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The Error in the Special Theory of Relativity

IN his-rocent article, McCrea' explains the apparent
contradiction in tho results obtained by Dingle? from the
special theory of relativity by pointing out that instein
used two symbols to represent four different quantities.
They are defined by Einstein quite carcfully and dis-
tinguished by qualifying phrases which do not, however,
appear in the mathematical treatment. When I discussed
this ambiguity some years ago®?, I suggested that if
Einstein had used four separate symbols he would have
avoided the mistake which he made later in his paper.
This occurs in the round-trip ‘‘thought cxperiment’
in which one of the essential qualifying phrascs is omitted
even in his descriptive account, thus leading to an incor-
rect rosult®5. A bricf reference is made to this “‘experi-
ment’’ in a comment in Nature’ in which it is stated that
the symmetry of the clocks is not preserved. Now this
would be true in practice, but Einstein made no mention
of any effects caused by acceleration nor did he make any
allowance for them. If the “experiment’ is carried out
correetly it should therefore give the same readings for
the clocks as they would have when they are in uniform
relative motion. The result given by Einstein does
not follow from the “‘experiment’’ but from an assumption
made implicitly that the clock which does the round
trip is actually going slower than the one regarded as
stationary and does not simply appear to go slower as
viewed by the stationary obsorver.

This assumption may well be correet and is certainly
reasonable. The important point to appreciate is that an

additional assumption has been made. The confusion
has arisen because of the belief held by Einstein and most
writers on the subject that the result of the round-trip
“‘experiment’’ follows from the initial postulates.

Einstein stressed the tentative nature of his theory
and the need for experimental checks. Contrary to
popular belief, there is no evidence concerning the
special theory as propounded, because no experiment
has been made in a force-free space. In practice, gravi-
tational forces or accelerations are always involved®.
There is now a certain amount of evidence that frequency
shifts occur when atomic clocks are at different gravita-
tional potentials or are subjected to rotational accelera-
tion?®:10,
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The Case against the Special Theory of Relativity

Proressor MCCREA’S reply! to my disproof of special
relativity? is both gratifying and disappointing. It is good
that, at long last, some comment has appeared ; regrettable
that this one contains nothing to tho point.

One simple thing only is needed to refute the disproof,
and it is essential-—to show an error in the derivation
of my equation (4) that does not invalidate equation (3).
This I showed with unmistakable clearness. McCrea’s
only contribution to it is the following: “Dingle’s (3) is
meaningless.  Correspondingly his (4) is meaningless.”
This, if true (it is not), would merely kill the theory in
another way, for (3) is Einstein's deduction and that of all
his followers until now.

Because this conclusively nullifies McCrea’s rejoinder, I
should leave the matter here, with a final appeal to him
now to agree frankly that the theory is untenable, bub
for the fact that tho overlooking of the irrelevant bulk
of his statement would, in the prevailing state of thought,
be misinterpreted.  Nature’s prediction® that ““The
chances are that most people will be persuaded by what
[McCrea] has to say”’ would only too probably be verified.
Tt is tho general view that relativity is beyond the under-
standing of most, but must be accepted bocause somo
mathematicians, who alone understand it, have endorsed
it: criticism of it, being on this view merely a sign of
incomprehension, can therefore be ignored if a suffi-
ciently imposing mathematical dismissal, intelligible
or not, is forthcoming. Euler faced the non-mathematical
sceptic, Diderot, with the challenge “Sir, a+br/n==x,
honce God exists; reply!”’. Diderot did not reply and
Euler’s case prevailed. McCrea’s statement has the same
relevance and cogency as Euler’s, and if met with silence
would produce the same general conviction. Reluctantly,
therefore, I dissect it.

First, all the didactic, as distinct from the polemical,
part which oxpounds the mathomatics of the theory is
superfluous; I do not question it. I distinguished clearly
between (a) the mathematics and (b) the identification
of the mathematical symbols with observable quantities.
I have enough mathematical insight to see that it is a
waste of time to look for mathematical flaws in the theory.
Hence McCrea’s argument (i), which he says “‘aloue is
sufficient to refute Dingle’s contention’, does not touch
that contention. Of course, ‘“‘equations (1II) and (IV)
[my (1) and (2)] concern two distinet sets of events, and
8o they cannot contradict each other’”. But what McCrea
has to show, and has not shown, is why the physical
result (3), deduced from one set, can be held true, while
the physical result (4), similarly deduced from tho other
(non-contradictory) set, must bo held false.

Not only do 1 agree that my equations (1) and (2) are
mathematically free from contradiction; I agree also that
it is perfectly possible (though, of course, not necessary)
that if the experiment were made the clocks described
would give readings conforming to (1) and (2) (in which
case, as far as can be seen at present, we should have
to accept Lorentz’s thcory). But what is impossible is
that, in that case, the settings of H and N in relation
to A and B, respectively, which, according to Einstecin’s
definition, synchronize the pairs, 4,H and B,N, would
be such as to enable us to infer both his reading of 4 for
an event occurring on H (thus yielding (3)) and a similarly
determined reoading of B for an event occurring on N
(thus yiclding (4)). This I clearly stated.

McCrea’s comments on this essential point of synchro-
nization, which alone enables us to compare the readings
of separated clocks, are revealing. If Einstein’s compari-
son were, as he says, merely one of “‘two different ways
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