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Abstract

New axiomatic derivations of space-time and kinematical Lorentz transforma-
tions are presented. They are based, apart from the usual assumptions of spatial
isotropy and homogeneity or single-valuedness, on a simple mathematical postu-
late, previously tacitly assumed by most authors. Thus neither of Einstein’s orig-
inal postulates are required to derive the Lorentz transformation; the second one
is a necessary, though approximate, consequence of relativistic kinematics and the
photonic nature of light. The physical interpretation of both space-time and kine-
matical (velocity) transformations is extensively discussed for specific space-time
experiments. Analysis of the Hafele-Keating experiment reveals an important and
general misinterpretation of conventional relativistic velocity transformations. Con-
ceptual or mathematical errors in some previous derivations and interpretations of
Lorentz transformations are pointed out.
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1 Introduction and overview

Since realising, in 2004 [1], that there are serious conceptual flaws in standard text
book presentations of Special Relativity Theory (SRT), the present author has written a
series of papers reporting subsequent progress in his understanding of space-time physics.
The shortcomings in the standard interpretation are due to insufficient attention to the
operational meanings of space and time coordinates in the Lorentz Transformation (LT).
In particular, time- and velocity-independent additive constants must be included in or-
der to correctly describe synchronised clocks at different spatial locations. When this is
done, it becomes clear that the ‘Relativity of Simultaneity’ (RS) and ‘Length Contrac-
tion’ (LC) effects of conventional SRT, for which, unlike Time Dilation (TD), there is no
experimental evidence, are spurious and unphysical [1, 2]. In three long papers various
different aspects of space-time physics were addressed. In the first, [3], measurements
of space and time intervals, using a calculus of fundamental pointer-mark coincidences,
as well as the related problem of clock synchronisation, without any use of light signals,
were considered. In the second, [4], a modern re-appraisal of Einstein’s original 1905
special relativity paper [5] is presented. Many errors, both mathematical and conceptual
in nature, are uncovered. Einstein’s discussion of Classical Electro-Magnetism (CEM),
in relation to SRT, in this paper, is also compared to predictions of Relativistic Classical
Electro-Dynamics (RCED), a theory recently derived as the classical limit of Quantum
Electro-Dynamics (QED) [6]. In the third paper, [7], the important concepts of phys-
ically independent ‘primary’ and ‘reciprocal’ space-time experiments, and of ‘base’ and
‘travelling’ frames in such experiments, as well as the transformation formula for relative
velocities observed in the same space-time experiment, are introduced, discussed, and ap-
plied to Einstein’s Train/Embankment [8], and Langevin’s ‘Travelling Twin’ [9] thought
experiments. In other papers, an important sign error in Minkowski’s original space-
time plot [10] that propagated, uncorrected, in text books and the scientific literature
throughout the last century is pointed out [11], and more detailed consideration is given
to Langevin’s thought experiment, in particular the description of the exchange of light
signals between the travelling and stay-at-home twins [12]. Various other shorter papers,
written by the present author since 2004, and addressing particular topics in space-time
physics are cited at the appropriate places below.

The aim of the present paper is a first-principles derivation of all the space-time ge-
ometric and kinematical aspects of SRT using the weakest possible postulates as a basis
on which to construct the theory. The present author has previously published two dif-
ferent axiomatic derivations of the space-time LT [13, 14]. These derivations are reviewed
in the closing section of the present paper and found to be lacking in mathematical or
conceptual clarity, insfofar as, in both cases, the essential axiom, called below the ‘Inverse
Transformation Postulate (ITP), was tacitly assumed by writing down equations that were
deemed to be ‘obvious’. The style of the present paper is avowedly pedagogical, with a
premium on clarity of presentation rather than scientific conciseness. In particular, no
attempt is made to avoid repetition of important points, thereby considerably increasing
the length of the paper. Following Einstein’s adage it is attempted to be ‘As simple as
possible, but no simpler’. The most important difference between the derivation of the
LT presented here, and previous ones, both by the present author and other authors, is
that, at every stage of the derivation, all space and time coordinate and velocity symbols



have a precise operational definition within a clearly-defined space-time experiment. For
this, the previously introduced concepts of primary and reciprocal experiments and base
and travelling frames [7] are of crucial importance.

