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ABSTRACT: Relativity and Quantum Mechanics are not what physicists think they 

are. They are not physical theories; they ŀǊŜ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ 

experiences and measurementsτof the contents of consciousness. They relate 

physical phenomena to observers and arbitrary frames, not to Cosmic entities or 

frames. Since they do not model the Cosmos, they cannot be used to theorize about 

Cosmic entities or processes; attempting to do so produces paradoxes and confusion. 

These subjectivistic models and the Science of which they are archetypes are products 

of Berkeleyan subjective idealism and Machian positivismτarchaic spiritualistic-

idealistic theories of the nature of consciousness and its contents. In order to 

understand the Cosmos we must relate all physical phenomena to the causal 

substrateτto Cosmic space. When we do so, gravity immediately appears to be the 

flow of inertial-electromagnetic space into all matterΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƭƻǿΩǎ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ όὋὓȾὶ) 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ƎǊŀǾƛǘȅΩǎ ōŀƭƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǾŜƭƻŎƛǘȅ ( ςὋὓȾὶ) ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ƎǊŀǾƛǘȅΩǎ 

ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƳŀƎƴŜǘƛŎ όάǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘƛŎέύ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΦ ¢his theory  directly implies plausible 

mechanisms for black holes and for the galaxial rotation and recession anomalies 

όŀΦƪΦŀΦ άŘŀǊƪ ƳŀǘǘŜǊέ ŀƴŘ άŘŀǊƪ ŜƴŜǊƎȅέύ. Its quantized space allows us to theorize 

about the microcosmic entities and processes that underlie the hierarchical evolution 

of complexity. Space theory restores the Cosmos and causality to both physics and 

philosophy.  

 

KEYWORDS: Black Holes, Cosmos, Dark Matter, Dark Energy, Epistemology, Ether, 

Evolution, Gravity, Idealism, Language, Metaphysics, Newtonian Mechanics, 
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Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǎŜŜƪ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ƻǳǊ ƛƴǉǳƛǊƛŜǎΧhƴŜ ǿƘƻ Ŏŀƴ ƎƛǾŜ ƴƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŜ Ƙŀǎ 

no scientific knowledge. 

Aristotle1 

These [tǘƻƭŜƳȅΩǎ eccentrics, deferents, equants and epicycles] are not retained by philosophical astronomers 
ǿƘƻΧǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŜ. 

Galileo Galilei2 

In philosophical disquisitions we ought to abstract from our senses and consider things themselves, distinct 

from what are only sensible measures of them.  

Isaac Newton3 

It has recently been objected that this [theory of evolution] is an unsafe method of arguing; but it is a method 
ǳǎŜŘΧōȅ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊǎΧǘƘŜ belief in the revolution of the earth on its own axis was until 
lately supported by hardly any direct evidence.                            

Charles Darwin4 

 

 

1      INTRODUCTION   

Many, if not most of us no longer see the Cosmos
5,6 and our species as having been 

created by a supernatural being a few thousand years ago. We believe that the 

Cosmos has existed for billions of years and that we are recent products of its 

evolution. As Carl Sagan put it, άWe are star-ǎǘǳŦŦΧa way for the Cosmos to know 

itself."7,8 It is therefore imperative that we try to understand what the Cosmos is, how 

it produces level-upon-level of complexity including creatures like ourselves, and what 

this means for how we should think and live. This paper is an account of what I 

discovered when I looked to theoretical physics for answers.  

 
1 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, Bk II, ch. 2 and Bk. I, ch. 6. 
2 Galileo Galilei, First Letter to Mark Welser on Solar Spots, 1612. 
3 Isaac Newton, Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy, 1686, Definitions, Scholium, para. 8. 
4 Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species, 1872, 6th ed., p. 421. 
5 .ȅ ά/ƻǎƳƻǎέ L ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ ƎŀƭŀȄƛŜǎΣ ǎǘŀǊǎΣ ǇƭŀƴŜǘǎΣ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΣ 

ourselves, our consciousnesses, our cultures and our products. 
6 I believe that we should capitalize the proper names of celestial objects and ideologies.  
7 Carl Sagan, Cosmos, A Personal Voyage, PBS, 1980, see also: 
8 Anne Druyan and Steve Soter, Cosmos: A Space-Time Odyssey, with Neil deGrasse Tyson, Nat. Geo. Ch., 

2014. 
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As a young man I discovered philosophy through the works of Ayn Rand. She 

asserted the primacy of existence (Cosmism) over the primacy of consciousness 

(spiritualism-idealism).9 I embraced Cosmism and began deprogramming myself from 

the spiritualistic doctrines that I had been taught. I searched for, but failed to find a 

fully-developed alternative worldview in the literature, so I began reprogramming 

myself by writing an outline of ǘƘŜ /ƻǎƳƻǎΩ evolution of complexity.10 I first assumed 

that all physical phenomena were products of mass-energy and space-time. However, 

while reading !ƭōŜǊǘ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ book on Relativity,11 I realized that these were nothing 

but measurements, made by the observer, with his rods and clocks. I found that 

Quantum Mechanics (QM) was also an observer-based accounting-prediction model. 

I realized that our theoretical physics described the contents of human consciousness, 

not the Cosmos; that w e had no theory of wh at exists and causes12 physical 

phenomena. I assumed that such a theory must begin by relating the phenomena to 

Cosmic space instead of observers and arbitrary frames. When I did so, space 

immediately appeared to be a substance of some kind; that which resists the 

acceleration of matter, transmits light waves at velocity c, prevents matter from 

moving at c, and spontaneously organizes itself into subatomic particles, then atoms, 

then molecules, single-celled organisms, plants, animals, and animals with language.     

With this alternative philosophical approach, I interpreted EƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ 

equivalence of inertial and gravitational acceleration as implying that gravity is the 

flow of space into all matter. This theory fits the facts, explains the successes of 

Newton and Einstein,13 and promises to explain much more. I w ondered why this 

theory had been ignored and began to study both physics and philosophy in depth.14 I 

discovered a prohibition against space theory (the ether taboo). By following it to its 

source I came to understand the philosophical inadequacy, not only of modern 

physics, but of Science itself. In this paper, I expose the origins and nature of modern 

physics and Science, explain what philosophy is and why we need it, and show how to 

replace Relativity and QM with a theory of Cosmic space and motion. 

 

 

 

 
9 Ayn Rand, Philosophy: Who Needs It, 1982, p. 29. 
10 An old version can be seen at http://henrylindner.net/Writings/Hierarchical.html (Sept. 1, 2015). In it, 

I have already replaced the original mass-energy/space-time (MEST) with quantized space.   
11 Albert Einstein, Relativity, The Special and General Theory, Crown, 1961, orig. pub. 1920. 
12 ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ άǎǇŀŎŜέΣ άŎŀǳǎŜέΣ ŜǘŎΦΣ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ L ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜΦ 
13 IŜƴǊȅ IΦ [ƛƴŘƴŜǊΣ ά.ŜȅƻƴŘ bŜǿǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴ ǘƻ CƭƻǿƛƴƎ {ǇŀŎŜέΣ Physics Essays, vol. 25, 2012, p. 

