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In 1919 Einstein supposedly revolutionized physics.  However, Einstein's calculation for light bending 

was based on Newtonian physics.  So really in 1919 it was a confirmation of Newtonian physics by Eddington.  
The News media prematurely jumped onto the story and misrepresented it as a new theory overthrowing New-
tonian physics.  This emphatically was not the case.  Ideally the scientists should have debated Eddington's re-
sult before it was reported to the news media.  But since the news media were now portraying it as a revolution 
in physics, scientists were then banned from debating whether it was a new theory overturning Newtonian 
physics.  Thus the News media misrepresentation of it being a new theory was allowed to continue along with 
the myth of Einstein's genius.  With the adoption of General Relativity then came the adoption of Special Rela-
tivity, but that theory was also really just a misrepresentation of Newtonian physics.  There was in fact no evi-
dence then and there is still no evidence now for Einstein's relativity to be a new theory of physics replacing 
Newtonian physics.  An accident occurred in 1919 where the adoption of a new theory (of General and Special 
Relativity) took place based on there being no evidence for it. 

 

1. Introduction 

As we look at Einstein’s Relativity, we find problems pre-
Einstein and post-Einstein in the theories’ development.  Einstein 
seems to have been working from other people like Poincaré, but 
because his 1905 paper gives no references citing earlier work, 
the mainstream tends to treat his work as independent of those 
working on similar ideas before him.  This creates a problem if 
those earlier workers had done a better work than Einstein, as is 
my contention but which I will not pursue in this article.  Post-
Einstein, the problem is that Einstein’s Relativity has been re-
vised, but that is not sufficiently explicitly stated by the main-
stream.  This article shows that Einstein’s Relativity is really just 
messed up Newtonian physics.  Einstein was just not very good 
at maths, and he messed up his handling of Newtonian physics 
so badly that it ended up looking like he had a different physics.  
[Note:  by the phrase constant light-speed I am now meaning in a 
vacuum free of influences on the light.] 

2. Special Relativity 

The basic equation of SR (Special Relativity) is [1]: 

  2 2 2 2 2c t c v t     . (1) 

How this equation is formed will be dealt with anon; first it 
will be interpreted: Special Relativity decides to set c c , and 
this leads to the time dilation equation, as follows: 

  2 2 2 2 2c t c v t    . (2) 

Divide through by 2c and take the square root: 
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It’s usually written the other way by dividing through by 
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giving us the time dilation equation. 
Newtonian physics would have t t , so then light-speed is 

variable with c , not equal to c .  Eq. (1) then becomes:  

  2 2 2c c v    , (5) 

or 

 2 2   c c v   . (6) 

It is a matter of Conventionalism whether we go by Eq. (4) or 
by (6), i.e., a matter of Conventionalism whether we set the clocks 
Einstein's way or Newton's way. 

The relevant set-up that Eq. (1) is dealing with is as follows: 
Light bouncing between two ends of a box, first covering dis-

tance  c v t  as observed by someone looking at the box travel-

ing at velocity v , then the light hits the side of the box and 
bounces back, covering distance  c v t , this then gets multi-

plied together to give    2c v c v t  , equated to 2 2c t  . 

That set-up is peculiar, but Einstein chose it.  It can be looked 
at as Einstein’s Special Relativity has clocks set as per Eq. (4) 
while Newtonian physics has clocks set as per t t .  

There are many other issues associated with the connection 
between SR and Newtonian physics.  But the basic thing is if one 
has committed oneself to doing the maths as per (4), then one has 
to make continual changes away from the way that Newtonian 
physics would deal with things.  Mistakes can occur when doing 
that, and those who are anti-Einstein Relativity like to point out 
those inconsistencies.  But ideally if a person were perfect—did 
not make any mistakes and stuck to the SR way of doing things, 
making the correct changes away from the Newtonian way of 
doing things—then the SR so constructed would be impossible to 
prove wrong; it would be an SR that was true by definition.  Of 



Albuquerque, NM 2012 PROCEEDINGS of the NPA  13 

course, the versions of SR that come from the mainstream have 
faults with them. 

