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There are several reasons why Einstein’s Speciebijhof Relativity is invalid:

1) The Dilation of Time Conundrum & Dilemma

2) The Relative Position Contradiction

3) The Relative Mass Catastrophe

4) The Photon Mass Catastrophe

5) The Relative Velocity Mystery

6) The Contraction of Space and Time Catastrophes
7) Fixed Space Logic

8) The Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen Paradox

Having deconstructed these reasons in turn, | tvéh reconstruct matters into a thoroughly
computable ontology.

The central method | am employing in this chaptertd simply test for internal logical
consistency. The process whereby this ensuesadeimpt to program a real-time data-model of
Relativity in Visual Basic 6. And this is where nhadf the inconsistencies in Relativity become
apparent.

This is quite a lengthy article, so before | belgimould first like to make the two points that are
the easiest to grasp:

{A} Relativity proposes that space contracts as aacblgpproaches the velocity of light.
Such a contraction has never been observed. Imfany years after Relativity was first
published, it was observed that space is exparelmgly in all directions.

{B} The Michelson Morley experiment can be explainad rbalizing that the medium
through which light is moving, is itself simply miag with the Earth.

{A} proves Relativity to be unempiricdB} is the explanation that replaces Relativity.

Perhaps before continuing, the reader may wanpémd some time pondering these points
carefully and methodically. It may be unwise torgam reading until the reader fully grasps the
implications of these two points.

It is dogma to cling to a theory that has been @noto be completely at odds with empirical
proof. Do not fall into the trap of assuming thatrething must be true because it has been
accepted by many people of high status for a long.tDo not mistake the ability to recall a set
of claims, with the ability to compute the logicabnnections (and indeed contradictions)
between these claims.

Before trying to build the real-time data modelpiiying the Special Theory of Relativity, |

had what | thought was a thorough understandingedativity. | had already solved the many-
body-problem in building more than a dozen compaplications which demonstrated gravity
operating happily between as many as 200 objeata@fen mass in real-time. | fully expected
that | would just need to amend my existing modéhva few quite simple formulae and

observe a slight change in the model’s functionictviivould in all probability be insignificant.

In addition, there was also a fellow on the Frastdlcomforum named ‘Imagine’ who first
showed me that Relativity was deeply suspect. To hiam deeply grateful. Without that



analysis it is quite unlikely that this chapter Wwbunave been written. However the forum
moderator ‘Ice’ became a hihcooland destroyed almost the entire forum in a fitagfe due to
the over-abundance of ‘free speech’ that was tagiage. So alas, | have not been able to return
to thatparticular catastrophe. So there exists perhaps at leasbtbee reason for disproving
relativity which has become lost.

| am not suggesting that the entire body of EimsteTheory is wrong. After all, the atom bomb
and the Hydrogen bomb obviously worked. This analgeals with motion of mass through
space and time, specifically under the force of/iggaBut it seems that one or more points of
unverified mathematical speculation were taken fémt, and from there onwards the false
premises compounded.

The difficulty in this particular study is not segithe falsehood in Relativity, but in trying to
find which parts of the theory are still valid, afrdm there identifying where the errors took
place. Then, the even more arduous undertaking &tempt to reconstruct the theory into a
computable model.

It has been quite a deeply moving process to agdléhe most famous theorist of the last 100
years, purely from a psychological point of viewutBaking on the doctrinaires is becoming a
bit of a habit. And although this task is the mpainstaking | have yet endeavored, it follows on
from the earlier parts of this work, and so | haue choice but to stare such extremity of
adversity square in the face and continue computirggpurely logical manner.

| have tools which none of the earlier contendead: Hfwo decades of experience writing
computer software, and a decade in Psychology. gdwer of these two tools cannot be
underestimated. | also have the historical advant#ghaving their great work to build upon.
The revision of this famous theory was much eabian expected from a computational point of
view. But to make the psychological effort of with do so; to have the psyche to believe it
possible that litle me and my noisy dilapidated &@ld achieve this, was by far the greater
undertaking.

It is just not possible to program a real-time datzdel when the various formulae within that
model are in contradiction to one another. Thissdoet mean that my revision is necessarily
correct. But the real-time data-model has certagtlpwn up the contradictions in Relativity.

The data-model thus becomes a minimal benchmarthéinternal logical consistency of any

mathematical theory.

It would not surprise me if other theorists had awrered the catastrophes outlined in this
chapter, but their attempts to simply articulate truth were ridiculed to death. Being able to
see fault is one thing, but to solve the fault —ctorect the theory — is perhaps what these
theorists had been unable to do. However, mucthefacceptance of the false theory within
Relativity is possibly due to the role it playsmilitary strategy.

Historically it made perfect military sense to ledhe issue confused as to how atomic weapons
and atomic power work. Practical implementation ahdory, very often do not coincide
anyhow. But, it would have been an awful tragedihd likes of Bin Laden had been able to
construct atomic weapons. However, with currenveillance exemplified in the capture of
Mohamed Al-Qahtani, (using satellite technologybelieve that the academic smoke-screen of
Einstein’s Relativity is no longer necessary. Théya@onceivable manner with which one could
evade the surveillance of the American communicatietwork these days would be to use
hand written letters or carrier-pigeons. This isighly unlikely scenario. And anyhow, the
smoke-screen is not going to be as easy to lift Aas been to simply compute through the
math, and then construct this chapter.

It would be misleading to suggest that Relativityaisingle ontology. Even after we separate the
‘Special’ theory from the ‘General’ theory and lojist at the Special part, there are two quite



separate processes. When we deal with E=MC”2 itrizdlsing to do with the interaction
between multiple bodies in space over time at atanf velocities and accelerations. All
E=MC"2 tells us is that mass can be turned intargneSo the empirical measurement of
E=MC"2 was measured independently of the makingtahic bombs. As Feynman informs us:

-9  For this reason poor old Einstein was called the “father” of
the atomic bomb in all the newspapers. Of course, all that meant
| was that he could tell us ahead of time how much energy would be
released if we told him what process would occur. The energy that
should be liberated when an atom of uranium undergoes fission was
estimated about six months before the first direct test, and as soon
as the energy was in fact liberated, someone measured it directly
(and if Einstein’s formula had not worked, they would have mea-
| sured it anyway), and the moment they measured it they no longer
needed the formula. Of course, we should not belittle Einstein.

As we can see, the theory normally follows the ficat and it is only on rare occasions that

theory leads to the practical. But let us not iiab the opposite trap of ignoring theory. Those

rare occasions where the theory leads to the ped@re the occasions that give that big leap of
progress which makes it all worthwhile.

So let me start by demonstrating all the incomgetatements within that part of Relativity that
deals with objects accelerating through spacegit velocity, and leave the atom bomb to those
who have a penchant for such excitement. Afterthls study on Astrophysics started with
trying to understand how Solar Systems form.

1

THE DILATION OF TIME CONUNDRUM

Two unmoving spaceships: A & B are the same digtdrmmn an observation point C.

The observer at point C sends a signal in bottctimes which will reach A & B after the same
amount of time. This signal thus starts both sgapesnoving simultaneously.

Both spaceships accelerate identically and reaglsaime high velocity on their way to point C.

This velocity is close enough to the velocity ofhi so that they should apparently be
significantly affected by time dilation accordingthe principles of Special Relativity.
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At the precise point that they pass by C, both eglaips send a signal which is the measurement
of the time on their own clocks to reach point @e3e signals are marked AT & BT in the
second diagram.

Both spaceships are in a state of perfect symnfietny the perspective of C.

It is therefore clear regardless of the exact valuAT & BT, that these measurements of their
respective times (including any time dilation) Wik equal to one another at the point of passing
C, from the observation point of C.

Thus AT = BT when perceived from the observer at C.

However the signals sent out are also both recdiyetie other ship!

So A receives the signal BT, and B receives AT.réheill be a very small delay in the time
that it takes the signals to pass between the sBgming as the measurement is taken before the
signal is sent (as they both symmetrically passpbint C) this will not affect the actual

measurement, and thus the signals sent will bdign

Both ships each will therefore be able to see ttmatimes of their flight are such that BT = AT
when they arrive at point C.

We do not need to specify any values to see thsidea large effective velocity between A &
B, that there can be absolutely no effective tintatidn between A & B!

This proves that time dilation due to relative veity as specified in the Special Theory of
Relativity can only be a logical and empirical imgsibility!!

THE DILATION OF TIME DILEMMA

Thetime dilation conundrumvas previously published online e time dilation dilemmadt is
essentially the same problem, but | repeat their@ighought experiment here. Many people
could not comprehend the dilemma, which is whyaswephrased as the conundrum.

A andB are small bodies accelerating away from each atherto the force of gravity which is
the result of the much larger yellow and blue stars

B
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What is the time dilation that A and B experienceder the effects of Relativity?

From the perspective d¢f, the bodyB is accelerating away. Thus should experience a time
dilation relative toA. So, time foiB is expected to slow down relativeAo

And yet from the perspective &, it is A that should experience time dilation! Clearly iftho
experience the time dilation, then time will be #ane for both, and the result is that there is no
time dilation.

This is quite a problem. Both andB cannot be suffering from the same degree of tiilaiah
without there being no effective time dilation beem them. Of course if we take the point of
reference to b€, it looks like we solve the problem.
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But bothA andB are still accelerating away from each other witreny effective time dilation.

As we shall see later, the formula for time dilatis derived from the formula for space
contraction and the formula for velocity reducti®@u if we consider that there simply cannot be
a time dilation betweeA andB, then how can there be a velocity reduction betvteem? The
formulae for both time dilation and velocity redioct have the same mathematical origin. The
tragic result of this is that without a velocitydrection, there can be no limit between them as
regards the velocity of light!

Of course it can be insisted that all the calcatatiregarding Relativity must be made according
to the center point. But this is in total violation of the principle #ne core of Relativity: There
is supposed to be no absolute fixed point of refezeat all!

This shows that the Special Theory of Relativityasthe least, incomplete; and at the worst,
fundamentally flawed.

2

THE RELATIVE POSITION CONTRADICTION

This problem further explains how the various pr@sithat comprise Relativity are mutually
exclusive to one another. Consider this straighd:liObjectsC & B are accelerating towards
objectA under the force of gravity.

(=P
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C accelerates more towards B
than it does towards A

Thus objectC has a different acceleration in relation®tdhan it does té.

Now, according to Relativity, the adjustment madléhie velocities would therefore be different
depending on which object it is accelerating towarthe two measurements have a different
proximity to the velocity of light, so the Lorerfiarmulae will reduce velocity differently.