500.   
14 IŜƴǊȅ IΦ [ƛƴŘƴŜǊΣ ά.ŜȅƻƴŘ /ƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ /ƻǎƳƻǎτBeyond Relativity and Quantum Theory to 
/ƻǎƳƛŎ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅέΣ Physics Essays, vol. 15, 2002, p. 15. It includes definitions of the alternative philosophical 

positions. 

http://henrylindner.net/Writings/Hierarchical.html.
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2 SPACE AND MOTION FROM PTOLEMY TO STOKES AND 

LORENTZ  

Ptolemy of Alexandria (c. 150) modeled Cosmic motion in 9ŀǊǘƘΩs frame; it did indeed 

seem that Earth was stationary and at the center of the Cosmos. The stars rotated 

around Earth every 24 hours, but the planets had wandering paths, moving 

backwards at times. To describe their motion required ad hoc mathematical devices: 

eccentrics, deferents, equants and epicycles. The Ptolemaic system fit the facts and 

gave correct predictions, but Copernicus refused to believe that it represented Cosmic 

reality. He thought that God would favor a more natural motion. He read about the 

heliocentric theory of Aristarchus and others, and using the latest data, was able to 

demonstrate that the planetsΩ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ could be simple circles if they and Earth were 

in orbit about the Sun. His theory sent Earth flying through space at 30 km/s (67,000 

miles/hr) while rotating on its axis every 24 hours (1037 miles/hr at the equator).15 His 

opponents argued that such motions were not evident to their senses or instrumentsτ

they felt no spatial wind or rotation. Copernicus could neither answer these objections 

nor provide any ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ƳƻǘƛƻƴΦ His model, though simpler, was not 

aǎ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ŀǎ tǘƻƭŜƳȅΩǎ. Only in retrospect do we know that his cognitive leap from 

 
15 Nicolaus Copernicus, On the Revolutions of the Heavenly Spheres, 1543. 
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ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǳǎŀǘƛǾŜ /ƻǎƳƛŎ ŦǊŀƳŜ ǿas necessary for all 

subsequent progress in p hysics and philosophy. Johannes Kepler improved 

/ƻǇŜǊƴƛŎǳǎΩ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ōȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ that the ǇƭŀƴŜǘǎΩ orbits were not circles but 

ellipses. This allowed Isaac Newton to model astronomical motions as due to an 

inverse-square-law gravitational force acting within ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜΦ bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ single 

Cosmic inertial frame resisted the acceleration of matter (Ὂ άὥ) but allowed it to 

move at any uniform velocity (in inertial motion) without resistance. He believed that 

all matter had some definite velocity in space, even if it could not be determined.16  

aƛŎƘŀŜƭ CŀǊŀŘŀȅΩǎ experiments led him to believe that electric and magnetic fields 

were states of a medium that filled all space. This idea encouraged James Clerk 

Maxwell to postulate tƘŀǘ bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƳŀƎƴŜǘƛŎ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ όi.e., 

ether or aether). On this basis he formulated t he equations of classical 

electrodynamics which predicted that waves in this medium would propagate at 

velocity c.17 In 1887, Michelson and Morley performed a light wave-interferometer 

experiment (MMX) to detect the ether wind caused by 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ±30 km/s orbital 

velocity through Newton-Maxwell inertial-electromagnetic space.18 Their null result 

(no detected wind) supported George StokesΩ ether-entrainment theory19τthat there 

was no ether wind because Earth entrained (dragged) its surrounding space with it 

into its free-fall orbital motion, but not into its rotation. The null MMX was 

inconsistent with the Newton-Maxwell space theory, but George Fitzgerald and 

Hendrik Lorentz tried to save it by arguing that the wind existed but was not detected 

because electrons moving through the ether were shortened in the direction of 

motion. {ƛƴŎŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎΣ ǘƘis shortened the arm of the 

interferometer parallel to the flow so that its light travel time equaled the travel time 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǇŜƴŘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊƳΦ [ƻǊŜƴǘȊΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ Ŝǉǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ 

contraction and transverse frequency reduction (time dilation). Lorentz ether 

theory,20,21 further developed by Poincaré, 22 explained what are now called 

άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘƛŎέ effects as physical effects of velocity in electromagnetic space.  

 
16 Isaac Newton, Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy, Definitions, Scholium, para. 9. 
17 {ŀƛŘ aŀȄǿŜƭƭΥ άLǘ ǿŀǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ CŀǊŀŘŀȅΧǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎŜŘ 

ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎƛŀƴΧIŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƘǳǎ ƭŜŦǘ ŀǘ ƭŜƛǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ Řƻ Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǘƻ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ Ƙƛǎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙƛǎ ŦŀŎǘǎΣ 
ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΣ ǳƴǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΦέ A Treatise on Electricity and Magnetism, 1873, see 

Dover, 1954, vol. 2, p. 176. 
18 Albert Michelson and Edward Morley, άOn the Relative Motion of the Earth and the Luminiferous 

Etherέ, American Journal of Science, 1887, vol. 34, p. 333. Modern experiments have yielded the same result.  
19 George Stokes, άOn ǘƘŜ !ōŜǊǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ [ƛƎƘǘέΣ Philosophical Magazine, vol. 27, 1845, p. 9. He said it was 

άǎǘŀǊǘƭƛƴƎέ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǊǘƘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻŦŦŜǊ ƴƻ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜǘƘŜǊΤ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

inertial-electromagnetic medium could flow through the Earth as if it were not there. 
20 Hendrik A. Lorentz, The Electromagnetic Theory of Maxwell and its Application to Moving Bodies, 1892. 
21 Hendrik A. Lorentz, Attempt of a Theory of Electrical and Optical Phenomena in Moving Bodies, 1895.  
22 Henri PoincaréΣ άhƴ ǘƘŜ 5ȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƭŜŎǘǊƻƴέΣ Rendiconti del Circolo matematico di Palermo, vol. 21, 

1906, p. 129. 
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In 1925 Michelson and Gale built a large rectangular closed-path interferometer 

in a field. They sent light around it in  both directions and found that its velocity 

differed when it propagated ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǊƻǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ They detected the 

rotational ether wind23 proving that light propagated at c in a medium that did not 

rotate with Earth. Georges Sagnac saw the same effect with a small rotating ring 

interferometer and also considered it proof of the existence of the luminiferous ether.24 

The MMX and rotating ƛƴǘŜǊŦŜǊƻƳŜǘŜǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ōƻǘƘ {ǘƻƪŜǎΩ 

ether-entrainment theory and the Newton -Maxwell-Lorentz ether theory. 25 To 

understand what happened next requires a review of the history of philosophy, 

concentrating upon the ideas that influenced the young Albert Einstein and other 

physicists of his time.  

3 THE ORIGIN  AND NATURE OF MODERN PHYSICS 

It is not surprising if the growth of natural philosophy is checked, when religion, the thing which has the 
Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻǾŜǊ ƳŜƴΩǎ ƳƛƴŘǎΣ Ƙŀǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƳǇƭŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎŀǳǘƛƻǳǎ ȊŜŀƭ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘǊŀǿƴ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ 
part against her.                                                             

Francis Bacon26 

Philosophy was born in Ionia in the 6th century B.C when Thales of Miletus theorized 

that all physical entities and processes were the result of changes in and of water. This 

historic conjecture replaced myth and magic with Cosmic theory. His pupil, 

Anaximander, posited the existence of an invisible eternal substance, apeiron, that gave 

rise to everything that we perceive. Leucippus and Democritus theorized that all 

phenomena were caused by invisible atoms flying through a void (atomism). There 

was, however, another trend in Greek thought. Pythagoras asserted that the Cosmos 

was a manifestation of mathematics. The sophist tǊƻǘŀƎƻǊŀǎ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƳŀƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 

ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎέΦ hŦ ƘƛƳ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎŀƛŘΣ άƘŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅέΦ27 The problems that Socrates 

encountered in trying to explain the world made him doubt the efficacy of Cosmic 

ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ƻǿƴ ǎŜƴǎŜǎΦ IŜ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ άǘŀƪŜ ǊŜŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘ 

ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜέΦ28 His pupil Aristippus founded the Cyrenaic 

 
23 !ƭōŜǊǘ aƛŎƘŜƭǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ IŜƴǊȅ DŀƭŜΣ ά¢ƘŜ 9ŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ wƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ±ŜƭƻŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛƎƘǘΣ tŀǊǘ 

