a personaldebf appreciation for having
finally explained thesmall periodic residuafrom (Miller's) Mount Wilson experiments
(50).

But, faced with the experimental evidence showMidier and about the time of
Einstein's death, Shankland decided to embark himself on a sound recomputation of
the cosmic solution datg51).

In 1997 Maurice Allais madesound recomputation of the cosmic solution dditawn
by Miller, confirming the correctness of Miller'saults (52), (53).

In 2006 Allais wrote another paper, further confiighnMiller results, saying: Au

regard de ce qui préceda Théorie de la Relativité n’a plus aucune validiet en
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conséquence une grande partie des développemdntdsade la Science doit étre

totalement révisdl n’en reste plus que des ruineg54).

Errata Corrige (R. A. Monti).

In my student years Arnold Sommerfeldectures on Theoretical Physifgl

Volumes) was one of my preferred textbooks.

| took for grantedSommerfeld's explanation of theeasurement of the velocity of light
made by O. Roemer (1676) (55).

Unfortunately | did not pay attention to two fundamal mistakes made by Sommerfeld:
he made no distinction betweepand ¢, ; consequently his explanation for Roemer's
and Bradley's experiments, which | used as a neéer€l0), is wrong.

The correct expressions fogdx and Ty are the following (56):

Twax =To+V Twax / C; Tun=To-V Tuin / G .

From which: Tyax = To/ (1-B) ; Tun = To/ (1+B) and:

AT=2vTo/ o (1-B)=2vTo/ay =V=ATcy/2Tp.

The uncertainties in the measurements gdnd ¢, do not allow us to distinguish
between gand ¢, . Both the measurements of the speed of lightc(Elenagnetic and

Kinematic) allow the measurement of the absoluteciy of the Earth.
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It is important to underline: 1) that the electrgmatic measurements of the Speed of
Light allow the measurement of tirle Maxwell's constant: (= (g0 o) ™2

2) That this measurement allows the calculatiothefabsolute velocity of the Earth by
means of the measurement of two physical propesfidse medium through which the
electromagnetic waves propagate (Ether). 3) Thatio's experiment is equivalent to
the horizontal arm in Lorentz's representation afhdlson Morley experiment. 4) That
in 1728 Bradley, on the basis of Roemer's hyposhesuld measure the aberration
angleca=v/g=0.

Bradley's experiment is equivalent to the vertazah in Lorentz's representation of
Michelson Morley experiment.

Roemer's and Bradley's experiments show that: tnriddhe Speed of Light plays
physically the role of a finite velocity.

Einstein's statemenin my Theory (of Relativity) the Speed of Lighyplphysically the
role of an infinite velocity14) is a consequence of the trivial solutionha&f paradox:
c+v=Cc ¢ =) (55), (56).

The non trivial solution, according to Einsteinpald bethe theorem of the addition of
velocities(14) which is based on the experimentally groussllgrinciplecy is a
Universal Constant

Einstein'sPhysical TheoryRelativity) has nothing to do with Physical Reali

Errata corrige.
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The electric conductivity of the Ether.

Einstein was acquainted with neither the Ameriaaurdal of Science, nor with the
Philosophical Magazine.

Omitting to read the original papers of Michelsawl dMorley (4) and Michelson (5) he
lost not only the occasion to pay attention toghecial properties of the Ethex and

Mo , but also to the thirdpecial property of the Etheoy .

In 1897 John Trowbridge, whose name Einstein chalde come across in the last page
of Michelson Morley paper (4), communicated thegyaphe electrical conductivity of
the Etherto the Philosophical Magazine (57).