The plan and essential content of the paper are as follows: In the following section, the
concepts of primary and reciprocal experiments and the basic postulate (apart from the
homogeneity and isotropy of space), from which the LT is derived, is introduced. At this
stage, the only modification of Galilean relativity is the replacement of Newtonian abso-
lute time: 7' =t =t by the TD relation ¢t = v(v)t’ where the ‘TD factor’, v(v), is some,
yet-unknown, even, function of the relative velocity, v, of the two inertial frames S and S’
considered, S being the base and S’ the travelling frame of the space-time experiment. It
is also clear that the TD factor is the same in the primary and reciprocal experiments —a
condition that is essential for the subsequent derivation of the L'T. In Section 3, considera-
tion of the transformation law of the TD factor between three inertial frames S, S’ and S”
determines the TD factor to be y(v) = 1/4/1 — (v/V)?, where the universal constant, V,
is the maximum possible relative velocity of two inertial frames, and the space-time LT is
derived. In Section 4, the invariance of the spatial separation of two clocks at rest in the
frame S’ is demonstrated and the origin of the spurious RS and LC effects of conventional
SRT is explained. Section 5 introduces the Relativistic Velocity Transformation Relation
(RRVTR) and contrasts it with the conventional parallel velocity addition relation of
SRT, here called the Time Dilatation Velocity Transformation Relation (TDVTR). The
symbols v, v and v for initial, transformed and ‘parametric’ velocities are introduced. In
Section 6 space-time and kinematical transformations are compared and contrasted. The
concepts of base and travelling frames are illustrated by describing observations of clocks
at different positions on the surface of the Earth and consideration of the Hafele-Keating
experiment [15] in which caesium-beam atomic clocks were flown around the Earth in air-
craft in both the Fast-West and West-East directions before being compared with similar
Earth-bound clocks. It is shown that a correct assignment of base and travelling frames
is essential in order to correctly describe the observed time intervals recorded in the ex-
periment by the different clocks. The results of the Hafele-Keating experiment also show
that the transformation of the velocities of the aircraft into the Earth-centered inertial
(base) frame of the experiment is described by the RRVTR, not by the TDVTR. A corol-
lary is the absence of of any LC effect for length intervals on the surface of the Earth as
viewed from the Earth-centered inertial frame, thus resolving the Ehrenfest rotating-disc
paradox [16]. Relativistic energy and momentum are discussed in Section 7, where it is
shown that, if the mass of the photon is very small, relativistic kinematics shows that
the speed of light in free space, ¢, is almost equal to V' in all inertial frames (Einstein’s
second postulate of SRT). It is also shown that relativistic kinematics and the existence
of a similar particles with different energies in the same inertial frame excludes a strictly
massless nature for the particle. Thus photons with light-like four vectors are incompati-
ble with relativistic kinematics. The final Section 8 contains a summary, discussion and
outlook. In the ‘discussion’ the derivation of the LT in the present paper is compared
with two previous ones by the present author [13, 14], as well as those of Ignatowsky [17],
Frank and Rohe [18] and Pars [19], all of which are based on simple postulates, without
consideration of light signals or any dynamical theory. In the ‘outlook’ the relevance of
the Special Relativity Principle, which is a statement of the inertial-frame-invariance of
dynamical laws, for space-time geometry and kinematics, is questioned and it is pointed
out that the covariance of Maxwell’s Equations, from which Lorentz originally derived the



transformation named for him, is only valid to O(%) in RCED. It is also noted that the
universal constant, V', is the limiting velocity only of objects with time-like or light-like
four vectors. The virtual photons responsible, in QED, for the inter-charge force have
space-like four vectors, which correspond to infinite propagation velocity in the center-of-
mass frame of the underlying ee scattering process, consistent with recent measurements
of magnetic forces at small source-detector separations [20, 21].

Since all essential concepts and results of this paper are presented, in concise form,
in Section 8, the reader with limited time at his or her disposal is recommended, in view
of the length of the paper, to first read this section before returning to earlier ones for

derivations and more detailed information on particular points of interest.

2 Primary and reciprocal space-time experiments and
the time dilation factor +(v)

As is well known, linearity of space-time transformation equations is a consequence of
the postulate of spatial homogeneity, which requires that the form of the equations re-
mains invariant under the transformations of Cartesian spatial coordinates: * — = + d,,
y — y+d, and z — z + d, where d,, d, and d,, are arbitary constants [22, 23, 24].
Linearity of the equations may also be derived from the postulates that the world line of
an object in uniform motion in free space must be rectilinear in all inertial frames [25],
or that the equations must be single-valued functions of their arguments [13]. The lat-
ter condition is respected by multilinear transformations' The projective transformation
required by world-line linearity [25] is a special case of the general multilinear transfor-
mation. Linearity follows from the projective or multilinear transformations on requiring,
in addition, spatial isotropy: that the form of the equations must not depend on the
direction of the spatial coordinate axes. A special case of this is invariance on changing
the signs of Cartesian spatial coordinates.

The above considerations lead, in general, to the transformation equations:

' —xp = y(x—x0) + p(t —to),
t'—ty = w(x—u1x0)+d(t—to),
Y=y = oy—w) 2 —z=0d(—2)

with the inverse transformations:

[0(" — 25) — p(t — 1))

r— Ty = A 3 (24)
t—ty = [_w(x - xO)A+ 'Y(t - tO)] 7 (25)

y—y = ' =)o, z—z20=(—2)/¢ (2.6)
A = v5— wp. (2.7)

!The general multilinear equation of three variables z, y, z has the form: = + a1y + azz + byzy +
+boyz + +bszx + cxyz = 0.