LLέΣ Astrophysical Journal, vol. 61, 1925, p. 140. 
24 Georges Sagnac, "Sur la Preuve de la Réalité de l' Éther Lumineux par l' Expérience de 

l'Interférographe Tournant" [On the proof of the reality of the luminiferous aether by the experiment 
with a rotating interferometer], Comptes Rendus, vol. 157, 1913, p. 1410.   
25 ! ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŜƴǎǳŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ {ǘƻƪŜǎΩ ŜǘƘŜǊ-entrainment theory was compatible with stellar 

ŀōŜǊǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ {ǘƻƪŜǎ ŀƴŘ aŀȄ tƭŀƴŎƪ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎΦ [ƻǊŜƴǘȊ ŎƻƴŎŜŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ {ǘƻƪŜǎΩ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ 

consistent with aberration if the Earth-entrained ether had certain qualities. (See Lorentz, 1909, p. 170.).  
26 Francis Bacon, Novum Organum, 1620, Aphorisms, lxxxix. 
27 Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism, I. 216 sq. 
28 Plato, Phaedo. 
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school which rejected both physical theory and mathematics, claiming we can only 

know our sensations and experiences. Plato asserted that there was an underlying 

cause of our experiencesτthe world that we experience (becoming) is a projection 

from an unseen world of ideas (being).29  

Aristotle opposed the skepticism, subjectivism, relativism and idealism of these 

thinkers. He demonstrated that subjectivism cannot account for illusions, and that 

different observers must often disagree on what they experience and measure:  

But if not all things are relative, but some are self-existent, not everything that appears will be true; for that 

which appears is apparent to someone; so that he who says all things that appear are true, makes all things 

relative.30  

Aristotle argued that gravity was proof that motion was not merely relative, as 

objects gravitate Earthward regardless of the position of the observer or the choice of 

frame.31 Lƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŀǊƪ !ƎŜǎ !ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪǎ ƻƴ ƭƻƎƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǎŎŜƴǘ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 

civilization. However, with the discovery of his works on natural philosophy the union 

was strained. Churchmen viewed his idea of a self-existing, self-evolving Cosmos as a 

threat to religion. Thomas Aquinas tried and failed to reconcile Aristotle and 

Christianity. In 1277 the Bishop of Paris issued a condemnation of many Aristotelian-

Thomist theses. William of Ockham then tried to free theology from philosophy by 

stressing the omnipotence of God and the radical dependence of all things upon God. 

He asserted that we should only describe our experiences using the fewest 

propositions necessary, not posit God-independent causes or mechanisms.32  

René Descartes similarly argued that we should confine our knowledge to what is 

given to us by God and about which we can be certainτǘƘŜ άŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ƛŘŜŀǎ 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜǎέΦ Iƛǎ CogitoΣ άL ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ L ŀƳέΣ ǘŀŎƛǘƭȅ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ 

spiritualism: that consciousness exists prior to and independent of the human body. 

He argued that the Cosmos could be a hallucination produced in his mind by a 

demon,33 and that theorizing about the unseen or final (Cosmic) causes of things could 

ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ άŜǊǊƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƴέΦ34 We should confine ourselves to what is indubitable: the 

mathematical description of our sensations and measurements τuniversal 

mathematics. He invented his three-dimensional coordinate system to convert Cosmic 

space and motion into mathematical information. John Locke also asserted that we 

could only know the ideas presented to us by our senses and could never pass beyond 

them to any knowledge of the nature or hidden causes of things.35 Descartes and 

 
29 Plato, The Republic, Bk. VII.  
30 Aristotle, Metaphysics, Bk. IV, ch. 6, 1011a.  
31 Aristotle, Physics, Bk. IV, ch. 1, 208b. An argument against Relativity that is no less cogent today. 
32 Ernest A. Moody, άWilliam of Ockhamέ, The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 1rst ed., 1967. This is the origin 

ƻŦ hŎƪƘŀƳΩǎ wŀȊƻǊΥ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƳǇƭŜǎǘ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ άDƻŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘέΦ 
33 René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, 1641, Med. I, para. 10. 
34 Descartes, Med. IV, paras. 5, 9. 
35 John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 1690, Bk. II, chap. XXIII. This is empiricism. 
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Locke were dualistsτthey believed in two metaphysical realities: spiritual and 

physical, consciousness and Cosmos. This left a problem: How do these two different 

realities coexist and interact? 

This problem was addressed by George Berkeley (c. 1710), a bishop of the Church 

of Ireland. He saw the damage done to religious belief by the Copernican and 

Newtonian revolutions. He realized that dualism was unstable and feared that as 

philosophy continued to reveal the workings of the Cosmos, faith in Christianity 

would decline. Philosophy was a slippery slope leading to atheistic materialism. He 

realized that he could destroy philosophy by removing its objectτthe Cosmos. He 

asserted that since we are spirits, we can only know our spiritual experiences. Since 

we have no direct knowledge of any physical Cosmos, we must not assume that it 

existsτit is a superfluous hypothesis.36 He argued that the Cosmos that we perceive is 

a spiritual simulation, created, coordinated and fed to our spirits by God. An analogue 

of .ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅΩǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀƭƛǎƳ can be seen in the science fiction film, The Matrix.37 In 

it, humans believe that they are living in the real world, when in fact their bodies are 

lying in vats and their brains are hard-wired to a neural-active computer simulation. 

They interact with one another within this virtual reality. Berkeley argued that since 

God alone makes one experience follow another, philosophy should merely note these 

regularities and not pretend to explain things by corporeal causes.38 Thus Berkeley 

studied optics in order to understand how God creates the illusion of distance in the 

spiritual Matrix, and coordinates it with the illusion of our own motion in virtual 

space.39 Berkeley hoped that the heathen would stop worshipping the Sun when they 

realized it was just a God-provided apparition.40 

Berkeley accused Newton of atheism because his absolute space, absolute time, 

ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘ άǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ DƻŘΦ41 He argued that 

gravity was not an essential quality inherent in bodies but was simply a motion 

entirely dependent on the will of the Godτwho causes some bodies to tend towards 

each other, others to stay at fixed distances, and others to fly asunder as He sees 

convenient.42 Since God alone makes one experience follow another, we should not 

treat motion as absolute or Cosmic but as merely relative to ourselves and to other 

objects in our sensoria, and treat time as the succession of events in our consciousness. 

David Hume followed Berkeley in asserting that our belief that an effect will follow 

from a cause is merely a custom that we have acquired through repetitive 

 
36 George Berkeley, Principles of Human Knowledge, 1710, body, para. 18. 
37 Andy Wachowski and Lana Wachowski, The Matrix, Warner Bros., 1999. 
38 Ibid., para. 66. 
39 George Berkeley, An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, 1709, (just as video game makers do today). 
40 Principles of Human Knowledge, para. 94. 
41 Ibid., paras. 92, 117 
42 Ibid., para. 106. 
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experience.43 He denied that we could ever know the cause of a custom like gravity.44 

Immanuel Kant similarly argued that we could know only the phenomena presented to 

our senses and could never pass beyond them to knowledge of the noumenaτof things 

in themselves.45 

Ernst Mach was a highly influential philosopher-scientist in the late 19th and early 

20th centuries. He admitted his debt to Berkeley , Hume and Kant 46 and thus 

proclaimed, ά¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǎŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ.έ47 He did not speak of 

philosophy, but instead asserted that the aim of Science48 was to describe our 

sensations, and that the laws of Science were just consistent relationships among our 

sensations. What is not directly perceived does not exist; any inapparent entities that 

we posit as causes of our sensations are Ƨǳǎǘ άƳŜǘŀǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŜŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέτconvenient 

fictions. IŜ ǊŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ άǘƘŜƻǊȅέ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴ άƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭέΦ49 aŀŎƘΩǎ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ is 

ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άǇƻǎƛǘƛǾƛǎƳέΦ ¢ǊǳŜ ǘƻ Ƙƛǎ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƘŜ ŘŜƴƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǘƻƳǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

they were not evident to our senses. Following Berkeley, he dismissed bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ 

ƻŦ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ άŘŜǾƻƛŘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘέΣ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

ƻƴƭȅ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǘƛƻƴǎέΦ50 He called those who shared this view 

άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘǎέΦ Unlike Berkeley, Mach did not provide any theory to explain how we 

exist and have these shared experiences. 