ObjectC is said to suffer from a lesser reduction in viglom relation toA than it does t@.
This is becaus€ is further from the velocity of light when it mavén relation toA, than when
it moves in relation t@.

So! The change in velocity of objeCtunder the effects of Relativity would then be eliént in
relation to the two other objects. The result wolddthat objecC has a different positioin
relation to the other two objects!

So how can an object be in multiple positions rélet to two different objects?
Once more, Relativity causes a blatant contradictio
Of course it will be countered that they are nottlie same time, and space ‘contracts’

depending on relative positioning. But in orderctompute this, we still need to measure such
relations in an objective frame of reference.



If two objects have ‘different times’, then thoseot times still stand in proportion to one
another. We still must calculate such a relatiojectively. The only way this can be done is to
use an over-arching time frame. All other time femmvould have to be in proportion to this. So
the only way to compute relative time is to dos@ioportion to an objective time.

Now the contraction of space has never been obdebwst even if it had, any such contraction
would still be measured according to an objectiaank of reference. How could we possibly
measure any type of contraction, unless we saig#& contracting in relation to something that
was not contracting? If we say that our referemaené is also contracting, then it would be
impossible to calculate it. Such a contraction dookver be objective. It could only be
illusionary.

We commonly observe that a tree on the horizonushmsmaller than the same tree up close.
Our relative position makes it appear smaller. éf place a ruler next to the tree on the horizon,
then the ruler itself appears smaller. But noboaly possibly agree that the tree itself has two
different sizes depending on our relative position.

| am not saying that Relativity is identical to the tree the horizon. What | am saying is that
the objective frame of reference must be a prerbefere we can calculate what a relative
observation will appear to be.

Never mind that relative time is wholly at odds lwiPlanck’s notion of quantum time. Any
difference in ‘times’ still must be measured inat@n to an objective frame of reference, in
order to be measured at all. How can a quantuninaf tlilate without consisting of an even
smaller quantum of time? (I will get back to thasdr).

This is perhaps not making sense to those who haite-exams on the material. They can
always just resort back to the basic principlesR#ativity, regardless of how mutually
exclusive to one another they are; write them downd feel that such constitutes
‘understanding’. The teacher grades the work, atitey have memorized ‘correctly’, then they
get the grades — and this is considered ‘underistgrid

But it all becomes quite clear when one tries tmpote 3 objects in real-time. The real-time
computer algorithm cannot compute the incomputalie. positions of the objects in space, and
their position in time must stand in proportion @oe another objectively. The computer
algorithm always gives contradicting mathematicalag and conflicting visual data, when we
try and compute 3 objects under the principlesaffvity.

Most of calculus is redundant when compared tor¢laétime algorithm. There is very little in
calculus that cannot be calculated better, faatest,more accurately with a real-time algorithm.
Any inconsistencies in premises will be shown upewhrying to execute the program. The
experienced programmer will realize these problerhen trying to begin the construction of
the algorithm with 3 objects or more. The only weg can accept Relativity is to state that the
universe does not operate according to the priesipf logic and mathematics.

If at this point, you are content that Relativigshfundamental errors in its calculations, you can
skip through toPart 10 which begins to rectify the problem by dealing twthe difference
between a wave and a particle.

If you really want to ‘cut to the chase’ — thensko Part 14, which answers the crucial
question:Can we reduce added momentum whilst conserving neotam?’

If you still need more proof that Einstein’s Spédiheory of Relativity is fundamentally flawed
(or are just curious) then continue reading...



3

THE RELATIVE MASS CATASTROPHE

Relativity claims that all velocity is relative andat there is no difference between object
moving away from objecA, or objectA moving away from objedB. In addition it also claims
that there is no point in the Universe that has zefocity. This is due to the Michelson-Morley
experiment (more on this later).

Relativity also claims that an object’'s mass insesaas its velocity increases according to the
Lorentz transformation:

(From Feynman, P. 49)

that the mass of a body increases
with velocity. In Einstein’s corrected formula 7 has the value

g = i (3.1)

V1 — 1)2/62,

where the “rest mass” 7z, represents the mass of a body that is not
moving and cis the speed of light, which is about 3 X 105 km - sec—!

Now it seems blatantly clear to me that these daame logically at odds with one another in
such a way as to be mutually exclusive in purelsngotational terms. How can we consider
that velocity is relative and there is no such ghats a fixed point of reference, and then at the
same time talk of an object being at rest by hatiegt mass’af no point is at rest then there
can be no such thing as rest mass.

But let me take this further: Consider the scenatiere you are located at positién ObjectB
is moving away from you at some small velocity, afgjectC is moving away from you at
some much greater velocity.

(<G ] =B

Now according to the notion that velocity is relati we could equally say that is moving
away fromC at some great velocity; o, is moving away fromf. A is also moving away from
B by some small velocity; oB is moving away fromA. According to this theory, it makes no
difference which is moving away from what, thus dreows (above) are depicted going in
either direction.

But the increase in the mass @f is a large amount relative t€ but it is a small amount
relative toB?

So which one is it? Surely this is a contradictidnhe highest order? We cannot be adding both
increases in mass? For then we would have to isere@ss enormously due to most objects
receding from one another at ever increasing viéscilue to the expansion of the Universe.

Somewhere there is a Galaxy on the other sideeofithiverse moving away from you at near
the velocity of light, thus you are moving awayrfrat, and thus your mass is now almost
infinite. That is just not possible. (Of course /e no way of deciding which is at rest in the
first place.)



A potential answer to this dilemma could be thatweed to allegedly add the sum of these
velocities together before somehow applying theehtz transformation. But let me head this
idea off at the pass. If this were true, we wotleht have to add the velocities of all the particles
in the Universe together first, which are goingaterage zeroAnd, we would need to ignore
the expansion of the Universe to try this.

The Lorentz transformation, at best negates itaelf, at worst is just plain false as it will give
every object in the Universe almost infinite magsve include the expansion of the Universe).
Either way it will not compute.

| posted theelative-mass catastrophen theexploringyourmind.forumotionforum earlier this
year (2014), and within a week | was reading howvklag had refuted all his previous theories
on black holes, even going so far as to say blatéshdo not exist. That paper was not reviewed
by his peers. Do not assume that this topic okihimis cut and dried - far from it.

It all gets messier than this. But | urge the readestay with the argument, for | will resolve all
the catastrophes eventually, but first the knatdefs must be examined from every perspective
so that my conclusion can be seen to be correat &eery angle.

Now consider thigstonishinggquote from Feynman (p. 88):

ing still, but #ore. Astonishing as that may seem, in order for the
conservation of momentum to work when two objects come
together, the mass that they form must be greater than the rest

masses of the objects, even though the objects are at rest after the
collision!

So because two objects are moving towards one and®elativity gives them an increase in
mass as their velocity approaches the velocityightt! The mass is carried over in such away
that if these two objects collide and stand gtign their combined mass is more than the sum of
their masses before they started moving.

How can that work? Do the atoms increase in masthat the atomic mass is not constant? Or
do extra atoms materialize to give added mass?i@mirsg that some atoms have undergone
more velocity changes than others over the histbtpe entire Universe, it would be expected
that there should be quite vast discrepancies @& Wrious masses of atoms. Once more
relativity is proven to be unempirical.

Recently | have been informed that the added nmaswt real, but ‘virtual’ and only exists
relative to the object’s velocity. Yet the aboveotpifrom Feynman clearly states that when the
objects collide, the mass is retained regardle$®wafthe velocity has changed.

But as | have already shown, the concept of redathass breaks down for a much simpler
reason. The formula clearly states that there ghenomenon termed: ‘rest mass’, but in
Relativity there is no such thing as ‘rest’ becatlseobjects are movinglative to each other.
Relative mass fails empirically and also in terrhgsoown internal logic.

Feynman tries to reconcile this by stating thatdabgct that does not undergo acceleration is
the object at ‘rest’. But this still will not workecause if two rockets are moving away from
each other, then no object can be said to be #s¢ dbject’ by any stretch of the imagination —
and none of the other effects of Relativity couiért apply, and the two rockets could have a
combined velocity greater than the velocity of tigind Relativity collapses once more.
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THE PHOTON MASS CATASTROPHE

In the Ohanian textbook | find three referencepliotons having zero mass and two which
claim that light must have mass, because it hasggn€eynman also seems to realize that if
light has energy; and energy and mass are integeladne, that light must then have mass
(Feynman, p. 102). Most theory claims that photwenge no mass.

Many readers should be familiar with the horrendeus 'wavicle’ (even my spellchecker does
not like itywhich has been used to describe the ‘dual natulightf which ‘sometimes behaves
as a particle and sometimes as a wave’. The ‘diailire of light is a blatant contradiction.

What follows is Newton's formula for calculating ethtotal gravity between two objects.
(Previously all that was needed in this treatises wee formula for calculating the force of
gravity acting on one object.)

From Ohanian:

Expressed mathematically, the magnitude of the gravitational force
that two particles of masses M and m separated by a distance r exert on
cach other 1s

where G is a universal constant. The di

And this is how Relativity tries to improve mattdsg increasing the mass according to its
velocity as the object approaches the velocitygbft]

Now the issue of gravitational lensing causes these formulae to flatly contradict one
another. In Newton’s formula, if one of the bodies no mass, then either the ‘M’ or the ‘m’ is
zero and there will be no force of gravity. Sohiétphoton has no mass then it is not subject to
gravity!

But gravitational lensing is empirical proof thatgions are affected by gravity! Hence the
photon must have mass, or Newton is wrong? Seeirtgaugh the laws of Newton have been
used to predict the existence of many celestiabaibj before they were seen, it seems that
Relativity is the theory at fault...

In the second formula (above) called the Lorerdmngformation if ‘v’ as equal to ‘c’ then the
object is traveling at the velocity of light and ssebecomes infinite. So now if the photon has



some mass then that mass is infinite? Even if tteégm has no mass, we still get a division by
zero error!

If v = ¢ then the denominator in the latter formules zero regardless of the mass.

And yet, theCompton affec{Ohanian, p. 910) shows that photons impart moomentThe
formula p = mv then proves that a photon must haass or else the photon could not impart
momentum. The momentum of the photon would be #ét® mass is zero. We can use p = mv
to calculate the mass of the photon, which is ilsmantum divided by the velocity of light.

Many theorists seem to prefer allowing Newtorspinin his grave rather than Einstein. That is
why it is more pervasive to read about a photorirtgamo mass, than it is to have people declare
Einstein wrong. The torturous concept of thavicletries to warp our minds into accepting that
these two ideas are not contrary, and the notichesft space’ is bundled in to bully our brains
into submission.

