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I ran across this on the net...thought you might find it interesting...would be curious about your comments on it.

93/93

pj

© HAROLD ASPDEN, 2003

There is only one reported type of experiment which purports

to support Einstein's 'time dilation' hypothesis. This is that indicating the enhanced lifetime of the muon as a function of its speed. I discount the idea that time dilation is inherent in Einstein's conception of distorted space as a valid means for explaining the null result of the Michelson-Morley experiment as already discussed in chapter 9. Also one can dismiss the evidence arising from an experiment which involves transporting an atomic clock in an aircraft flying around the world to see if it loses time or gains time relative to an atomic clock sitting at the base location. Here the question one faces is whether speed or acceleration or both, being different for the flying clock and

that at rest on body Earth, will affect the clock rate. You see, we are not here discussing time as such but are discussing an atom, meaning the change of energy states of electrons in motion around the atomic nucleus and this involves photons, the frequency of which depends upon energy, not time. The atomic clock rate is affected by change of gravitational potential and so altitude. It confuses the issue to imagine atomic clock rates as changing owing to so-called 'time dilation'. See the Section IV, 'Times Rates of Moving Clocks' of my paper: ‘'Synchronous Lattice Electrodynamics as an Alternative to Time Dilation, (Hadronic Journal, 10, 185-192; 1987). It is included as the fifth paper of the Appendix in my book Aether Science Papers.

Now I must digress just a little before coming to the detail of

the theory of dilated muon lifetime, as I now perceive it in the light of the derivation of the muon rest-mass lifetime, as presented in chapter 3 of this work.

Imagine a lamp that runs on electricity from an electrically

charged cell, a battery. It has a certain illumination lifetime, its light going out once the electric charge from that battery is all shed. Now imagine that the lamp is taken on a long journey accompanied by lots of charged cells. The lamp will glow for a longer period proportional to the number of cells and their total electric charge. Now, if you assembled such a device and observed the enhanced illumination lifetime of that travelling lamp, I believe you would think it a joke if someone said to you: "Ah yes, here is the evidence I have been seeking concerning Einstein's theory. You have proved that Einstein was right when he conceived the notion of 'time dilation'. Time itself really does alter its rhythm and extend itself, the faster the speed of the object under observation."

However, the comment may not seem quite so ridiculous if what

you were observing was something rather elusive as seen in the

microcosmic world within a high energy particle accelerator at CERN

in Geneva, Switzerland. Physicists probing the darkness of the

unknown by getting fundamental particles to move at very high speeds are more closely tuned to think in terms of Einstein's theory than theory at the basic electrician level, and so, upon seeing something that lives longer, as its speed approaches that of light, Einstein's time dilation formula comes immediately to mind.

What they saw in that accelerator was a system comprising

many muons, a muon being a charged electric particle that, apart from its much greater mass, has features resembling the electron, but those physicists had no idea why those muons had a fleeting existence as, once created, they survive for a brief period only and then all that is left is electrons, albeit moving at high speed owing to the energy shed by the parent muon. It is a great mystery as to how the muon comes into existence and the best reason I can offer is that it already exists everywhere in space and reveals itself as matter only when it (a) takes up position in the dynamic aether lattice and shares the rhythmic motion of that lattice rather than having the random motion in the aether underworld and (b) somehow attracts and becomes attached to two electrons or positrons and adjusts its resonant state in the manner

I have described in my paper: The Muon g-Factor by Cavity

Resonance Theory, Lettere al Nuovo Cimento, v. 39, 271 (1984). In

saying it exists everywhere I am merely echoing the message of

chapter 3 entitled 'The Ubiquitous Muon'. However, as to the electron itself, you may wonder how that is created. We have seen in chapter 4 the theory explaining how the proton is created from muons and we know from experiment that muons in matter form can decay into electrons or positrons, but surely that might only mean that the muon has shed its hangers-on. We are left with the puzzle of how, in theory, electrons are created. Well, I cannot answer that, except for noting that our theory in chapter 6 has explained how the photon is created in a space medium that has a characteristic frequency, that universal rhythm of space that leads us to the dynamics of gravitation by connecting the mass of matter with the gravitons. Surely the fact that a photon having that characteristic frequency defines an energy quantum which is precisely that of the electron rest-mass, is the clue by which to solve the puzzle. One is merely left with a chicken-and

egg type of problem, as to whether the electrons are created ab initio and somehow then regulate the oscillations of the underworld of space or whether the universal oscillations and ordered structure of space set in first and so determine the form of the electron.

