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	INTRODUCTORY DISCUSSION

	As light we usually define this radiation that we can register visually, hence by our eyes, but in a more strictly meaning the concept also includes radiation with frequencies outside the visible area, for instance the infra-red and ultra-violet areas.  
Most commonly, the light source is an atomic system that by supply of energy from an external source (for instance a thermal source) get energy that later on is re-radiated in form of light.
Even other forms of light sources are known, for instance the radiation from elementary particles, effected by angular acceleration in particle accelerators or from particles which with high velocity penetrate a dense transparent medium in which the propagating velocity of light is some lower than that compared with the velocity in free space (Cherencov light), named after its discover).

However, the most important light sources constitutes by stimulating ordinary atoms. This type of radiation has been studied and treated carefully in our atomic theory (chapter 6 and 7) when deducing the fundamental atomic constants and quantum relationships. 
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Xxx
	However, the relationship E=h.f (formula 0632) from the quantum theory, describing the relation between the emitted energy quantum and the frequency of this quantum, being the most miss-interpreted relation in the history of physics. 
This relation is often attributed inherent properties of the free light photon itself as propagating in free space, but that is not true. As shown in our atomic theory, the relation only disclosures the inherent properties of the atomic system, hence the source that generate the light radiation.
Light is characterized by some characteristic properties which can be summarized by:
a velocity in free space 
a frequency or wavelength 
a flow of energy or intensity.
The velocity of light in free space is in established theory determined to an absolute constant entity. A lot of experiments with an increasing degree of precision have been performed during a period of many centuries. 
But most of all done measurements are performed in static measurement arrangement, meaning that both the source and the receiver are in relative rest state. Som measurements done shows the following results:                    
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                                                      0801
1676 Römer 302.000 km/s            
1727 Bradley 299.000 km/s 
1849 Fizeau 314,000 km/s 
1862 Foucault 298,000 km/s 
1876 Corno 300,400 km/s 
1902 Michelson 299,880 km/s
1926 Michelson 299,796 km/s 
1949 Bergstrand 299,792,7 km/s 
1958 Froome 299,792.5 km/s 
1974 Terrien 299,792.458



	The latest information available is got from the CODATA TASK GROUP OF FUNDAMENTAL CONSTANTS, giving the value of the light propagation velocity in vacuum to 2.99792458(12)E8 m/s. 

The first determination of the velocity of light using astronomical observations was done by the Danish
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	scientist O.Römer. 
Later on, earth bounded experiments were performed where a light ray was divided by a rotating wheel with slits and where the light was reflected through that wheel via a mirror mounted on a static distance from it. At a distinct revolving velocity of the wheel the reflected light passed the wheel on its way back and by that it was easy to calculate the light velocity with good accuracy.

In modern science mainly laser interference techniques are used for this purpose. That is a method giving extremely high accuracy, but saying nothing about whether the velocity of light is dependent or independent of source or observer movements.

In interference measurements a phenomenon is used where interference fringes are generated when two spliced light rays from the same light source are slightly phase shifted in time. In time/distance measurements, time and distance are determined separately, then the light velocity is calculated by the common relation v=s/t (see 0101).

For generating moving light sources, usually moving (rotating) mirrors are used. Even experiments with
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	radar waves in space have been performed (in established theory radio waves and light is the same physical phenomenon, even if that not is verified by experiments).

In all these experiments there are great difficulties in interpreting the results, that because of all different experimental parameters involved in combination with the claim of the extreme accuracy needed.

Hundred types of experiments have been performed during the latest centuries, still there is no secure answer given on this very fundamental problem.

In aim of avoiding interpreting errors one alternative is to do experiments where only time and distance are involved, that means, experiments where no interference or Doppler effects are affecting the result.

By using modern laser techniques combined by satellites, such an experiment would today be able to be performed (for such an experiment is accounted for later in this chapter). The outcome of such an optical experiment would be of extremely importance, having far-reaching consequences for the whole fundamental ideas of modern physics.
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	As to mention some detail regarding light properties, the theory of relativity is basically founded on the validity of the constant propagating velocity of light in the vacuum space. If not invariant, this theory must be totally revaluated, which of course would cause far-reaching consequences for the conceptual ideas in the whole part of fundamental physics. 

A small but in any case well documented divergence 
in the measurement of the light propagating velocity in the vacuum space, measured between moving objects involved,  would determine whether or not this hypothesis is correct or not.


Xxx
	SOME HISTORIC FACTS

	The fundamental nature and behavior of light-whether wave or particles- having constant or variable propagating velocity in the free space, together with varying interpretations of its physical effects in different physical relations, has been, and still remains, a steady source of debate, that has continued now for many centuries in the area of physical research.

If we begin with Isac Newton (1642-1727), who worked out very fundamental theories in the science 
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Xxx
	of optics, his basic opinion of light was, that light was composed by particles (corpuscles), while a contemporary scientist of Newton, C. Huygens (1629-95) was of a different and conflicting opinion, namely that light was to be regarded as waves in a medium, the light-bearing medium; even named “the ether”.

Since this time, many other scientists, researchers and philosophers have worked with this problem, giving us new experimental results and experiences as well as different interpretations by new theories.
H0owever, in spite of all these efforts we can still not see any end of this very confusing and frustrating 
situation and the un-certainty seems today to be nearly total and we are almost as far away from a final solution as in Newton’s time.

Looking some back through the history, the wave hypothesis of light propagation has been the most predominated idea. In spite of that, no convincing experimental evidences exist for such a belief.

In studying Maxwell’s electromagnetic theory, we see that this theory from the beginning was worked out with the hypothesis of existence of an ether medium in the free space, a concept that later on was divorced from the theory. 
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	The mathematical formalism stood by itself without the concept of existence of this hypothetical space medium.
Anyway, Maxwell performed his calculations comparing the already well known general wave-equation describing how waves were propagating in a medium (sound in air for instance, (see chapter 3,4,5), with results derived from his electromagnetic theory. 

In doing so, he succeeded to get a mathematical agreement that could be interpreted so that light was waves, an interpretation that become the leading idea since then.

In spite of that, experiments later on showed that Maxwell was wrong on this point, but his 
electromagnetic theory still is regarded as a creation not permitted to put in question. 

One of these experiments was Michelson and Morely’s experiment from 1887, one experiment among many that not was able to confirm Maxwell’s wave light theory.
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+
	A some desperate situation arose, were one tried to find a solution on this dilemma and a lot of more or less fantasy fully suggestions were proposed aimed to solbvr the problem.
The intention by it was to, by start from the common wave hypothesis of light as an ether wave, establish or confirm this hypothesis by measuring the earth’s velocity in the solar orbit through that assumed static ether. 
T0heoretical calculations had been performed of the awaited displacement effect in an interference pattern when the apparatus was twisted in relation to the
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	earth’s movement in the solar orbit. But as is well known, the awaited effect from this experiment was f ailed to appear. Hence, Maxwell’s hypothesis was not confirmed (see Chapter 5). 
The reason for that seemingly contradicting result presumably was to find in the fact that light not is waves in an ether, but instead a wave of matter (a particle burst). The general wave equation is still valid for the particle wave case,+- so there is no conflict in Maxwell’s equations.
Some plausible reasons to the missing result may be listed as follows:
Errors in the apparatus equipments However, estimations done of the result achieved showed that the equipment’s quality and exactness was fully good for the given purpose. 
The ether was static in relation to the earth by the gravitation. 
The apparatus was influenced by the ether or by other  un-known factors outside experimental control.
Parts of the apparatus changed its geometric extension, length, by effect from the ether (“ether-drag” so named).
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	Maxwell’s theory was erroneous, but one was not prepared to put Maxwell’s electromagnetic theory into question and its interpretation of the light’s electro-magnetic nature.
Remaining alternatives that could influence the experimental outcome was un-known factors and as a consequence of that, a hunt for these factors was initiated. 
That the light ether not existed or was in physical sense non-existent for light propagation, was hardly not put into question………...
The most natural and immediate reaction was to assume that the ether  -for some very strange reason-  perhaps because of the earth’s gravitational force field, was dragged by the earth’s movement, being more or less stationary or immovable related to the equipment.
However, this hypothesis was introducing a lot of other contradicting and logical problems and was for that reason soon neglected as a possible alternative of solution.
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	In year 1892, H.Lorentz (1863-1928), introduced, along with another researcher, Fitzgerald, and independently of each other, the hypothesis that one of the measuring arms of the interferometer apparatus (in the moving direction)  of some very strange reason, was changed in length as a result of an “ether drag” from the surrounding ether field. And by using some “mathematical tricks“ on this idea, this idea scanty could motivate the not observed and not awaited effect of the experiment.

However, no one of these suggested solutions were fully satisfactory and in 1905, when Einstein presented his special theory of relativity, this debate declined as a result of Einstein totally abolishing the ether concept, announcing that light propagatesas by an incorruptible physical constant velocity value, both with respect to source and to observer movements and useable as an common reference to all other movements.

Since then, no one on logical/scientific grounds, have succeeded in explaining Michelson’s experiment by using Einstein’s ideas; the problem remains still being unsolved.
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	As a remark, Einstein kept the length contraction hypothesis as a physical phenomenon but at the same time abolishing the ether concept, this medium being suggested as responsible for this assumed contraction!

The “relativists” refute this critics by saying that the length contraction just is imaginary, not real. It exists but cannot be registered in your own reference system that b4ecause everything around was changing in the same way.

Hence, not much was satisfactory explained by Einstein’s theory, where light was allotted supernatural properties. And his basic assumptions regarding the properties of light were purely hypothetical without any strong experimental ground and support. 

In 1908 an alternative theory appeared, presented by Walter Ritz, who made an attempt to modify Einstein’s ideas in order to overcome the logical problems of the suggested light properties that
Einstein’s theory had suggested.
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	Ritz suggested light being burst of particles, hence not ether waves, where these particles where re-emitted from matter, which means, coming back with the matter’s internal velocity = c.

However, the theory was rejected because it was said that it was in conflict with the behavior of light coming from binary stars and also being in conflict with Maxwell’s electromagnetic theory of light, that theory in turn being in conflict with Michelson’s light ether experiment, hence not experimentally confirmed.

De Sitter’s argument of light emitted from double stars was one of these few “experiments” that gave mental support of the relativistic believe, most of other experiments are in conflict with that theory, or more exactly not either confirms or rejects it, giving zero result without any scientific value at all.

Our conclusion must be, that science not has had the ability to draw the correct consequences or conclusions from all these facts today available in an objective and in-affected way.

The situation is today not changed significantly, the 
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	confusion and uncertainties seemingly having become more or less total- and as a makeshift solution one has now decided light as being composed of both particles and waves. And in spite of logical contradictions of very serious nature, the ideas of light possessing such supernatural properties are still insisted on, in the name of Einstein’s great authority 
and his fantastic postulate that the light propagating velocity is independent of the motion of both source and receiver.

Why many experiments seems to show that light velocity is invariant to its nature may depend on the way light interacts with matter, and not as a separate property of light itself.

The “relativists” (those who support Einstein’s ideas) and the “etherist” (those who believe in a light-bearing medium) as well as all other groups of different opinions still use all sorts of artful tricks and arguments to defend and maintain just their own favorite idea or beliefs, methods which often have very little in common with a true scientific search for truth.

This is a rough and brief description of the current 
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	situation in this matter and the discussions today going on in connection to these special things in physics.