I have already shown how Newton’s law divides Bytorthe power 2 precisely because it is
confined to 3-d space in a previous chapter. dustrhind you:

Any process spread out at three times the distacmeers nine times the area.
The inverse of the square law is precisely confirtedhree dimensions.

Now if space is bent (which | do believe to be Irilen the law of gravity will bend with it, and
therefore nothing strictly existing within this lespace will be affected by the bend!

Let me demonstrate the above idea in simpler teDrsw a star with an elliptical orbit around
it (or an advancing ellipse for that matjeon a piece of paper, such that it complies with
Newton’s law of gravity. Now if | bend or buckleelpiece of paper, then the mathematical
relationship between the star and the orbit will clkange from a perspective confined to that
piece of paper. Or if you prefer, use an orbit gamith a bendable computer screen. Bending
the screen does not affect the laws within theestre

The diagram in Ohanian from much earlier in the jgteat on Quantum gravity cheats! It chops
out a piece of the paper! Bent space is not ‘chdppat’ space. I'd like to see the formula for
‘chopped out space’! Let alone the real-time corepapplication!

Yes, space is bent. We can determine this becdubke expanding Universe. The only way that
the most distant Galaxies can be retreating atfdstest velocities is by realizing that the
Universe is expanding in all directions at the saime. The only way that the Universe can be
expanding in all directions at the same time isalbe it is a four-dimensional sphere. And a
sphere always has a curve to it regardless of hamyrdimensions it has.

We can see this because of the popular balloorogyalf we are positioned at one point on the
surface of an expanding balloon, then the pointshef expanding balloon that are the most
distant from us will expand away from us at thedasvelocity. So the shape of our Universe
can only be a four-dimensional expanding spherel thie surface of any sphere is always bent.



But if we draw a circle on that balloon and pudinger into it, to cause a dent, then the line of
that circle may appear distorted from our perspectbut anyone confined to the surface would
have their perspective also dented, and so woulchatice the dent. Any law that is strictly
confined to the surface bends with the surface.

As | said in another chapter: to describe gravitypbant space makes mathematical sense. But
the phrase ‘gravitis bent space’ is entirely different from ‘graviynd bent space’. If gravitis
bent space then bent space is already accounteddorannot be added a second time!

If we consider gravity tde bent space, then the laws of Newton must stillyappnd, if an
object has no mass it will still not be affectedtbg bent nature of space if gravity is the cause
of the bend. Of course the very notion that anagéfected by the force of gravity can have no
mass, | have already shown to be impossible.

So | constructedrbit-game-10.exdéo demonstrate the theories in real-time computathnd
this is what | noticed:

The photons move left to right. In the first graphiabove), some photons are naturally
magnified by the force of gravity. In the secondga (below), Maxwell’s limit on the velocity
of light has been imposed. Notice that this magsithe lensing effect of gravity. Obviously if
the light isnot allowed the benefit of increased velocity duette gravity-assist (slingshot or
whiplash effect), then the light will bend more. NV& you don’t think that is obvious, then just
build a computer program and see for yourself.

These images are obviously exaggerated somewhataniextremely large gravitational force
as well as large quanta of time. But other than, tt@ principle is that of gravity. So Newton
and Einstein are at odds. Feynman suggests thmtitigoent more than we would expect it to
(Feynman, p. 144). But if the photon has no mass thwould not be expected to bend at all!
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THE RELATIVE VELOCITY MYSTERY

According to Relativity, as an object approacheswélocity of light, momentum that is added
in purely Galilean (or Newtonian) terms has to ugdea transformation so that it only ever
approaches the velocity of light and never readheSo if a starship is moving at half of the
velocity of light and it fires a missile which islculated to also move at half the velocity of
light, the net result is that the missile only mewat 4/5ths the velocity of light

The following formulamust be expressed with velocity in terms of ‘C’ (thdogity of light).
Thus all the velocity values entered into this fatsnmust be less than, or equal to one,
expressed as a fraction of the velocity of light.

From Ohanian:
U, TV
K = >
Loz 1

The new velocity is the sum of the two velocitieégadked by one plus their product.

The formula for the ‘combination of velocities’ derived from the two fallacies of dilated time
and contracted space which are to follow in thet sektion. So go ahead and place some values
into the formula and see how well it works. Thialhg seems like a nice formula. | would not
want to hurt it.

And yet, if our starship is stationary and fires missile, then that missile suffers from
none of the effects of Relativity

If one of the velocities is zero then Relativityshao effect. Put that data in the formula and see
for yourself.

The problem here is that no missile just jumpsgdritended velocity. It starts off slowly, and
accelerates. So it is not really possible to jush ghe velocities. We are in a very similar
dilemma to Zeno’s Paradox here. We need to cakwaery tiny increase in velocity with
every microscopic adjustment over every quantarétIf we do this, then the missile will
have a different calculated velocity as to whendwenot do it this way.

If every split-second the missile is losing sometefadded velocity according to this formula,
then we have a problem, because if we do not uaatgm time, then one of the velocities is
zero and then we do not lose any potentially addddcity due to Relativity(How is it even
possible to have zero velocity in relativitylhe accelerating missile loses velocity whereas th
instant missile does not. That is two differentvees.

If, for example we jump four times in periods 01G0.we get a different answer to if we jump in
two periods of 0.2C.

Another example: If we jump to 0.25C and then againther 0.25C to 0.5C, then the second
jump is contracted, the first is not. If we jumpagght to 0.5C then there is no contraction at all.



Quantum time is the only way to solve this. We adrjamp in large amounts, and the smaller
we make quantum time, the smaller that first jurspgbing to be (the one that has no
contraction). The margin of error is in proportimrhow accurate quantum time is measured at.

But if a photon comes into existence at the vejootftlight then the formula adds up to one,
which is quite fine as that is the velocity of ligh have called this a ‘mystery’ rather than
‘catastrophe’ as the formula works. The formulanisrely inaccurate, and not ‘wrong’. But then
again, as we shall see, the light-barrier is ndtegso sacred either! But quantum-time is an
imperative.

6

THE CONTRACTION OF SPACE AND TIME CATASTROPHES

Apparently, Relativity requires us to contract spaand also to slow down time when the
velocity gets extremely high. The ’'Lorentz Transfiations’ are the calculations which are
derived from the formula used for the summing dbeiies. Or the summing of velocities can
be derived from the Lorentz transformations if ymefer (Feynman p. 79-81). The following
simplified formulae are quoted from Ohanian (p.431):

As you can easily see, the changes to space aediditow the same calculation as that of the
mass eatrlier.

The x gives the contraction of space, and theagthe slowing of time. If V = 0 (zero velocity)
then there is apparently no change in either spa¢ene. As V approaches 1 (the velocity of
light) the changes approach infinity as the denatoinapproaches zero. So at near the velocity
of light, time supposedly almost stops and spaceibes very tiny.

When Einstein first postulated the idea that addedcity contractsspace in 1905 (Hawking p.
20), it was not known that the Universe vweagpanding Hubble’s empirical observation for the
expansiorof space in 1929 (Hawking p. 42) contradicts trenfula forcontractingspace.

This is a clear contradiction. And it is Einsteimsmthematical Philosophy that is in error. That
is, his interpretation of the math is at faultidtnot the calculation that is incorrect, but the
meaningof the calculation iphilosophical termghat is wrong.

One of the mistakes the Relativists made is that two formulae are derived from the
contraction of velocity Feynman takes us through these calculations (Ragnp. 79-81). So, if
we calculate that added velocity is less, thenehe® formulae (of space contraction and time
dilation) have already been applied!

On a first reading, you will not want to read teistire quote. Just note the highlighted parts.
The first two highlights are the more complex vhoias for the change in space and time, and
the second last highlight is the result for therfola of contracted velocity.



The final result is that added velocity is losB©.+ 0.5C = 4/5C

Earlier formulae are simplifications of those ir tfollowing quote. This is a most vital part of

the analysis, as it shows how perfect math witroirect philosophy of that math leads the
analyst astray.

But poor old Lorentz never used these formuladis way himself at all! Lorentz’s work has
been debased by the Relativists.



Tangled indeed! Hawking claims that Lorentz didtptage the contraction of space and dilation
of time (Hawking p. 20). | am not concerned abottownade the philosophical error. (My
guess is that | trust Ohanian on this one.) Butethare even more contradictions with
contracting space and dilating time than this.

The problems become evident when we try and cakeutere than two particles with varying
velocities. This is similar to the relative-massasdrophe, in that we are expected to contract
space and time differently in relation to differguarticles. Never mind the time issue, just
consider the space issue for now.

If a block of space contracts differently relatite every particle in the Universe, then the
entire concept of space becomes increasingly cortgd with the more particles we take
into account.

In the following diagram four objects are depict€d:R, B, P, as well as an empty unmoving
space labeledY’. The objects are moving away from’ ‘as the arrows of the relevant colors
show.

The numberd,2,3,4below the Y’ representthe contractions in space thatwill experience
(not their real positions This is how thefour pairs of objects moving away fronYy will
contract.l is the contraction betweéhandB, and?2 is the contraction betweéh andP, etc.(l
have not shown the contraction betwézandR as we are only interested in the spacgSo
any object that may be in positidhis going to be increasingly contracted with therenabjects
we add either side of it.



If we consider thatc and P are Galaxies on the edge of the perception ofbib&t radio
telescopes, then their velocities are going touwtelose to the velocity of light, so contraction
2 at positionY is going to be most extreme!

Can you see the problem yeDo(you feel particularly contractefdSeeing as though every
point at a far distance from us is moving away frosnat velocities increasingly approaching
the velocity of light, and all these particles haemtractions, then we should have all contracted
into such a narrow bit of space that we should lzdieut disappeared by now.

Of course contracted space makes no sense forretsons.

| have already mentioned the main problem is that @ Hubble’s red shift or Doppler affect,
empirical observations show that the Universe i$ ecuntracting. The Universe is in fact
expanding.

A possible way out of this dilemma is that if oligeenoving away from each other cause a
contraction in space, then objects moving towands another could cause an expansion in
space.

However, | read nothing of this suggestion in axt.tAnd it only slightly saves the day. If we
ignore the expansion of the Universe (hypothetyydhen expansions and contractions together
will add up to something so close to zero it maylwe zero. Of course there is no reason to
ignore the expansion of the Universe, but | amftjystg to cover all possibilities.