Here we will confine our attention to the question of the muon

and its extended lifetime at speed as determined by those experiments at CERN. Yes, indeed, particle physicists could measure the lifetime of the muon just as an electrician can time the illumination of that lamp mentioned above, and they even found that, the faster the muon travelled, the greater its lifetime in proportion to its overall energy, including its rest-mass energy. Yet somehow they missed seeing how, just as for that lamp, the muon in motion needs an entourage of energy cells which is greater in number, the greater that speed.

They were well aware that Einstein had, some 65 years earlier,

supposed that the dimension of time is woven into the fabric of space, a fabric which can be stretched and twisted, with the result that space can be curved (whatever that means in non-mathematical terms) and time can be dilated (whatever that means in non-mathematical terms).

So, when the muon at speed was found by experiment to have a longer

lifetime, one proportional to its increase in energy, that was said to be 'proof' that Einstein's theory was right. Quoting the very words used at page 62 in the paper by Bailey and Picasso (Progress in Nuclear Physics, v. 12, Part 1, pp. 43-75; 1970):

'To conclude, the CERN Muon Storage Ring group has proved that the "clock paradox" is established as an experimental fact (at the level of approximately 1.2%).'
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> There is only one reported type of experiment which purports

> to support Einstein's 'time dilation' hypothesis. This is that

> indicating the enhanced lifetime of the muon as a function of its speed. I discount the idea that time dilation is inherent in Einstein's conception of distorted space as a valid means for explaining the null result of the Michelson-Morley experiment as already discussed in chapter 9. 

I believe the entire logic of that experiment was archaic.  It was

supposed to utilize the aether.  But you can't use it if there's no such thing. : )

>Also one can dismiss the evidence arising from an experiment which involves transporting an atomic clock in an aircraft flying around the world to see if it loses time or gains time relative to an atomic clock sitting at the base location.

> Here the question one faces is whether speed or acceleration or both,

> being different for the flying clock and

> that at rest on body Earth, will affect the clock rate. You see, we are not here discussing time as such but are discussing an atom, meaning the change of energy states of electrons in motion around the atomic nucleus and this involves photons, the frequency of which depends upon energy, not time.

> The atomic clock rate is affected by change of gravitational potential and so altitude. It confuses the issue to imagine atomic clock rates as changing owing to so-called 'time dilation'. See the Section IV, 'Times Rates of Moving Clocks' of my paper: _'Synchronous Lattice Electrodynamics as an Alternative to Time Dilation, (Hadronic Journal, 10, 185-192; 1987). It is included as the fifth paper of the Appendix in my book Aether Science Papers.

The results of the atomic clock experiment DID match the predictions.  I was a success at demonstrating dilation, due to BOTH gravity (altitude) and velocity.  In my opinion it did not demonstrate relative motion however.  The velocity based dilation accrued according to the relative velocity of the airplane to the center of the earth, not the stationary observer, as most people think.  In that result it verifies TBR.

> Now I must digress just a little before coming to the detail of

> the theory of dilated muon lifetime, as I now perceive it in the light of the derivation of the muon rest-mass lifetime, as presented in chapter 3 of this work.