XA-08-4
	


xxx
	STRATEGY FOR AN ANALYSIS OF THE NATURE OF LIGHT

	We will here do an attempt to perform a collected evaluation of different views concerning light, using analytical and objective methods, all in line with known and accepted scientific rules

We will make a study of some well-known experiments and examine the results in relation to existing theories about light. These basic ideas are:
Ether theories 
Ballistic theories, particles 
Ritz emission theory, particles 
Einstein’s theory. not ether, particles ?
For the particle theories, we make use of the light 
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Xxx
	particle nature as start, that together with well tested and accepted physical laws in accord with Newton’s mass inertial laws. That together what we know about light interaction with matter, the atomic system. Regarding the ether theories, we assume light is transported as pure energy by aid of the medium and for Einstein’s theories, his light postulate is the base.

For comparison reason, the same experimental basis and arrangement will be used for all chosen hypotheses and the same conditions are used for making comparing possible. And the judging will be done one purely objective and scientific grounds, all in line with well accepted and common scientific methods.

It has never been proved that light moves with constant velocity to all things in its environment space,

It has never been proved that light is electromagnetic waves being able to 



                     Ove Tedenstig Sweden 2008
	MATTER UNIFIED ISBN 91-973818-7-X           08-20


Xxx
	induce an “emf” (an electromotoric force of electric current or voltage) in an electric conductor.

Most things points on that light is a wave of matter, hence a stream of neutral particles and that light is re-emitted from matter when hit by it.

If light was not re-emitted from objects, but reflected omly, no objects would be visible in normal sun-light, hence we should live in an invisible world (the sun light contains all colurs but macroscopically lacks colour)



Xxx
	SOME DEFINITIONS

	For clearness and for avoiding of misunderstanding, we at first perform a number of definitions regarding the different hypotheses used.
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	A PHOTON                              

	Light appear in energy packets, named “photons”. A light photon contains of an energy quantum, frequency (color) and wavelength and the energy is coupled to the relation E=h.f, where h is the Planck’s constant  (0632)


XA-085
	


Xxx
	LIGHT AS BALLISTIC       0803      PARTICLES

	If light is ballistic particles, light is treated in the same way as for ordinary matter in accord with Newton’s mass inertial laws. A light photon then behave in the same way as when a ball is bouncing towards a wall what regards mass, energy and impulse (see 0131/4)
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	LIGHT IN  RITZ CASE     0804     

	In accord with Ritz’s theorem, light interacts with matter in such a way, that this light hitting a mirror or another kind of matter, always is re-emitted with velocity c related to the subject. 

Hence, there is no reflection of incoming light, but a re-emitting from these parts of matter that has been stimulated by the incoming light. Simply said, an object (a mirror for instance) always will be a new light source. In most experiments the ballistic theory and the Ritz’s theory gives the same result. The Ritz’s theory explain the “slow light hypothesis of distant stellar objects in a more satisfactory way than other alternative theories.


Xxx
	ETHER THEORIES              0805        

	If light is ether wave, light energy is transported in this ether in approximately the same way as waves in other kinds of media are transported. Energy in such an ether is transported with constant velocity in relation to the ether, but not related to the source and to the receiver if moving. In addition to that may.
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Xxx
	be said that the frequency and the wavelength parameters are not symmetrical in relation to the source and the receiver, but differ from it when moving
EINSTEIN’S POSTULAT OF    0806 LIGHT  

	Einstein’s light postulate says that the velocity of light is constant in relation to all other movements in the vicinity space, hence constitutes a common reference for all movements. Such an assumption claims change in space and time to work. There is no clear picture of the correlation between these entities and there is no reason given for why such change of space and time really occur because of changed relationships to other objects in the vicinity void. The postulate has no scientific ground to rest on, and of that reason cannot be treated by the same scientific methods as for other hypotheses about light behavior.


Xxx
THE LIGHT BEHAVIOR          0807  TOWARDS A  MIRROR SURFACE
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Xxx
	NOMENTCLATURE OF LIGT PARAMETERS

	The following nomenclature is defined what regards the objects involved in the system (source, transmitter, receiver and reflectors), as well as the velocity of light related to these objects. This nomenclature then will be used consequently in the following analysis:
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	Vsz
	The source velocity in Z

	Vrz
	The receiver velocity in Z

	Vmz
	The mirror velocity in Z

	VRsr
	Relative velocity between S and R

	VRrm
	Relative velocity between R and M

	Vsos
	Out velocity from S measured in S

	Vsoz
	Out velocity from S measured in Z

	Vsom
	Out velocity from S measured relative M

	Vsor
	Out velocity from S, measured relative M

	Vrir
	Incoming velocity to R measured at R

	Vsis
	Incoming velocity to S measured at S
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	Vsiz
	Incoming velocity to S measured at Z

	Vriz
	Incoming velocity to R measured at Z

	Vmom
	Out velocity from M measured relative M

	Vmim
	Incoming velocity to M measured relative M

	Vmiz
	Incoming velocity to M measured relative 


xxx
	Corresponding parameters in respective space point are wavelength  and frequency ( f  ) of the wave. For not repeating the table for these associated parameters, just replace “v“ and “velocity“ in the table with  and f resoectively. 


   XA-086
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	DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS

	Here below, we will now perform a consequence analysis of 4 different hypotheses regarding light propagation 1) the ballistic theory 2) Ritz emission theory 3) the ether theory and 4) the theory based upon Einstein’s postulate of light. 

The analysis is done by aid of the equipment shown in figure 0807 and is preformed in exactly the same way for all the given alternatives, that for making possible a correct comparison and judging.

This or these theories giving results being in agree with known facts of experimental experiences, then are judged to be more true than the other alternatives showing up experimental or logical contradictions. 

But sorry to say, it is shown impossible on scientific ground making a reliable analysis of Einstein’s theory on the same logical premises as for the other alternative theories. On this ground Einstein’s theory cannot be judged as true or false on pure scientific ground.
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	These phases the light passes through the experiment are:

A common coordinate or reference system Z is defined for a light source S, a mirror M and a received R

The light source moves in this system with velocity Vsz, the mirror with velocity Vmz and the receiver with the velocity Vrz
A light ray is emitted from the source S in the positive direction towards the mirror M.
The output velocity of the light relative the source is denoted Vsos
Then the ray velocity related to the system Z is denoted by Vsoz.
The emitted ray then will hit the mirror M with velocity Vmiz 


Xxx
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	The mirror M will re-emit the light ray with the velocity Vmom.
T he re-emitted light ray then will hit the receiver R, there registered with the velocity of  Vrir. In the case source and receiver is in the same position  Vs and VR are equal.




	THE BALLISTIC CASE       0808

	Out velocity from S measured in S
	Vsos= c 

	Out velocity from S measured in Z
	Vsoz=c+Vsz

	In velocity to M measured in M
	Vmim =(c+Vsz)-Vmz 


	Out velocity from M measured in M
	Vmom =-Vmin
Vmom=-(c+Vsz-Vmz)

	Out velocity from M measured in Z
	Vmoz =Vmom+Vmz
Vmoz=-c-Vsz+Vmz+Vmz

	In velocity to R measured in R
	Vrir =Vmoz-Vrz
Vrir=-c+2.Vmz-Vsz-Vrz
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	Vrir=-c+2.Vmz-Vsz-Vrz



	In the case Vsz=Vrz=Vmz, Vrir most be –c, otherwise the theory is false. Hence we see that the ballistic theory satisfy this criteria, hence being a possible candidate


xxx
	RITZ’S  THEORY                      0809                 

	Out velocity from S measured in S
	sVos= c                              

	Out velocity from S measured in Z
	Vsoz=c+Vsz                       

	In velocity to M measured in M
	Vmim =(c+Vsz)-Vmz           

	Out velocity from M measured in M
	Vmom =-c                      


	Out velocity from M measured in Z
	Vmoz =Vmom+Vmz
Vmoz=-c+Vmz               

	In velocity to R measured in R
	Vrir =Vmoz-Vrz
Vrir=-c+Vmz-Vrz           


xxx
	Vrir=-c+Vmz-Vrz           
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	In the case Vrz=Vmz, Vrir most be –c, other wise the theory is false. Hence we see that the Ritz emission theory satisfy this criteria, hence being a possible candidate. 



	THE ETHER THEORY      0810  

	Out velocity from S measured in S
	Vsos = c                             

	Out velocity from S measured in Z
	Vsoz= c                  

	In velocity to M measured in M
	Vmim = c - Vmz


	Out velocity from M measured in M
	Vmom = -Vmim                    


	Out velocity from M measured in Z
	Vmoz = -c
 

	In velocity to R measured in R
	Vrir =Vmoz-Vrz
Vrir= -c -Vrz           


	Vrir= -c -Vrz           

	In the case Vrz=Vmz, Vrir most be –c, other wise the theory is false. Hence we see that the ether theory not satisfy this criteria, hence being not a possible candidate. 
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	EINSTEIN’S LIGHT POSTULATE  0811

	Out velocity from S measured in S
	Vsos= c                             

	Out velocity from S measured in Z
	Vsoz=c                  

	In velocity to M measured in M
	Vmim =c
Vmim= c

	Out velocity from M measured in M
	Vmom =-Vmim                 
Vmom=-c 

	Out velocity from M measured in Z
	Vmoz =-c
 

	In velocity to R measured in R
	Vrir =-c
         



¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨¨
	This case cannot be analyzed in a normal scientific way and of that reason must be judged as a NOT serious alternative.
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	OTHER PROPERTIES OF LIGHT

	Besides the propagating velocity of light, two other significant properties of light exist, perhaps more frequently measured. These properties are frequency and the wavelength. Frequency is the number of intensity fluctuations of the emitted light countered during a unit interval

In time units. The wavelength is the distance between two such successive density fluctuations, from minims to minims or to maxims to maximsof the streaming light flow.

Let’s now make a study of how all these parameters for light, frequency and wavelength, in the same way as for the velocity, alter at different points in the system.

 We denote frequency with symbol f , and the wavelength with the symbol .

The following parameters are defined for frequency  and wavelength:
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	DEFINITION OF FREQUENCY PARAMETERS

	fsos
	The frequency as measured at the source S

	fsoz
	The frequency as measured after the source in Z

	fmim
	The frequency as measured at input to M

	fmom
	 The frequency as measured after M  in M                               

	fmoz
	The frequency after M as measured in Z

	frir
	The frequency at input to R as measured in R

	friz
	The frequency at input to R, as measured in Z


Xxx
	DEFINITION OF LIGHT WAVE LENGTH PARAMETERS

	sos
	The wavelength as measured at the source S

	soz
	The wavelength as measured after the source in Z

	mim
	The wavelength as measured at input to M



Xxx
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Xxx
	moz
	The frequency after M as measured in Z

	rir
	The wavelength at input to R as measured in R

	riz
	The wavelength  at input to R, as measured in Z


Xxx
	In the same way as we done in the analysis of the 
velocity/time domain, we will make use of the same equipment as for the analysis of frequency and wavelength parameters. 

Then we will find that in these cases in the time domain where some parameters have influence, it will have no influence in the frequency domain. Of that reason, detecting an active ether, if existing, only can be done in the time domain by phase shift or by direct distance/time measurement.