Surely if objects moving away from each other casisace to contract, then objects moving
towards one another should cause it to expand 2dairare they saying that once some space
has contracted, the space stays contracted forévini® is true then the Universe should have
long since contracted itself into almost nothingnes

But the sad contradiction in Relativity is that rigsults in the ridiculous notion that the
expanding Universe should cause the Universe ttraxin The Galaxies expanding away from
us are moving away at the fastest velocities! Arad tannot add up by amsyretchof the most
contractedof imaginations.

Is it computable for time to slow down? In somdanses it is, but in at least one instance it is
not. As an object gets closer to the velocity ghtitime is said to slow down more and more, so
that when it reaches the velocity of light, timeulbbe infinitely slow: it would stop.

In this formula if v = 1 then the velocity is that of light, so thbange in time
is divided by zero. This means that time would fifnite. The object would then come to an
absolute stand still if it was moving at the vetgciof light. And yet photons and
electromagnetic waves are certainly not standiitig st

Of course the Relativists are going to answer ithatonly from one or other perspective that it
is standing still and experiencing time slowed ddaran infinite amount. But that makes no
sense as the photon clearly departs from an ataheallides with another atom at two different
times according to either perspective.

Relative time results in an answer which is matheically contradictory, which is
incomputable, and which is counter-empirical for phomena traveling at the velocity of
light.
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FIXED SPACE LOGIC

Consider four objects. Red object moveso the rightaway from aBlue stationary object.
A Green object moves away fromRurple stationary objecipwards

TheRed object is moving at a velocity of 6/t, whereas @reen object moves at 2/t.

In the Newtonian (or Galilean) paradigm, tRed andGreen objects daot collide.

At time=3 theGreen object is in the square, whereas theed object has moved one
square to the right of that.

According to Relativity, the space between el andBlue is contracted more than the space
betweenGreen andPurple, simply becaused is moving faster thaGreen.

So when thé&reen moves into the block, it is moving into contracteded-Blue space.
But the contractedreen-Purple space is contracted differently to tRed-Blue space as the
objects are traveling at different velocities anddifferent directions. And yet they are both
expected to contract that same block with diffex@mnttractions at the same time.

So we are left with two contradictory calculatidnsmake in the same time and place, both of
which cannot be true. If we try and sum both thogetractions, then we have to sum up all
such contractions, and the result of this has dyrdeeen shown to be illogical in the previous
section: If we sum all the contractions, the entinezerse would collapse into nothingness.

The nature of space being contracted defiestheori concept of logic itself. Relativity asks us
to imagine a dream-world, where a position in sgag®t the same position in space that it is.
Such a concept as ‘this point in space’ can frefy itself as if it were an apparition of
Xanadu! The yellow block is where it is, and it is alsoeglbere, at the same time as not
actually being where it should be.

This defies any attempt at objective calculationnffacted space is illogical as it requires the
premise of fixed space to begin with. So the casiolu to the calculation is at odds with the
assumption that the conclusion is built on. Itkelitrying to pick yourself up by your own
bootstraps.



Any distortions can only be measured by comparhmgsé distortions to that which is fixed.
When we alter an object’s position in space (oe)imve can only do so in terms of reference to
undistorted space (or time).

So individual ‘contractions’ can only be a change ivelocity through fixed space and
fixed time.

Even if we contract space and time regardlessettmplexity, we still have to measure those
contractions relative to that which is not contealctThen all we have actually done is alter the
velocity! It makes no sense to alter space or tionégy velocity can change.

We can try the notion of saying that each contoacin space only applies to each pair of

particles. If we try and say that, then the yelkguare contracts differently for each interaction.
But that makes no sense because then the notigpace ceases to exist. “So”, says the devil on
my shoulder, “space does not exist, so what?” Viféll, does not exist then how can they say it

has been contracted?!

In Visual Basic 6, wecan actuallygive each particle its own event timer; so tha thte at
which each of those objects moves is not only dutaé number of pixels it moves (velocity).
But the movement is also due to the speed at whigldo each calculation. These speeds-of-
calculation can differ for each object, and theespef each event timer can be altered up or
down as we want them to. So contracted time is sgraecomputable. Of course each event-
timer is going to be different relative to all thther event timers, so once more we have many
contradictory times depending on which object ivisare calculating in relation to.

Even if we just fudge it and ignore those many ramittions and just focus on two timers it
still makes no difference. Those two timers stéingl in proportion to one another.

Conceptually: If we divide the speed of the timardculation (time) by two, it gives the same
result as if we divide the number of pixels moveeldcity) by two.

‘Slowing time’ is just another way of slowing veltc ‘Contracting space’ is the same
calculation. At least as far as two objects onrtbein are concerned, the result is conceptually
the same. More than two objects in contracted spaase the problems already outlined. Space
is spread out in universal terms, whereas timebeasomewhat calculated in local terms.

What happens to the space in between the two objdd¢he space is contracted?

What about a stationary object that happens tohbeetquarters of the way between two
objects? Does its movement change now becaussphet is contracting? If so then it is not a
stationary object at all! But we have already defiit as stationary? So that is a contradiction in
terms!

It is tempting to now suggest that tepanding Universenay also fall foul in the same manner,

but not so. The expansion of the Universe takesepéaenly over time. That can be calculated.
Whereas these contradictory contractions here tigptake place differently for different pairs

of objects within a single iota of time.

We can stretch a piece of paper or calculationa computer screen without any contradiction.
But we cannot stretch it in contrary directionstls same time. We cannot stretch it and
contract it simultaneously depending on which disjeee are calculating. That would be asking
us to do opposing calculations.

We can try sum up the contrary contractions ancesions in a pre-calculated matrix, (in the
way | solved the many-body-problem) but then we apdwith a Universe which should be
contracting in an extreme fashion. Yet the Univeéssgbserved to be expanding! And because it



is this expansion itself that results in the latgegremities of velocity; Relativity stands in dta
contradiction to the observed Universe, most egfigcivhen we try and apply it to every
particle in the expanding Universe simultaneously.

Now! | have said that we can stretch space witlvoutradiction, but earlier | showed that our
calculations for gravity were unaffected by stratghspace. Whether it is light or gravity or
anything else, that that is being calculated, theeiise of the square phenomenon is rigidly
confined to the three-dimensional space within Whiexists. Any phenomenon that decreases
by the inverse of the square is perfectly spreadirodhree-dimensional space. The diagram
from earlier should make this clear.

The law of gravity is confined to three-dimensiosphce, but the geometry of space itself is
four-dimensional. That is why we can expand thevdrse in four dimensions, but not affect the
three-dimensional law of gravity when doing so. Wlige balloon inflates, the phenomenon on
its surface inflates with the balloon.

However, it is interesting to note that we seemded two similar, but different, types of space.

The expansion of the Universe has been measuréed,duch space is expanding it can only be
expanding in proportion to something that is ngbading. So our three dimensions of space
are expanding in a fourth dimension, but only ilatten to fixed four-dimensional space. There
must be two subtly different ‘types’ of space totHis.

| would need two different matrixes of variablesdrder to compute expanding space. The
expanding space is calculated proportionally to-egpanding space. Just like the surface of the
balloon is not the same as the space in whichekj@nding!

However, | read two ways in which it was postulatedt space is said to contract. The one
outlined already is a result of a direct applicatiof the formula via Feynman. The more
pervasive interpretation is that it is not spacat tis contracted, but instead just the object
moving that somehow shrinks.

But there is no way that the formula distinguishégtween the object and the space it is in!

| assume that this other interpretation of merbly dbject contracting was fudged in order to
compensate for illogical conclusions similar to 4booutlined here. But how can the object
contract, and not the space it is in? The formatettie change in distance measures space, not
anything else.

A blue object is moving away from a red object (Lpnly the blue object (and not space itself)
contracts then what happens to the fractions afesfi@) colored yellow? The only logical result



(3) would be that the surrounding space expanéii the gap. This expansion is contrary to the
formula stating that space contracts!

Of course what happens to an object moving veljigadst (3) can only be incomputable. So
even if we ignore the fact that it is space whiglsupposed to contract and fudge it so that just
the object contracts; then we still end up witloatcadiction in terms, because the space next to
the object then expands to fill the gap.

The internal logic required to construct a compatgorithm will suffer no such ideas to persist.

Never mind that nowhere in the formula can we daageany such difference between the space
itself and the specific object at all...

8

THE EINSTEIN-PODOLSKY-ROSEN PARADOX (EPR PARADOX)

Many studies have been made of these famous exgaism do not wish to repeat what others
have said on the topic. Einstein rejected the tesd they seemed to indicate that wave patterns
were being transmitted faster than the velocitligift. | have read the original documents some
twenty years ago and was satisfied then that teeyodstrated a signal being transmitted faster
than the velocity of light; albeit on a scale thets not at all useful for any commercial purpose.
The distance transmitted was far too small to er@ataster-than-light telephone. But it is just
worth mentioning that there is empirical evidenat tproves Einstein’s theory on Relativity is
(at the least) empirically inaccurate.

But we do not need to contrive ‘very expensive’teso experiments to see that the velocity of
light can be contravened. If a photon is movinghat velocity of light, and it is spinning, then
the part of the photon that is spinning is goinpéomoving faster than the velocity of light.

The Relativists will try and argue away the addethtional velocity by some or other
contraction of space or time. But | have alreadgwah that at the velocity of light their
calculations will prevent the photon from movingaditas time should stand still. The photon
should become frozen in time by a very simdaision-by-zero-errothat left poor Hercules in
second place to a tortoise for several millennia!
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DECONSTRUCTION

Relativity is most easily proven wrong in this gties:

The photons pl & p2 are emitted from a light bullopposite directions at the velocity of light.
What is the velocity of pl in relation to p2 accamd to relativity?

Well relativity suggests that no object can be mgvaway from another object at faster than the
velocity of light. So if we know that p2 is movirayvay from the light bulb at the velocity of
light, and relativity tells us that p2 is moving awfrom pl at the velocity of light, then
relativity results in the contradiction that pInist moving away from the light bulb.

Now!!!

It is one thing to happily destroy a ‘Special’ theowhich has been idol-worshipped for
the better part of a century. It is quite anotheo find out precisely where the theorist
went wrong, what parts of the theory still hold &y and to rebuild the theory into a
logical structure which improves our understanding.

| shall make what seems to be a logical theoretittempt at this. | am not sure what to call this
theory, so for now it shall be terme®lum Theory It is a return to the reliability of Newton, but
summed together with some ideas salvaged fromdtiristEra.