> Imagine a lamp that runs on electricity from an electrically

> charged cell, a battery. It has a certain illumination lifetime, its

> light going out once the electric charge from that battery is all shed. Now imagine that the lamp is taken on a long journey accompanied by lots of charged cells. The lamp will glow for a longer period proportional to the number of cells and their total electric charge. Now, if you assembled such a device and observed the enhanced illumination lifetime of that traveling lamp, I believe you would think it a joke if someone said to you: "Ah yes, here is the evidence I have been seeking concerning Einstein's theory.
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> Resonance Theory, Lettere al Nuovo Cimento, v. 39, 271 (1984). In

> saying it exists everywhere I am merely echoing the message of

> chapter 3 entitled 'The Ubiquitous Muon'. However, as to the electron
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> the theory explaining how the proton is created from muons and we know from experiment that muons in matter form can decay into electrons or positrons, but surely that might only mean that the muon has shed its hangers-on. We are left with the puzzle of how, in theory, electrons are created. Well, I cannot answer that, except for noting that our theory in chapter 6 has explained how the photon is created in a space medium that has a characteristic frequency, that universal rhythm of space that leads us to the dynamics of gravitation by connecting the mass of matter with the gravitons. Surely the fact that a photon having that characteristic frequency defines an energy quantum which is precisely that of the electron rest-mass, is the clue by which to solve the puzzle. One is merely left with a chicken-and

> egg type of problem, as to whether the electrons are created ab initio and somehow then regulate the oscillations of the underworld of space or whether the universal oscillations and ordered structure of space set in first and so determine the form of the electron.
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> and its extended lifetime at speed as determined by those experiments at CERN. Yes, indeed, particle physicists could measure the lifetime of the muon just as an electrician can time the illumination of that lamp

> mentioned above, and they even found that, the faster the muon travelled, the greater its lifetime in proportion to its overall energy, including its rest-mass energy. Yet somehow they missed seeing how, just as for that lamp, the muon in motion needs an entourage of energy cells which is greater in number, the greater that speed.

> They were well aware that Einstein had, some 65 years earlier,

> supposed that the dimension of time is woven into the fabric of space, a fabric which can be stretched and twisted, with the result that space can be curved (whatever that means in non-mathematical terms) and time can be dilated (whatever that means in non-mathematical terms).

> So, when the muon at speed was found by experiment to have a longer

> lifetime, one proportional to its increase in energy, that was said to be 'proof' that Einstein's theory was right. Quoting the very words used at page 62 in the paper by Bailey and Picasso (Progress in Nuclear Physics, v. 12, Part 1, pp. 43-75; 1970):

> 'To conclude, the CERN Muon Storage Ring group has proved that the

> "clock paradox" is established as an experimental fact (at the level of approximately 1.2%).'

Another earth based scenario.  Look deep enough and you'll find that the paradox has never been verified. 

The atomic clock experiment actually showed that there is not a  paradox.

I have updated my material on this at my site.

http://geocities.com/tarkus619/r1.html

s.g.

In a message dated 01/02/2004 11:55:56 AM, tarkus619@yahoo.com writes:

The results of the atomic clock experiment DID match the predictions.  I
was a success at demonstrating dilation, due to BOTH gravity (altitude)
and velocity.  In my opinion it did not demonstrate relative motion
however.  The velocity based dilation accrued according to the relative
velocity of the airplane to the center of the earth, not the stationary
observer, as most people think.  In that result it verifies TBR.



You know one of the things they should require on all the probes is a clock. A clock Here and a clock there. In that way we could compare time  changes when the Photographic probes lose their usefulness, from near the edge of the galaxy.
Maybe program it to send One signal of the actual time say Once a Month) which would take low energy even encase a nuclear clock that would run many  years after any real useful photos or signals would be used
regards johnmoon3717@aol.com
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I'm surprised to hear you say that the Aethyr doesn't exist.  Can you tell my why you assert this?  From what I'm reading, it seems that the Aethyr is equivalent to Dark Matter and that Fifth Dimension that light comes from...it seems the source of the N-Particle or Heavy Neurtrino.
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An aether would be some kind of "substance" which would have an effect on objects passing thru it.  The michelson morley experiment came back null. No effect because no aether.

I do, however, believe that the distance between objects, or empty space, is representative of 4 dimensional body/bodies.  Ouspensky asserted this in Tertium Organum, and I'm inclined to agree.  Space is "something", but It's not a 3d substance like aether.

Right, some of the really freaky particles like the Neutrino could be

evidence of higher dimensions.  It is assumed that the Neutrino travels

faster than c, and actually travels BACKWARDS in time.  How bizzare!