Instead of recognizing the Conventionalism, they can fall into 
the trap of falsely believing that the constancy of light-speed (in 
vacuum) has been discovered by experiment independent of 
theory.  This is empathetically not really the case.  The fact is no 
direct experiment has shown the constancy of light-speed (in 
vacuum).  Instead, the experiments have all been indirect when 
claiming the constancy of light-speed (in vacuum).  Thus the the-
ory SR requires certain adjustments to be made to the experi-
ments making such measurements of light, i.e., SR has the exper-
iments adjusted to conform to light-speed constancy. 

Essen has pointed many of the mistakes in Einstein’s formu-
lation of SR [2].  But we can also get it from other sources  as be-
ing hidden in what is being talked about [3].  For instance:  Ein-
stein fan Professor John D. Norton, a respected historian dealing 
with the history of Einstein’s physics, says:  “The Michelson-
Morley experiment is fully compatible with an emission theory of 
light that contradicts the light postulate” [4]. 

He also points out:  “Einstein regarded the Michelson-Morley 
experiment as evidence for the principle of relativity”, i.e., not as 
evidence for the light-speed postulate. 

By the emission theory is meant Newtonian physics.  So we 
can interpret the Michelson-Morley experiment by variable light-
speed consistent with Newtonian physics. 

The Michelson-Morley experiment can be interpreted by 
maths based on (a) constant light-speed AND (b) variable light-
speed. 

So we have a meta-theory—interpretation can be by (a) OR 
(b), with (a) just being a sub-theory of the meta-theory. 

Now the Einstein fans of course say there is more experi-
mental evidence than just the Michelson-Morley experiment.  But 
if these other experiments can be dealt with by maths based on 
constant light-speed, then that means they can also be dealt with 
by maths based on variable light-speed; because they have to be 
consistent with what has been established for the Michelson-
Morley experiment. 

What we have then is just indirect evidence for theory (a).  
Experiments can be interpreted by theory (a), but they need not 
be interpreted by theory (a); i.e. the evidence is only circumstan-
tial and in no way conclusive. 

We would not convict an innocent person on purely circum-
stantial evidence that just happened to be around when a crime 
was committed.  It does not count as evidence.  Similarly, the 
supposed evidence for special relativity is not really evidence.  It 
would just get thrown out by a court of law. 

According to Daniel Y. Gezari of NASA [5]:  “In particular, 
the speed of light (c) has never been measured directly with a 
moving detector to validate the invariance of c to motion of the 
observer, a necessary condition for the Lorentz invariance of c.  
The invariance of c can now only be inferred from indirect exper-
imental evidence.  It is also not widely recognized that essentially 
all of the experimental support for special relativity in the photon 
sector consists of null results.” 

So that is why can either do c c   or t t   in the above anal-
ysis of Eq. (1).  Only indirectly has it been decided that c c   by 
the believers in SR, i.e., they start from assuming it and have no 

direct evidence for their assumption, thus leaving t t   as equal-
ly valid. 

When the SR believer states that experimental evidence con-
firms SR, what that really means is c c   is being assumed and 
experiments interpreted by that assumption.  Thus experimental 
evidence has not shown reason to stop using Newtonian physics 
with its way of t t  . 

Note: I hope it is clear here that it is a matter of choice as to 
what maths is used and that there is a difference between differ-
ent types of evidence.  The Einstein fan club is falsely presenting 
indirect evidence as if it were direct evidence; and indirect evi-
dence is really insufficient—amounting to no real evidence. 

The next issue is acceleration.  There has been a major stum-
bling block when dealing with SR.  The usual set-up of SR is to 
deal with acceleration as zero and have acceleration (i.e., acceler-
ating reference frames instead of inertial reference frames) dealt 
with by general relativity. 

3. General Relativity 

For Einstein becoming famous in 1919, General Relativity was 
said to give twice the light bending as that of Newtonian gravita-
tional theory.  But really Newtonian theory gives the same value 
of light bending from a primary and secondary gravitational 
effect. 

The primary gravitational effect in a uniform gravitational 
field is show in Fig. 1.  The secondary gravitational effect in a 
non-uniform gravitational field is shown in Fig. 2. 