The Cartesian spatial coordinates (z,y,z) and (z’,y',2") specify the position of the same
physical object in two different inertial frames S and S’, respectively, in the case that
the coordinate axes of the frames are parallel and that the frames are in uniform relative
motion parallel to the z- and 2’-axes. The time symbols ¢ (#') are the epochs®recorded by
similar clocks at rest in S (S'). It will be found convenient, for the following discussion,
to introduce two such clocks C and C’ at rest (in general, at arbitary positions) in S and
S’ respectively.

Two physically distinct space-time experiments may now be considered. In the first
primary experiment the clock C’ moves with uniform speed v parallel to the z-axis in
S. In the second, the clock C moves with uniform speed v' in a direction anti-parallel
to the 2/ axis in S’. This experiment is said to have, relative to the first, a reciprocal
configuration. In the particular case that v = v the second experiment is defined to be
the reciprocal of the primary one. Note that what is given above are only definitions of the
physically-independent primary and reciprocal experiments. The parameters v and v’ are
freely chosen initial parameters. In particular, nothing is stated concerning the relation
between observations of the same events in the frames S and S, typically those lying on
the world line of some physical object, in either of the two independent experiments.

With these definitions, the coefficients v, p, w, 6 and ¢ in (2.1)-(2.7) in both the
primary and reciprocal experiments are either constants or functions of the single initial
parameter v. The additive constants xq, x(, o, ¥, 20 and z{ are independent of v but
depend on the choice of spatial coordinate systems in S and S’ while ¢y and ¢, depend on
the synchronisation of C and C'. Since C' is at rest in S': 2’ = z{, and moves along the
x-axis with speed v in S, its equation of motion (or world line) in the latter frame may be
written as: @ — xg = v(t — ty). In this case the transformation equations for the primary
experiment are:

X(C) = ()T —vt(C)] =
7(C) = w©)x(C) +6(v)t (C) :
y(C) = o)y(C), Z(C) = o(v)(C) (2.10)

where x(C") = z(C') — z¢(C') etc 3, while those of the reciprocal experiment take the
general form:

x(C) = ~v(—v)[¥'(C)+vt'(C")] =0, (2.11)
t(C) = w(—v)x'(C)+ d(—v)t'(C'), (2.12)
y(€) = o(=v)y'(C), 2(C)=¢(-v)Z(C). (2.13)

Spatial isotropy, that requires that the equations are invariant under reflection of spatial
axes:
X— —X, y— -y, Z——Z, U— —0U

2The word ‘epoch’ is used to denote a particular time registered by a clock. Examples are the number
displayed by a digital clock or the number associated with a mark on the face of an analogue clock which
is aligned with the hand. A physical time interval recorded by a particular clock is operationally defined
as the difference of two epochs registered by the clock.

3Use of the roman symbols such as x, t for space or time coordinates implies that no special choice of
coordinate systems in the frames S and S’ or of synchronisation of the clocks C and C’ has been made.



gives the following conditions on the v-dependent coefficients:

1) = A(=v), (2.14)
wv) = —w(—v), (2.15)
i(v) = §(—v), (2.16)
bv) = d(—v). (2.17)

Some important remarks are now made on the transformation equations (2.8)-(2.10) of
the primary experiment and (2.11)-(2.13) of the reciprocal experiment. For the primary
experiment, only the spatial cordinates of the clock C' appear and the position of C is
arbitary. The space transformation equation (2.8) is equivalent to the Galilean equations
of motion x'(C') = 0 in S and x(C’) = vt(C) in S. In fact, y(v) in (2.8) can be replaced
by any non-infinite constant without changing the physical significance of the equation.
For the reciprocal experiment, only the spatial cordinates of the clock C appear and the
position of C’ is arbitary. The space transformation equation (2.11) is equivalent to the
Galilean equations of motion x(C) =0 in S and x'(C) = —ut/(C’) in §'.

Some general kinematical configurations of the clocks in S and S’ in the primary and
reciprocal experiments are shown in Fig. la. In Fig. 1b, without entailing any loss of
generality in the description of the problem, are shown configurations in S and S at
corresponding epochs in the primary and reciprocal experiments at which the clock C is
chosen to have the same z, ' and y, ¥’ coordinates as C' in the primary experiment and
(' is chosen to have the same x, z’ and y, 3’ coordinates as C in the reciprocal experiment.
With this choice of clock positions it follows that, at the epochs shown in Fig. 1b:

x(C) =x(C), xX(C")=%(C) (2.18)
while, at all times
y(C) =y(C), y(C)=y(C). (2.19)
Combining (2.10),(2.13),(2.17) and (2.19) gives, at all times,
v'(C) = o(v)y(C) = d(v)p(—v)y'(C") = ¢(v)*y'(C') (2:20)

so ¢(v)? = 1, and since the y- and y’-axes are chosen parallel, ¢(v) = 1.