This may be why I have found it possible to show apparent influence going from future to past, exactly opposite of what should be the case.  I call this "Transtemporal Influence".  The implications of this is that there must be higher dimensions, through which connections can be made independant of the passage of time.

s.g.

Hi Steve,

93

Dr. Aspden contradicts your assessment of the Michelson Morley experiment with the following (and I'd be curious of your assessment of this):

Quantum Mechanical Theory and the Theory of Relativity each overcome a fundamental difficulty facing classical theory. The problem of the negative result of the Michelson-Morley Experiment is met by Relativity and the quantization problem of the Bohr atom is met by Quantum Mechanics. By their premises these theories avoid the need to provide a physical account for these two problems, and in consequence the theories miss the benefits which such a physical account may confer. These modern theories have left a vast field of theoretical physics wide open for exploration by the classical method and, as will be shown, the explanation of gravitation lies in this field.

The Michelson-Morley Problem 

The result of the Michelson-Morley Experiment did not disprove the existence of an aether. A positive result would have confirmed the prevailing notions of a simple universal, homogeneous aether. The negative result provided definite proof that the earth has an aether of its own, a medium which moves with the earth through some surrounding medium. As Campbell [1] puts it:

"If we speak of 'aethers' and not 'the aether' all our experiments prove is that the particular aether with which we are concerned in any case is that which is at rest relatively to the source and may be regarded as forming part of it. This is the simple way out of the difficulties raised by the Michelson Morley experiment. If from the beginning we had used a plural instead of a singular word to denote the (aether) system ... those difficulties would never have appeared. There has never been a better example of the danger of being deceived by an arbitrary choice of terminology. However, physicists, not recognizing the gratuitous assumptions made in the use of the words 'the aether', adopted the second alternative; they introduced new assumptions."
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Hi Steve,
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I would also be interested in your assessment of the following tutorial on the Michelson-Morley experiment:

TUTORIAL NOTE 05

These notes teach the mathematical basis of Aether Science theory

LIGHT AND THE AETHER

Copyright, Harold Aspden, 1997

Now, although, in the earlier tutorial sections, we have introduced an electrodynamic basis for a force law that has the form needed to conform with the force of gravity, to set the stage for building a full picture of how gravity comes about, we need to believe that there is, in fact, an aether filling all space. Your physics teachers will tell you that the aether is a myth, an imaginary medium that passed away with the demise of the physicists of the 19th century. 

They will tell you about the Michelson-Morley experiment and explain that it proved that light travels as fast one way, as in the opposite direction, through the space enclosed in laboratories on body Earth. It was intended to detect the Earth's motion through space, but gave a null result. This, they will argue, assures us all that the vacuum medium, the so-called 'aether' which supposedly regulates the finite speed of light, must, if it exists at all, be dragged along with body Earth. Yet, they will say, "If this is so, how does that traveling aether move through enveloping aether? The aether hypothesis presupposes a vacuum medium at absolute rest, not one which can break up so as to move with moving matter!" 

Accordingly, the logical conclusion they chose to adopt was that there is, in fact, no aether at all. You are not therefore introduced to the subject, but may instead be told about Einstein's four-space. If you have progressed in studying that subject and you think you understand something about physics as a result, then you are taking too much on trust and probably lack what is needed to proceed much further with these tutorials. If on the other hand you are perplexed by Einstein's ideas and are willing to face up to the realities of the physical underworld, with its unsolved mysteries, then you will find what follows interesting. 

In this tutorial I plan to deal with the issue raised by the Michelson-Morley experiment and will assume that you have read a little about the way the experiment was performed. However, can I assume that you have read, or been told by your physics teacher, about 'Fresnel drag'? One cannot dismiss 'aether drag' without first exploring how Fresnel drag gets into the act. 

You see, I do not, and never did, assume that the aether had to be something at absolute rest on a universal scale. To me the aether is 'that unseen something that can store energy and affect light propagation but yet fills any free space in and around the protons and electrons and their derivative particles that we do see as the matter form'. I do not think that this definition of mine will change your teacher's opinion on the aether question, but I am sure that the aether he or she has rejected is that one said to be at absolute rest. 