The electric conductivity of the Ether was consetaregligibleby Maxwell: Ether
transmits transverse vibrations to a very largaahse with a negligible dispersion of
energy becausewe can see the light from the Sun and the St&s (5

Edlund maintained the electrical conductivity of tther, which has been apparently
disproved by various recent investigations - notdhbse of Prof. J. J. Thomson. The
latter writer, in his treatise entitled Recent R&®hes in Electricity and Magnetism,
also remarks (p.98) : These experiments show titext a certain exhaustion has been
passed, the difficulty of getting a discharge tsgpthrough a highly exhausted tube
increases as exhaustion is increased. This resut direct opposition to a theory which

has found favor with some physicists, viz. thad@um is a conductor of electricity
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...numerous other experiments of very different komst to the conclusion that a
vacuum is not a conductor ...Again if we accept M#)snielectromagnetic Theory of
Light, a vacuum cannot be a conductor or it woutddpaque and we should not receive
any light from the Sun or Sta(§7), (59).

To this statement, made by Thomson, Trowbridgaesals followsi have studied the
resistance of highly rarefied media with disruptdischarges and | am led to the
conclusion that with a sufficiently powerful elécal stress, what we term a vacuum can
be broken down, and that the disruptive chargerdyiis oscillations encounters very
little resistance ...the Ether offers very littleistance ... My experiments lead me to
conclude that under very high electrical stressHEtiger breaks down and becomes a
good conducto(57).

Thomson intended his Treatiseaasequel to Professor Clerk Maxwell's Treatise on
Electricity and Magnetisn(b9).

But Maxwell wrote correctlybecause we can see the light from the Sun an8ttrs

the dispersion of the energy of the electromagvedices is negligible

Thomson wrote insteathe vacuum cannot be a conductor... or we shouldevetve

any light from the Sun or Stars

Thomson's statement is clearly in contradictiolWewton's Third Principle (Action
and Reaction): if the Electric Conductivity of théher is zero, electromagnetic waves
should be an example of perpetual motion (no dagnfuinthe energy of the

electromagnetic waves during their journey).
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Thomson did not see this contradiction and didadiat any errata corrige in his Treatise
to take notice of Trowbridge's experiment.

His Treatise (probably) became a textbook in m®tias a matter of fact, to our
knowledge, the question a¥, disappeared from scientific literature.

Einstein (probably) knew, andy, : the two special properties of the Ether, thathis
Theory - becamsuperfluous(14).

Maybe he had occasion to note the wave resistdrbe &ther: B= (o / & )2 = 377

Q (16), but he shows to be completely unaware etltirdspecial property of the

Ether. oy ...until 1925.

In 1925 the experimental results of Miller and Matdon Gale, gave a terrible shock to
Relativity and, in addition, something new came iplay: the forgotten question of .
From 1912 onwards Slipher made the first obsematregarding systematic shifts in
the spectra of the nearest galaxies.

Although the first one, Andromeda, was a blue shaftishifts were soon to predominate
in the list he had compiled by 1925 (60), (61).

Walter Nernst was, probably, the first one to takte of Slipher's observations, in the
same year (1912).

Certainly since 1921 he had focused correctly ergiestion:The most important
aspect of my observations lies in the hypothebsady dealt with in the work | carried

out in 1912, which has already been proven, naitiealybasically the Universés in a
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stationary state. since 1921 | had emphasized, in Structure of thddMp.40, that in
the presence of a freely expanding Universe ofnitdd age, interstellar temperature
should be continually increasing on account of aitn; yet in reality we are certain
that this temperature has remained extremely low.

In order to explain this | then concluded that, limous Ether...thought to be a
conductor capable of assuming energy, a fact wimaly only be disputed with great
difficulty, possesses the ability to absorb radianérgy even if only in extremely small
guantities. One might imagine that this absorptiaruld redistribute the irradiated
energy over the long term, thus returning it to zleeo point energy of luminous Ether.
It may therefore be concluded that even in thadstestate, the temperature of the
Universe can be very low62).

In 1938This concept has since met with experimental ppbobnsiderable importance.
While | was looking for experimental proof of tHeae hypothetical phenomenon, |
came across the famous nebulae redshift and thabghtt contained what | was
looking for, in other words a fall in luminous quam energy only resulting in
diminished frequency, i.e. light absorption...