In doing this, | had to carefully consider whystthat misconceptions were taken as true. There
must have been good reasons to make the errorghanatimary method used in finding the
new theory was to ask such a question as ‘whyttig think mass increased as added velocity
decreased?’

This has been a far more arduous task than simpljzing that Relativity does not add up. So,
to the reader that is precocious enough to findiflan what | have saidvyou had better be
careful! You will need to give a better answer thahis if you can find such flawsl! shall
explainSum Theoryby asking a series of questions and then answérgg, in such a manner
as to build up a clearer picture of the Universeoiti of those contradictory, counter-empirical,
and unintuitive notions within Relativity. Some thiese questions were offered earlier, so | am
hoping the reader has an idea as to how to begiwexing them. The questions run as follows:

10) What is the difference between a wave and aipka?

11) Why did the relativists think mass increasedwadded velocity?
12) Why did they think that time slows?

13) Why did they think that space contracts?

14) Can we reduce added momentum whilst conservirgmentum?
15) How can the Michelson-Morley experiment be exipled?

16) Istime a dimension like space?



You may want to spend some time pondering thosetiques as a unified set of questions
before continuing. After answering them, | will nealan attempt at answering some other
nastier questions in a more theoretical mannersiden

17) What is a magnetic field?

18) A relationship between the Heisenberg uncertgiprinciple and the EPR paradox?
19) Why are some objects invisible?

20)  Wherefore spin?

The number of catastrophes within Relativity islesgl. Almost every time that | reevaluate this
chapter, | discover another contradiction. It wobkltedious to document them all. So let us
begin the inquisition:

10

WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A WAVE AND A PARTICL E?

We all have a good intuitive sense as to what aghais. A particle has solidity to it. There are
gaps between particles, and the forces which hattigies together, give groups of particles the
appearance of being a single solid entity. We athvk what is meant by ‘the appearance of
being solid’ well enough to grasp the meaning ofatvsolid’ means. A sand-castle is not
entirely solid, but when it behaves as a solidtgnif has all the properties of a particle. The
terms ‘entity’ and ‘object’ are here synonymoushwiiarticle’.

But what is a wave? And of course, what is thatilahimera: ‘wavicle’? Well this is the point
where | have to cry “foul”, as the term ‘wavicles a contradiction in terms. This is because a
wave is a relationship between particles. A waval$® a relationship that a particle has with
itself over time. Thus a wave is a mathematicalstmect and has no physical object status and
cannot in any way be a particle. A typical waveha ocean is just water molecules arranged in
the mathematical shape we call a wave. This waedfihas existence only as a mathematical
relationship between the particles of water.

We have already seen earlier when describing tire afpair molecules in the ‘principles of
flight' chapter, how a rotation and a wave exhibi¢ same mathematical structure. They are
both termedsinusoidal

The mathematical essences of waves and circlebadhethat of the Sine curve. And the Sine
curve, being a mathematical relationship betweentpa@an also describe a rotation. (This is
why we use the Sine and Arcsine function in calingarotating angles). Thus a wave has a
frequency, which is the time taken for the pattermepeat itself. Anything which oscillates or
rotates has such a frequency over time, whichuis threlationship that an object has with itself.

So when we say that a photon exhibits an increafeguency, what do we mean? An increase
in frequency is always an increase in energy, aseéems clear to me that such an increase in
the frequency of a photon can only be an increagled rotation of the photon.

Or at least, if a photon consists of a number ddllanquanta, (in a ‘packet’) then those quanta
are each rotating faster when the frequency ineseds is a misconception to think that light
moves up and down like a wave in the ocean, ftntligoves in a straight line. So what can the
frequency of the photon actually measure other itsarotation?
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WHY DID THE RELATIVISTS THINK MASS INCREASED
WITH ADDED VELOCITY?

... to preserve the conservation of momentum. As fFeyntells us:

A certain force must result in a particular momemtu

As long as we preserve the velocity of light asimpenetrable barrier, and as long as we
preserve the principle of the conservation of mamenwe have no choice but to increase the
mass Or so it seems. But appearances can be deceptive.

Einstein had already calculated that mass canrpedunto energy, so it seemed to make sense
that now energy was turning into mass. But in dearcreaction the elements that react change
form. Whether it is the Uranium atom being splitirsmaller atoms, via fission; or in fusion,
when hydrogen is fused into helium, the very atosiiccture of the atoms change. But the
reverse process does not occur here because aechmamglocity does not change the atomic
structure of the body that is moving.

12

WHY DID THEY THINK THAT TIME SLOWS DOWN?

... because of Muons.

It would be very easy to get lost in the sub-atomdarld at this point. But a brief outline is in
order. There are a vast many weird entities thaglhit the sub-atomic world which we
commonly think only to consist of protons neutroelectrons and photons. Most of the other
entities are unstable and only exist for a tinytipor of time, whereas the well-known entities
are stable and seem to persist forduatess somebody throws a Hadron-Collider at them.)

Essentially a Muon is similar to an electron bud Zitnes heavier, As Feynman tells us (p. 62):



| have already expressed my reservations aboubdkien that time slows down. Simply put,
any slowing of time can only be measured in terfsinoe that does not slow down, and a
reduction in velocity gives the same mathematicshsurement without time slowing down.

A slowing of time and a slowing of added velocitg a@ssentially the same calculation done
twice. The formula for one is derived from the atfleeynman, p. 80-81). A simpler example:
We can describe the formufa= B - C asA = - C + B. But using one formular the other is
not the same as using the omed the other. (Because then we dget= 2B - 20). When |
program the computer | can use either formula ira-time computation and get the same
result, but if | use both, the answer is quiteetiit.

And | see no reason that the Muon cannot simphjidexger for any number of reasons.

Let me give an analogy. A stone skimming acrosé/er rappears to last longer with added
velocity. The stone’s interaction with its mediuthg water) preserves iggpparent existence’.

Consider two stones skimming across a river, onelwhounces once and disappears a yard
away from me, and another that bounces repeatedlyreaches the other side. | could do a

calculation which ‘distorts time’ in much the samanner as the Muon, showing that from an

external viewpoint, time appears to have slowedtierstone that reaches the other side. They
would both appear to exist for the same amouritved from their own viewpoints.

Another analogy would be to roll a coin acrosstdetabut viewed at a distance from the side, so
that once it falls over on its side, it cannot bers The faster | role the coin the longer it [Essi
due to its interaction with its medium (the tabl@nce more | could do a calculation showing
that from the perspective of the coin, the durati@pent rolling was the same for both the fast
and slow coin, but for the person viewing it, thstér coin had a local dimension of time which
slowed down.

In all the examples ‘slowed time’ for the stonesins, or Muons, can yield the same result. But
a change in velocity also yields the same resu#a®y, slowing velocityand time is not the
same as slowing velocity time.

Apparently various clocks have been perceiveddw slown at large velocities. But any clock-

like mechanism requires pressure to build up beffotieks over. When a clock accelerates, it
does so under force. So a clock’s mechanism witkvaifferently when accelerating. | read no

details which take this factor into account at Bilen the atoms in an ‘atomic cock’ are subject
to pressure as the atoms themselves are subjeadsure.

13

WHY DID THEY THINK THAT SPACE CONTRACTS?

This was just a mathematical result of what hasedwefore. But | know of no experiment that
can prove this or even demonstrate it in strict gotational terms. (The internal logic of
contracted space breaks down with multiple objdmi$ the internal logic of contracted time is
somewhat computable.)

It is one thing to be able to give two objects ithmivh event-timer objects in the computer
program; but quite another to try and contractgjb@ces on the screen. When the space between
two objects is contracted, the calculation can be etgeth But the moment a third object
moving differently to the other two enters the spaetween the first two objects, the various
contractions contradict one another.

So it makes no sense to confuse thlationship between the objects (their velocity) with the
physical space between them. And, if we only cantthe object then this causes the space



around that object to expand. These problems beaganegly apparent, when one considers
that the contraction in space has already beenuatet for in the reduction of added velocity.
The formula for one is derived from the other, lseytare technically the same formula.

14

CAN WE REDUCE ADDED MOMENTUM WHILST CONSERVING MOME NTUM?

This is the crux of matters!

Of course this appears contradictory. But we dadrteedo this to stop the object from going
faster than the velocity of light. How can we pbsssimultaneously reduce momentum whilst
conserving it? And Sum Theory hinges on resolvihg tdilemma. If we answer ‘no’
categorically here, then obviously | am wrong...

But first we must just note that mathematically, nemtum here plays the same role as velocity.
| could just as easily have asked ‘Can we redudecdelocity while conserving velocity?’ It is
just more accurate to use momentum. And it is (gai®y to answer this:

The lost added momentum of the particle has beca@angular momentum!
That'’s right. ‘Spin’ solves the problem.

This answer negates both notions of the contractfdime and spacéNeither of which should
ever been applied because they had already beeouated for in the reduction of added
velocity anyway)Conservation of momentum is upheld by convertingdr momentum into
angular momentum. Even the limit on the velocitylight has been upheld. This also does not
contradict the expansion of the Universe like cactied space does. The formula for added
velocity is mostly upheld, so long as we use quantime in order to avoid the inaccuracies
mentioned earlier. E=MC”2 is preserved as energiyraomentum are preserved. That part of
Einstein’s theory is untouched by this analysis bsee no obvious reason to doubt it.

Of course we can now discarelative massvhich made no sense as it required the concept of
rest masavhich was itself in contradiction to the very cept of Relativity. Added mass was a
calculation that was assumed in order to presérweonservation of momentum. This was their
major error. All that followed after this was besauof this. The m in p=mv was simply
increased to keep p the same while v was decreds$iggu go back to the quote of Feynman
where | askWhy did the relativists think mass increased wittdeed velocity?Then you will

see this precisely.

This also explains the nature of the Doppler afffc beam of light is shone from the front of
an accelerating spaceship, then as the ship stamsove faster, the frequency of the light
increases because the added momentum of the phetmmes increased photon spin. IE, the
light turns bluer as the velocity increases. Blightl has a higher frequency because it spins
more. The lost added energy has become rotatioeat)g.

The key to understanding both Relativity and Sunedri is that conservation of momentum

must be upheld. | would love to waffle on and owwtthis, but the answer is just that simple.
However there are some implications to consider:

15

HOW CAN THE MICHELSON-MORLEY EXPERIMENT BE EXPLAINE D?