Albert Einstein rejected traditional religion and authority as a teenager and 

developed a keen interest in philosophy. He read Descartes, Berkeley, Kant and 

others. He credited Hume and Mach for his approach to physics.51,52 So we can 

understand why he said:  

The only justification for our concepts and system of concepts is that they serve to represent the complex of 

experiences; beyond this they have no legitimacy.53  

Following Mach, Einstein at first insisted that only observable facts be accepted as 

ŎŀǳǎŜǎΦ IŜ ǘƻƻ ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ Ƙƛǎ 

ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƛƳŜΥ άƛƴ Ƴȅ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǊ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ aŀŎƘΩǎ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

position also influenced me very greatly, a position which today appears to me to be 

essentially untenable. For he did not place in correct light the essentially constructive 

 
43 David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, 1748, sec. V, pt. II, para.11. 

44 Ibid,.sect. IV, part I, para. 12. 
45 Immanuel Kant, Prolegmena to Every Future Metaphysics that may be Presented as a Science, 1783. 
46 Peter Alexander, άMach, Ernstέ, The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 1rst ed., 1967. 

47 Ernst Mach, The Analysis of Sensations, 1897, English translation, 1914, p. 12. 
48 L ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛȊŜ ά{ŎƛŜƴŎŜέ when referring to this subjectivistic-positivistic ideology; not when referring to 

the various sciences. 
49 aŀŎƘΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻŘŀȅΤ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƛǎΦ 
50 Ernst Mach, The Science of Mechanics, 1883, English translation, 1960, p. 283. 
51 Albert Einstein, Michele Besso Correspondence 1903-1955, Hermann, Paris, 1972, p. 464. 
52 Albert Einstein, Relativity, The Special and General Theory, appendix V. 
53 Albert Einstein, The Meaning of Relativity, 1922, p. 2. 
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ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘΧέ.54 

Einstein realized that aŀŎƘΩǎ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΤ to escape solipsism we must 

posit the existence of something beyond our sensationsτthat produces our sensations. 

He thus posited an άŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘέΣ ōǳǘ he 

defined it inter-subjectivistically, as the sum total of all experienced events about 

which subjects agree.55 He believed that we can grasp the organizing principles of this 

reality with our minds:  

Physics is an attempt conceptually to grasp reality as it is thought, independently of its being observed. In 

ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ƻƴŜ ǎǇŜŀƪǎ ƻŦ ΨǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΩΦ56 

Einstein thus began with subjectivism, with the contents of ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ 

consciousness, and sought the simplest ideas that could explain our shared 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ Iƛǎ άŦǊŜŜƭȅ-ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƛŘŜŀǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ of the 

Cosmos; for Einstein, atoms, photons, absolute c, frames and the laws of physics all 

existed only as thoughtτas ideas that helped to organize our experiences. His space-

time interval was just something that observers could agree uponτa rule of the 

Matrix. Einstein admitted that the interval had no physical meaning or concrete 

interpretation.57 Thus Einstein used his mind to reach beyond MaŎƘΩs positivism, but 

only to BerkeleyΩǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ idealism.58 Einstein was a subjective mathematical 

ƛŘŜŀƭƛǎǘΦ IŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ bŀǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ άǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƳǇƭŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƛǾŀōƭŜ 

ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭ ƛŘŜŀǎέ.59 He was also a theist, believing with Berkeley that God was άŀ 

ǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέΦ60 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ physics does 

not attempt to model the Cosmos as it exists prior to and apart from the observerΩs 

consciousness; it contains no Cosmic hypotheses or causal theory. It thus leaves God 

and/or mathematical ideals as the cause of our experiences. 

3.1 SPECIAL RELATIVITY  

Following Berkeley, Hume and Mach, Einstein sought to eliminate space-as-cause 

from physics. He interpreted the null MMX as indicating that light moves at c in all 

frames (a hasty generalization). Starting with DŀƭƛƭŜƻΩǎ ōŀƭƭƛǎǘƛŎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ 

he tried to relate all phenomena and laws of physics, including the velocity of light, to 

all non-accelerating (relative to what?) observers and frames. IŜ ǳǎŜŘ [ƻǊŜƴǘȊΩǎ 

 
54 Paul Arthur Schilpp (ed.), Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist, 1949, p. 21. 
55 Albert Einstein, Ideas and Opinions, 1954, p. 363 
56 Schlipp (ed.), Albert Einstein, Philosopher-Scientist, p. 81. 
57 Tullio Levi-/ƛǾƛǘŀΣ ά{ǳƭƭŀ bƻȊƛƻƴŜ Řƛ LƴǘŜǊǾŀƭƭƻ CǊŀ ŘǳŜ !ǾǾŜƴƛƳŜƴǘƛΥ tǊƛƳƻ !ǇǇǊƻŎŎƛƻ ŀƭƭŀ ¢ŜƻǊƛŀ 

ŘŜƭƭŀ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘŁέ [Italian], Nuovo Cimento, vol. 13, 1936 , p. 45. 
58 {ŜŜ YŀǊƭ tƻǇǇŜǊΩǎ όƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜύ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ .ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜΣ ά! bƻǘŜ ƻƴ .ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅ ŀǎ ŀ tǊŜŎǳǊǎƻǊ ƻŦ 

aŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴέΣ Conjectures and Refutations, 1962.  
59 Einstein, Ideas and Opinions, p. 274. 
60 Einstein, Ideas and Opinions, p. 262. 
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transformations to describe mutually observed differences between relatively moving 

frames. He dismissed the Newton -Maxwell-[ƻǊŜƴǘȊ ŜǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ ŀ άǎǳǇŜǊŦƭǳƻǳǎ 

ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎέΦ His 1905 paper on Special Relativity (SR)61 was, in fact, a restatement of 

Lorentz ether theory, without the ether.62 SR is based upon these axioms: 

The Restricted Principle of Relativity: άAll laws of Nature are the same in all CSs [coordinate 

systems] moving uniformly relative to each otherΦέ63 

The Law of Propagation of Light: The velocity of light in vacuo is a law of Nature, true for all CSs. 

Lorentz Covariance: The differences observed between uniformly co-moving CSs are described 

by the Lorentz transformations.  

Notice that there is no mention of the Cosmos or of any CS or frame that represents 

the space or matter of the Cosmos. There is no Cosmos in RelativityΦ [ƛƪŜ .ŜǊƪŜƭŜȅΩǎ 

ǎǇƛǊƛǘǳŀƭ aŀǘǊƛȄΣ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻŦ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴ 

their experiences and measurements. Light does not propagate at c in any Cosmic 

frame; but in ŜǾŜǊȅ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ or arbitrary frame. It is called άwŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅέ precisely 

because it asserts that all motion and effects of motion are merely relative; that there 

ƛǎ άƴƻ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ [i.e., Cosmic] trajectory, but only a 

ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜέΦ64 Since all ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ frames are 

equally valid for the description of physical phenomena, all differences between 

relatively moving frames must be symmetrical. Every observer should see all other 

moving ŦǊŀƳŜǎΩ ŎƭƻŎƪǎ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ǎƭƻǿer, rods shortened in the direction of motion, mass 

increased, etc.  