Let's make the following simple hypothesis forgiteelual disappearance of light
quantum: -d(lv) = H(hv)dt /2/...therefore: In¢p /v) = Ht ...on the basis of this simple
formula, we think we have replaced the fairly uiaigle theory of the exploding
Universe with a much simpler concept of vast ingraré, which also accounts for

redshifts in the most distant objeand it is highly significant that Hubble, one of #
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discoverers of redshifts, should consider the mooelhe expanding Universe to be
unreliable...continuing Hubble's research with a momgowerful telescope.we could
on the other hand arrive at an answer to a veryartgnt question, namely according to
which law the frequency of light quanta is modified

Hubble made the hypothesis of a linear relation:1.84x 10°(1p -v) /v L.Y.

whereas my approach goes like this: t = 1840 In (v, - vIV] L.Y.

In his successive works Hubble still declared ttterpretation of redshift as being a
Doppler Effect to be untrue. He based this on #ut that the decrease in nebulae
luminosity over distance did not proceed as a Depfiffect did, but much more slowly,
thus corresponding to my new interpretation

From an astronomic viewpoint, equatip@/ poses precise limits on the possibility of
penetrating ever greater territories with the aidtloe telescope...at a distance of 1.8
thousand million light years, the energy irradiatiby a luminous source is reduced by
1/3 and so on. At ever increasing distances indaidources of light can no longer be
distinguished...just as in the case with Olber's gara a solution to the

So - called gravitational paradox can be founceguation/2/...in place of the law of
gravity: K = f(m m/ r®) would be: K = f(m n? r?) exp (- rH/c)...

it is important to emphasize that we are not depimth an arbitrary modification to the
law of gravity, as (this modification) has beenr®out by experimental findings

(redshifts, etc)...
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We should hypothesize, as Regener did, that theesofithis radiation is the entire
Universe, as per my hypothesis of 1912 beforehdmisbeen discovered, and following
the ideas behind all of my astrophysical observetia

Regener's important work that | have just quotedtaios the fact thad body in the
Universe absorbing cosmic radiation should heat 1qp2.8°K...

All the individual parts of cosmic radiation undergpon the basis of equatigfi2/ ,a
redshift... of the energy available in the Universeosinof it is required to keep cosmic
radiation constant...this would yet again stressftirelamental importance offered by
the study of cosmic radiation to the fields of Rtgyand Astrophysics...

My guiding conviction has been the study of theothgsis which claims that the
Universe is in a stationary state...in 1912 this higpsis had already led me to
conclude that space must be full of cosmic radmtifurther study of my ideas will
render some parts of cosmic radiation more compnmsiide...As | had already forecast
in 1921, redshift once more forms the basis oftragry...wherebit does not constitute

a Doppler Effect..this final reaffirmation of the point | wish to keacan be proven,
quite independently of any of my studies, by Hubblstronomical measurements,
which also exclude the hypothesis of exploding es@atheory which has never been
included among any of my observationg-or the moment my redshift equation leads to
some physical generalizations which can be dedtroed observations that have not yet
been completed. Howevdngy should be borne in mind.the astrophysical

observations published in my works are an attempteate a coherent, yet physically
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simple concept that broadly answers all the esakqgtiestions even in quantitative
terms...for the moment they do not clash with angrdiimds of experiment...if any
basic objections are to be made in the field ofcasimical research, this is how we are

to discover what the future holds in stof@2).

Einstein's unhappy idea.

The danger constituted by Hubble's experimental datl Nernst's hypothesis of 1921
was finally understood by Einstein, who changeti931 hisunhappy ideaf 1917

about a Stationary Universe, in favour of Bhganding Universadvanced by Friedman
in 1922 (63).

Faced with the experimental evidence of Galaetshift, only two possibilities
existed: 1) to explain the redshifts as a consetpiehthe existence of an Ether
endowed with the special propegiectric conductivityoy .