Thus, if General Relativity and Newtonian physics are both 
counted as dealing with primary and secondary effects (and 
third effects, and so on) of gravity, then they are dealing with the 
same thing but talking about things in a different way: 

General Relativity with its space-time curvature then be-
comes equivalent to the Newtonian way of talking about it as 
forces. 

 

Fig. 1.  This shows the motion of a thrown ball (thrown in a hori-

zontal direction) considering only the effect of a gravitational 
field (i.e., gravitational field acting only in the direction of shown 
down arrow).  It is contended that light would experience the 
same physical effect. 
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As to the experiments, they are being misunderstood as to 
their nature, because it’s often not realized that they can be 
looked at by Newtonian or Einsteinian language.  The bias is to 
interpret them by Einsteinian language. 

What has happened is that the General Relativity which Ein-
stein was dealing with had mistakes, and it has been updated. 

Thus, what we have is that the maths being dealt with by 
General Relativity and Special Relativity is really fundamentally 
the same as Newtonian physics. 

The problem of why this connection between Einsteinian 
physics and Newtonian physics has been obscured is in large 
part due to the mistakes that Einstein made.  Some of Einstein’s 
mistakes will now be dealt with to show how this obscuration 
has occurred. 

 

Fig 2.  Showing a non-uniform gravitational field where direction 
of gravitational field is towards the center of the earth.  Two bod-
ies falling towards the center of the Earth accelerate towards each 
other as they fall.  This is sometimes called a tidal effect.  Given 
that light has the effect under gravity of Fig. 1, then light would 
also be affected by this extra effect. 

4. Einstein's Mistakes 

John Stachel, Director of Einstein studies at Boston Universi-
ty, has looked into the origins of Einstein’s relativity. 

He wonders what prior knowledge Einstein had of things like 
the Michelson-Morley experiment, what works by Lorentz he 
had read, the influence of Poincaré, Mach, Hume, etc., on ideas as 
he formed Special Relativity.  And on this matter Stachel says:  
“Einstein’s replies are not always self-consistent, it must be not-
ed” [6]. 

This is a fundamental problem with Einstein—he was not 
“self-consistent” because he kept changing his mind. 

Einstein is just not helpful in giving the origins of his Special 
Relativity.  We look to his famous paper of 1905 on the subject, 
and there are no references—so it prevents checking where the 
mistakes came from in his paper—whether from him or from the 
un-cited sources he was using. 

Max Born, friend of Einstein, tells us:  “It gives you the im-
pression of quite a new venture.  But that is, of course, as I have 
tried to explain, not true” [7]. 

However, the illusion of a new venture has persisted among 
many Einstein admirers, and that has blocked progress in high-
lighting the mistakes.  

Einstein’s theory is sometimes said to be ripe for discovery.  
For instance, in his later years Einstein observed “there is no 
doubt that the Special Theory of Relativity, if we regard its de-
velopment in retrospect, was ripe for discovery in 1905” [8]. 

Such statements like that oddly seem to divert the main-
stream from looking at Relativity in the hands of other people 
before Einstein, and they remain mostly fixed on Einstein. 

Einstein’s theory is mainly looked at, and work of others 
along similar lines is ignored; so many go by Einstein’s mistakes 
not realizing they are mistakes and without realizing other 
sources could highlight them as mistakes. 

There is no evidence for light-speed constancy, as pointed out 
by Bryan G Wallace in “The Farce of Modern Physics” [9]. 

But now that we are so fixated with Einstein’s way of doing 
physics, it now needs to be amended to saying—working from 
Newtonian physics, there is no evidence for light-speed constan-
cy (in vacuum), yet setting clocks by a peculiar way (as dealt 
with above) can make light-speed constant in SR scenario. 

Great scientists like Essen have pointed out the mistake but 
unfortunately have been ignored.  Caroline Thompson tells us:  
“Many prominent scientists have expressed their doubts, but one 
in particular should have been listened to.  Louis Essen, profes-
sional metrologist, inventor of the atomic clock, and co-author of 
a book on the experimental estimation of the speed of light, 
thought Einstein’s ideas ridiculous.  He may well have forfeited a 
Nobel Prize for saying this rather too publicly.  As he said, Ein-
stein’s theories arbitrarily made ‘space and time intermixed by 
definition and not as the result of some peculiar property of na-
ture....  If the theory of relativity is regarded simply as a new sys-
tem of units it can be made consistent but it serves no useful 
purpose’” [10]. 