The current consensus is that SR is a proven theory and beyond doubt; yet what 

is actually proven is that the Lorentz transformations work to describe certain high-

velocity physical phenomena, when applied to the correct Cosmic frame. Relativity 

does not work at all. Neither its equality nor its symmetry among frames has ever 

been seen in real experimentsτthere is always inequality and asymmetry. To account 

for the facts, physicists must always break wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΩǎ ǎymmetry by introducing the 

local Cosmic frame that is causativeτin which velocity slows atomic clocks and in 

which light moves at c. They do so surreptitiously, even unconsciously in order to 

conceal their violation of the Principle of Relativity. They call the Cosmic ŦǊŀƳŜ άǘƘŜ 

ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜέΣ άŦƭŀǘ ǎǇŀŎŜέΣ άǘƘŜ Ŏƻ-ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜέΣ άǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘέ ƻǊ άǘƘŜ 

Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴǘ ŦǊŀƳŜέΦ They often specify the frame by placing an imaginary 

 
61 !ƭōŜǊǘ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ ά½ǳǊ 9ƭŜƪǘǊƻŘȅƴŀƳƛƪ ōŜǿŜƎǘŜǊ YǀǊǇŜǊέΣ Annalen der Physik, vol. 17, 1905, p. 891. Trans. 
A. F. Kracklauer, Einstein in English, 2010, vol. 1. 
62 {ŀƛŘ [ƻǊŜƴǘȊ ƻŦ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΥ άIƛǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƳŀƎƴŜǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǘƛŎŀƭ 

ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀΧŀƎǊŜŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘΧǘƘŜ ŎƘƛŜŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǇƻǎǘǳƭŀǘŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŘŜŘǳŎŜŘΧŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ Ŝǉǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƳŀƎƴŜǘƛŎ ŦƛŜƭŘΦέ όмфлфΣ ǇΦ нолύΦ 
63 Albert Einstein and Leopold Infeld, The Evolution of Physics, 1938, p. 186.   
64 Albert Einstein, Relativity, The Special and General Theory, 1920, p. 10. 
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ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊ ƻǊ άƳŀǎǘŜǊ ŎƭƻŎƪέ ƛƴ ƛǘΦ65 They call acceleration relative to this frame 

άŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜǎέ or just άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ. They rationalize Relativity and its paradoxes in 

numerous and conflicting ways.66  

For example, the twin paradox arises in Relativity because any relatively-moving 

ǘǿƛƴǎΩ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǎȅƳƳŜǘǊƛŎŀƭτƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǎΦ If 

motion is merely relative, each twin should therefore ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŎƭƻŎƪ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ 

slower and should find the other to be younger when they meet. 67 This is 

contradictory, hence the paradox. In all real experiments, the atomic clock that runs 

slower is the one that moves at higher velocity relative to the near and distant 

distribution of matter (the Hafele-Keating68 and similar experiments).  

There is no Relativity in the functioning of the global positioning system (GPS). 

The rates ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜǎΩ clocks are determined by their height and orbital velocity in 

the Earth-centered frame (ECF) that is Sun-star irrotational (not rotating with Earth). 

(See Fig. 2.) Their rates are not affected by their velocities relative to one another, to 

any Earth-surface clock, or to the Sun.69 ¢ƘŜ ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜǎΩ ŎƭƻŎƪǎ are somewhat slowed by 

their orbital velocity in the ECF, but still run faster than Earth-surface clocks due to 

their greater distance from Earth (weaker gravity). (See p. 169.) They therefore άǎŜŜέ 

the Earth-surface clocks as running slower, ŀƴŘ 9ŀǊǘƘ ŎƭƻŎƪǎ άǎŜŜέ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜǎΩ ŎƭƻŎƪǎ 

as running faster, violating RelativityΩǎ ǎȅƳƳŜǘǊȅΦ70 The G PS requires light to 

propagate at c in the ECF, not in any ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜǎΩ ƻǊ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ŦǊŀƳŜs. To attempt to 

use any other frame for the GPS would require many complex mathematical fixes.  

The aberration of light is also inconsistent with Relativity. In Relativity, 

aberration should result from any relative motion of source and observer. It does not; 

here too the symmetry is broken. ¢ƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΩǎ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ is always 

ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ the light-mediumΣ ƴƻǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΩǎ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ 

the relative motion of source and observer. No aberration is seen when sources move 

 
65 For an example of Relativistic apologetics see Clifford M. Will, Was Einstein Right?, 1986. On p. 55 he 
accounts for the asymmetrical result of the Hafele-Keating experiment ōȅ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ŀ άƳŀǎǘŜǊ ŎƭƻŎƪέ 

high above the Earth, at rest in the non-rotating, Earth-centered frame. He relates the slowing of clocks 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƭƻŎƪΩǎ ŦǊŀƳŜΦ  
66 aŀƴȅ ōƻƻƪǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΩǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǎǘƛŎ-objectivistic 

ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΦ CƻǊ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǎŜŜ [Ŝǿƛǎ /ŀǊǊƻƭƭ 9ǇǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ Relativity Visualized. He concludes 

that Relativity means that everyone and everything is moving at the speed of light, all the time.  
67 We know that motion through space redshifts the spectra of atoms and thereby slows the rates of 

ŀǘƻƳƛŎ ŎƭƻŎƪǎΦ ²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǾŜƭƻŎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ άŎƭƻŎƪǎέΦ   
68 Joseph C. Hafele and Richard E. Keating, ά!ǊƻǳƴŘ-the-World Atomic Clocks: Predicted Relativistic 

¢ƛƳŜ DŀƛƴǎέΣ Science, vol.177, 1972, p.166. 
69 Neil Ashby, άRelativity in the Global Positioning Systemέ, Living Reviews of Relativity vol. 6, 2003, p. 1. 

http://www.livingreviews.org/lrr-2003-1 (Sept. 1, 2015). 
70 Ronald Hatch, άwŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Dt{-LέΣ Galilean Electrodynamics, vol.6, 1995, p. 51.  

http://www.livingreviews.org/lrr-2003-1
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at high velocity in a laboratory.71 No aberration is seen when stars in binary orbiting 

systems move at varying velocities relative to Earth; if Relativity were true their 

apparent positions would deviate wildly from Keplerian motion.72 ¢ƻ άǊŜǎƻƭǾŜ the 

ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄέ ǇƘȅǎƛŎƛǎǘǎ must specify the Sun-star frame as the space in which light 

propagates at c and in which the observer is moving.73 The twin paradox, the GPS 

system and the aberration of light  all require some version of {ǘƻƪŜǎΩ ether-

entrainment theory: C elestial bodies determine the position and motion of their 

surrounding space out to a great distance. Light travels at c in this space and the 

Lorentz transformations must be applied to velocity in this space. (See sect. 7.5.) 

The incompatibility of Relativity with any Cosmic model or theory can be 

demonstrated by considering a spaceship that is moving at 0.9c, almost the speed of 

light, between Earth and the nearest star system, Alpha Centauri (AC). (Fig. 1.) 

wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƘƻƭŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜǎƘƛǇ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŀƴŘ !/Ωǎ ŎƭƻŎƪǎ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ǎƭƻǿΦ 

In reality, EarthΩǎ and ACΩǎ clocks are unaffected by the tiny ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƳƻǘƛƻƴΤ it is the 

ǎƘƛǇΩǎ atomic clock that runs slow (<1/2 the rate of a clock at rest in space). The 

spaceship ŎƭƻŎƪΩǎ motion through interstellar space somehow causes a redshift of its 

ŀǘƻƳǎΩ spectra. Relativity holds that light propagates at c relative to the moving ship. 

However, light travels from the Sun to AC in 4.4 years and the ship takes 4.9 years. In 

this Cosmos, between two of its large masses, the velocity of sunlight relative to the 

ship is 0.1cΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ !/Ωǎ ƭƛƎƘǘ is 1.9cΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ measure the velocity 

of light as c relative to the ship, it can only be an illusion; the instruments must be 

altered by their velocity in space (as per Lorentz). Relativity also holds that the 

astronauts should άǎŜŜέ ŀƭƭ the matter in the Cosmos that is moving at near-c in their 

frame as having much greater mass-energy and thus more gravity. They should see all 

solar systems and galaxies collapseτreductio ad absurdum. 