First | need to describe this experiment before-éxplain it. In order to try and do this in the
simplest possible terms, | have devised a simigegament which for all intents and purposes



is logically and empirically the same; that iswitl offer the same result. Although my version
of the experiment is simpler to understand thanattginal, it is not quite the same. There are
plenty of websites that describe the original.

The question they were trying to answer was to firiebre zero velocity is. If velocity is not
relative, then all velocity must be calculated adom to a fixed point in space. Of course they
needed to do this as they had calculated that eéhecity of light must be constant. So if the
laboratory they are measuring from is at a fixedhp@n space at midday, then it must be
moving away from that point at midnight. This ischase the Earth’s rotation will now be in the
other direction to what it was at midday. The canstature of the velocity of light will then
reflect the difference between those measuremantsfixed space would then be calculated.

If the centerof the Earth is unluckily at the fixed point inag@ during this reading, then it will
not be so in six months time. This is because #ecity of the Earth’s orbit itself will run in

the opposite direction and the difference in vedloaf light should then be noticed by
subtracting the difference between the two readifged space could then be ascertained.

The term ‘ether’ was used to describe ‘fixed sparel any changes to the velocity of light were
to be termed ‘ether wind'. So the velocity of lighhould be marginally different at these
different positions in space if light was movingaing to a fixed point in space.

And yet, the ‘ether wind’ could not be detectede Melocity of light was rigidly unmoved. And
so the theory of Relativity was seen to be the ovdy to explain these experiments. Light just
had to be constant in all reference frames asithathow it was measured empirically.

Now let me re-explain this using a simple analogy.

Assume that some dubious alien scientists on adwtebs advanced than ours are in
disagreement. Some believe that air does not eaisd, others say that air is an invisible
substance. These alien scientists then do a sitnitasimpler experiment to Michelson-Morley.

They had already measured the velocitgafind They then deduce that if such a measurement
of the velocity of sound was taken between two mgwot-air balloons then the velocity of
sound would be different to the measurement betweerfixed points; if air exists.

The velocity of sound they measured remained mastey same between the two hot-air
balloons as it does between two fixed points. Timey conclude that air does not exigthé
velocity of sound must be universally consttrgy proclaim excitedly!

Of course the alien scientists have neglecteddlizeethat the air is moving with the balloons.

And the sound is moving with the air. Well thosemlscientists are not particularly bright, and
this is merely an analogy to demonstrate a poirgurely metaphoric term®ut if you dared
propose a thesis to that alien university that poiaut all the other experiments they could
make, they will just aggressively reject your thesid sneer that you are a ‘troublemaker’.

If air exists, they claim; then surely there shobkdan ‘equatorial wind’. They have measured
that the equator of their planet is moving at 16@f&s per hour. But let us not get side-tracked
by the analogy.

What | am saying is that light is moving throughiavisible substance which itself moves with
the Earth. This invisible substance moves withrtitation of the Earth, and also with its orbit.
This invisible substance is the medium through Whight moves, and light can only move in
relation to it. Much like the atmosphere moves it Earth and sound waves can only move
in relation to the air, so this invisible substameeves with the Earth, and light can only move
within it. This is entirely computable.



There is one major difference between what | angesiting and what pre-Relativity theorists
believed. Let me use the term ‘Ether’ (ee-thir) thoeir idea and the term ‘Etha’ (e-thah) for my
idea. Ether was said to be fixed space, whereas iEth substance independent of fixed space.
The Etha is itself a subtle substance that is ngpwuitative to fixed space. The velocity of light
is only constant measured against the Etha, lmantgo faster than C when light is measured
against fixed space.

Some may ask: ‘How can | prove that Etha exist$® &nswer being that | have done just that.
This is the only answer that can explain the MisbetMorley experiment seeing as though
Relativity requires us to swallow the notion thia¢ tuniverse does not obey the principles of
logic and mathematics. But, it would be nice toifyethe existence of Etha through something
independent of this treatise. After all, dual-pissiag does try to reach the same answer through
at least two separate processes.

So Etha seems somewhat unverified. It could be light requires a magnetic field to
propagate, but | know of no way of nullifying allagnetic fields, and deep space propagates
light. It may seem far more likely that a magndiatd is the medium through which light is
propagated as light is part of the electromagrsictrum, and magnetic fields themselves are
said to obey the limit on the velocity of light.lifht is considered part of the electro-magnetic
spectrum, it seems reasonable to see that it cérenmioving independently of a magnetic field.
Or at least light and the magnetic field are mowimgugh some other medium — which moves
with the Earth.

But | have already suggested earlier that theretwmoetypes of space in order to satisfy the
analogy of the expanding balloon. The surface efithlloon is separate from the space in which
it expands. In order for it to be curved in relatim that 4-d space, our 3-d Universe must be
distinctly different from 4-d space to be curvedagvwirom it. Is ‘true’ space four-dimensional,
whereas our local space is the Etha? Later onll shaerve another reason for requiring the
existence of Etha.

But the validity of the Michelson-Morley experimetgelf cannot be ascertained in a Positivist
manner. Anyone who has observed a mirage will satthe atmosphere certainly affects light
enough for the fluctuations to be visible. So igiste probable that the very air itself is capable
of carrying light with it in a similar way to which carries sound. Laboratory vacuums are
never total vacuums and whatever little substasagithin a vacuum could still be propagating
the light.

Nonetheless, the only way all the empirical clairwsn be validated computationally is by
realizing that the medium through which light is ppagated moves with the Earth and
therefore must exist independently of fixed space.

Of course the knee-jerk psychological reactionhis ts: why did nobody realize this before?
The other day | read in the newspaper how two madearsatellites were expected to collide
according to conventional understanding of gravind yet they missed each other by 10
kilometers. Being able to throw a glider does neamthat the science of that glider has been
understood. Being able to put satellites into odaies not mean that the physics of such has
been all that accurate. There were countless faitempts to put satellites into orbit before it
was achieved.
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IS TIME A DIMENSION LIKE SPACE?

One of the major difficulties in Cosmology is tliae expansion of the Universe shows us that
the Universe can only be in the shape of a fouredisional sphere. It takes some practice to
comprehend a four dimensional shgpwéhin a three dimensional brain?)



Of course it must have been noted that in manytens time had most of the linear qualities
of space. So the extra dimension of space reqtirekplain the expanding Universe was just
conflated with time. ‘Time is the fourth dimensiopécame an easier concept to grasp than a
separate fourth dimension of space.

Now time is unlike space in several ways. Firsitlyshould be obvious that time only runs in
one direction, whereas for each dimension in speeecan move in two directions. Moving
backwards in time also gives us obvious contramlicti As | have shown with Pandora’s
Machine earlier, even making predictions forwards time can sometimes bring about
contradictions.

So when we observe a fourth dimension due to thareding Universe, it must be clearly stated
that this dimension is not actually time (althowggtace-time theorists may disagree). It is quite
feasible that the expanding Universe may eventualhtract. Even though it seems likely that it
will not do so, there is nothing incomputable abth# possibility.(But if it does start to
contract you will see the moon go blue during tiveal eclipse.Nonetheless if the Universe
contracts, then certainly time will not run backdsr This shows that the fourth dimension of
space is quite distinct from time.

As | have explained in Zeno’s paradox, time canbetdivided infinitely. Time must be
guantized. | cannot see any obvious reasons faesjgabe quantized intrinsically; although we
do often quantize it for the sake of conveniencematationally.

So time is perhaps only quasi-dimensional. It if Badimension at best. But how do we
comprehend four dimensions of space? Why do we alyranly observe three? In an analogy
from Abbot’s Flatlangd a fourth dimension of space must be present. bbofs two-
dimensional world we observe that his inhabitamésEaper-thin in terms of a third dimension.
They must be so, or they could not conceivably tex3® we must have hints of a fourth
dimension in our world by the same inference.

The expanding Universe offers us the best way afgehending this. And seeing as though it
seems we can conceive of four dimensions ‘withinr’ three dimensions of braiit,can only be
concluded that the mind itself must consist of mottean three dimensionsOf course we
could easily propose that a being living in sevenasions, looking down on a six-dimensional
being would require such a being to have a paperdéventh dimension. And so on and so
forth to infinity and God...

This has deeply profound implications for the mbatly problem well known to students of
Philosophy and Psychology. As Penrose aptly paiats

The first stage in realizing how the mind interaafish the body is to see the brain (as we
perceive it) as a three-dimensional surface olua-fmensional object. This is why all attempts
to predict and entirely control human behavior witysical means result in the mind-body
problem. This is because while aspects of the physvorld are apprehended by the 3-d brain,
the 4-d mind has the capacity to override them.

Penrose unfortunately follows the conventional eimt and simply tries to search more
deeply within the ordinary physical aspects of $bggy old 3-d brain. | would say that is like
trying to predict what is on TV next week by openimp the TV set. We need to get away from



that approach completely. It would be better toymsathe characters in the TV series. We need
to look meaningfullywithin ourselves. We need to embrace our emotions nentattv scary
that may seem. We need to ask the difficult quastiwithin our own beings. We have to be
able to weep with all the sorrow of every soul witthe world.

| started this book with a dream. And | have indsbdvivid dreams, the detail of which defies
any notion of the content of such dreams being @otgl to my experiences in this lifetime. |
have dreamt other people’s lives packaged into rdbsuneat narrative storylines. (My
narratives are ndhat neat).

I can vividly recall characters from these dreamwsmf decades back. | recall faces that are
crystal clear to my memory; faces that are not ltections from this lifetime. | have relived
past lives. | have visited other worlds with unicarehitectures and beings that are just far too
amazing to come from my imagination. And | haveretty vivid imagination. In those dreams,
reality is just as real as this world is. | coulsstj as easily say that this world is a dream
emanating from any of those other worlds.

| dream of the dead, and they tell me things ankabe in ways which show that their
consciousness is continuing and growing beyondiifeis

Make no mistake. | have ordinary dreams which ast¢ § product of this life: ordinary fears,

wishes, nightmares and fantasies. And some dreahishw can only describe as badly
constructed scenarios which seem to have been adpms me from outside to test me. Once |
dreamt | was in a DVD shop, many centuries in titarg, and | bought a DVD, plugged it into
a machine which connected it to my brain, and theoke up in this life, and it was this life of

mine which was the content of that DVD.

The point | am making, is that it is a huge mist&kehink that just because many dreams are
products of this daily psychological life, that afl them are such. In the same way, some TV
programs are real, some half-real, and some amelgrfiction. Consider the primitive who sees
a TV for the first time. ‘Is it real?’ he may asdqgd after some time, would probably conclude it
was not. But the reality is that much of TV is relde may even try and open up the TV to
understand the programs.