Substituting (2.18) into the space transformation equation of the reciprocal experi-
ment, and using (2.14), leads to the suggestive relation:

x(C) = 1(0)[K(C) + vt (C)]. (2.21)

However, (2.11) and (2.18) give x'(C) = —ot'(C’) and x(C) = x(C’) = 0. Setting then
x'(C') = 01in (2.21) implies only that t'(C’) = 0 at the epoch of C’ shown in Fig. 1b. Then
Eq. (2.21) per se provides no useful constraint on the coefficients of the transformation
equations.

At this point, the only postulate, in addition to the homogeneity and isotropy of space,
to be used in the present derivation of the transformation equations is introduced. It may
be called the ‘Inverse Transformation Postulate’ (ITP). This postulate asserts that that
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Figure 1: Spatial configurations of the clocks C and C” in primary and reciprocal experi-
ments. a) General case. b) At the epoch at which C and C’ are aligned in the x-direction,
and the y,y' and z,2’ coordinates of C and C’ are equal. The velocity v’ is given as vy(5,)

by the RRVTR Eq. (5.4). See text for discussion.



(2.21), valid at the particular epoch t'(C') = 0 in the reciprocal experiment, holds also in
the primary experiment for all values of t'(C’), and that the corresponding relation:

x'(C) = 7(v)[x(C) — vt(C)] (2.22)

holds, for all values of t(C), in the reciprocal experiment. This postulate is equivalent to
setting 0 = v, A = 1 in the inverse transformation equation equations (2.3) and (2.4), so
that the space and time coordinates are treated in a symmetrical manner. Now setting
x'(C') = 0 in (2.21), on the assumption that it holds true for the primary experiment,
gives, together with (2.8):

x(C) = vt(C) = y(v)vt'(C") (2.23)

which yields a spatial coordinate-independent time dilation (TD) relation:
t(C) = y(v)t'(C). (2.24)

Combining in a similar manner (2.22) with (2.11) and (2.14) gives the TD relation for the
reciprocal experiment:

£(C') = y(0)4(C). (2.25)

To avoid confusion between epoch symbols in the physically distinct primary and recip-
rocal experiments? these TD relations may be rewritten as:

Primary Experiment

t(C) = t(C) = v(v)t'(C") = ~v(v)r(C), (2.26)
Reciprocal Experiment
t'(C) = t/(C) = v(v)t(C) = v(v)7(C). (2.27)

These equations introduce the concepts of ‘proper time’, 7(C’),of a clock C" as observed
in its own rest frame, S, and t(C’),which is the corresponding ‘improper time’ of the same
clock when observed from an inertial frame S, relative to which it is motion. In any actual
experiment, as explicitly shown in (2.26) and (2.27), the ‘improper time’ of the moving
clock is operationally defined as the epoch recorded by a similar clock which is at rest in
the frame from which the moving clock is observed.

Without any further calculation, the essential structure of the space-time transforma-
tion equations between two inertial frames is already established:

Primary Experiment (Lorentz)

X(C) =0, x(C)=wt(C), (2.28)
t(C) = t(C") = ~(v)7(C'), (2.29)
Reciprocal Experiment (Lorentz)
x(C) =0, x'(C)=—ut'(C), (2.30)
t'(C") = t'(C) = v(v)7(C) (2.31)

4Unless this is done (2.24) and (2.25) require, algebraically, that t = 4t/ = ¥t or 42 = 1, which
necessarily gives Galilean transformation equations.



where the improper times t(C’) and t'(C) are measured by clocks at rest in the other
inertial frame: t(C’') = t(C) and t/(C) = t/(C’). Newtonian universal time: t = t' = T
corresponds to y(v) = 1 and the Galilean transformations:

Primary Experiment (Galilean)

X(C) =0, x(C') =0T, (2.32)
t(C) =t(C") =T, (2.33)

Reciprocal Experiment (Galilean)
x(C) =0, %' (C)=—uT, (2.34)
t'(C) =t/(C) =T. (2.35)

The equations in (2.32) and (2.34) can be written in an equivalent manner as:
X' (C') =x(C") —vT =0, (2.36)

x(C) =x(C)+vT =0. (2.37)

Transposing the first members of these equations gives
x(C) =x(C') + T, (2.38)

X' (C) =x(C) =T (2.39)

which are the Galilean (y — 1, t/(C’), t(C) — T) limits of the postulated Lorentz trans-
formation equations (2.21) and (2.22) respectively. The latter are thus consistent with
Galilean equations of motion for v = 1.

Comparing the special relativistic transformation formulae (2.28)-(2.31) with the Galilean
ones (2.32)-(2.35) it can be seen that the space transformation equations describing the
equations of motion (or worldlines) of C and C' in S and S in the primary and recip-
rocal experiments are identical in the two cases. Only the time transformation formula
t' =t = T of Newtonian physics is modified by the TD relations (2.29) and (2.31) which
show that the time transformation is given by a universal scale factor v(v) for a given
pair of inertial frames, without any dependence on the spatial positions of the two clocks.