Xxxx
	THE BALLISTIC THEORY IN THE         0812 
THE FREQUENCY DOMAIN

	Out frequency from S measured in S
	fsos= fo 
sos = c/fo                             
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XXX
	Out frequency from S measured in Z
	fsoz=fo.(c+Vsz)/c  
soz = (c+Vsz)/(fo.(c+Vsz)/c) = c/fo                

	In frequency  to M measured in M
	fmim =fo.(c+Vsz- Vmz)/c
mim=(c+Vsz-Vmz)/(fo.(c+Vsz-Vmz/c)= c/fo  

	Out frequency from M measured in M
	fmom =fmim                 
mom = mim

	Out frequency from M measured in Z
	fmoz =fo.(c+Vsz-Vmz-Vmz/c
sor= (c+Vsz-2.Vsz)/(fo(c+Vsz-2.Vmz)/c) = c/fo

	In  frequency to R measured in R
	frir =fo.(c+Vsz-2.Vmz+Vrz)/c
sor =  sor =   (c-2.Vmz+Vsz+Vrz)/(fo.(c-2.Vmz+Vsz+Vrz)/c))= c/fo       


XXX
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	frir =fo.(c+Vsz-2.Vmz+Vrz)/c
sor = c/fo       

	If Vsz=Vrz=Vmz, frir must be equal to the original value of f,  fo. That is the case. The wavelength will not be changed. Hence the ballistic case is a clear candidate to calculate with.


XXX
	RITS’s THEORY IN THE          0813                            
FREQUENCE DOMAIN

	Out frequency from S measured in S
	fsos= fo 
sos = c/fo                             

	Out frequency from S measured in Z
	fsoz=fo.(c+Vsz)/c  
soz = (c+Vsz)/fsoz= c/fo                

	In frequency  to M measured in M
	fmim =fo.(c+Vsz- Vmz)/c
mim=(c+Vsz-Vmz)/fmom= c/fo  

	Out frequency from M measured in M
	fmom =fmim                 
mom = mim

	Out frequency from M measured in Z
	fmoz =fo.(c+Vsz-Vmz-Vmz)/c
sor= (c+Vsz-2.Vsz)/fmoz= c/fo

	In  frequency to R measured in R
	frir =fo.(c+Vsz-2.Vmz+Vrz)/c
sor = (c-Vmz + Vrz)/frir      
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	frir =fo.(c+Vsz-2.Vmz+Vrz)/c
sor = (c - Vmz + Vrz)/frir

	If Vsz=Vrz=Vmz, frir must be equal to the original value of f, fo. That is the case. The wavelength will not be changed under the same circumstances. 
Hence the Ritz model is a clear candidate to calculate with.


XXX
	THE ETHER THEORY IN         0814 
 THE  FREQUENCE DOMAIN         

	Out frequency from S measured in S
	fsos= fo 
sos = c/fo                             

	Out frequency from S measured in Z
	fsoz=fo. c/(c-Vsz)


	In frequency  to M measured in M
	fmim = fsoz. (c-Vmz)/c
fmim = c/(c-Vsz). (c-Vmz)/c

	Out frequency from M measured in M
	fmom =fmim       
fmom = c/(c- Vsz). (c-Vmz)/c

	Out frequency from M measured in Z
	fmoz = fmom      
fmox = c/(c-Vsz). (c- Vmz)/ c


	In  frequency to R measured in R
	 frir = fmoz . (c+Vmz)/c
frir = fo.c/(c-Vsz). (c-Vmz)/c (c+Vmz)/c
frir = fo.(c+Vmz)/c  (Vsz  =Vmz )
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	frir = fo.c/(c-Vsz). (c-Vmz)/c (c+Vmz)/c
sor = fo

	If Vsz=Vrz=Vmz, frir must be equal to the original value of f,  fo. That is the case. The wavelength will not be changed. Hence the ether theory works in the frequency domain. 


XX
	THE EINSTEIN THEORY   0815           


	IN THE  FREQUENCE DOMAIN

	Out frequency from S measured in S
	????????

	Out frequency from S measured in Z
	????????

	In frequency  to M measured in M
	????????

	Out frequency from M measured in M
	????????

	Out frequency from M measured in Z
	????????

	In  frequency to R measured in R
	????????


xxx 
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	The Einstein’s theory cannot be analyzed in the frequency domain because it lack normal scientific grounds.


Xxx
	THE CLOSED ROOM             0816
MYSTERY


A-0816
	


Xxx
	We now apply the results here achieved to another thought experiment that belongs to a very well known situation in the daily life. We imagine a closed room in a state of constant and un-accelerated motion of velocity v, related to an outer reference point Z, (the 
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Xxx
	room may be a railway carriage in linear motion along a railway platform).

In the centre of this room an electrical lamp is out-placed and a measuring technician walks around, registering different parameters of the light (time, velocity, frequency and wavelength). If our technician makes measurements at arbitrary chosen points, all experimental experiences says that:

The propagating velocity of light is measured to a constant value in all points of the room 
No variations in frequency and wavelength are registered when the measurement equipment is in rest
a light ray will consume equal amount of time for equal distances un-regarding where in the room the measurement is performed
We now assume that the lamp is lit at time to. The light is hitting the walls, roof and floor at time t, then being reflected back to the origin source. All light rays must return simultaneously to the source point.
Light rays in the room move L-->A, L-->B, L-->C, L-->D, L-->E, L-->F. We make a study of this time it will take for the light to move these distances in accord with the 4 theories for light as 
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xxx
	we have discussed before, the Ballistic theory, the Ritz theory, the Ether theory and the Einstein theory. In all these theories the consumed time must be S/c, where s is the side of the room and c is the standard light velocity.


A-08-17
	THE BALLISTIC THEORY      0817      

	Path
	Distance
	Ray velocity
	Elapsed time

	L > A
	 s/2 + v.t
	c + v
	 t = (S/2+vt)/(c+v)
t=S/(2.c)

	L <
	 s/2 -v.t
	c –v
	 t = (S/2-t)/(c-v)
t=S/(2.c)

	L > B
	 s/2 -v.t
	c –v
	 t = (S/2-t)/(c-v)
t=S/(2.c)

	L <B
	 s/2 +.t
	c –v
	 t = (S/2+)/(c+v)
t=S/(2.c)
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Xxx
	L >
C.D.E.F
	 Sqrt((s/2) 2 + (v.t) 2)
	Sqrt(c2+v2)
	t= sqrt((s/2) 2+(v.t) 2))/
sqrt(c2+v2)
t=S/(2.c)

	L <
C.D.E.F
	 Sqrt((s/2) 2 + (v.t) 2)
	Sqrt(c2+v2)
	t= sqrt((s/2) 2+(v.t) 2))/
sqrt(c2+v2)      t=S/(2.c)


Xxx

	THE RITZ THEORY                0818           

	Path
	Distance
	Ray velocity
	Elapsed time

	L > A
	 s/2 + v.t
	c + v
	 t = (S/2+vt)/(c+v)
t=So/(2.c)

	L <A
	 s/2 -v.t
	c -v
	 t = (S/2-t)/(c-v)
t=So/(2.c)


	L > B
	 s/2 -v.t
	c –v
	 t = (S/2-t)/(c-v)
t=So/(2.c)
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Xxx
	L <B
	 s/2 +.t
	c –v
	 t = (S/2+)/(c+v)
t=So/(2.c)

	L >
C.D.E.F
	 Sqrt((s/2) 2 + (v.t) 2)
	Sqrt(c2+v2)
	t= sqrt((s/2) 2+(v.t) 2))/
sqrt(c2+v2)
t=So/(2.c)

	L <
C.D.E.F
	 Sqrt((s/2) 2 + (v.t) 2)
	Sqrt(c2+v2)
	t= sqrt((s/2) 2+(v.t) 2))/
sqrt(c2+v2)
t=So/(2.c)



	HE ETHER THEORY                0811           

	Path
	Distance
	Ray velocity
	Elapsed time

	L > A
	 s/2 + v.t
	c 
	 t = (S/2+v.t)/ct=(S/2)/(c-v)

	L <A
	 s/2 -v.t
	c 
	 t = (S/2-v.t/c
t=(S/2)/(c+v)

	L > B
	 s/2 -v.t
	c 
	 t = (S/2-v.t/c
t=(S/2)/(c+v)
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Xxx
	L <B
	 s/2 +.t
	c 
	 t = (S/2+v.t)/c
t=(S/2)/(c-v)

	L >
C.D.E.F
	 Sqrt((s/2) 2 + (v.t) 2)
	c
	t= sqrt((s/2) 2+(v.t) 2))/c
t=(So/2)/sqrt(c2 –v2)

	L <
C.D.E.F
	 Sqrt((s/2) 2 + (v.t) 2)
	c
	t= sqrt((s/2) 2+(v.t) 2))/c 
t=(So/2)/sqrt(c2 –v2)



	Hence we find that the ether theory works for frequency and wavelength, but not for time, velocity and phase between initial wave and reflected wave. So, an assumed active light ether would be discovered by time distance measurements or by phase shift measurements in this experimebt.
But no experiments exists where such effects have been registered.
The only theories that works in this experiment is the ballistic theory and the Ritz theory. Einstein’s theory cannot be judged because it lacks scientific ground to be supported on.
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xxx
	MICHELSON & MORLEY’S LIGHT ETER EXPERIMENT

	In aim of giving further support to our particle thesis of light, we shall now make a study of a classical experiment, Michelson & Morely’s light ether experiment and by that investigate this experiment in accordance with basic principles found above. We will show, that the awaited interference effect will not appear, hence being zero, all in line with the factual outcome of the experiment.

For clearness, we begin to show how the calculations were performed according to the ether theory, later on showing that the ether theory for light was erroneous. The ether was supposed to be stationary in space and was thought to stream through all parts of the measuring apparatus.

The apparatus worked so that a light ray was emitted from a monochrome (one colored) source and was split into two separate rays. One of these rays was directed straight forwards, then was reflected by a mirror, the other part was directed 90 degrees transversally towards the moving direction, then  was reflected by a mirror Then both rays were put 
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xxx
	together in a common observer poin5.

Then, if the light rays, at turning the apparatus in different directions in relation to the hypothetical light ether stream, the consumption of time would be differing. Then the earth velocity in the sun orbit would be possible to be determined by calculation. However, no such change effect in the interference pattern was observed.



   
	MICHELSON’S EXPERIMENT AND THE ETER THEORY


A-0820
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xxx
	In the same way as Michelson, we do an estimation of this time/phase displacement that should appear if an active light ether existed. 
Because the ray “1” and “2” go different ways through the apparatus- and the ether - these times will be different. The basic idea was that the light ray ”1” will be actuated different to ray “2”, because ray ”1” goes straight forwards but ray ”2” goes transversally through the assumed ether sea.
Hence, on basis of the ether theory, where a light ray in this ether propagates with constant velocity in relation to the ether, we for the ray path times T1a and T1b get:


A-08-21
	

	Solving out the time parameters  T1a  T1b  from the equations:
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A-08-22
	


xxx
	The total time for beam T1 is the summary of T1a  and T1b hence :


A-08-23
	



	For beam T2, we calculate the distance this ray moves forwards and backwards in the transversal direction in relation to the moving direction:
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A-0824
	



	and the total time T2  for beam “2” then will be :


A-0825   
	


Xxx
	The expression 0823 and 0825 are 2 completely different mathematical functions, that means, are changing differently when turning the apparatus in relation to the movement direction. And of that reason a change in the reference pattern would appear. But that is not the experimental outcome,                    
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Xxx
	there is no change observed.

In aim to overcome this dilemma, H.Lorentz and Fitzgerald 1898 (independently of each other) were suggesting that this divergence would be inhibited by aid of a “mathematical trick”, multiplying the time expression of the 1-beam by a factor               1-v2/c2)1/2, the Lorentz factor, having a physical equivalence in a length contraction, or distance contraction of the arm in the direction of motion.