But this explanation would irremediably destroy &ity.

2)To explain the redshifts as a Doppler Effect, tiuthe expansion of the Universe.
This explanation, in Einstein's opinion, coslveRelativity.

Einstein abandoned thmhappy ideaOnce more he proved to be unaware of
elementary experimental physics: the Doppler Effecsound waves exists because the

speed of sound depends on some specific physiopépres of the medium (Air).
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By analogy the Doppler Effect for light dependstioa fact that the Speed of Light is a
constant depending only on some physical propesfiise Etherg, andy, .

The real constant of the Doppler Effect for ligt i

Co = (€0 Ho) 2=AgVo , NOt G4 =2L/AT = Av.

The existence of a Doppler Effect for light, ireifs means that: a medium (Ether)
exists,endowed with physical properties, andp, which areessentiglnot

superfluous

In 1938 Ives and Stillwell wanted to use tlewly discovered Doppler Effect in canal
raysfor An experimental study of the Rate of a Moving Atdbhock (64).
Unfortunately, Ives proved to be a good experimgstigsicist but a bad theorist .

His poorGraphical exposition of the Michelson Morley expentproves that he never
understood the physical meaning of the Michelsamn8a effect (27), (65).

In addition, Ives proves to be unaware of the wnicston between¢and @, so that he is
unable to understand the meaning of his own exggrim

A first mistake is made by Ives accepting the idkanull effect characteristic of the
experiments of Michelson Morley and Kennedy andrichke (64).

A second mistake is made accepting the definifimnsverse Doppler Effe@r the
effect he wanted to study. A simple glance to tkeeement shows that: there is nothing
transversdn the Transverse Doppler Effect. The quantithéomeasured is the

arithmetic mean of two longitudinal Doppler Effeatsopposite directions (10):



47

The second difficulty...can be avoided by observri@tright angles, but in two
directions, with and against the motion of the [udes; the observations being made
simultaneously by the use of a mirror in the tube.

Under these conditions the displaced Doppler liaesobserved corresponding to
motion toward and away from the observer, and ffeceto be observed is a shift in the
center of gravity of the displaced line with regpeche undisplaced line.

As shown in a previous paper of this series thi2 ehthe center of gravity is expressed
by the equationd = A, (1-V?/ A4, where V is the observed or measured velocitef t
positive particles...the present experiment estagdighis rate (of change of a moving

Atomic Clock) as according to the relatioms v, (1-V?/ )2

where v, (is) the
frequency of the clock when stationary in the Etiréts frequency when in motiq64).
Combining the two expressions farandv we haveAv = Aqvo (1- B?).

Distinguishing betweeny,cand g Ives could have proved that the kinematic veloofty
light on the Earth: g = A Ve is very near to the Electromagnetic Velocity:

Ae Ve OAoVo = G = (€0 Ho) ¥* (10).

Consequently he could have definitely proved that= AV Z Cy; Gu = AoVo(1-B?) =
Co (1- B?) which is theright solution of the Einsteinian paradox: ¢ = c §3).

On the contraryaking for granted¢henull resultsof Michelson Morleyand Kennedy

and Thorndike experiments (which are definitetyr null ) he is in fact supporting

Relativity. Speaking to a reporter (New York Times, 27 A@88, p.25), Einstein
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lauded the Ives Stillwell experiment as the mastctiproof that had been brought forth
in support of Relativity(27).

As a matter of fact lves misunderstandinggaking for grantedhenull results of the
experimentand not distinguishing betweegand ¢, , constituted a support not for the
Larmor Lorentz theory (64), but for Relativity. Mmmver the quantity measureu =
Ae-Ao O(@/2)AoB?; As = M1+ A2)/2=A/(1-B%) (10) has nothing to do with time:
Ag is only the arithmetic mean between the redsimét the blueshift of the light coming
from the same clock .