A corollary of this is the absence of any spatially-dependent ‘relativity of simultaneity’
(RS) effect as suggested by Einstein [5]. The TD relations for two clocks C), C} in the
primary experiment are:

t(Ch) = ()T (CY), (2.40)
8(Cy) = (v)7(Cy). (2.41)

It is obvious that, if the clocks are synchronised so that 7(C/) = 7(C}), then also t(C}) =
t(C5), so that the clocks are seen to be synchronous also in the frame S. There is no RS
effect depending on the spatial separation of the clocks. How the spurious prediction of
such an effect arises in conventional special relativity theory is explanined in Refs. [2, 26,
27, 28], and is recalled in Section 4 below.



3 Determination of the time dilation factor and its
transformation law. The limiting velocity V

The space-time transformation equations have now been determined up to one un-
known function «(v) which is an even function of the initial velocity parameter v. To
proceed further, the first step is to derive a time transformation equation by eliminating
x(C') between Eqgs. (2.8) and (2.21), or X'(C) between Eqs. (2.11) and (2.22). This gives,
for the primary experiment:

t(C) = v(v) |t'(C") + @x’((l’) , (3.1)

where )
1) = 20 ;1 (3.2)

v(v)

Inspection of the TD relation shows that since, when v = 0, the frames S and S’ become
identical, so that t = t’, then y(v = 0) = 1. In general, y(v), at least in the region of
v = 0, must be either an increasing or a decreasing function of v. In the former case
v(v) > 1 in the latter y(v) < 1, these inequalities holding for all values of v if v is a
monotonic function of v. Assuming this to be the case, the following inequalities may be
derived from (3.2):

n() >0 [y(v)>1], (3.3)
n(w) = -1 [y(v) <1]

AR

1
0
so that 7(v) is an increasing (decreasing) function of v when «y(v) is an increasing (decreas-
ing) function of v. Consider now the velocity, V', defined as the solution of the equation
n(V) = 11in (3.3) or of n(V) = —1 in (3.4). If such a solution exists, then V is the
maximum allowed relative velocity of two inertial frames, and as such must be a universal
constant. As will be seen, the existence of a monotonically increasing function n(v) with
a limiting velocity given by n(V) = 1 is required by self-consistency of transformation
equations of the TD factor . It will be demonstrated, in Section 7 below, that the speed
of light in free space, ¢, is equal, to a very good approximation, to the limiting velocity V'
in all inertial frames, as a consequence of relativistic kinematics and the photonic nature

of light. In this way Einstein’s second postulate of special relativity is derived, from first
principles, not assumed a priori.

The transformation of intervals Ax’, At’ between events on the world lines of two
points on the 2z’ axis is now considered. The corresponding interval At in the frame S is
given by (3.1) as:

24(0) =0 [av() + T
=v(v) |At'(C) + . Ax'| . (3.5)
Consider now a third clock, C”; at rest in the frame S”, that moves with speed v’ parallel
to the 2/-axis in S’. Assuming that Ax’ is an interval, Ax’'(C"), on the world line of the
clock then:
, _ AX(C7)

T Av() 30



The TD relation between the frames S’ and S” is:
At (C) = y(u")AT(C"). (3.7)
With the aid of (3.6) and (3.7), (3.5) may be written as:

At(C)
AT(C")

/ v /
) =) 1+ 1] 35)
where y(u) is the TD factor between the frames S and S”:

At(C) = ~(u)AT(C"). (3.9)

The formula, analogous to (3.5), giving the time interval At” corresponding to Ax’ and
At is

ul

AL (C") = y(u') [At'(c') . MAX'] (3.10)

If Ax" is now an interval, Ax’'(C), on the world line in S’ of the clock C, then Eq. (2.30)
gives:

if,,((g)) = v (3.11)
In view of the TD relation (see Eq (2.31)),
At (C) = v(v)AT(C) (3.12)
(3.10) and (3.11) give a relation similar to (3.8):
AAt;((g? = y(@) = +(u')y(v) l1 + ”ij/)v} . (3.13)
The TD relation in the first member of (3.13):
AY"(C") = y(a)AT(C) (3.14)

is that of the experiment reciprocal to the one with the TD relation of (3.9). However,
(2.24) and (2.25) above show that the TD factors of an experiment and its reciprocal are
equal:

v(a) =~u), a=u. (3.15)
Taking into consideration (3.15) it follows from (3.8) and (3.13) that:
U(U)u/ = U(?f/)v (3.16)
v u
or
aw) ) 1 .