However, from a pure physical viewpoint, it was very hard to motivate such  a physical effect. This hypothesis was given the name of
“Lorentz-Fitzgerald contraction”.
The idea was later on introduced by Einstein in his special theory of relativity, but with changed basic presumptions, there inhibiting the assumed reason to the effect, the drag effect from the ether.
But observe, there is still lacking experimental evidences on that length contraction of physical objects as function of movement exists.
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Xxx
	EINSTEIN’S THEORY

	In Einstein’s theory the light velocity is invariant in relation to both outer reference system and to all parts in the system. Length contraction of physical objects as function of movement, never has been observed, and neither can be given any reasonable physical motivation. The mathematical expression c+-v has no physical relevance in his theory. On these reasons there is impossible to do a scientific analysis of Michelson & Morley’s experiment in association to Einstein’s light postulate. 
His theory is falling on its own absurdity.


xxx
	RITZ AND THE BALLISTIC CASE

	We start with the assumption that light is made up by particles, being additive to movements of the source. That is true for both Ritz and the Ballistic theory.  However, when reflection towards a mirror surface 
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xxx
	there are a difference. In the Ritzian case, the input beam is reverted to the velocity of c, independently of the input beam velocity (it is the matter that re-emit the light with velocity c). In the ballistic case the beam is returned with a velocity affected by the input beam velocity (see 0131/4). However, in this special experiment, both these cases coincide, that because both the light source and all mirrors are moving in the same reference system and with the same velocity.

	A-0826
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Xxx
	For beam “1” is valid, that if the light hits the first twisted mirror, half of the light goes straight forwards to the vertical mirror in the moving direction. Even if the beam “1”  has another velocity than “c” when hitting the first mirror, this mirror will normalize the beam velocity to “c”  in relation to itself. The vertical mirror will moves the distance v.t before being hit by the light, having velocity c +v  related to the common coordinate system, but having the velocity “c” related to the vertical mirror.

Hence, the vertical mirror is hit by light having velocity “c” related to its surface. But related to the common reference system the reflected beam has the velocity c-v, but is meet by the first mirror, having   velocity c +v, which means, the reflected beam velocity has velocity “c” related to the first twisted mirror, hence being hit by a beam having velocity “c” equal to the input velocity.

	A-0827
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Xxx
	The other beam “2” first hit the twisted mirror, then being reflected upwards in perpendicular direction. 
After reflection by the horizontal placed mirror, this beam is turning back to the observer point, a point that has moved the distance v.t2a+v.t2b during this time.
Hence, this distance the beam “2” has to move is some larger than the distance 2.s (see figure), but because the beam in the same degree has change its velocity, the result of the elapsed time still will be 2s/c.
That is the difference between Ritz and the Ballistic theory contra the Ether theory and the Einsteinian theory, namely that distance and velocity are compensating each other. 
In the Ether theory and in Einstein’s theory, the velocity of the ray is not changed in the same proportion as the distance changes, and of that reason these theories does not work. (In both these theories light Hence, for the beam “2” the consumption of time is :
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A-0828
	


Xxx
	Hence we find that the phase/time difference between beam  “1” and beam “2” is un-changed when turning round the apparatus related to the moving direction.


xxx
	Conclusions of  Michelson & Morley’s light experiment

	Ether theories and Einstein’s theory (specially his light postulate) does not fulfill the experimental outcome of the Michelson & Morley’s light experiment. Ritz’s theory seems to be the best candidate of explaining all these types of experiments, but even the ballistic theory satisfies this experiment’s criteria.
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Xxx
	LIGHT AS A WAVE OF MATTER


A-0829
	


           Xxx
	Maxwell’s idea of light as an electromagnetic ether wave still is the predominated idea’ in the modern physics. However, the classical light ether on which he founded his theory, has been removed and as a substitute one today cryptically are talking about “electromagnetic waves”, propagating in an ether created by the wave itself! Not so convincing with other words.
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XXX
	From our own analysis of Maxwell’s equations in Chapter 5, 0534, we found the following equations :


A-0830
	


	


xxx
	And Maxwell’s error is now relatively easy to discover. The explanation is, that for a point formed light source the mathematical description is represented by identical mathematical functions, independently of being a wave or a particle source. 
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Xx
	By this statement we find that the contradictions found in both Micelson’s experiment and the Maxwell’s theory will disappear.

But we have to give up Einstein’s theory, a sacrifice easy to accept because it is erroneous.

Hence, we have found the reason of Maxwell’s mistake and the reason why his conclusions not were in agree with experimental outcome. Hence, the reason was, that light emits like particles from the source point and not as any waves in a hypothetical light ether medium.

 By that interpretation of the light’s basic nature, light being pure particles, also Maxwell’s theory will agree with experimental outcome.

However note, that an extreme dense vacuum field medium may behave different than a traditional elastic medium than for instance air and water. In such a medium field, a wave is transported with the original velocity out from the source, equivalent with a free particle velocity.
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Xxx
	LIGHT AND EINSTEIN’S           0831             THEORY

	Einstein’s second postulate from his special theory of relative is formulated:
THE LIGHT PROPAGATING VELOCITY IN FREE SPACE IS CONSTANT AND INDEPENDENT OF MOVEMENT OF THE SOURCE.
Because this theory only confess relative movements, it is not possible to judge whether source or receiver moves. Of that reason this postulate must be rewritten so that the light velocity is independent both by the source motion and the receiver motion.
Of that reason, the postulate may be rewritten to :

THE LIGHT PROPAGATING VELOCITY IN FREE SPACE IS CONSTANT AND INDEPENDENT OF MOVEMENT BOTH OF SOURCE AND RECEIVER OF THAT LIGHT.


xxx
	We here do a brief study of this postulate and its consequences with start from a small thought experiment, described as follows :
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	THE LIGHT BUBBLE                0832
AND THE  LIGHT FLASH


Xx
	Two persons, O and O’, recede or approach from each other with a relative velocity, v. In this moment when these two persons are in the same positron, the person O, lit a lamp that he has in his hand (the lamp belongs to him). The light pulse from this lamp is spread in the environment space like a bubble of light
Then we put the following question:

Who of these persons is placed in the light bubble centre, this person having the lamp in his hand O, or the other person O’, somebody, nobody or both?



Xxx
	Since O, and O’, both are in constant, linear motion in relation to each other, it’s impossible to imagine that the light bubble centre belongs to both O, and O’, after an elapsed time of t. A spherical surface 
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Xxx
	with two centre points does not exist in the physical world, such a shape is pure mathematical fiction.
Hence, we are forces to decide to whom the light bubble belongs. For us, arguing for the particle hypothesis of light, the problem is relatively simple. 
Then the answer is, that the light bubble belongs to the person O, having the lamp, while the person O’ more and more will recede from the centre of the light bubble.
However, in accord with the relativity theory, the problem is not so simple. The second, main postulate says that the light bubble belongs to both O  and O’, at the same time, that because it is said valid, that the light velocity is independent of the observer’s individual movements. From a logical, common sense view, that is clearly crazy and absurd. But in spite of that, physicists have accepted it, something very astonishing.



	THE BUBBLE AND          0833 
EINSTEIN’s THEORY


	Firstly, regard the observer O, who lit the lamp. Then in the positive X-direction the light front moves the distance c.t during the time t. But at the same  
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XXX
	time O, moves the distance v.t, in the positive direction. Hence, during the time t, the positive bubble front is on the distance:


A-0834
	


xxx
	This part of the light bubble that moves along the negative X-axis, move the same distance c.t  during time t, but in negative direction. During this time the observer O has moved the distance v.t in positive X-direction and of that reason the distance between the light bubble’s negative front and the observer O will be:
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A-0835
	



	that means, that the observer O, in a pure physical point of view, not is in the centre of the bubble, but recede from it.
The same reasoning may be done for the observer O’. Then not either O’ will be in the light bubble centre, which means, the emitted light does not move with velocity c, in relation to anybody of the two observers.
Even if we are very kind to Einstein and assume the light move with c related to the person O, who send out the light, O will be positioned in the bubble centre, but O’, will still recede from the same centre. 

So our conclusion of this very simple example will be that Einstein’s postulate of light does not work.
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Xxx
	THE LIGHT BUBBLE  AND   0836
THE ETER THEORY

	For the Ether theory, approximately the same result is valid as for the Einstein’s theory, hence that none of the observers are in phase with the light bubble movement centre point.

In the Ether theory no such demands have been put forward (in Einstein’s theory symmetry is a demand) but experimental experiences say that color change of light is symmetric in relation to both movement of source and movement of the observer respectively. Only the relative velocity is deciding.


Xxx
	THE LIGHT BUBBLE AND THE   0837  RITZ/BALLISTIC THEORY

	Now let’s see what happens if we make use of the Ballistic theory or the Ritz theory. Here we can see a much better agreement with real experiences.
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A-0838
	


Xxx
	and for R- we get 


A-0839
	


xxx
	Hence O, will be in the centre of the bubble both for itself and for an outer observer. But of course O’ will become out of phase from the bubble’s centre point as before, receding from it.
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xxx
	The ether theories have the same problems as Einstein’s theory, that means that O, is receding from the centre point as times goes by.
And at last, this person who not hold the lamp O’, will come in asymmetry of the bubble centre in all suggested theories.
Hence, the light bubble always belongs to this person who lit the lamp, and this condition only can be satisfied with aid of the emission theories. Not Einstein or ether theories.



	LIGHTTIME,DISTANCE,      0840 AND VELOCITY

	The modern physics is full of pre-conceived meanings about how we shall apprehend or interpret concepts of time, distance, mass and velocity.
 
The main reason to that is of course that the dogmas of the theory of relativity have been accepted as scientific truth. Of that reason it’s important that we 
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XXX
	try to return to the order of things, regarding these basic concepts of nature as rigid and unchangeable.

Of that reason we here even will point on another example where Einstein’s interpretations will lead us to quite absurd conclusions in practical measurements, results that every scientist, lowing truth, ought to react on. The experiment is as follows:


A-0841
	


xxx
	At the time 0, 3 particles are situated in the centre of the detector. The particl e A is moving at right with velocity 1/2c, the particle C is moving at left with velocity 1/2c. Particle B is at rest.
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Xx
	Particle C outburst a light flash at time 0. This flash is registered by light sensors out-placed into the detector. The detector sensors also can register the position of all particles. The light bulb and position of particles are registered after 3ns.
Because the light flash is emitted in this moment when all particles A,B and C are at the same position, In accord with the theory of relativity’s thesis of the constant light propagation, all particles must be in the light bubble’s centre after this time. Every physicist performing experiments with particles know well that’s impossible. The light bulb may have only one centre, assumedly the centre of the emitting particle.
Hence, we can conclude, that at time 0, 3 particles are situated in the centre of the detector. The particle A is moving at right with velocity 1/2c, the particle C is moving at left with velocity 1/2c. Particle B is at rest.
Particle C outburst a light flash at time 0. This flash is registered by light sensors out-placed into the detector. The detector also can register the position 
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xx
	of all particles. The light bulb and the position of particles are registered after 3ns.
Because the light flash is emitted in this moment when all particles A,B and C are in the same position, In accord with the theory of relativity’s thesis of the constant light propagation, all particles must be in the light bubble’s centre after the elapsed time. 
Every physicist performing experiments with particles know well that’s impossible. The light bulb may have only one centre, assumedly the centre of the emitting particle.
Hence, we can conclude, that the propagation of light only is invariant in relation to this source sending out the light. By that we in a convincing way have shown the invariant of light velocity dogma in accord with the relativity as being . false
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Xxx
	ABERRATION  OF STAR      0852       
                       LIGHT


A-0842
	


Xxx
	The aberration phenomenon of star light is a phenomenon that is got by observing light from very distant stars and can be described as follows: 
The position of a polar star is recorded at a given time and then, after half a year when the earth is in the opposite position in the solar orbit, the measurement is repeated. Our first thought is that the star ought to be positioned along the same line of sight, but that is not the case. The maximum angular deviation between these two measuring events has been registered to 41” (angular seconds) and is named the “telescopic aberration of starlight
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Xxxx
	In year 1680, James Picard pointed out this fact as a result at about 10 years of observations, but first in 1725 James Bradley presented a reasonable explanation, which, however, was put into question and was rejected.