Unfortunately terrified by theproof of a Transverse Doppler Effeqf27) Ives did not
pay attention to the fact that the existence obager Effect for light is, in itself, a
contradiction to Relativity.

Owing to Ives misunderstandingastein triumphs agai(New York Times, 27 April
1938, p.22) (27), and the Doppler Effect continteetle aRelativistic explanatioror

the redshift.

Solution of the complete wave equation and evaluaitn of g,

Hubble and Nernst understood that the redshith@efNebulae was not a Doppler Effect.

Hubble made reference to anknown physical effecor hitherto unrecognized principle

of Nature (61).
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Nernst made referenceda Ether...thought to be a conductor capable of agsym
energy (61), (62).
Hubble and Nernst seem, both, unacquainted witlsahéion of the complete wave
equatione, Ho (d° F Bt?) +0g o (OF Bt) = AF.  [1]
It is known that, ifo, is so small thab,® can be neglected, then equatid) admits
solutions of the typap= €% g (r - ¢t) [3], whered =0,/ 2¢&y ¢ = RyGo/ 2, r is the
distance between the electromagnetic source arubterver, and &= (Uo/ 80)1’2 O
376.74Q = wave resistance of the Ether (10), (66).
We have therefore:

E=exploBol/2)E(r-af) ;

[4]

H=expGBor/ 2) Ho (r - Got) .

The solutiong4] describe, in a completely general way, the dangsedlations of the
electric and magnetic fields of an electromagnstwge in the Ether.

As is known: 1) the damped oscillations are notgoke, and 2) the pseudoperiod of the
damped oscillations depends upon the amplitude.edewy the way in which the
frequency varies in time is not deducible a priburther information, which only

experiment can yield, is necessary in order to dedloe frequency damping laws.
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This information is provided by the laws of the pelectrical effect, which show that
the energy of an electromagnetic wave is direathpprtional to its frequency.

This allows us to relate the energy density ofdleetromagnetic fields of an
electromagnetic wave to its frequeneyunder any hypothesis about its composition
(whether or not it is considered composed by aemabte of photons of energyi.

Let Wy = Kv, be the initial energy of an EM wave (of a singleton) and

W, = Kv; the residual energy after a path r. We have :

WW, = exp(- Rao 1) =vilvg; Vi =voexp(- R ao 1) ;

AM=Aoexp(Ropl);

Z DM =A1-Ao) Ao =[exp (R Tor) - 1

= z+1l=exp(Rog)= r=(1/Raog)In(z+1) .[5]

Now, the Galactic redshifts could, obviously, beilatited to the damping of the
electromagnetic waves emitted from the various X@in random motion within a
stationary Universe in which a velocity of the gtatronal interaction y>> ¢,

according to Laplace (34), allows locally coordethmotions of clusters and
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superclusters of Galaxies. And measurement ofatighifts and Galactic distances

allows us to determine the quantity, . From these measurements we get (10), (67):

0o = (2.85+ 0.15) x 13° (Q m)?,

[6]

(oo / 2F 03 x 10°2.

Equation[5] links distance r and redshift z of the radiatientdorth by Galaxies.
Comparison between (Hubble) Relativistic linear kavd the logarithmic law which
comes out from Maxwell's electromagnetic wave @gna(l15), (67) shows that, in any
case, the logarithmic law fits experimental datamietter than the linear law (61),
(68), (69), (70), (71); moreover, it has no proldenith the age of the Universe.

The comparison has to be made calculating the ailestbix F, - or the absolute
magnitude M, defined as the magnitude the sourgeldthave if placed at 10 pc (72) -
of any extragalactic source, from its apparent inelwic flux {, (apparent magnitude m)

(72) by the relations

o £ R/[4Tr*(1 + ZJ,



M=m+5-5logr ; r=Ryop) In (1 + z2),

and comparing the results consequent to theséoredatith the results from the

standard model of cosmology (73).