So what is Fresnel drag? Well, if you measure the speed of light in a block of glass or in a tank of water the speed is reduced below that applicable in the vacuum, reduced by a factor we call the refractive index. That you will know. If, however, the glass or the water is itself moving through space and relative to the laboratory frame, then the speed of light in passage through that medium is affected by that speed. It is a function of the speed of the test medium and the speed of that medium relative to the laboratory frame. The experiments on this provide the formula for the drag coefficient involved and we call this the 'Fresnel drag coefficient'. 

I will quote the formula for this convection of light by moving matter as given in a textbook written by Max Born. The edition of the book I refer to was published by Dover Publications, New York in 1962. It is a curious book. From pages 128 to 140 it discusses 'The convection of light by matter' and on page 136 one reads: "Now the velocity of light in a body moving at velocity v, measured relative to the absolute ether, is:

c1 + fc = c1 + (1-1/n2)v

This last formula will serve us as a link to Fresnel's interpretation. He assumed that the density of the ether in a material body is different from the density in free ether..." 

Why, you may wonder, do I regard Born's book as curious? Well, it is curious because the first half of the book tells us about the physics that belongs to the aether era and yet the book is entitled: 'Einstein's Theory of Relativity'. Only in the second half of the book does one read about Einstein's ideas. It is as if Born began writing a book about real physics, giving the aether an appropriate share of the action, but decided as the book progressed to add reference to Einstein's theory merely to keep the book in tune with modern trends. To me it is just a convenient reference to our knowledge of aether theory as it stood before Einstein's notions intruded and pushed the aether out of sight. 

That coefficient denoted fc is the Fresnel drag coefficient. Fresnel explained it by a theory which required the aether to adopt a different density when inside a material body. I, however, will use that coefficient in a similar, but slightly different, way to explain what was found in the Michelson-Morley experiment. There need be no matter in the space between the optical components of that experiment, but yet the aether can be affected as if its density were changed. "How?" you may ask. Well, all you have to do is to take note that 19th century physicists were puzzled by the aether because it exhibits some properties telling us it is a fluid and some telling us it is a solid. That was the perception from a time when little if anything was known about 'fluid crystals'. The displays in many pocket calculators use electrical signals and rely on the properties of a substance that, like the aether, exhibits properties characteristic of both the liquid state and the solid state as a function of electric field disturbances. 

So if the apparatus of the Michelson-Morley experiment entrains effects akin to the action of electric fields, why should it not drag some of the structured solid-like (or crystalline) aether along with it, only to allow this to dissolve into fluid-like form which can flow backwards freely through the interstices of the solid portions of the aether to keep density constant and, indeed, avoid setting up any linear aether momentum. 

I interject here the comment that my onward research into this subject tracks evidence of the aether being able to exhibit rotational momentum, angular momentum, inasmuch as a sphere of something having a mass density can spin about a central axis and not disturb enveloping aether. Such is the vista that opens provided we keep faith with the aether belief and do not allow our minds to be usurped by Einstein doctrines. 

Now, we next come to some analysis to prove what I say about that Fresnel drag coefficient being relevant to the aether and the interpretation of the null finding in the Michelson-Morley Experiment. 

You can, if you prefer, look up accessible references in your university library to see that the analysis is duly recorded in the annals of science. One is in 'Physics Education', v. 10, p. 327; 1975, the periodical for physics teachers published by the U.K. Institute of Physics [1975c]. Another is at p. 263-264 of v. 15 (1976) in International Journal of Theoretical Physics; abstract reference in these Web pages [1976a]. Alternatively see the author's article 'THE ETHER - AN ASSESSMENT', pp. 37-39 October 1982 issue of Wireless World; abstract reference in these Web pages [1982a]. 

I quote now from the first of these three references:

"The Elusive Ether

A T Jackson writing about the detection of the ether (Physics Education 1974, v. 9, p. 265) said that 'the most important fallacy in Fresnel's drift theory would seem to be that he assumed the moving medium dragged both the light and the ether along with it, although the existence of the ether had not been established'. Yet Fresnel's formula was verified by Fizeau and it was Michelson and Morley who assumed that the ether did not move with the earth and then were surprised to find that the earth's motion through the ether defied detection. 