Bradley made an analogy between light coming down a telescope and raindrops falling down towards a walker. He assumed light was made up of particles, here in this analogy replaced with raindrops. The walking man hold a narrow tube vertically in his hand, so that, if he stand still, the raindrops fell along the centre line of the tube without coming in touch with the walls of it.
But if the walker was moving, the raindrops would describe an inclined orbit in relation to the tube centre-line with consequence that the raindrops would touch the inner walls of the tube. In order to avoid that, the walker should incline the tube at an angle related to his moving velocity.
By aid of a very simple trigonometric formula this angle could be calculated to:



A-0843
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xx
	where v, denotes the walker’s velocity along the earth’s surface and c, is denoting the velocity of the raindrops in the vertical direction to the earth’s surface. Using Bradley’s analogy and formula on the aberration phenomenon as here discussed and inserting the earth’s velocity in its orbit around the sun equal to 30 km/sec, we find an angular deviation that is in good agreement with the registered value of 2 x 20.5”= 41”. The factor “2 ” is got because the earth moving direction is altered between the two events of measurement.
A difference between Bradley’s analogy with raindrops and the sole walker is that the telescope collect light via glass lenses, that may change or re-transform the light to another velocity specific for the glass medium. 
The reason to that is that light passes the glass not by its original light but re-raded by it. That is in agreement with Ritz’s theory that we has discussed above. One argument against the particle theories for light has been, that if light from distant stars or galaxies should come in with lower velocity 
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Xxx
	Than c, (the slow light hypothesis), it should be registered by a differing aberration value for objects on different distances. 

But different stellar objects on different distances show up the same aberration value. In Ritz’ theory, that is motivated by that the star light velocity is normalized in the telescope when interacting with the telescope lenses and mirrors, hence on the way down to the observer’s eye travelling with the same velocity c, through the telescope.


A-0844
	LIGHT DEVIATION AT  THE SUN     0844           
 SURFACE

	


 Xxx
	The astronomer Johann Georg von Soldner already in 1801 done a calculation how much a a light ray was deviated when passing near
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XXX

	the sun surface, based on Newton’s theory of gravitation (what else?), presumably using the assumption that light has real mass, with the result of 0.83”, the value that was first computed by Einstein but later on was adjusted to a somewhat higher value of 1.75” in better agreement with experimental findings of 1.75”+-10%.
We investigate how we imagine Soldner reasoned with start from Newton’s law of gravity (0902) :
light are particles having mass on which gravity forces act
light is effected by gravity in approximately the same degree as for ordinary matter (but we cannot be perfectly sure of that).
From these starting points, we can do the following calculations:
The active force deviating the light ray is achieved from Newton’s law of gravity:
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XA-0845
	


	Where M is the earth mass, m is the photon mass, Gis the gravitation constant equal to 6.67E-11 (Ssee 0934) and, L is the distance between the two masses centre points.


A-0846
	


xxx
	The acceleration of the photon is a partial component of Fg



A-0847
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Xxx
	Hence, the force that deviate the light beam will be :


A-0848
	


xxx
	The relation between X,R,L is achieved in accord with Phytagora’s theorem :


A-08-49
	


xxx
	But the photon moves with the velocity of c, from the star towards the sun and the observer on earth. Hence 


-0850
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Axxx
	Inserting 0850 in 0849 and thereafter 0849 in 0848 gives:


A-0851
	


A-0852
	At acceleration of the photon is achieved a change in the velocity in the transversal direction of the movement, hence:

	



                          A-0853
	Equivaity between  0851 and  0852 is giving: 


	


xxx
	Integrating this equation in respect to time from zero to infinity gives:
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A-0854
	


                  XXX
	The relation v/c represents the deviation angle in radians on each side of the sun, hence the totaldeviation angle is 2.v/c radians. 
(The problem here is to on analytical way doing a correct integration, but with aid of a computer program in the end of this chapter, a more correct value of 1.4’’ is calculated ).


A-0855
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 xxx
	SOME COMMENTS TO THE RESULT


	Hence we find a value of 0.9”. The value is in near agreement with Soldner’s value of 0.78”.
That light is particles, we do not put into question; yet, it may be debated whether or not gravitational forces act on the photons exactly as for “ordinary” matter. We know nothing about that, we can only speculate.
Hence, Einstein’s theory gave a better theoretical result compared with measuring data, provided that data can be assigned purely gravitational effects.
The problem and shortcoming of Einstein’s theory is that his theory in its most part is a pure mathematical theory, not giving any deep physical motivation to the gravitation phenomenon as a physical process, that beyond the confusing statement that the space is bent by the gravitating field.
In Einstein’s theory, a light ray deviate from a straight line because of a curved space, not by reason of an acting gravitational force on the photon.
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Xxx
	
This experiment commonly is used as a proof of that Einstein was right. But, some comments can be put forward, as follow:

Which effect had the sun corona on the measurement? The corona reach long distance outside the sun. Some effect would be accounted for because the star light passes very near the sun surface..
Which effect had the aberration caused by the earth’s movement around the sun? 
The position of the reference star that was used at the measurement, was determined during night and at quite another time event. The experiment was performed during daytime. 
Normally, all important experiments are repeated a large number of times and by different researchers at different events. What is known is, that this experiment was performed 19th of May 1919 and by control by the scientist Sir Arthur Eddington, at this time being one of Einstein’s most devoted admirer! Maybe he adjusted the figures to Einstein’s advantage.  
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xxx   
	a/ In a some similar calculation where the same physical phenomenon is actual, the red/blue diverging of light in a gravitational field, Einstein’s and Newton’s respective theories give the same result. (see calculation 0864 ). This phenomenon is the same as for the sun deviation case. Then we may ask, how can this contradiction be explained or motivated  
b/es, there are a lot of unanswered questions associated with this and similar types of experiments, questions that would be a subject for more investigations, that  If claimed as a proof of Einstein’s theories.
And this experiment is one of the few that is said to confirm his theory, doing Einstein famous all over the world. (Also see our computer calculus of the same problem in the end of this chapter giving the result of 1.4’’ ).


	Star light deviation calculated by a computer program


 PROGRAM INCX2;
     VAR
     dev,C,G,Msun,Fy,Fa,Z2,Dmax,Dstep:real;
     Rsun,pi,Z,D,dv:real;v,dt:real; control:char;
     N,NN,Nmax:integer;
   PROCEDURE print_parameters;
     BEGIN  
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   WRITELn('    N         ',N);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Nmax         ',Nmax);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Msun     ',Msun);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Rsun     ',Rsun);writeln;
     WRITELn('    D        ',D);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Z        ',Z);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Fy       ',Fy);writeln;  
     WRITELn('    Fa       ',Fa);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Dstep    ',Dstep);writeln;
     WRITELn('    v        ',v);writeln;
     WRITELn('    Dev      ',Dev);writeln;
     for nn:=0 to 20 do begin
     writeln;end;readln;END;
     begin
     for n:=0 to 30 do begin; writeln;end;
     Write(' control data y/n ');readln(control);
     Write(' number of steps ');readln(Nmax);
     writeln;
     dv:=0;v:=0;dt:=0;Rsun:=6.8E8;Dstep:=Rsun;
     Dmax:=Nmax*Rsun;G:=6.67E-11;
     Msun:=1.99E30;c:=2.99793E8;
     pi:=3.141592;dt:=(Dmax/c)/Nmax;
     (* photon --> syn *)
     for N:=0 to Nmax do begin
     D:=Dmax-N*Dstep;Z2:=D*D+Rsun*Rsun;z:=sqrt(Z2);
     Fy:=Msun*G/Z2; Fa:=Fy*Rsun/Z;
     dv:=Fa*dt;v:=v+dv;;
     dev:=(1/2)*(1/pi)*360*60*60*(v/c);
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 if control='y'then print_parameters;
     end;
     (* photon <-- syn *)
     for N:=0 to Nmax do begin
     D:=N*Dstep; Z2:=D*D+Rsun*Rsun;z:=sqrt(Z2);
     Fy:=Msun*G/Z2;Fa:=Fy*Rsun/Z;dv:=Fa*dt;
     v:=v+dv;dev:=(1/2)*(1/pi)*360*60*60*(v/c
     if control='y' then print_parameters;end;
     dev:=(1/2)*(1/pi)*360*60*60*(v/c);
     writeln('      dev= ',dev);
     for n:=0 to 30 do begin
     writeln;end;readln;end.



Xxx
	GRAVITATIONAL RED/BLUE SHIFT OF LIGHT


A-0856
	


xxx
	Einstein’s cult of relativity has now for many decades prevented us from reaching a better 
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	understanding and description of phenomena in the physical world.
A phenomenon treated by this mathematical theory but not given any comprehensible description or explanation, is the wavelength shift of light when passing a gravitational field.
The formula that describe this phenomenon is given by:


A-08-57
	


Xxx
	where d is the wavelength shift between two points D1 and D2 in the field, where  is the wavelength at the origin source. M is the gravitating body’s mass, G the gravity constant and c the standard velocity of light in vacuum space.
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XXX 
	It’s easy to show, that this expression can be achieved on pure Newtonian basis, making the assumption that the gravity forces as well as inertial forces act on light particles in the same way as for “ordinary matter”, the result will be the same. In our case we will achieve a shift in frequency instead ofwavelength as in Einstein’s theory.
We denote the photon mass by dm; the mass of the celestial body by letter M; the distance between this mass centre and the flying photon by letter D; the gravity force acting on the photon particle by letter F; the velocity of the flying photon particle by letter v; and the standard velocity of light as emitted from its source by letter c.


A-08-58  
	


A-08-59
	[image: a-08-59]
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A-0860
	Equality between 0858  and 0859 gives;

	[image: a-08-60]


Xxx
	Let dt represent a small time interval for the flying photon particle in its orbit on distance D, out from the mass body. Then we define:


A-0861
	[image: a-08-61]


xxx
	We combine equations 0860 and 0861, giving:


A-0862
	[image: a-08-62]


Xxx
	We integrate both sides of this equation, where we assume that there is a linear relationship between distance D, and velocity v
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A-0863
	[image: a-08-63]


xxx
	The first term is very small in comparison with the term 2.v.delta(v)  and can of that reason be inhibited. Only if M, is extremely large, v will diverge much from the standard velocity of c. Of this reason we for most common cases can put v=c
Furthermore, for our particle theory of light the frequency of light is in direct proportion to the propagating velocity, giving that the relation 2.v.delta(v), can be substituted by a relation df/fo, giving :


A-0864
	[image: a-08-64]
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xxx
	Hence, we here have one case where Newton’s and Einstein’s theory give the same results 


                  Xxx
	(un-regarding that we here get a shift in frequency instead of wavelength). The physical background is the same as in the case of the deviation of light from a star at the sun surface, where the results where deviating from each other by factor 2! Remarkable!