v2 (u')? V2
where V' is the solution of the equation n(V) =1, or n(V') = —1, discussed above. That
the ratios in the first member of (3.17) must be equal to some constant follows also from
the independence of the variables v and . It is demonstrated in Ref. [13] that a negative
sign for the last member of (3.17), implying that v(v) < 1, is excluded by the condition
of single-valuedness of the transformation equations. Other arguments to reject the case
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v(v) < 1 may be found in Ref. [29]. The TD factor is now determined by Egs (3.2) and
(3.17) to be the monotonically increasing function of v:

L (3.18)

’7(“) = /7(611) \/1—7@%7

B, =v/V = [n)]? . (3.19)

Using (3.18) and (3.19) the transformation equation (3.8) of the TD factor v(3,,) between
the frames S’ and S may be written as

Y(Bu) = Y(B)V(Bu) + BoBuy(Bur)l,
= Y(Bo)Y(Bu)[1 + BufBu] (3.20)

to be compared with the time transformation equation between the same two frames given
by (3.1), (3.2) and (3.18):

where

xg =Vt =v(6,) [Vt + B.X] = v(60)[xp + BuX]. (3.21)

Comparison of (3.20) and (3.21) shows that (7(8.), Buw (5w )) transforms in the same way
as (xp,x’) between the frames S' and S. Combining (3.18) with (3.20) gives, for 3, > 0:

- sl - - et
o v(Bu)?] V(Bo)?7(Bu)*(1 + BuPur)?

[1 (-0 —@%)f _ Pt Bu
(1 + ﬂvﬂu’)z 1 + ﬂvﬂu’ ‘

This is the well-known parallel velocity addition relation of special relativity derived by
Einstein in 1905 [5]. Note, however, the physical meaning of (3.22). It is the transfor-
mation law of the velocity specifiying, via Eq (3.18), the TD factor, for an experiment
in which the moving clock C” is observed from the frame S, given the initial velocities
v and u’. Alternatively, this TD factor is given directly by the transformation equation
(3.20). The velocity 3, is then a parameter that may be used to specify the TD factor.
However (3, in (3.22) does not describe the observed velocity of C" in the frame S, which
is how it has hitherto been interpreted in conventional special relativity theory. The cor-
rect formula for the observed velocity of C” in S in the primary experiment is derived in
Section 5 below. Use of (3.20) and (3.22) leads to a further, but algebraically equivalent,
transformation relation:

(3.22)

1+ 61)61/

which has the same structure as the space transformation equation:

V(ﬂv)[ﬂu’q/(ﬂu’) + ﬂvV(ﬂu’)]

’Y(ﬂvyy(ﬂu’)[ﬂu’ + ﬂv] =

x = v(6,)[X + Buxp) (3.24)

showing again that (y(fy), Buwy(Bw)) transforms in the same way as (x{,x’) between the
frames S" and S. This circumstance enables v(3,/) and B,7v(G.) to be identified as the
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temporal and spatial components, respectively, of the dimensionless four-vector velocity
U = (Uy; UL, 0,0) of the clock C” in the frame S

that, in virtue of the identity: v(3.)* — 8%7(Bw)* = 1, yields the invariant four-vector
scalar product:
U -U = (U)? — (U)?* =1. (3.27)

T

As will be seen in Section 7 below, Eq. (3.27) is the basis of the relation connecting the
relativistic energy and momentum of a physical object with its Newtonian mass.

4 Spatially-separated synchronised clocks and the in-
variance of spatial intervals

The discussion of the previous section concerning equations of motion and velocities of
objects in the frames S and S, as well as the transformation law of time intervals between
these frames, made no assumption concerning the choice of spatial coordinate systems and
clock synchronisation in the two frames which are specified by the velocity-independent
constants zo, &y, Yo, Yo, 20, %, to and t;. These constants may be freely chosen without
modifying any physical predictions. With the particular choice: xy = x, = D', to =t;, =0,
The transformation equations in primary experiment, (2.28) and (2.29) become®

2(C) =D, 2(C') =D +vt(C), (4.1)
t(C) = t(C") = ~v(B,)7(C") (4.2)
and those, (2.30), (2.31) for the reciprocal experiment are:
2(C) =D, #(C) =D —vt'(C), (4.3)
t'(C") =1(C) = 7(8,)7(C). (4.4)

It can be seen from these equations that in the primary experiment when z/(C’) = z(C’) =
D’ then ¢(C) = 7(C') = 0, and in the reciprocal experiment when x(C) = 2/(C) = D’
then ¢(C") = 7(C) = 0, so, both cases, the clocks C and C’ are synchronised.