 
71 Johannes Stark, άDie Wellenfläche der Lichtemission der KanalstrahlenέΣ Annalen der Physik. vol. 4, 

1925, p. 77. (In the laboratory, light appeared to come from the same location from both stationary and 

high-velocity atoms.) 
72 {ǘŜǇƘŜƴ DƛŦǘΣ ά9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ tǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ {ǘŜƭƭŀǊ !ōŜǊǊŀǘƛƻƴέΣ Physics Essays. vol. 18, 2005, p. 

561. 
73 Edward Eisner, ά!ōŜǊǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ [ƛƎƘǘ ŦǊƻƳ .ƛƴŀǊȅ {ǘŀǊǎτŀ tŀǊŀŘƻȄΚέΣ American  Journal of Physics, vol. 

35, 1967, p. 817. ¢ƻ άǊŜǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄέ ƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊτin the Sun-star frame. 
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Figure 1. Cosmic Reality vs. Relativity 
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SR includes descriptions of Cosmic phenomena: the redshift of moving spectra, 

the fixed velocity of light and the limiting velocity for matter. However, it does not 

relate them to a ny observer-independent Cosmic frame; it does not attempt to 

identify the Cosmic entities and processes that cause these effects. To say that they are 

laws of Nature or products of geometry is to claim that ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ descriptions of 

Cosmic phenomena are their causes. Lacking any possible Cosmic-physical cause, SR 

leaves God and/or mathematical ideals as the cause.     

3.2 GENERAL RELATIVITY  

The consensus view is that General Relativity (GR) ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜǎ {wΩǎ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄŜǎΣ that it 

somehow restores the Cosmos to physics by specifying the causative Cosmic frame. 

Does it? General Relativity is so named because it was 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ 

generalize SRτto complete his Relativity program of relating all phenomena and 

laws of Nature to any observer or arbitrary frame, in any state of motion. Einstein 

realized that bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ the background in SR, determining 

which frames were inertialτthe ones not accelerating or rotating relative to absolute 

space. He wanted to eliminate this last vestige of Cosmic space from physics. In GR, 

no Cosmic CSs, including those of the celestial bodies of the Cosmos, should have 

ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴȅ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ƻǊ ŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅ /{ǎΦ He wanted to άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛȊŜέ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

rotation and gravity in order άǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ǇƘȅǎƛŎǎ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ /{ǎέΦ74  

The General Principle of Relativity: All laws of Nature are the same in all CSs, whatever their state 

of relative motion.75  

Did he succeed? Like the Special Principle, the General Principle of Relativity 

contains no mention of the Cosmos or of any frame representing the space or matter 

of the Cosmos. There is no Cosmos in GR. It attempts to treat all phenomena as 

merely relative to any arbitrary frameΤ ŀƴȅ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƴƎΣ ǊƻǘŀǘƛƴƎΣ ǿǊƛǘƘƛƴƎ άǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ-

ƳƻƭƭǳǎŎέΦ76 GR did not attempt to break the symmetry between relatively moving 

frames; it tried to extend it to relatively accelerating and rotating frames. This 

generalized Relativity is a non-starterτa more spectacular failure than SR. An 

observer may not be able to detect his uniform velocity in space with his instruments, 

but he always knows when he is accelerating or rotating within it. He feels it and his 

accelerometer and laser gyroscope measure it. Acceleration and rotation are 

άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέτphysical, Cosmic; they cannot be relativized. They are relative in one 

sense only: they are motions relative to the surrounding Cosmic space.  

 
74 Einstein and Infeld, The Evolution of Physics, p. 226. 
75 Einstein, Relativity, The Special and General Theory, p. 61. 

76 Ibid., p. 99. 
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9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƻǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ άǘŀƪŜǎ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ 

ǊŜƳƴŀƴǘ ƻŦ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέΦ77 It does not. Covariance is a mathematical frame-

game; what matters is what actually happens in this Cosmos. Choosing a frame that is 

accelerating or rotating with the object does no t make the physical effects of 

acceleration or rotation disappear. Any attempt to describe Cosmic phenomena in 

the frame of an accelerating or rotating observer produces nonsense. Recall the 

unreality and complexity of the Ptolemaic system and the great effort required to 

remove the rotating Earth-observer from the center of physics. Einstein was not 

joking when he claimed that Relativity made the historic struggle between the views 

ƻŦ tǘƻƭŜƳȅ ŀƴŘ /ƻǇŜǊƴƛŎǳǎ άƳŜŀƴƛƴƎƭŜǎǎέ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ 

coordinate system.78  

Like SR, GR is claimed to be proven beyond doubt. However, what physicists call 

άDwέ today has nothing to do with the General Principle of Relativity or general 

covariance. It is an ad hoc, quasi-Cosmic construct that pays lip service to Relativity. 

!ǎ ǿƛǘƘ {wΣ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ DwΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŀƴŘ Ŝǉǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ requires physicists to 

violate the Principle of Relativity by specifying the local Cosmic frame that is 

causative. DǊŀǾƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǎǎΣ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ 

arbitrary frame. DwΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ due to its incorporation of the fact that 

gravitational fields have, in addition to their acceleration-like effect, a velocity-like 

effect (ὺ ὧϳ ). It is this velocity field that causes atomic clocks to slow and light to 

bend. Einstein somehow correctly predicted this velocity.79 In sect. 7, I will show that 

GR is actually an ether-flow model of gravity, without the ether.  

GR did not eliminate physical space from physics. Like SR, GR still requires the 

existence of a quasi-Newtonian inertial space to account for ǘƘŜ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

inertia and rotation. Its inertial frames are inertial because they are moving at 

constant velocity relative to this inertial space. DwΩǎ space-time metric specifies what 

frames are inertial, and thereby surreptitiously incorporates this Cosmic space. It is 

claimed that GR explains gravity as the άcurvature of space-timeέ, but aƛƴƪƻǿǎƪƛΩǎ 

space-time is a subjectivistic constructτcomposed ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ 

distance and time intervals between events: Ὠί Ὠὼ Ὠώ Ὠᾀ ὧὨὸ. It 

models ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ and measurements, not the Cosmos. The curvature 

of space-time describes how the observersΩ measured intervals are altered in the 

presence of matter; it says nothing about the cause of gravity or inertia. To say that a 

 
77 !ƭōŜǊǘ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ ά¢ƘŜ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅέΣ ƛƴ The Principle of Relativity, 

1923.   
78 Albert Einstein and Leopold Infeld, The Evolution of Physics, p. 224. 
79 In Relativity, The Special and General TheoryΣ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ LLLΣ ƘŜ ŘŜǊƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŜƭƻŎƛǘȅ όάǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘƛŎέύ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ 

gravity using the work needed to transfer a clock from the edge of a rotating disk to its center. He likened 

this to the presence of a gravitational field of potential: • Ὃὓὶ ὺȾςϳ . This potential yields the 

correct velocity, but serendipitously. The accelerations and velocities caused by rotation do not have the 
same relationships as in gravity. His gedanken also drops the context: rotation has physical effects because 

it is rotation relative to physical space. 
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fired cannonball follows a geodesic or that light follows a straight line in curved space-

time is to claim that our geometric descriptions of phenomena are their causes. Like 

SR, GR leaves God and/or mathematical ideals as the causes of everything.   

3.3 COSMOLOGY 

The consensus view of the Big Bang and Co smic expansion is provided by 

astrophysicists Charles Lineweaver and Tamara Davis.80,81 They ǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ άǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ 

ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎŜέ and to do so they have to treat Cosmic space as a substance that can 

expand and move and in which light moves at c. They say that the Big Bang was an 

άŜȄǇƭƻǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǇŀŎŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦέ. Space ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ άǎǘǊŜǘŎƘŜǎ ƭƛƎƘǘ ǿŀǾŜǎέ ōǳǘ 

(strangely) does not affect the size of particles or objects. They say that SR applies 

only to άmovement through spaceέ, not to relative motion between different regions 

of space. Distant galaxies can recede from us faster than light without contradicting 

SR because they are not moving at >c in our space or iƴ ŀƴȅ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜΦ 

Those galaxies and ours are at rest locally in their own spaces; they move apart 

because the space (not space-time) between them is expanding. Light can reach us 

from a superluminally receding galaxy because it first travels at c ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƭŀȄȅΩǎ Ŏƻ-

moving space, then at c in a space that is receding from us at subluminal velocity, then 

enters our space and travels at c to us.  