Xxx
	RED/BLUE SHIFT FROM MOVING SOURCES

	The Doppler effect, named after Christian Doppler, an Austrian physicist, is a well known effect produced from moving sound sources, for instance the sound from an approaching or receding ambulance siren.
a similar effect is observed from moving light sources when the light source approach or recede an observer, or if the observer himself approaches or recedes the light source. 
For a moving source there exists two possible reasons for the upcoming of this effect :
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XXX
	a light ether exists and the Doppler effect is produced in a synonymous manner as for sound in air  or  water. 
if no light ether exists, or if the ether is non-existent for light propagation (physical inactive), the Doppler effect can be motivated by that the light emission is additive to the source movement.


Xxx
	For a moving observer (source in rest) there are the following alternative solutions:

If a light ether exists, the light propagation is constant in this medium, producing a standing wave in it. Walking along this standing wave produces a red or blue shift of the observed light. 
If an active light ether do not exists, the light must be a stream of particles with a fluctuating field density. If an observer moves along this train of flowing particles, it give rise to a red/blue shift of the light, an effect similar to a Doppler effect.



Xxx
	Doppler effect of light is a well known phenomenon, but current theory has no physical reason to offer why it appears. 
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xxxXX
	In the theory of relativity the light ether is non-existent, having no active effect on light propagation. Furthermore, the second postulate of the theory says, that the light velocity is invariant in relation to all observers, and on this base no alternative solution remains.
About that, see our earlier investigation about light velocity, frequency and wavelength in different measuring situations as performed before here in this chapter.


XX
	A BRIEF SUMMARY REGARDING THE LIGHT DOPPLER EFFECT

	There are 2 possible and known physical reasons for upcoming of a Doppler effect from moving oscillating energy sources (sound or light):


Xx
	a suppressing effect in a medium 
in cases that an active medium lacks, an adding effect between the source or the observer or from both .
There exist no experimental proofs of existence of a light ether, so we have to inhibit this alternative. So is even done in the theory of relativity, and we have no reason to protest against this conclusion.
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Xxx
	Then the remaining alternative is, that “the equivalent ”Doppler effect” is caused by an adding effect between light particles and movements of source and/or the observer.

But here Einstein’s theory get problems, that because his second postulate of light, on which his theory of relativity is founded, deny the possibility that light propagation is a variant entity.

Then only the particle alternative remains, where the velocity of light particles are additive to the source movement (or movement of the observer or both). 

Hence, by consequence, the registered velocity of light is c+-v and not constant c, as stated by Einstein’s theory, that as a claim for up-come of an active “Doppler effect” of light.



	Hence, it’s the velocity of a moving light source that  is transferred to the light photons or the movement of the observer relative these photons that causes the light red/blue shift effect  at the observer. This  interpretation also fulfill the claim  that the effect is fully symmetric in respect to movements of  
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Xxx
	the source or the observer, respectively. Hence, it’s the relative velocity between the source and the observer that is the valid parameter of this effect.



	RED/BLUE SHIFT OF LIGHT FROM DISTANT STARS

	The astronomer E. Hubble discovered that light from distant stars and galaxies in its main parts were displaced against red in the light wavelength spectrum.
In established theory, that is explained by the light “Doppler effect” or alternatively, caused by that the space itself is expanding.
In the first case it is referred to the “Big Bang” hypothesis with an initial explosion ended by a spreading out of matter in the whole Universe. In the latter case there is the Universe itself that is expanding, giving rise to the observed increase effect in the light wavelength.
But non of these models hold in the Einsteinian case if his light hypothesis would be true, meaning that the light velocity always is measured as
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Xxx
	constant independently of source movements. 
We shall also note that Hubble himself never suggested any solution or reason to the observed red shift effect, the suggested interpretation has been done by other scientist after him.

Also remark that some parts of distant stellar objects are shifted towards blue. Hence there are further sigms on that the modern interpretation of stellar red shift is wrong.

As we will show later on in this theory, in association with our treatment of gravitation, we will find a fully plausible explanation why light loses velocity on way from a distant star through the space, from the source to us.

That would depend on that the gravitation is an active creation process of new matter in Universe, a process that goes on in space all the time, also acting on light photons, obviously. 

If so, the photons will be heavier with time, causing a successive reduction in speed (and an increase in mass). The proportionality factor in this process is the Hubble constant inverse, a period of time.
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Xxx
	One argument against “the slow light hypo-thesis”, a hypothesis also suggested by others, is that if in case true, it would be possible to observe it, for instance by measuring the aberration effect from different  stellar objects.
No such difference has been observed, see reason for that later.
However, if we apply the Ritz’ hypothesis on the nature of light, we will find, that when the slow light hit the telescope’s lenses or/mirrors, the light is converted or is normalized to the velocity of light, c. 
But at the same time a wavelength shift is occurring, that because the light frequency is constant, unchanged.


A-08-65
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xxx
	a) in-coming light, frequency, wavelength
b) output frequency and wavelength from the telescope objective.
c) in- and output frequency un-changed
d) of this reason  the relation between velocity and wavelength of in/out light is equal
e) the resulting wavelength output as function of input wavelength and input light velocity


Xxx
	Hence, we find, that if the light is coming in with slow velocity c’,  and with wavelength , which is the same as for the source, an increased wavelength is got after transformation, meaning a shift towards red in the spectra.
So, the slow light hypothesis of light from distant stars and galaxies, where the light is de-accelerated on its way, is a good candidate to that red shift that Hubble observed.

Also a further remark is, that about <=15% of all observed galaxies show up shifting towards blue, meaning they are approaching us in accord with common theory. Of course, this phenomenon cannot at all be motivated by any now established 
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Xxx
	cosmological theory, not even by Einstein’s light hypothesis where wavelength information from source to observer not can be transferred.


Xxx
	THE DE SITTER’S ARGUMENT FOR LIGHT EMANATING FROM DOUBLE STARS

	A very well known and also very frequent argument used in favour to Einstein’s hypothesis of the invariant propagation of light, is De Sitter’s argument of light from double stars. The argument sounds attractive at the first instance, but is not at all free from opposition in a closer performed examination.
From W. Pauli’s “Theory of relativity 1958” we can quote the following:


xxx
	“De Sitter later discussed the problem quantitatively and came to the following conclusion: If the velocity of light were not assumed constant, then for circular orbits of spectroscopic twin stars the time dependence of the Doppler effect would correspond to that of an eccentric orbit. Since the actual orbit have very small eccentricity, this leads 
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Xxx
	on to conclude that the velocity of light is, to a large degree is independent of the velocity v, of the twin stars.
If one assumes the expression for the light velocity to be of the form c+k.v, then k must be smaller than 0.002.”
From w. Kantor’s book “Relativistic propagation of light” we quote the following:

“There has been a persistent history of a disposition to accept uncritically well-intended but erroneous logical rationalizations as “proof” of the Einstein postulate on the absolute speed of light. 

These arguments, such as that of De Sitter and also the extinction hypothesis, usually take the form of the introduction of another seemingly plausible hypothesis which is either not subject to experimental observation or has not been or cannot presently be experimentally observed. 

The diversionary hypothesis is then regarded as if it 
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Xxx
	or its consequences were confirmed, in order to sustain the absolute speed of light hypothesis.
The De Sitter argument, which for a long time enjoyed acceptance as convincing, is an example of such untenable assumption. Fox correctly objected to the De Sitter argument on the basis of a possible phenomenological alteration of the relative speed of light due to its propagation through light-years of intervening interstellar media of varying and quantitatively unknown density.

In addition, the light emitted from a moving binary component had to pass through the relatively dense atmosphere surrounding the binary system which, at least in its outer portions, may not have partaken of the periodic motion of the binary components about their centre rotation.

Thus, the relative speed of the light emitted from a stellar component may have been, for the little we known, altered, to a speed c, or to some other value that was not indicative of the motion of the binary star.

The De Sitter’s argument (sometimes even referred to as an experiment) predicts the 
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 Xx
	appearance of stellar ghosts and the distortion of the orbits of the double stars.
The argument is utterly misleading in that it tacitly supposes an unambiguous knowledge of the stellar motion. The only direct knowledge of the stellar motion is provided by the light received from the stars. It is therefore circularly unproductive to infer the speed of propagation of the light emitted from the moving stars on the basis of the motion of the stars, since the only direct knowledge of the stellar motion is provided by the very same light whose speed of propagation will have its effect in the observed motion of the stars. Thus the appearance of ghost and distorted orbits could not be recognized as such, unless the speed of propagation of the light were known independently beforehand.
If the stellar motion were known independently of the light, the “distorting” effect of the speed of the light could be recognized. Such knowledge’s are not available. The exact indirect interference of binary stellar motion from celestial mechanics is also circular, since all celestial motions are only known exactly by the light or other radiation received from the celestial bodies.
Gravitation theories of motion must always confirm 
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xxx
	to observation, and not vice versa. It is from the light messenger of the motion of celestial bodies that the system of celestial mechanics is erected. The independent determination that the speed of light was relative could clearly modify current celestial mechanics, at least for sufficient high speed bodies. 
The actual presence of interstellar media and strong gravitational gradients would complicate matters. 
Thus the De Sitter’s argument is both wrong and inconclusive. Related arguments based on light or other radioactive signals received from pulsating stars are also similarly circular unproductive speculations“.
                         END OF CITASION

The De Sitters argument is still a frequent and popular argument used in favouring Einstein’s theories. However, what makes us to wonder is as follows:

If this argument is so important, why do not Einstein’s supporters offer us a distinct object on which exact calculations or observations of this phenomenon can be performed?


                    Ove Tedenstig Sweden 2008
	MATTER UNIFIED ISBN 91-973818-7-X         08-102


Xxx
	
Obviously, the reason for it frankly is, that there does not exists any such an object that can be used as a proof for the argument.

If studying some facts available in literature regarding double stars, the following information is given:

Double stars are very common objects in space. It is relatively easy to decide their masses on basis of their rotation period, that can be seen by fluctuations in the stars light spectrum.

The distance between double stars can be large as well as very narrow. If very narrow, they can deform each other, doing it by that  matter can stream from one star to the other, hence having a common atmosphere.
One make differences between visual double stars, spectroscopic double stars, photometric and dynamical double stars.Visual double stars can be observed and be dissolved directly on the photographical platen.
They have a relatively large apparent distance of angular distance, between components. These stars 
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Xxx
	are situated relatively near us but the components are relatively far away from each other measured in absolute terms. The orbital time will usually keep the size of some hundreds of light years. 
There are also spectroscopic double stars, which can be concealed by means of displacements in the spectrum lines, hence not by direct visual observations.
Photometric double stars also are concealed 
in spectroscopic way by regular light variations caused by that the two components are shadowing each other in its envelope.

Many double stars, especially those which components are situated relatively near each other, are surrounded by gas-streams or have a common gas-cover. That leads to that the spectrum will be very complicated because absorption of the emission spectrum lines, caused by the surrounding gas cloud. The interpretation of these systems are equipped with great difficulties.
Many double stars are false double stars, having no physical effect on each other. They are situated along the same sight line from the observer, which gives an image of a double star. In reality they are very far apart from each other.
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Xxx
	Visual double stars hence seems to be the only stars which are under some direct control visually. 
Furthermore, these stars must be situated very closed to us, which means that the out-phasing effect that De Sitter was arguing for, has little importance because of the very short distance relatively to us.