For z > 1/2 , for example (see Fig.19, 20), théed#ince will be unmistakable.

(Mpc)

12 10°

A
H,= S0

= 100

Comparison between calculated distances (luminosity

distances) according to Hubble law and the logarithmic la_w
deducible from the solution of the “complete™ electromagnetic

wave equation.

(A) r = cg/H (gp = 1, smallest Hubble distance)

B)r = (1/Ryop) In(1 + 2).

H, = 50 km/(s Mpc); H, = 100 km/(s Mpc); Ry = 376.74 07
0 = (2.85 + 0.15) x 1072 (@ -m)~%; |
1(Ryog) = 3 X 10° Mpc, 1 Mpc = 3.86 x 10*' m.

Fig. 19
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Absolute magnitudes of galaxies and quasars according to logarithmic law L and Hubble law 1, 2.

(1)z = 0.14 + 0.03; m = 17.33; mumber of objects {quasars): 135
M=m+5-5logr=-2064;r = (/Rgy)In(l + 2)

M(100;1) = m + 5 — SlogDy; D, = (cz)/100

MA50,0.5) =m + 5 — SlogDy; D = RcySON + z — (1 + "7

M] = _20.83; Mz = "'22.41.

(2)7 = 0.5 + 0.02; m = 18.28; number (quasars); 89
M= -2214; M, = ~22.6; M, = —24.31.

(3)z = 1.0 1 0.03; m = 18.63; number (quasars): 140
M= —22.96, M, = ~23.75, M, = —25.6.

(4)7 = 1.5 1 0.05; m = 18.88; number (quasars); 346
M= -2331; M, = —24.39; M, = —26.33.

(5)7=2.0 £ 0.08; m = 19.22; number (quasars): 539
M= 2337, M, = ~24.67; M, = —26.69.

(6)7 = 2.5 £ 0.1; m = 19,19; number (quasars): 308
M= -2368 M, = —25.18; M, = —27.26.

(N7 =30 +0.1; m = 19.21; number (quasars); 132
M= -23.88; M, = —25.56; M, = —27.69.

(8)z = 3.5 + 0.1; m = 19.45; number (quasars): 14
M= —23.8% M, = ~25.66; M, = —27.83.

(9) Galaxy: 4C 41.17
z = 3.8; m = 19.5; number: 1
M= -2386; M, = -25.78; M, = —27.98.

(10) 7 = 4.0 + 0.2; m = 19.73; number (quasars): 13
M= -23.69; M, = —25.67; M, = —27.87.

(11) Quasar PC 1247 + 3406 (Ref. 43)

z = 4.897; m = 19.3; number: 1

M= -2433 M, = -26.53; M, = —28.59,
Recession velocity:

(P -1
v = = (0.944¢, .
1+ +1 0

Fig. 20
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All the extragalactic sources will show an extraoaty absolute flux §-(an
extraordinary absolute magnitude M) if not placetha right distance

r = (1/R, ap) In (1 + z), which is much smaller than Hubblasahce in any of its
versions according to Relativistic Cosmologies)(67

Theenergy effechvo / hv =1 + z is considered due to the existence@gthactric
conductivity of the Etheo, , which decreases the energy of photons withdatthg
their rate of arrival (Hubble and Tolman, 1935B8)(§73), (75).

The existence of thisnergy effecshows that, in addition & andy, , a thirdspecial
propertyof the Ether exists: the electric conductivaty.

Moreover, note that the existence of the tavg, (OF /0t) causes thquestionof
Lorentz invariance of the Electromagnetic wave éqonao vanish (67).

Lorentz transformations were a consequence ofttampt to explain thaull resultof
Michelson Morley experiment. That is: to explainexperimental result which never
occurred in physical reality.