Using the same coordinate systems in S and S’ as in (4.1)-(4.4) and introducing two
synchronised clocks C}, Cj, at rest in S’ on the 2’-axis at 2’ = D), D), respectively with
epochs: t'(C}) = t/(C),) = 7/, gives the transformation equations for the primary experi-
ment:

2(C) =D, #(C,) = D)+ vt(C), (4.5)

®The meaning of the symbol 7 (defined with, or without, an arbitary constant subtracted from the
current clock epoch) is evident on inspection of the other time coordinate symbols of the equation in
which it occurs. Note that, from this point on, mathmode coordinate symbols are employed to indicate
that a particular choice of spatial coordinates and clock synchronisation constants has been made. See
the following discussion of Fig. 2.
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t(C) =t(C) = v(Bu)T, (4.6)
'(C)) = D), x(Cy) = Dy + vt(C), (4.7)
t(C) = t(Cy) = (Bu)T". (4.8)

Egs. (4.6) and (4.8) give t(C}) = t(C},) = t(C) = v(6,)7" so that C} and C} are observed
to be synchronous (record the same epoch) also in the frame S, for for arbitary values of
7' . There is therefore no RS effect. Eqs. (4.5) and (4.7) give, for all all values of the
epoch t(C),

2 (C)) —2/(C)) =L =D, — Dy =x(Cy) —z(C}) = L (4.9)

—there is no ‘length contraction’ (LC) effect.

Before examining how the spurious and correlated RS and LC effects arise in conven-
tional special relativity theory, it is instructive to consider in detail how the particular
choice of spatial coordinate systems and clock synchronisation constants embodied in
Eqgs (4.1)-(4.8) is related to the general, and completely arbitary, choice of these con-
stants that can be made without changing the predictions for any observable physical
effect. Since the space-time LT describes only the transformation laws of physical space
and time intervals and since, as discussed in Ref. [30] a physical spatial interval, unlike a
clock epoch, a time interval or a spatial coordinate, is an attribute of two physical objects,
it will be found convenient to introduce two ‘reference objects’ R and R’ at initially ar-
bitary positions on the z— and x'— axes, respectively, in order to define spatial intervals
in the frames S and S’. Consider first two arbitary coordinates z, ' both specifed in
the rest frame of the clock C’, as shown in Fig. 2a. Since the positions of the coordinate
origins are arbitary, the numbers representing the coordinates of, say, R, are also arbitary.
However the physical spatial intervals, D, D" between R and C’, R’ and C’, respectively,
do not depend on the choice of coordinate system i.e. the positions of the coordinate
origins O and O’. The x and 2z’ coordinates of a particular object at any position can
then be, in general, any real numbers whatsoever.

In Fig 2b, R is moved into spatial coincidence with R’. In this case D = D’ and the x
or z’ coordinates of R and R’ must be equal, but may separately take any value. In Fig. 2¢
the coordinate origin O is chosen to be aligned with R and O’ to be aligned with R’. Now
the = coordinate of R is zero, as is the 2’ coordinate of R/, while the z and 2’ coordinates
of C' are both equal to D’. The similar rulers Ru and Ru’ measuring, respectively the
spatial separations of R and C" and R’ and ', respectively, are also introduced in Fig. 2c.
The object R is aligned with first mark of Ru and C’ with the sixteenth mark of this
ruler Similarly R/, C' are aligned with the first and sixteenth marks of Ru'. In Fig.2d,
at the epochs ¢(C) = ¢/(C') = 0, an equal impulsive acceleration occupying a negligibly
short time interval, and during which the accelerated objects undergo negligible spatial
displacements, is applied to R’, C' and Ru’. After this acceleration, the proper frame
of the accelerated objects is the inertial frame S’, considered above that is moving with
speed v along the = axis, while R and Ru are at rest in the frame S. It is clear, from
inspection of Fig. 2c and Fig. 2d, that immediately following the impulsive acceleration,
the spatial separation, D', of R" and C' in S’ is equal to that of R and C’, or R’ and
in S, in accordance with Eqs (4.1) and (4.2) above. It then follows from these equations
that the equality D = D’ where now D = z(C’) — z(R’) holds for all later epochs ¢(C).
The configuration in Fig. 2d also corresponds to that of the clocks C} and Ci described
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Figure 2: Spatial coordinate systems and ruler measurements of spatial intervals. C':
clock; R, R': reference objects; Ru, Ru': rulers. a) Arbitary cooordinate origins. b)
Arbitary cooordinate origins with R and R’ aligned. c¢) Coordinate origins, R and R’
aligned. d) An equal impulsive accleleration has been applied to C', R’ and Ru'. See text
for discussion.
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by (4.5)-(4.8) on making the replacements:
R —-C, C—=C, Dy—0, Dy—D tC)=tC,)=1=0

Although the case of equal impulsive accelerations applied to R’, C' and Ru’ as in Fig. 2d
makes particularly clear the invariance of the length interval between R’ and C’, the
same conclusion is reached by considering equal acceleration programs, of non-vanishing
duration, applied simultaneously to the same three objects. As viewed from the frame S,
just after the termination of the acceleration, R’ will be displaced by the same distance,
Ax, from the first mark of ruler Ru as C’ is from the sixteenth mark. The interval between
C’ and R’ at this epoch is then (D’ +Axz) — Az = D', the same as when the objects were at
rest. As in the common acclerated comoving frame of R/, C' and Ru’ there is no relative
motion of the objects, the separation of C' and R’ remains D’ at all times.