Their theory may contain truth, but it has nothing to do with the Principle of 

Relativityτwith SR or GR. They have gone beyond specifying the causative frame; 

they have restored ether-space to Cosmology with a combination of Lorentz ether 

theory and {ǘƻƪŜǎΩ ŜǘƘŜǊ-entrainment theoryτŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ǎǘƛƭƭ Ŏŀƭƭ ƛǘ άwŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅέ. 

Physicists note this contradiction, but cannot pursue it:  

It is ironic that Einstein's most creative work, the general theory of relativity, should boil down to 

conceptualizing space as a medium when his original premise [in special relativity] was that no such medium 

existed.82 

Cosmologists and astrophysicists fail to realize that i f space itself has any 

substantiality, if it p lays any role in physical phenomena, then Relativity was a 

mistake. They simply do not understand w hat Relativity is; and t his is why 

 
80 Tamara M. Davis and Charles H. LinŜǿŜŀǾŜǊΣ ά9ȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ /ƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΥ /ƻƳƳƻƴ aƛǎŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 

Cosmological Horizons and the Superluminal Expansion of the Universeέ, Publications of the Astronomical 

Society of Australia, vol. 21, 2004, p. 97. astro-ph/0310808 (Sept.1, 2015)  
81 /ƘŀǊƭŜǎ IΦ [ƛƴŜǿŜŀǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ¢ŀƳŀǊŀ aΦ 5ŀǾƛǎΣ άaƛǎŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ .ƛƎ .ŀƴƎέΣ Scientific 

American, vol. 292, 2005, p. 36. 
82 Robert B. Laughlin, A Different Universe: Reinventing Physics from the Bottom Down, 2005, Basic Books, New 

York, pp. 120-121. 

http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0310808
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generations of students have been confused and why so many experts have 

άƳƛǎŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎέΦ83  

3.4 QUANTUM MECHANICS  

In 1905, the same year that Einstein published his paper on SR, he published a paper 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άƭƛƎƘǘǉǳŀƴǘǳƳέ,84 which became the photon. While admitting tha t it was 

unlikely that the wave theory of light would ever be replaced, he noted that certain 

light-matter interactions could be modeled as an exchange of light quanta, as if light 

were composed of particles flying through a void from source to receiver. In the 

microcosm too he tried to eliminate ether-space from physics by merely accounting 

for ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ Einstein thus imposed his subjectivistic epistemology 

on QM.  As in Relativity, there is no Cosmos in QM; there is only the obǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ 

consciousness and its contents. This is why all of vaΩǎ concepts refer to the ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ 

information, not to the Cosmos (e.g. uncertainty, complementarity, entanglement, 

symmetry, etc.). ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ wŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ vaΩǎ subjectivism has been the subject of some 

debate among philosophers.85 Unlike Relativity, the observer can never account for all 

the unseen waves and particles affecting his apparatus; so he can only produce 

probabilistic laws. What causes one possibility to become reality? Lacking any Cosmic 

model or theory, it Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ that άŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

ǿŀǾŜŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴέ and determines what is real (e.g., {ŎƘǊǀŘƛƴƎŜǊΩǎ Ŏŀǘ, observer-created 

reality). As one textbook put it: 

vǳŀƴǘǳƳ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛŎǎΧǊŜƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎƭŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ 
there lies a hidden objective world ruled by causality; instead, it confines itself to the description of the relations 

among perceptions.86 

QM does not teach us that reality is spooky; the spookiness is built into vaΩǎ 

foundations: subjectivism in, subjectivism out. As an observer-based accounting 

system, all of vaΩǎ concepts and mathematical devices, like those of the Ptolemaic 

system and Relativity, serve only to get the ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ predictions right. As with 

Relativity, all the knowledge that we have gained in the last 1 10 yrs. has been 

incorporated into QM ad hoc, but its epistemology is wrong. 

The nature and implications of QM were frankly discussed by Richard Feynman 

in his book on Quantum Electrodynamics (QED), the branch of QM dealing with 

 
83 Lƴ Ψ9ȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ /ƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΦΦΦΩ ǘƘŜȅ ƎƛǾŜ нр ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ ŦŀƭǎŜ ƻǊ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 

Relativity and superluminal galaxial recession; including Feynman, Rindler and Weinberg. 
84 !ƭōŜǊǘ 9ƛƴǎǘŜƛƴΣ Ψ«ōŜǊ ŜƛƴŜƴ ŘŜǊ 9ǊȊŜǳƎǳƴƎ ǳƴŘ ±ŜǊǿŀƴŘƭǳƴƎ ŘŜǎ [ƛŎƘǘŜǎ ōŜǘǊŜŦŦŜƴŘŜƴ ƘŜǳǊƛǎǘƛǎŎƘŜƴ 
DŜǎƛŎƘǘǎǇǳƴǘƪΩΣ ώA Heuristic Viewpoint on Generation and Modification of Light], Annalen der Physik, vol. 

17, 1905, p. 132. Trans. A. F. Kracklauer, Einstein in English, vol. 1, 2010. 
85 Karl Popper, Quantum Theory and the Schism in Physics, 1956, rev. 1982. Popper accepted Relativity. He 

could not grasp the problem with modern physics due to his own positivism and admiration for Einstein.  
86 Robert Eisberg and Robert Resnick, Quantum Physics, 1974, p. 88. 



 HENRY H. LINDNER  153 

 

 
  

 

light and electrons and their interactions. Feynman tells us that QED calculates the 

probabilities of three observations:87 

Action #1:  A photon goes from place to place  

Action #2:  An electron goes from place to place  

Action #3:  An electron emits or absorbs a photon 

That is all; there is no physical or causal theory here, just a statistical model to predict 

observations. The observer does not actually άǎŜŜέ ŀny photon or electron moving 

from place to place, he simply manipulates or measures something at point A and 

then measures something at point B. Indeed, Feynman echoes Mach, asserting that 

ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ άǘƘŜƻǊȅέ is that its predictions agree with experimental 

observations. He describes how QED was modified over many decades to fit the data 

(i.e., it is an ad hoc mathematical model, ƴƻǘ ŀ άǇǊƻǾŜƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅέ).  

In his path-integral version of QED, light sources produce neither physical 

particles nor physical ǿŀǾŜǎΣ ōǳǘ άǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƳǇƭƛǘǳŘŜǎέ. These άpropagateέ 

throughout space at c in all directions exactly as light ǿŀǾŜǎ ŘƻΣ ōȅ άǎƘǊƛƴƪǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǘǳǊƴǎέΦ !ŘŘƛƴƎ ǳǇ όǎǳǇŜǊǇƻǎing) all the amplitude-arrows for all possible paths to a 

point renders a final amplitude arrow. Squaring this arrow yields the probability that 

the observer will detect a light-electron interaction at the given place and time. All of 

this is consistent with the wave theory of light. Feynman simply converted real light 

waves into probability-of-detection waves. He admits that the wave theory of light 

accounts for all known phenomena when the light is intense, ōǳǘ ƛƴǎƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǿŀǾŜ 

theory cannot explain how the detector makes equally loud clicks as the light gets 

ŘƛƳƳŜǊΦέ88 He concludes thŀǘ άƭƛƎƘǘ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎέ.89 However, he admits that 

the idea that particles of light travel from A to B makes no sense (e.g., produces the 

double-slit paradox and others). So he advises the reader to just do the math and not 

ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ άǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻƴ ƎƻŜǎέΦ CŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ 

between his particle theory of light and reality, he conclude s that Nature is 

άabsurdέ,90 and this is why physics has given up trying to explain how things work. 