There is no limit to the type of TV program thahdze made, and there is no reason to suggest
that just because most dreams you may have aeztiefis of this life, that all dreams must be
such. | have gone off the topic of space and titregems, but not so.

You may recall that in the dream at the beginnihthis book, | was intently focused on waking
into my body in order to design the Entothopter.ir@ent was I, that | neglected an opportunity
to explore this world from the perspective of tleain-world. | was for a brief moment looking
into this world from what | can only describe aarf@imensional space.

I have kept that dream close to my waking mindavenfollowed the Sine curve all the way
beyond Einstein and Relativity and found non-rgkaticertainty. | have had exultant
experiences. Three times | have spoken to JohBdpést and twice to Jesus. | was warned that
in following this path, spiteful jealousy would make me like an evil shadow, and no doubt it
has.

But | know that this life is itself a shadow. | fe@ot death. That shall be a great discovery. To
finally break free from the confines of this narrdtwee-dimensional world will be like a
chicken hatching from an egg. But not all such hiaig is for the good. Often when the shell
breaks, it is too soon, and the result may not ydvee better. But often it is.

So death is not always for the better. This is wieycannot conclude that because immortality
is real, that death is always good. Even the fedniension of space (unlike time) has two



directions. In death, we could still move eitheeaway or another, and the consequences of this
movement may be tragic or euphoric.

The very notion of dreaming is mystical in the erte. The best way to indulge in dreaming is
to keep a dream diary. Upon awakening, write dolenftagments of your dreams. This way
you keep your consciousness close to the topic. \hymemories of our dreams fade so
quickly each morning? Normally we remember last kievents more easily than last night’s
dreams. If time was the chief variable in why weneenber events, then last night's dreams
would be easier to remember than those of last week

Unlike a computer, the mind recalls more complexnoees more easily. For a computer the
simpler information is easier to recall. We rememisdormation by association. Songs are
easier to remember than prose. Logic is easiegrteember than nonsense. By keeping a dream
diary, the association with that realm is stronger.

The fatalists may say that this is all in my imagian, but to that | answer: how is imagination
even possible if all is fated? How can new ideasolree manifest in world that is entirely
determined? If all we know is that which we obseilven how can we imagine color when our
eyes are closed and we are not observing the wbldd?can we do so with free will?
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WHAT IS A MAGNETIC FIELD?

| had often wondered if a magnetic field was simalfour-dimensional object. This would be
much like a 3-d person would be able to move 2jdatb with a seemingly invisible force from
the perspective of the 2-d world. If it was sudtgrt the force of magnetic fields would decrease
by the inverse of the cube. | scoured the textbdogking for confirmation by checking each
and every denominator to see if any of them deerkhy the inverse of the cube. Sadly formula
after formula did not confirm this intuition, unfihally | came across this in Ohanian, p. 679

When a current is looped into a shape resembliadube-torus, then the curreddesdecrease
by the inverse of the cube. Previously | have shbawv the tube-torus is a representation of a



simple 4-d geometric shape. This is quite a sp&uealdeap, but it is the type of inductive
reasoning that cannot be ignored. It begs for &rrtmalysis.
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IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE
HEISENBERG UNCERTAINTY PRINCIPLE AND THE EPR PARADO X?

The EPR paradox shows that signals can be tramshdtta velocity faster than light. Does this
mean that the signal is crossing through extra-dsiomal space? When electrons are measured
as being unpredictable as regards their momentumnpasition, is it because of this extra-
dimensional connection? It seems this non-locahection must be in another dimension to
avoid the limit on the velocity of light that anytig within our 3-d Universe has to obey.

| can see no reason why Maxwell and Einstein cateduhat the velocity of light could not be
breached. | can see why they saw the velocityghttlas a rigid construct as regards light itself,
and also the magnetic fieldhaybeeven gravity too. But | have clearly proven thadvity
had fundamental flaws and | have been able to ciotihem. And yet there seems no reason why
the velocity of light is a barriemtrinsically. The seemingly instantaneous way in which
waveforms are constructed via the EPR paradox, stabhe least, that electrons are subject to
non-local forces. (The EPR paradox also counts/akerce against gravitational waves for this
reason.)

This connection between electrons via the EPR jparatiows that microscopic events such as
the movement of electrons themselves are dictageddrroscopic visible events such as wave
forms. So the microscopic realm is at least partipstructed by the visible and conscious
realm. What this shows is that the mind can intcalyy control the world, in physically
objective terms. Even if this process is seen todeeerminist, then it is the mind that is
determining the fate of electrons, and not entitblyother way around as is so often construed
by materialist philosophers.

This is empirical proofagainstthe mind being an epiphenomenon of normal 3-d iphys
Subatomic physics is at least partly dictated by ¢hdinary world in which our commonly
understood free will resides. And the proof forstid observable on the microscopic realm of
electrons which are controlled by events observeibteir human perspective. The revolution in
thought is that these events are themselves nogldermed on the electron scale, but instead
they are formed on the non-local paradigm of foumehsional space. The unpredictable
electron movements have now become the epiphenomdémal this paradigm is subject to our
thoughts, which themselves are sometimes certennlyi-dimensional.
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WHY ARE SOME OBJECTS INVISIBLE?

Is it because light itself is on the barrier betwdhe third and fourth dimension? Or is it
because transparent objects are thinner than namtakrms of 4-d space? In a 2-d world, it
would be the equivalent of invisible objects beflagter than others in terms of their paper-thin
3-d ‘height’. In this way light would move over tihebecause in the 2-d world, light is slightly
removed from normal 2-d space by being slightlyhkigthan the world itself in extra-
dimensional terms.

So light inhabits a realm that sits on top of owrld by a very small 4-d distance. This could be
why light does not quite obey all the laws of plegsihat normal particles do. This is why some
events are rigidly confined by the velocity of ligfthis could also be why light is said to appear
to not quite be normal particles. Photons are gagj but with a very subtly different position
in 4-d space.



Much Earlier | described a crude invisibility maaghj which more aptly | termed a ‘visibility
shield’. If the analysis in this section is correestd we could somehow shift an object just a
fraction of a millimeter into the fourth dimensiove may be able to create a truly invisible
object. | doubt that a life-form could survive thigut we would need to examine the nature of
substances like glass and water on the electra tevcalculate how their 4-d properties arise.
This gets very speculative, but | cannot resistitdective leap.

Are ghosts then merely beings that have been diglgtly shifted onto the fourth dimension?
So then a corpse would be little more than a footen the seashore.

20

WHEREFORE SPIN?

Behind every good answer there are three or fouegter questions lying in wait ready to
pounce upon the analyst in a malicious philosophicanbush!

Spin can occur for different reasons. So the wimpin’ as a bit ambiguous. An object may be
spinning, but the force which made it spin usessdrae word. That object may spin because a
conscious mind made it do so, like a child’s tojlezhthe ‘top’ or in the way a spin-bowler
bowls a cricket ball. Electromagnetic spin runsedectric motor. If a meteor under gravity
collided with the Earth at a good angle it couldrease the Earth’s rotational spin around its
axis. The way in which an object or photon increa$e spin as it approaches the velocity of
light is another type of spin. And the very oridif@ce which ripped the singularity apart at the
start of the Universe is a yet another type of spin the subatomic level, this list may be added
to via the strong and weak atomic forces. So thezajuite a few types of spin.

| also noticed an interesting anomaly when builddnigit games. You may have seen that when
a planet left the screen | offer some ‘border matiiutions as to what to do with that planet.

The most obvious is just to let it ‘die’ and iteégcluded from any further interaction with the

data-model. The other obvious solution is to witaground onto the other side of the screen,
which is computationally efficient as it keeps aany objects interacting as possible.

But in wrapping the planets around the edges oktheen | noticed that the gravity assist was
causing the entire model to increase its overdbaity. So | devised the border-math options
called ‘slomo’ and ‘comet’ which simply divided tmomentum of the planet in half each time
it wrapped around the screen edges or collided thithedge. And this gave a model which
more closely resembled a real Solar System as & mad constantly increasing its overall

velocity. But where does that lost momentum (opeiy) go in reality?

Initially | had deduced that this was just enerdyichh became lost to heat through the collision
process. And some of it may indeed be such. But hovalize that the act of speeding up is
retarded by the way in which the contraction inoeély (as it approaches the velocity of light)
causes the planet to convert linear velocity (aedir momentum) into angular velocity (or
angular momentum). And this is the very reason alhgelestial bodies are spinning; or exhibit
spin as atructurewhich keeps the orbits more circular and lesptatial!

If a minor star, significantly less massive thanmpartner is in an exaggerated elliptical orbit, it
will experience periodic increases in velocity. Soaf the momentum will then be lost because
an object loses added momentum or velocity as ftragches the velocity of light. The
Relativists thought that this loss in added mommnmivas converted to mass, but | have proven
that it is converted into spin (angular momentum).

So with each orbit, as the minor star increasesetscity as it approaches the major star, it
increases its axial spin. Eventually axial spinrowenes its own gravity and it goes nova. Of
course a star may go nova for internal reasonarfpmumber of reasons like simple collisions).



Nonetheless as it explodes, its debris alreadytiagpre-existing structure required to form a
solar system — that is, it spins out moons andgbéag rings because of its axial spin. This is
why the orbits of moons and planetary rings ardfoumily near-circular and on the ecliptic
plane. The ecliptic plane is on the edge of therifagal force.

The Solar System thus formed due to the destructi@nstar and not the coagulation of debris.
If the Big Bang had produced a Universe of dustaheould not be enough gravitational force
between dust particles for it to coagulate in tineetavailable. And even if it did, then this
coagulation would not be in the form and shape edrsircular uniformity which we find
throughout the Universe. After the nova, the spigrdebris retains the near-circular structure of
the spinning object which went nova. This is theiegrocess described in the chapter ‘The Big
Unwind'.

| cannot express more deeply how, when construaorgputational real-time models, one is

compelled to deal with every tiny detail. | woulde@ go so far as to suggest in the future it will

become a standard procedure in devising any matiwahtheory. | would even suggest that the

computer teaches the mind to be so clinically lalgisuch that those who can do this will have
an overwhelming advantage over those who do nogssto make computer programming a

compulsory prerequisite to be able to even entévaysity. Not being able to put mathematics

into a real-time program is like being illiteratenagine what Einstein or Newton could have

accomplished with these tools? Certainly all Eimsseerrors can be forgiven, as he had no real-
time computer to force him into calculating or abvégg every little feature accurately.