The new system of units referred to is one where light-speed 
(in vacuum) is kept constant, thus altering distance and time 
measurements to conform to that convention; contrary to how 
Newtonian physics does things. 

McCausland [11] points out that no proper debate on Einstein 
was allowed.  If debate had been allowed, then Einstein’s mis-
takes could have been discussed and corrected.  But news media 
had prematurely announced Einstein a genius, and any debate 
highlighting otherwise at that time in history would have been 
an embarrassment.  So as consequence the mistakes of Einstein 
were allowed to corrupt physics. 

General Relativity entered into what Bernard F. Schutz calls a 
“dark age” after Einstein became famous with it in 1919 [12].  
Bernard F. Schutz [13], director and head of the astrophysics 
group at the Max Planck Institute for Gravitational Physics in 
Potdam, Germany [14], says:  “I consider the isolation of general 
relativity research from the rest of theoretical physics during 
the1930s-1950s, and the subsequent re invigoration of the field.” 

He talks of “the revival of relativity and its integration into 
the mainstream of physics, beginning in the 1950s.” 

And before that:  “Apart from a few notable exceptions, such 
as J. Robert Oppenheimer and Lev Landau, hardly anyone 
worked in relativity and other areas of theoretical physics be-
tween 1930 and 1960.” 
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There was a lot of resistance against Einstein’s relativity from 
1919 onwards as described by Mueller Project [15].  I think this is 
a better reason for the “dark age” rather than Schutz’s excuses.  
His excuse is lame in comparison.  Schutz:  “I suggest that the 
main reason for the isolation was that relativists of the time did 
not develop heuristic concepts about the physics of the theory 
with which they could communicate with other physicists, and 
that the revival happened when they began to develop such con-
cepts.” 

It is like Schutz does not want to admit that there was a re-
sistance period against Einstein. 

One of the important figures in the revival of General Relativ-
ity is, as Schutz tells us, Kip Thorne:  “Kip Thorne, one of the 
dominant figures in modern relativity research”. 

Nerlich says [16]: “The author Bernard Schutz can claim some 
authority here since his thesis supervisor was Kip Thorne, whose 
thesis supervisor was John A Wheeler.  Wheeler, quoting from 
his Wikipedia write up, was an American theoretical physicist 
who was largely responsible for reviving interest in general rela-
tivity in the United States after World War II.  And according to 
Kip Thorne’s Wikipedia write up, Thorne is one of the world’s 
leading experts on the astrophysical implications of Einstein’s 
general theory of relativity.  Bernard F. Schutz’s Wikipedia write 
up just says he is an American physicist, but give him time.” 

So bear this name “Kip Thorne” in mind a moment, a sup-
posed expert on Einstein’s relativity. 

Now I would like to refer to what Peter M. Brown has to say 
[17]:  “two different interpretations of general relativity.  There-
fore, for reasons of clarity, Einstein’s vision of general relativity, 
as defined in The Foundation of the General Theory of Relativity 
and other publications, will be referred to as EGR (Einstein’s 
General Relativity).  General relativity as to it is widely under-
stood at present will be referred to as MGR (Modern General 
Relativity).” 

So there’s two different versions of general relativity. 
Now let’s hop back to this Kip Thorne.  If we go to Wikipedia 

[18] it makes out a long list of impressive things about him: 
“American theoretical physicist, known for his prolific 
contributions in gravitation physics and astrophysics and for 
having trained a generation of scientists.  A longtime friend and 
colleague of Stephen Hawking and Carl Sagan, he was the 
Feynman Professor of Theoretical Physics at the California 
Institute of Technology (Caltech)“. 

Wikipedia goes on to say:  “In 1994, he [Thorne] published 
‘Black Holes and Time Warps: Einstein’s Outrageous Legacy’, a 
landmark book for non-scientists for which he received numer-
ous awards”. 

Brown quotes Thorne from this book [19]: “As stated by 
Thorne space-time curvature and tidal gravity are the same thing 
expressed in different languages, the former in the language of 
relativity, the later in the language of Newtonian gravity”. 