Furthermore to note, for the out-phasing effect the period time must be very short in relation to the distance, meaning that the stars lie closed together, in turn meaning that these stars are equipped with a common gas cover, which disturb the effect, re-emitting the primary light from the stara.
The De Sitter’s argument is only valid for direct emitted and un-disturbed light from twin stars.
Most of all observable double stars are of other types than direct visual, most of them are only being registered by spectrum measurement anaysis. Of that reason there will not be so many or perhaps any object remaining on which De Sitter’s argument is applicable as support to Einstein’s light hypothesis.
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Xxx
	Other factors also are that the two components in double stars seldom have equal masses, furthermore do not rotate in a plane in full line with the observer. Gas around the stars is disturbing the observation effect and so on.
So, our conclusion up to this point must be, that the De Sitter’s argument only can be taken seriously if anyone can account for an object in space on which the analysis can be performed without any problem.
In physics text-books the De Sitter’s argument is very frequently cited when arguing for Einstein’s light hypothesis, in fact one of the very few remaining support for this theory at all. But one carefully avoid to exactly account for one single experiment done, that unambiguously shows that the argument is valid.


Xxx
	A SMALL CALCULATION ON A SYSTEM OF DOUBLE STARS

	It’s always useful to support a theoretical reasoning by some mathematical formulae, in which concrete figures can be inserted. In that aim we make a brief analysis of the De Sitter’s argument in the following way :
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Xxx
	Both the distant stars are assumed radiating light in all directions, and if light is additive to the source own movements, which we here scantly assume, the velocity of this light as registered in a distant observer point will vary some little as function of the stars orbiting movement.
Because different components of the radiated light will have some differing velocities, on large distances it will cause a distortion of phase of the observed image of the two stars.
That was De Sitters’s argument of double stars.
If all parts of the light radiation propagate with the velocity of c from start, after the time t , the travelled distance will be:


A-0866    
	


A-0867
	and for the two single components in an extreme position of the orbit movement:


[image: a-08-67]
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Xxx
	a) The propagation distance of light from the positive part movement of the star.
b) The propagation distance of light from the negative movement part of the star


A-0868
	That  will causes a distortion effect of the image from the stars on great distances. We compute this distortion factor to:

	[image: a-08-68]

	a) The phase distortion expressed as distance in absolute terms
b) Using result from the equation 0867
c) Calculated phase distortion in absolute terms


xxx
	which is the distortion factor constituting a part of the period of the stars envelop.
For simplicity we suppose that both the stars have the same content of mass. Then, by using 
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Xxx
	Newton’s gravity law and mass inertial law for revolving movements, we get the equality:


A-0869
	[image: a-08-69]


	a) Equality between Newton’s gravity law (see formula 0904) and the force law of revolving movements (see formula 0155b)  . OBS that Newton’s gravity law will be derived here later (Chapter 09)
b) Calculating the orbiting velocity of the mass M  of the star


A-0870
	Te cyclic time for an envelope of a component of the double star:


	[image: a-08-70]
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	We combine equations 0866, 0868, 0869 and 0870


A0871
	[image: a-08-71]


	a) Formula 0868
b) Combining formula 0868 and 0866
c) Combining  formula 0871/b and 0870
d) Inserting  0869 in 0871/c


xxx
	We define time in units of light year and also the propagating distance in light years, giving :


A-0872
	[image: a-08-72]
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Xxx
	a) time tLY is given in light years and is converted to seconds
b) Distance DLY is given in light years and is converted to meter
c) Constant K is number seconds during  1 year


A-0873
	[image: a-08-73]


	M= 2E30 kg for the sun mass
G= Gravity constant G=6.67E-11  (in MKS(A) unit system)
c = light velocity c= 2.99783E8 m/s
60x60x24x365seconds per light year
tLY = observer distance in light years
DLY = distance between double stars in light years 
=3.1141592…


xxx
	If we assume a total phase diversion of 360 degrees, the relation ds/=1. Then the observer’s distance to the stars in light years be calculated to :
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A-0874
	[image: a-08-74]

	Let’s assume two stars with the same mass as the sun M=2E30kg, rotating on a relative distance from each other 10 light minutes (DLY=10x60/k=2E-5 light years). Then we get the following result from our formula tLY = 16000 light years distance.
In this example, the two components have come totally out of phase 360 degrees. 1% phase difference then is equal to 160 light years distance, even that a considerable value, regarded that the distance to our nearest star from us, our sun not included, is about 4 light years of free sight. So it may be inpossible to found an object in space on which real measurements can be performed.
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A-0875
	DE SAGNA’S EXPERIMENT

	[image: a-08-75]

	De Sagnac’s experiment constitutes a typical example of experiments where rotating mirrors/ or lenses are used. The idea is, that by using a spliced beam of light emitted from a common light source point, travelling clock-wise and counter clock-wise of a revolving wheel on which the mirrors or lenses are fixed, an interference effect would be created in a common observer point. 
And such an effect is achieved. The effect is quantitatively in the same range as given by the ballistic or Ritzian emission theories of light. Even the ether theory will give such an effect and can of that reason not be inhibited as a candidate here in this special case.
However, Einstein’s theory give no effect because the light velocity not is affected by the rotating mirror motion.
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Xxx
	In the Ritz theory the process is as follows: The light beam first will hit the first mirror with velocity c-v. This mirror will normalize the beam velocity to c, before it proceed to the next mirror with velocity c+v. Because even the next mirror moves, it will be hit by c. This process will be repeated for each singular mirror passed in the chain. The last mirror will send the beam with velocity c+v towards the observer, and because the observer do not move, this difference in velocity will remain.  
The process is in well agree with the following calculating model: 


A-0876
	[image: a-08-76]

	a) The velocity of light as leaving the positive rotating mirror (clockwise), measured in the reference plane
b) The light velocity leaving the negative rotating mirror (counter clock wise), as measured in the reference plane.
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A-0877
	[image: a-08-77]

	Now we calculate the time difference between these two light rays, then calculate the relation between this difference and the total elapsed time in the loop;  


-0878
	


	a) The time difference between the two  ray loops
b) Inserting of equation 0877 in 0878 
c) Reducing 0878b
d) The normal looping time when the wheel stands still
e) The phase difference in relation to the total looping time
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Xxx
	hence being the distortion factor that is generated by the two beams in the observer point, that as a result of the wheel’s revolving velocity. This theoretical calculated value fit well with experimental findings.


Xxx               
	There are a huge amount of similar experiments performed, where moving lenses and moving mirrors are involved. 
However, to notice in the evaluation of these types of experiments, it’s seldom assumed there are any interaction process between light and matter, lenses and mirrors are regarded as very neutral transport companies of light. That perhaps may be the reason to the very strange interpretation of the light behavior done in association to these experiments performed.


A-0879
	 EXPERIMENT WITH AID OF X-RAYS

	Sir Arthur Compton directed X-rays towards a target and registered a shift in wavelength of the  reflected ray of dimension:
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xxx
	where d is the registered difference In wavelength,  is the  original wavelength, h is Planck’s constant, c is the light velocity in vacuum and me is the electron mass (in this case  the mass of the target)
He was able to in a theoretical way calculate this expression, simply by using a set of very common physical laws, partly fetched from the classical physics, partly from the quantum mechanics. In spite of this very important insight that the photon consists of particles that were ruled by common Newtonian laws of inertial mass, these important insights have been neglected by physics science.
Approximately, the expression is derived in the following way moh = the photon mass. If this photon has the initial velocity of c, its impulse is moh.c. When it collide with a free electron in the target, this electron will take some part of this energy and impulse. The photon loses the speed of  dv, hence :
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A-0880
	


	a) The change of the photon’s velocity is related to the relation between the photon’s mass and the electron’s mass
b) In accord with the emission theories, the wavelength is changed in the same degree as the photon’s velocity is changed
c) By combining equation 0880a and 0880b we can solve out the mass of the photon as function of change in wavelength and electron mass


             
	Hence, a shift in wavelength will occur when the reflected photon loses energy and velocity. In accord with the quantum theory, see our atomic theory formula 0632);
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A-0881
	


xxx
	and using  the mass/energy equivalence law  0247) 


A-0882
	


A-0883
	An electron orbit reacts if the photon falling in has the same frequency of that electron, hence giving:

	


xxx
	Observe that the photon’s energy is me.c2 in accord with formula  0247
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Xxx
	Inserting this value of mph in the relation above gives:


A-0884
	

	a) Equation 0883
b) Equation 0880c
c) Combining the  equations 0883 and 0880c

	This also is the experimental deviation value.


xxx
	Here observe, that it is the energy formula E=m.c2 0250  that is used.  From beginning Newton’s energy formula for kinetic energy was used, giving a value of factor 2 larger than given in the formula above. 


xxx
	ESTIMATION OF MASS OF A UNIT PHOTON
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 A-0885
	


                     xxx
	The photon has a spiral or vortex structure got by that the oscillating source successively emit unit photons from it.

Make a comparison to a model where a person, holding sand in his hand, rotate or making a loop and at the same time emit this sand.
  
In the previous chapters we have found, that an atomic system composed by electrons, protons and neutrons has the ability of absorbing or emitting energy in form of light.

The emitted or absorbed energy is quantified, which means that the energy only can be given in distinct intervals or quanta, or energy packets.

The reason to that we have accounted for in detail in or atomic theory chapter 06 and 07, so we do not need to repeat it here. But by that is not said that a photon is any singular particle travelling from 


                  Ove Tedenstig Sweden 2008
	MATTER UNIFIED ISBN 91-973818-7-X        08-121


Xxx
	the source by the velocity of c, having an inherent oscillating frequency of f, as the formula seems to say. 
We instead must imagine such an energy packet as an outburst of several much smaller entities, where wavelength and frequency of this packet is determined by a particle density fluctuation in it.
 And the velocity of the photon packet is determined by the source outburst, hence not by any special inherent property of the free photon itself. 
By these insights we may at last have a reasonable chance to achieve a real understanding of the light’s fundament al nature.
 
We give the name of a singularity within such an outburst, containing many particles in motion, the notation of a UNIT PHOTON, and do here an estimation of its mass content. We define its mass content to an entity dm, and the number of such entities within a single outburst between 2 nearby fluctuations, by N.  By aid of these definitions we can write:
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A-0886
	


	a) Equation 0632
b) Equation  0628b
c) Combination  of equations 0886a and 0886b
d) Solving out the frequency f in 0886c
e) Planck’s constant from 0631a


xxx
	Because singularities in the energy packet  moves with the velocity of c, having the wavelength  (the distance between two successive fluctuations in the wave packet), we have (see the formula  0142a) :
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A-0887
	


A-0888
	Combination of equations: 0634d, 0322f, 0323c, 0323d for n=1 and Z=1:


	


Xxx
	By using the equation 0635  and re-write the photon energy in form of a  product of the unit photon mass dm, and the number of such unit photons N, of such an out-burst, we can write:


A-0889
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xx
	We study a volume element within the out- going wave between two successive nodes. This volyme will be:


A-0889
	


	a) The volume between 2 successive nodes in the outburst photon.
b) The electron’s orbital radius, 0626
c) Equation 0888 
d) Inserting  0890b,c in 0880a,b,c calculating  the volume V


XXXXxx
	Now we assume that a unit photon occupy a volume element d3.. The number of N such unit photons occupying this volume element V as calculated, gives:
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A-0891
	


xx
	Now we assume the unit photon has a wavelength less or equal to the electron size. 
Then we solve the equations 0891a and 0891b, then deriving the unit photon mass dm from 0881c


A-0892
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xx
	This result is valid for the least energy of a photon 13.6eV. And of course, this result shall be seen just as a very rough estimation of the unit photon mass.
Hence we find that a unit photon is a very small part of the photon and that the photon is build up by millions, or perhaps billions of such unit photons in each outburst.


