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Note from the Author

The  subject  of  this  chat  is  my  book,  “21st Century
Relativity”. It was decades in the making and published
last  winter  as  an  eBook.  The  subject  was  always
controversial. The idea that anyone could dare to question
mainstream physics, especially someone from outside led to
numerous insults and ad hominem attacks. But I persisted
because  I  felt  that  I  had  logic  on  my  side.  The  way
relativity is taught, it takes a specialist to understand
it. My belief was always that it didn't have to be so
inscrutable. What started as an attempt to develop computer
animations that would make the concepts clear morphed into
a  full-scale  revision  of  the  whole  subject.  Because  in
trying to write efficient and flexible code, I discovered
that the reason relativity is so hard to understand is that
it is based on false assumptions, cleverly concealed in
rhetoric. And in writing the code, certain similarities,
that physics ignores, stood out. I posted my findings as I
made  them,  hoping  for  feedback.  Of  course,  it  was  all
critical, but even the trivial comments of devotees were
sometimes useful. I felt that if this is what they think,
then, I had to have an answer. As the pieces came together,
I finally realized where Einstein had gone wrong, and how
it  has  been  covered  up,  by  compensating  ad  hoc
rationalizations. How many times have you heard that there
are no contradictions in relativity, because every observer
gets exactly the measurements relativity predicts for the
relative velocity of the observer's frame of reference? The
fact that no two relatively moving observers actually get
the same measurements of a stationary object is somehow
excused, because “That's relativity for you”.

Upon reading Einstein's books over and over, it finally
dawned on me that his description of an ideal measuring
system was only valid for Newtonian physics, and that his
description was of the mathematical procedure known as the
dot product. He should have started over after his first
gedanken experiment showed that his ideal measuring system
of a grid of rigid measuring rods with clocks that kept
identical  time  at  every  corner  completely  failed  at
relativistic speeds. His rigid rods turned into silly putty



and his ideal clocks drifted apart from each other. In
logic, if an assumption leads to a contradiction, it is
proof that the assumption is false. The very idea that it
is even possible to measure 100% of a moving interval, with
any  measuring  system,  no  matter  how  ideal,  is  false.
Instead of staring with a clean sheet of paper, Einstein
rationalized  his  findings  by  defining  exactly  how  much
error the assumption caused, by stipulating time dilation
and  length  contraction.  He  said  both  of  these  were
necessary to support his even bigger stipulation that the
speed  of  light  was  the  same  for  all  observers,  the
infamous 2nd Postulate.

He developed all of special relativity from this postulate,
which is the only extension to Newtonian physics that he
found  necessary.  The  fact  that  all  the  experiments
confirmed the predictions led to the assumption that there
couldn't  be  anything  wrong  with  relativity  or  his
assertions. That's the dogma of the cult. I started from a
different  premise.  Based  on  the  failure  of  Einstein's
gedanken  experiment,  I  formulated  a  generalized  new
postulate, that the universe does not ALLOW any observer to
measure any interval that is not REAL to that observer, no
matter what is real to any other observer. The way this
comes about is that all measurements are dot products of
the moving interval with a stationary real unit. Instead of
relative velocity, I used geometry to convert velocity into
a tilt angle, which turned out to be the gudermannian of
the  Lorentz  boost  that  mapped  coordinates  between  two
frames with relative velocity, v.
 
None of the “experts” openly criticized any details of the
theory,  but  none  would  support  it  either.  As  a  non-
physicist  (my  degree  is  in  Computer  Science),  I  was
excluded from the usual peer review process, but even if I
were  not,  there  is  such  a  bias  against  criticism  of
relativity that it probably wouldn't matter. The argument
is that all such criticism is a waste of the reviewers'
time. It occurred to me that this argument is frivolous. AI
ought to be able to “triage” such proposals to weed out the
truly crackpot. I took my own suggestion. This is the 4th
in a series of reviews by AI. They all say it's elegant.
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