Thesetransformationsand their consequences are obviously experimgntatbundless.
In the case of thExpanding Universeor example, z assumed the valence of an
indicator of recession velocity according to th& (@ttributed to Hubble):v = cz =Hr.
(61) This groundless statement became the originRélativistic paradox as soon as
experimental values: z > 1 appeared (see Figl2iB) paradox was solved by means of

Lorentz transformations.
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Applying Lorentz transformations the recession g#yobecame:

v=[1+2)-14/[1+Z)+ 1.

That is: v is always < c and Relativity is safe.
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Actually there is no paradox:is an indicator of distance, not of recession \aity,
according to the relation: r = (14l&o) In (1 + z) and can assume any value z > 1.
Relativity proves to be once more experimentallyugdless.

Lorentz transformations, in physical reality, aire@y a nonsense.
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Conclusion.

Einstein caméoo soorto a wrong idea as a consequence of wrong infoomat

From 1887 to 1932 we can see a definite coheremte@ntinuity of thenon null
experimental results of interferometric experimewtsich disprove Special Relativity.
In 1913 Sagnac disproved Special Relativity andysated that hisircuit could work as
an Optical Gyroscope (23).

The mechanical vibrations of Sagnac's apparatus etlow theunlockingof the
standing waves. Otherwise Sagnac's experiment wautdinly have been considered
further proof of Special Relativity.

In the 1960's the problem of the locking was disczed and solved technically because
it was already known that®agnac Circuihad to work (anull resultcould not be
accepted) (43).

The second Optical Gyroscope (after Michelson aald)3vas built in 1963 by Macek
and Davis. Today a ring laser Gyroscope can fiptiden of one's hand and is sensitive
to 0.001deg/h (44).

Everyday Optical Gyroscopes on passengers carile@oeing and Airbuslisprove
Special Relativity.

In 1937 Nernst pointed out thidie Galactic redshift does not constitute a Doppler
effect Nernst's Cosmology completely ignored, as irr@teyvthe entire theory of

Relativity, both Special and General. Its cosmalabgimplications, the Big Bang and
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the Expanding Universeere pure fantasgo he haadbviously never considered them of
any importance(62).

But owing to Ives misunderstandings in 1938 the epEffect could continue to be a
Relativistic explanatiofior Galactic redshifts (64).

In 1941 Miller died. But in 1955, at the end of his, the real Einstein was still trying
to cover up Miller's experimental results, usingu@tland's compliance, to avdie
collapse of Relativity like a house of card$0).

In 1942 Nernst passed away, and the real Eingiethtb bury the meaning of his
scientific work saying thaAfter 1930 when Nernst wrote his paper against Relativity
and the Expanding Universiee (Nernst)was overwhelmed by egocentric weakness
(69).

Nernst was consequently forgotten, and when in B$arias and Wilson rediscovered
the background radiation at 2.7°K, Gamow playeéw misinformation trying to
convince everybody that he had predicted correatig, before everyone, the right
temperature of the Cosmic Background Radiatiorherbasis of the Big Bang
hypothesis (75).

On April 4, 1955, Einstein wrote a preface to ttadidn bookFifty years of Relativity

in which he admits thatV/e are very far from having a conceptual basishyfsgcs on
which we can rely (76).

He was right: because Relativity had proved tohieegreatest swindle in the history of

Modern Science. Einstein died on April 18, 1955.
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After 100 years of Einsteinian Relativity n’en reste plus que des ruing®llais), (54).
But the biggest damage is given by the fact thetibminance of Relativity during last
century prevented the majority of the Scientific@ounity to study the Physical
properties of the Ether, considered as a soureaefgy available to mankind.

Men like Trowbridge (57) were forgotten. Tesla’afdriven by the Ether” (1931), (77)
have been put aside by Car Companies, Oil Compan@&nergy Companies, not
interested in a “free energy”: the energy of thiegEt available to everybody for free.

In 1943 Tesla died.

Recently a new Company, Steorn, seems to havewdised again how to tap the
energy of the Ether, a technology similar to Tes|&78).

In the summer of 2006 we decided to start Montrésutical Corporation .
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