The very astute student may question why Fresnel's analysis involved a fallacy. If the role of the ether in controlling light propagation is analogous to the role of a substance in transmitting sound, the propagation velocity c1 is proportional to (P/d)1/2, where P is a pressure modulus and d is density. Since the speed of light is fixed at c and refractive index n is c/c1, we then find that n2 is proportional to d. Now, Fresnel said that the velocity of light would be increased by u(1-1/n2) due to motion of a disturbing medium at velocity u. If then the ether has structure and its bulk has density dk that moves as a disturbance at velocity u, we may write:

n2 = 1 - k

uk + v(1 - k) = 0

because n equals 1 when k equals zero and the ether exerts no linear force on matter, meaning that its momentum is conserved as k varies. 

It is then a simple matter of algebra to show that u(1-1/n2) is simply v. This means that the velocity of light relative to the earth frame is constant, as Michelson and Morley found." 

I end this tutorial by declaring that I find it absolutely incredible that those who teach physics have failed to take note of this very clear message that an aether having the properties of a fluid crystal medium must, on the basis of historical experiments on light convection in moving media, exhibit the null effect observed in the Michelson-Morley experiment. It defies all logic for physics teachers to quote the Michelson-Morley experiment as evidence disproving the existence of the aether when all it did show was that the speed of light is affected by the motion of that medium through which it is propagated. 

I see no discussion in the textbooks of the fact that the light rays in the experiment were not propagating freely through empty space, as was assumed. Those rays were encountering full frontal collision with their own reflection from mirrors, meaning that the energy they conveyed had to struggle to penetrate through the energy associated with those reflected waves. The null result of the Michelson-Morley experiment should never have been regarded as a sufficient reason to abolish belief in the existence of an aether. At best it proved that some preconceived notions about the aether were false but the aether cannot be eliminated because a few physicists had some false ideas! 

Read on in the tutorials which follow and see what has been missed by following false doctrine and, if you, the reader, are a physics student, do press your teachers to tell you why the Fresnel drag coefficient is not applied by them to explain the null result of that famous Michelson-Morley experiment. 
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All the experiment really proved is that the velocity of light is not

effected by the aether, if it does exist.  It could also mean that the

Earth is at rest relative to the aether, once again, IF it exists.

The experiment does not verify that c is constant, as observed from all

frames of reference.  This is still unproven.  

Im my estimation the whole thing was archaic.  They should make multiple tests of the velocity of light 1)emitted from different states of motion and 2) observed from different states of motion.  This has not been done yet.  In my view its the only way to get to the bottom of both of the above controversys.

s.g.

Hi Steve,

93

So we're back then to the idea of the Aethyr with your original refutation being your reliance on the Michelson-Morley experiment...which you now say was inconclusive and with your present idea being the multiple testing of the velocity of light and as a way to get around the controversy of whether or not an Aethyr actually exists.  (sorry for the run-on sentence)

Without that refutation, what now do you think about the Aethyr?  And would you be willing to consider it in light of Gurdjieff's planetary theory?  (...with the idea that each orbiting body has its own planetary aethyr or magnetic resonce...which by the way, is compatible with Rick Miller's theories on the Schumann's Resonance).
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Well, certainly many things travel/move through space, including,

possibly, Gurdjieff's planetary, galactic and universal influences.  But who knows how this all works, or what the "stuff" is that moves.  I havn't a clue, and I suspect science will be working on it for some time.

I'm not convinced of an aether.  But I'm not convinced it's just empty

space either.  Recall Ouspensky's notion that it is 4dimensional material, ie, time bodys.  It could very well be.

Current science suggests that space is "curved".  If so, there has to be "somthing" with curvature.  I do think it is "something", rather than nothing, thats for sure.

s.g.

Hi Steve,
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So then, as it has to be "something"...we have now, two terms that are referring to the same thing; something and aethyr.  I can postulate that the theoretical calculations of Dr. Aspden hold merit, much like the idea that on one level, Newtonian physics certainly still applies (at least!) and the Aethyr can even show a harmonious relationship with Relativity and Quantum Theory.
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