In building the orbit games, calculating theta madvo be a bit troublesome, as the formulae for
doing this was not entirely within the software kege, and had to be tacked on manually...

(Calculating theta is trigonometry — simply turniag angle into an x and y variable, but in
reverse, so that the x and y variables are tramsfxt into an angle. The Arcsine function is
used in opposition to the Sine function in this yay

But many years later it was the strangest feelinbe in a moment of crisis, pondering how it
was that the Lorentz transformation could have beesunderstood. Relative mass just made no
sense whatsoever. In a deeply personal and teritilpspective moment, | was having
compulsory doubts about this treatise and my owjeative ability (as any serious theorist
should). | then had a strange intuition to justnaixee the formula for calculating theta. |
suppose | was just being obsessive and examiniexy single little detail in what felt like utter
desperation. And this is what | noticed about trenfula used for turning a straight line into an
angle:

ASin = Atn(value / Sgr(1 - value * value))

The Atn function (Arctangent) takes the ratio of two sid#sa right triangle
(valug and returns the corresponding angle in radians.

From MSDN, (the Visual Basic 6 help files): ‘Asig’'the programming code’s abbreviation for
Arcsine or Sin”®-1. ‘Sqr’ is the abbreviated code $quare-root. ‘Value’, is simply any value
that is being calculated.

Can you see how the Arcsine formula is identicalttee Lorentz transformation?

So turning a line into an angle is the equivalen ootation in trigonometrical terms. | could
hardly believe what | was seeing: Is this compatel proof that Relativity is corrected by
realizing that the lost added momentum is not adaeds, but instead it is added angular
momentum?



| am not sure it is in retrospect. But it might Becould be just one of those lucky coincidences
that led me to see that the lost added momentumcbd converted into spin. But by seeing it
that way, all the catastrophes melted away intdlliigions that they certainly are. This was just
the hint that | needed in order to see the answéhnd riddle. A hint that may in fact be mere
coincidence.

Oddly enough, my revision of Relativity exhibitss&riking similarity to my revision of the
principles of flight. In both situations, linear mentum is converted into angular momentum.
Both of these conversions are due to the curvatiitee medium. In flight, the curvature of the
wing collides with the air, which causes the aidecales to spin. In Relativity, the curvature of
four-dimensional space causes the acceleratingophemon to lose linear momentum, and
instead gain angular momentum. Linear momentum iisplg converted into angular
momentum on both accounts. The math function oh hotounts used: is the Sine curve.

Earlier | suggested that spin is a fifth force beyaravity. | called this the Cosmic Coriolus
force. | have not answered the nagging questioto gast why an object starts to spin as it
approaches the velocity of light. But here is aupible answer to that: The entire Universe is
rotating in four dimensions.

And if you can envision how it is that the normalrtaly coriolus force causes hurricanes to
form via spin due to the curvature of the Earthisface, then it is the Cosmic Coriolus force
that causes every known major celestial objech@dntire Universe to spin at a very slightly
increasing amount which is directly proportionalthe loss of increasing linear velocity at it
approaches the velocity of light. This is a simgginciple to the normal coriolus force, but in
four dimensions of space.

Let me explain using a simpler analogy. Considesudette wheel. Throwing the ball into the
device imparts a certain amount of linear momentBut.the faster that ball is thrown, the more
momentum is imparted to the ball as spin due tobidlés interaction with the medium it is
moving along (friction). If that was a very largeutette wheel, so that the curve was not
obviously noticeable, it would seem that some \vigfjowas not adding up. This would happen
more so, the faster we tried to make the ball gogmé& might even suggest that the ball was
getting heavier to compensate due to conservatianamentum in the formula p = mv. The
roulette wheel is curved, after all. Of coursepace this curve is four-dimensional.

The reason why | can now apply bent space to momgnhbeit not to gravity, is because the

objects are not entirely confined to three dimemsioGravity is a force confined to three

dimensions, so it is not subject to the bent natdrepace. Euclidean geometry never ‘breaks
down’; it just appears slightly incorrect because sometimes need to observe an extra
dimension. The three angles of a triangle alwaybgmto 180 degrees. If they do not add up to
180 degrees then the object is not a trianglee&usit is almost a triangle, but with an extra-

dimensional curve to it.

So to answer a question | had posed earlier: Yeesetis both an ongoing spin, and an original
spin. Two different types of spin are required ¢onf the Universe. But for five years | had
realized that ongoing spin had to be present tp kiee Universe and its huge variety of orbital
structures uniform and regulai/hat a revelation to suddenly see that the veryredat missing

in Solar System formation also solved all the in&istencies in Relativitylt is like finding
that last piece of the puzzle hidden under theataapd finally being able to put it in its rightful
perfect place.

So if the Universe is rotating in four dimensiormsjch like a planet, but with a four-dimensional
shape; then it would be expected that spiral gatazhould form predominantly at the 4-d ‘mid
latitudes’, or ‘roaring forties’. So spiral galagievould then be located along two belts. One
should be in the top half of the Universe, anddtieer in the bottom half of this 4-d sphere. Many



years ago | did read a claim stating that galaajgseared to be located in a ring shape. But | have
not been able to find that source again; and robt dee any actual visual evidence for it.

But what about the question of how many fundamepttgkical forces exist?

In addition to the expanding Universe, we can nod #he two types of spin (starting spin and
ongoing spin) that could make seven fundamentakiphl forces.(Consciousness is also a
force, but it is not a physical forceHowever, ongoing spin and the expansion forc¢hef
Universe may also be seen as being united withitgra®onsider the singularity after the split
due to spin:

Consider that objec? has a greater orbital velocity than objéctObject3 must therefore
contain the bulk of the mass in order faio have a greater velocity in orbit around it.

By the same process described in the Big UnwinpkabB splits into objectg and5.

Object5 being closer to object at this time, then becomes subject to the slingsffect (blue
arrow).

Object5 then accrues a great linear velocity which caits&s spin. This particular spin is of
course due to the limit of the velocity of lights linear momentum being converted into angular
momentum, instead of mass as Einstein thought.

Object5 begins to spin most rapidly after being slingshetause of the gravity assist. Even if
object5 has not quite overcome escape velocity, it wodrbthe process of stretching space,
and would then be the primary cause for the expantliniverse. Because everything in the
Universe is ultimately connected, even space itsgifbe stretched by matter, quite feasibly via
the intermediary subtle substance | have termew’Et

So the expansion of space can be seen as a rasaittically, of gravity.



This is because the gravity assist is caused bgtgomatime. The increased velocity of objéct
is the result of the gravity assist, so even tlsegiasing spin within objeétis caused by gravity.

Is it possible to describe the spin that split thiagularity as being a result of gravity?

Perhaps, but then the singularity would have tabtd object in orbit around another even
greater 4-d object in 5-d space! And the spin wtsplit this combined pair of singularities
would have accrued due to the slingshot effect wheroke away from this greater 4-d object
in 5-d space. This greater 4-d object, which | parhaps call a ‘Master Singularity’, would of
course be well beyond our normal 3-d perspectivdy @ith extreme calculation can we detect
it.

Our entire Universe would then just be a spinnind dystem within a 5-d sphere, amongst
many other 4-d systems! But this 4-d gravity woodd be the same force of gravity as we know
gravity. Our gravity would perhaps be a facet af gravity; it would be a bit of stretchthen to
suggest that we could reduce the spin of our Uesivdb being caused by gravity without
radically redefining gravity.

Where does it end? Never! The Multiverse has no €uéntum time shows that repeat events
like orbits are not entirely cyclical. If our Unirse has reached escape velocity in 4-d space
away from the Master Singularity then expansion eohtinue for eternity. And this is far more
likely than our Universe returning, and the Multise collapsing back into the Master
Singularity. This is because the mathematics ofslirggshot effect shows that such temporal
effects are not entirely reversible.

Why do | say that? Because in order for the spibdcso great that it ripped our singularity
apart, it must have accrued enormous 4-d velo8ityin order to accrue this great velocity it
most likely has reached beyond 4-d escape velacityour Universe is no longer in 4-d orbit
around the Master Singularity.

So if we are to consider the spin at the startwfldniverse being a result of gravity, it would
not be the gravity of our singularity, but instedd gravity of the Master Singularity well
beyond our immediate little 3-d Universe!

So yes, we can reduce it all back to four fundaalefdrces, but only by postulating a
Multiverse of at least five dimensions of space alst consisting of at least one other Universe
of much greater mass than ours. The Master Singulaould play the role of a four-
dimensional ‘Sun’, if you like. With our Universeraere ‘planet’, that most likely long since
has been thrown out into 5-d space, never to return

Of course, the infinite regress now occurs: How dite ‘Master Singularity’ start to spin
in order to be separated from our local singularity

| shall ignore that question for now.

But we either have a 5-d Universe with 4 fundameiot@es; or we have a 4-d Universe with 5
fundamental forces.

However, when the singularity at the start of theiidrse was ripped apart due to spin, it is
important to realize that this spin is actually faimensional spin. It would have to be four-
dimensional because that singularity not only idelth within it all the mass and energy of this
Universe but the singularity also included the normal thdimensions of space as wdlhese
three dimensions of space only became expandedessiia of the singularity splitting up due to
spin.



Spin is then perhaps even more fundamental thansfade itself. But! Time is the most
fundamental construct, and it might be seen asitigle Cosmic Force that unites all the other
forces and objects that are subject to such fortese ‘pre-exists’ them all. But in all this
complexity, time as we know it is very much objeetilt never dilates; it never conflates with
space in that other horrid chimerapace-time! Time is always good old-fashioned upright
unquestionable, undistorted Christian Time. Anyeothotion of time results in contradictions.

Is Time, almost synonymous with consciousness? ar consciousness is confined
within time so closely as to be almost inseparafoten it?

That question | shall also leave unanswered for.ri@wt! There are a number of questions still
unanswered that can be speculated with.

The question that troubles me the most is why dmany colors exist? Is it that photons (or the
guanta within them) spin only in any one of prelgisthree exact directions? Are these
directions the fixed three dimensions of space kn@as the x, y & z axes? Are translucent
objects slightly shifted onto the fourth dimensid®@ a translucent red glass has its electrons
‘fixed’ on the x axis, but on the y and z axis éshbeen shifted out of our three dimensions of
space? If we could see into the fourth dimensioold we then require four primary colors?
And in doing so, would normally transparent objeben have this fourth primary color?

I'll be looking into these questions and many mioreny next book entitledVhy?

Look for updates online:

This article onlinewww.flight-light-and-spin.com/relativity-revised st