So according to Thorne—general relativity is Newtonian 
physics but using a different language.  But that is his revision, 
not the original due to Einstein. 

Let's now go through the steps if you missed them:  Einstein, 
famous in 1919 with his theory of General Relativity, meets in his 
lifetime a great deal of resistance from academia opposing ac-
ceptance of that theory.  Einstein dies and General Relativity is 

revived in academia—the main man being Kip Thorne.  The re-
vived theory is not the same theory as what Einstein was talking 
about, as noted by Brown.  Thorne's reintroduction of General 
Relativity—now has revised General Relativity as being the same 
as Newtonian physics, only now it’s using a different language. 

Peter M. Brown notes this problem as [17]: “There exists some 
confusion, as evidenced in the literature, regarding the nature of 
the gravitational field in Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity.” 

He argues that “this confusion is a result of a change in inter-
pretation of the gravitational field.  Einstein identified the exist-
ence of gravity with the inertial motion of accelerating bodies 
(i.e., bodies in free-fall), whereas contemporary physicists identi-
fy the existence of gravity with space-time curvature (i.e., tidal 
forces).  The interpretation of gravity as a curvature in space-time 
is an interpretation Einstein did not agree with.” 

It basically means that Kip Thorne, when he re-introduced 
General Relativity, did not re-introduce Einstein’s General Rela-
tivity but instead a different relativity.  Or we can look at it as 
Einstein made another of his numerous mistakes, and Kip 
Thorne corrected that mistake.  However, it has caused mass 
confusion because not everyone is aware of this change that Kip 
Thorne has made, i.e., it has not been well published that Ein-
stein is wrong, and his theory is no longer followed. 

This I perceive was a result of the News media reporting the 
news wrong in 1919 and the mainstream physics community 
now too afraid to make the necessary report to the news media 
telling them to correct their mistake.  Thus, the elite amend Ein-
stein’s theorizing at their whims and hide behind the false front 
that Einstein’s theories is not changed to maintain the illusion of 
Einstein as genius. 

Put aside now the diversion that Einstein set us upon, and we 
are back to Newtonian Physics.  And the real Revolution in New-
tonian physics was Boscovich's theory, which led to Quantum 
physics. 

Thus, when the mainstream talks about trying to unify Ein-
stein’s relativity with Quantum physics, the Einstein relativity bit 
is just a collection of mistakes, no unification required.  
Boscovich's theory is the unified theory linking Newtonian phys-
ics with Quantum physics [20]. 

5. Conclusion 

As regards SR—the assumption is that the speed of light (in 
vacuum) is constant, and thus time and other measurements 
have to be adjusted to conform to what is believed.  This is in 
contrast to some people's misunderstanding of Einstein which 
leads them to think the “assumption” is what has been observed.  
In that they are very much mistaken.  As regards GR, it has now 
been amended, so it is now basically Newtonian physics but us-
ing a different language. 

There is an elite in academia that has now abandoned Ein-
stein’s relativity (in its original form) but won’t explicitly state 
that, and so it leaves everything in a mess.  The elite still wants to 
have the false front of presenting Einstein as a mega genius over-
turning Newtonian physics.  But the truth is those “in the know” 
abandoned Einstein’s relativity by stealth and returned to New-
tonian physics, but they seek to hide all that in a complicated 
language.  “They” don't care that nonsense is still being taught 
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physics students, because “they” in the elite don't believe that 
nonsense themselves. 

Further information is dealt with in my other articles, such as 
how Newtonian physics can be recovered from correcting Ein-
stein’s mistakes with Special Relativity, the reasons for the mess 
being due to Einstein being bad at maths and making numerous 
other mistakes, etc.  Einstein being promoted as an iconic hero 
has made it an enforced dogma for the mainstream to stick with 
many of those mistakes.  Hence, this is why this elite who know 
it’s Einsteinian nonsense do a revision by stealth. 

In other words, a smokescreen has been set up in academia to 
divert large portions of the scientific community and interested 
laypersons into believing nonsense as regards Einstein’s physics, 
which this elite does not believe. 
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