XXXXxx
	


            Xxx
xxxXXX
	MEASURENT OF THE LIGHT VELOCITY

	In a personal letter from Einstein dated august 1913, to Erwin Finley-Freundlish, Einstein says as follows:
“if the speed of light is in the least bit affected by the speed of the source, then my whole theory of 
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xxx
	relativity and theory of gravity is false”
The thesis of the invariant velocity of light is summarized in the second postulate, formulated:
light always is propagating in empty space with a definite speed c, and is independent of the state of motion of the emitting body.
In the conceptual world of relativity even the thesis of everything’s relativity includes “The principle of relativity” originated by Poincare’ several years before Einstein published his theory in 1905 with the name “On the
“The Electrodynamics of Moving bodies” the work is usually regarded as the foundation paper of what we today name the special theory of relativity.

The combined hypothesis of the absolute propagating speed of light and the relativity principle, give the consequence that it is physically impossible to decide whether there is the source that moves or whether there is the observer who moves. Hence, only the relative velocity is physically relevant and measurable.
Hence, Einstein’s second postulate can be expanded to be valid even for observer motions in 
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Xxx
	relation to the source, not just for source movements. 
From this perspective, it is strange that Einstein ignored the observer’s rule when he formulated this postulate, it seems as he not understood the fully consequences of his own proposals.
In spite of the strange consequences of this postulate, the conclusion, that the velocity of light is independent of both source and observer movements, it is fully accepted by today’s science!!!!!! 

The idea to use the propagating velocity of light in vacuum as a common reference for all movements was Einstein’s idea and has in many respects influenced the debate concerning these questions since then. But the thesis has never been proved experimentally, in contrast, other models are better candidates for explaining these experiments.


A-0893
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xxx                
	We make use of the following arrangement, aimed to make measurements of the propagating velocity of light both in respect to moving sources and to moving observers.
On a railway track there are two wagons placed. On the left one there is a light source placed out and on the right one there is a measuring equipment, that consists of two light sensors, coupled to inputs of an atomic clock.

One of these inputs is coupled to the start trigger input, the other one to the stop trigger input.

The measurement is performed in the simple way that the light source is lit during a short moment of time, and the elapsed time of the first light front passing the two light sensors on the other wagon. 

The elapsed time is registered by the atomic watch. 
The onrushing front begin to start the clock and some time later the same front stops the other clock.
The measurement is performed in a number of different moving cases. These moving cases are: listed in the table below :
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xxx
	Velocity, light wagon
	Velocity, measure wagon
	Calculated front velocity

	 In rest, v = 0
	In rest, v = 0
	Case 1: ds/dt = ?

	In rest, v = 0
	At right, v = +V
	Case 2 : ds/dt = ?

	In rest, v = 0
	At left, v = -V
	Case 3 : ds/dt = ?


	At right, v = +V
	In rest, v = 0
	Case 4 : ds/dt = ?

	At left, v = +V  ==
	At rightt, v = +V  ==
	Case 5 : ds/dt = ?

	At left, v = +V
	At left, b=-V
	Case 6 : ds/dt = ?

	At right, v = -V
	In rest, v = 0
	Case 7 : ds/dt = ?

	At right, v = -V
	At right, v = +V
	Case 8 : ds/dt = ?

	At right, v = -V  ==
	At left, v = -V   ==
	Case 9 : ds/dt = ?

	At right, v = -V  <>
	At left, v = -V  <>
	Case 10 : ds/dt = ?

	At left, v = +V  <>
	At rightt, v = +V  <>
	Case 11 : ds/dt = ?
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Xxx
	Any hypothetical theory that treats the propagating velocity of light problem can be tested in relation to this table. The theory of relativity says that all observers will measure c, so the convinced “relativist” has to input the value of c in all places into the table.
All convinced “relativists” now have their chance to show how the theory works, using all the artful tricks and formulae of time and length on it. 
Observe that the light must go un-disturbed in free space to both the sensors, that because the first sensor may influence the ligt passing it. 
USING EINSTEIN’S FORMULAE ON THIS PROBLEM MUST SHOW, THAT THE QUOTIENT OF ds/dt  IS A CONSTANT ENTITY IN ALL CASES. AND IT SEMMSTO BE A HOPELESS AND  IMPOSSIBLE TASK .


Xxx
	Science of nature is held in esteem because it’s said that this activity solely is based on common sense, facts and logical thinking.
In view of what we now have seen, it is surprising that a theory like the theory of relativity, with its inherent un-logic and inconsistencies has been classified as
science, something which make us suspect that the confidence for science in many respects is overestimated.
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xxx
	Measuring light velocity by aid of sarwllites


A-0894
	

	Within the frame of today’s techniques there is a possibility to arrange an experiment where direct time/distance measurement is used. That can be done by satellites, perhaps as follows: 
We can imagine two satellites revolving in the same direction and in the same orbit. Another satellite moves in the same orbit but in the opposite direction.
They meet each other regularly in the same point. One of them is sending out light pulses or  radio signals in a constant interval dt, and the other satellites receive these signals.
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	The satellites are equipped with precise atomic watches which register the interval between two emitted or received signals respectively.
Anyone trying to call the invariant velocity of - light dogma into question, is invariably attacked by Einstein’s supporters who will use any method to defend the prevailing view.
The fact that light is a physical phenomenon, behaving as it does independently of Einstein’s theories and his believers seems to make no difference.
Light travels very fast and that is one of the problems behind performing measurements with enough high accuracy, especially if moving light sources are involved. So, Doppler shift measure is used, whereas in fact time/distance measurement would be most suitable.
Doppler wavelength/frequency shift measurements are indirect methods and results always can be rejected as invalid by  Einstein’s supporters who say that the product of frequency and wavelength always is c. By this, other alternative theories and interpretations can be rejected as un-necessary.
But distance/time measurement would be possible by 
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Xxx
	using satellites. And the result from such an experiment would be hard to distort and miss- interpret. Consider satellites A, B and C, moving in the same orbit around the earth A and B move in the same direction with the constant relative distance and with the same velocity, and C, moving in the opposite direction. The C satellite emits radio or light pulses continuously and satellite A and B catch these signals and register arrival time in computer data registers.

The local time registration of each pulse in each satellite is continuously transmitted  to Earth and the time difference of received data is calculated.
When satellite C, approaches or recede A and B respectively, the elapsed time A-B, will be:


A-0895
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Xxx
	a) Calculated time based on absolute time measurement in satellite A and B when satellite C meets satellite A and B. 
b) Calculated time based on absolute time measurement in satellite A and B  when satellite C recede satellite A and B.
c,d) Re-solving T1 and T2



	where k =0, if Einstein’s invariant light hypothesis is valid and k=1, if the emission theories c’ = c +-v is used between A and B. Alternative values of the factor  k lack physical relevant alternative for now.



A-0896
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Xxx
	The time difference between registering in satellite A and B for the two different events.
By inserting velocity of the satellites and relative distance between the satellites, a delay on several ,micro-seconds can be calculated.



	


Xxx
	LIGHT A WAVE OF MATTER

	In common scientific theory it’s common to describe light as an electro magnetic wave, meaning a phenomenon near associated with electric and magnetic interaction, where the energy oscillate between a positive and a negative potential around zero

This apprehension mainly emanates from Maxwell’s electro magnetic theory, which since then has remained as true in the world of physics. But as a remark, this hypothesis about light never has been tested as valid in any experiment performed.
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Xxx
	No experiments have been done showing that light is of electro magnetic nature. For instance, a sharp pulse of light with Laser light does not create any electro magnetic pulse in a coil where the light pulse passes. 

An electric or magnetic pulse will do that. Laser light that lit on an electric micro chip does not create any functional disturbances on that chip inasmuch there is not any quantum mechanical effects generated on it. substrate.
Light passing through thin optical fibres, not either interacts with electro-magnetic fields and cannot be disturbed out by aid of such kinds of external fields.

A wave of matter, that light is supposed to be, contains a great number of neutral particles that transport the energy. These kinds of neutral particles only interact with matter by mechanical impact, and that happen only on the atomic level where a fluctuating photon comes in resonance with an oscillating movement into the atom.

When the inflow frequency of the wave of matter comes in resonance with the atom, energy is absorbed by it.¨ Hence, the light interaction process with matter shall be seen as a mechanical interaction process, not an electro-magnetic provess. 

A wave of matter is built up by a great number of neutral particles with a fluctuating flow density in it. 
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Xxx
	Such an energy flow can be described with an amplitude between zero and a maximum value, that in contrast to an ordinary wave alternating between a maximum positive value and a maximum negative value.

Principally such a energy flow can be illustrated as the picture below  is showing:



A-08-9
	


                     
xxx
	WALLACE KANTOR’S BOOK ABOUT NATURE OF LIG

	Wallace Kantor is a researcher who has spent much time on investigating the behaviour of light in different experiments in his book, “Relativistic propagation of light” where he has examined about 60 different light experiments performed, he says: 
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Xxx
	“It will come as a further surprise, initially surely taxing the credulity of most physicists, that there are, instead, five different types of experiments that flatly contradict, both qualitatively and quantitatively, the kinematics consequences of the Lorentz transform and the Einstein special theory of relativity”.
The conclusion Kantor draws of his analyses is, that the velocity of light is of relative nature, not absolute :
“The speed of the light is relative and not absolute as postulated by Einstein”.
Clearly spoken, the velocity of light is constant in relation to the emitting source and not in relation to any outer object in space, travelling with a different speed compared with the source. It is surprising that the established world of science so uncritical has accepted Einstein’s dogmas, not unequivocally confirmed by any known experiment.


A-0898
	The Coriolis effect
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Xxx
	When a boat moves from the equator towards the earth pole region area, a side force appear, named the Coriolis effect. This effect depends on that the mass inertial effect will keep the transversal velocity of the boat. When the rotation radius decreases during the journey, the result will be a side deviation of the boat, that because the boat will keep its transversal velocity, caused by the earth’s rotation. In order to compensate for it, the captain of the boat has to direct the boat in the opposite direction.
    
The experimemt
Assume a rotating disc with radius R. The disc rotates with velocity v on its periphery. A laser emitter is placed out on this periphery, sending its ray towards the centre point of the wheel, where a photo sensitive receiver is situated. The receiver is equipped with a filter mask with a slit, having the size of dS.

When the disc is in rest, the laser ray is adjusted to shine directly towards the slit and the target, hence giving the receiver photo sensor full light effect. When the disc rotate the ray will deviate a small bit in the range of the slit size, giving darkness to the photo receiver.
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A-0899
	[image: a-08-99]



That Einstein did, proposed a ad hoc postulate about the light behavior, then founded a completely physical theory on it, is just pure philosophy, not science.
Normally a scientific theory is tested by repeated experiments and by many individual researchers, independently of each other, even testing and interpreting the experimental outcome by other ideas.

So has not been done by this theory. The question about the true properties of light as a physical phenomenon is too important to be leaved to Einstein and his supporters. By the discussions here performed I personally hope for a change.
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