Yet he also claims that QED is ŀ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǿƘŀǘ bŀǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƛƴƎ 

ǳƴŘŜǊƴŜŀǘƘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀ ǿŜ ǎŜŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέΦ L ǎǳōƳƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

CŜȅƴƳŀƴΩǎ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƴƻǘ Nature, which is absurd. Like most physicists, he was 

trapped in the contradiction between his natural objectivism and the subjectivistic 

physics that he was taught.  

Historically, the Compton effect convinced most physicists that light is made of 

particles, and more recent anti-correlation experiments are cited as further proof. 

These phenomena actually disprove only certain inadequate theories of light waves 

 
87 Richard Feynman, QED, The Strange Theory of Light and Matter, 1985, p. 90. 
88 Feynman, p. 36. ! ŎƭŀǎǎƛŎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƎƴƻǊŀƴŎŜΥ ά{ƛƴŎŜ L Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ƛǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΦέ 
89 Feynman, p. 15.  
90 Feynman, p. 10. 
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and electrons, and they certainly cannot be explained with flying photons. Physicists 

ignore CŜȅƴƳŀƴΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ 

particles of light that bounce off mirrors, decide to go this or that way at a beam 

splitter, shed some energy in a filter, get tipped by a polarizer, and eventually arrive at 

their detector to produce photomultiplied clicks. All of this would require magic. It is 

absurd to think that a particle of light can pass through a glass beam splitter (1023 

atoms/cm3) and emerge intact with new instructions on which way to go. Indeed, to 

get the predictions right, QMΩǎ ƳŀǘƘ ǘreats both light and matter as waves at all 

times.91 I submit that light appears to be particle-like only when light waves are being 

emitted and absorbed by particles (usually electrons). Quantization is a property of 

light-particle interactions, not of light itself.92  

The idea that light consists of particles flying through a void is philosophically 

untenable; it is a non-starter. It is contradicted by the known wave-qualities of light: 

wavelength and frequency, superpositioning -interference, invariant velocity 

independent of source velocity, diffraction and refraction, and a continuous spectrum 

including radio waves that are hundreds of meters long. Because the photon theory is 

false it creates confusion and paradoxes (e.g. the double slit paradox, delayed-choice 

paradox, etc.). To even ǎǇŜŀƪ ƻŦ ǇƘƻǘƻƴǎΣ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǾƻƪŜ άǿŀǾŜ-ǇŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ Řǳŀƭƛǘȅέ. 

This is illogical; one does not resolve a contradiction by giving it a name. Waves in a 

medium and particles flying through a void have  mutually exclusive properties. 

Waves and fields are states of a medium; they cannot exist without a medium.93 The 

recognition that light is a wave in electromagnetic space, that Nature is not absurd, 

will bring about the long-overdue reconsideration of all of vaΩǎ particles, real and 

άǾƛǊǘǳŀƭέ. 

4 POSITIVISM, IDEALISM, ATOMISM AND CONFUSION  

We have as yet no natural philosophy that is pure; all is ǘŀƛƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǊǳǇǘŜŘΥ ƛƴ !ǊƛǎǘƻǘƭŜΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ōȅ ƭƻƎƛŎΤ 
ƛƴ tƭŀǘƻΩǎ ōȅ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǘƘŜƻƭƻƎȅΤ and ƛƴ ώǘƘŜ tƭŀǘƻƴƛǎǘǎΩ ǎŎƘƻƻƭϐ ōȅ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǳƎƘǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ 
definiteness to natural philosophy, not to generate or give it birth. 

Francis Bacon94 

Albert Einstein was a brilliant mathematician and scientist, but as a philosopher he 

ŦŀƭǘŜǊŜŘΦ IŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƴ άǳƴǎŎǊǳǇǳƭƻǳǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǎǘέΣ 

resorting to realism, idealism, positivism, or Platonism as the situation seemed to 

require.95 In philosophy, such inconsistency is error, and the predictable result has 

 
91 Hrvoje bƛƪƻƭƛŏΣ άvǳŀƴǘǳƳ aŜŎƘŀƴƛŎǎΣ aȅǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ CŀŎǘǎέΣ Foundations of Physics, vol. 37, 2007, p. 1563. 
92 IŜƴǊȅ IΦ [ƛƴŘƴŜǊΣ ά! v95-compatible Wave Theory of Light, Electrons, and their Interactionsέ, The 

Nature of Light: What are Photons IV, Proceedings of SPIE, vol. 8121, 2011, p. 81210X-1.  
93 ¢ƻ Ǉƻǎƛǘ ǿŀǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ άŘǊƻǇǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘέΣ ŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ 

fallacy. 
94 Francis Bacon, Novum Organum, 1620, Aphorisms, xcvi. 
95 Schlipp (ed.), Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist, p. 684. 
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been contradiction and confusion. Physicists and philosophers have failed to 

understand his esoteric ideology and have mistaken his models for physical theories 

for over 100 years. In fact, subjectivism and idealism can never be understood; they 

are false and must be dismissed as such. (See sect. 5.) 

Physicists learn SR, GR and QM from textbooks. They are taught that these 

άǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎέ are the applications of certain mathematical methods to certain situations. 

Most h ave never read Newton, Berkeley, Mach, Einstein, Heisenberg, Bohr, 

Feynman, etc. They are not acquainted with the ideas that produced modern physics; 

they do not understand their own models. While they want άƴƻǘ just to describe the 

ǿƻǊƭŘ ōǳǘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǿƘȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎέ,96 they are saddled with subjectivistic and 

idealistic models that were not created for that purpose. They want to know the 

cause, but their models produce only observer-based magical laws. They are 

interested in what is real, but their models deal only with what is apparent. The result 

is unending confusion. Are time dilation and length  contraction real or only 

apparent? Does light really travel at c relative to every observer, or only appear to do 

so? Do the atomic clocks in our GPS satellites actually run faster or only appear to do 

so? Does the act of observing cause everything to happen? Does math cause 

everything to happen? Is physics just geometry, or statistics? Each tries to resolve these 

conundrums in his/her own way. For instance, when many physicists speak of 

άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘƛŎέ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ actually think of them as physical effects caused by high-

velocity movement through Cosmic spaceτas if they are ether theorists. Einstein was 

also confused about the nature of space. He admitted that άǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇŜƭ ǳǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƴȅ ŜǘƘŜǊέ ŀƴŘ that άŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ 

of relativity space is endowed with physical qualities; in this sense, therefore, there 

exists an etherΧέ. However, instead of admitting that Relativity was a mistake 

(understandably difficult to do), he simply forbade any theorizing about ether-space, 

saying άǘƘƛǎ ŜǘƘŜǊ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦΧŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘǊŀŎƪŜŘ 

through time. The idea of motion may not be applied to it.έ97 He thus tried to prevent 

physicists from pursuing the essential question: What is space and what is its role in 

physical phenomena?  

Einstein also produced confusion in the study of the microcosm. His lightquantum 

gave birth to the photon and QM, but he was never comfortable with either.98 When 

no deterministic laws, no rules of the Matrix, could be found to account for the 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ photonic or other microcosmic events, Einstein asserted that 

QM was incomplete and could not be the final form of physics. In this he was quite 

 
96 Stephen Weinberg, Dreams of a Final Theory, 1992, p. 219. 
97 Albert Einstein, άEther and the Theory of RelativityέΣ Sidelights on Relativity, 1983. In sect. 7, I will show 

that in order to understand space, we must give it both parts and motion. 
98 Albert Einstein, Michele Besso Correspondence 1903-1955Σ ǇΦ нсрΦ ά!ƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛŦǘȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎ ōǊƻƻŘƛƴƎ 
have not brought me any closer to answering the question, 'What are light quanta?' Nowadays every 

ǎŎŀƭŀǿŀƎ ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ƘŜ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ƘŜ ŘŜƭǳŘŜǎ ƘƛƳǎŜƭŦΦέ 