The space and time transformation equations in the primary experiment equivalent
0 (4.1) and (4.2) can be more conventionally written as:

H(O) =D = A{B)(C) ~ D —ui(O)] =0, (4.10)
(©) = A8 o) - P =D (4.11)

Using the equation of motion: z(C')— D" = vt(C’) to eliminate x(C') — D’ from (4.11), and
taking into account the definition, (3.18), of v(8,), recovers the TD relation (4.2). In fact
the time Lorentz transformation equation (4.11) is a necessary consequence of (4.1),(4.2)
and the identity v(3,)? — 32y(3,)> = 1 and contains the same physical information.
The physical content of (4.10) is identical to that of (4.1) and remains the same if the
factor (f3,) is replaced by any finite constant. The generic LT derived by Einstein and
universally considered in text books and the literature on special relativity corresponds
to the particular choice of coordinate systems in S and S’ for which D’ = 0 in (4.10) and
(4.11). In Fig. 2d this implies that 0,0’ and C’ are aligned in « when t(C') = t(C) =
7(C’) = 0. The error made by Einstein and all subsequent authors, previous to the work
presented in Ref. [1], is to assume that (4.10) and (4.11) with D’ = 0 also correctly
describes a synchronised clock in S’ that does not have ' = 0. On the assumption that
(4.10) and (4.11) with D" = 0 also describes a synchronised clock C'(L') at 2’ = L’ it is
concluded that:

(L) = AL~ v(C)], (112)
") = () o) - 24 (413)

where, for example, /(L) = 2/(C'(L')), while setting L' = 0 gives the same equations as
(4.10) and (4.11) with D’ = 0:

2'(0) = (8,)[z(0) — vt(C)], (4.14)
7(0) = ~(5) [t( ) — @’V( )]. (4.15)

Subtracting (4.14) from (4.12) then gives the prediction that the spatial separations of
C'(L’) and C'(0) in S are related according to the equation:

L=/ (L) = 2'(0) = 7(Bu)[#(L) — (0)] = 7(Bu) L (4.16)
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which is the LC effect, while subtracting (4.15) from (4.13) gives:

T(L') —7(0) = _2B)5, L ”‘)}3 L (4.17)

showing that C'(L’) and C’(0), which are synchronous in S, are not so in the frame S’
which is the RS effect. The flaw in this argument is that the clock C'(L’) described by
(4.12) and (4.13) is synchronised neither with C'(0) nor with C [2, 26, 27, 28]. Such a
clock is correctly described by (4.10) and (4.11) with D" = L'. For comparison of these
equations with (4.12) and (4.13), the former may be written as:

() = A8 e() - vHO) + Ko (115)
") = ) io) - 25 e, (1.19)

where the time-independent additive constants on the right sides of (4.18) and (4.19) are:

Xo = —h(a) - 1L, (1.20)
- v(8,) B, L'
T, = Vv (4.21)

The correct equations (4.18) and (4.19) then differ from the incorrect ones (4.12) and
(4.13) by the inclusion of the constants X, and Tj. Comparison of (4.17) and (4.21)
shows that the spurious RS effect arises from the neglect of the constant 7 in (4.19),
since the addition of T exactly cancels the putative RS effect in (4.17).

The necessity to include such constants to correctly describe synchronised clocks at
different spatial positions was clearly stated by Einstein in the original 1905 special rela-
tivity paper [5]:

‘Macht man iiber die Anfanslage des bewegten Systems und iiber den Nullpunkt von 7
keinerlei Voraussetzung, so ist auf den rechten Seiten dieser Gleichungen je eine additive
Konstante zuzufiigen’

or, in English:

‘If no assumption whatever be made as to the initial position of the moving system
and as to the zero point of 7 an additive constant is to be placed on the right side of these
equations’

In this statement the symbol 7 stands for ¢ (C’) or 7(C’) in the notation of the present
paper. This important injunction was, however, to the present writer’s best knowledge,
never respected by Einstein himself, either later in Ref. [5] or in any later work, nor,

subsequently, by any other author before the work presented in Ref. [1].

5 The relativistic relative velocity transformation re-
lation

The relativistic relative velocity transformation relation (RRVTR) is derived in a
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straightforward manner from consideration of the configuration of objects shown in Fig.
2d. Suppose that an object R” with proper frame S” moves, like the clock C” discussed in
Section 3 above, with speed u (> v) along the positive z-axis in S and is aligned with R
and R’ at the epoch ¢(C) = 0. Since its initial separation from C’ is D" and the velocity
of R” relative to C' in the frame S is u — v it is aligned with C’ at the epoch T" in S where

D/

T = .
u—v

(5.1)

Denoting the corresponding epoch in S’ by 7" and the velocity of R” in S" as «’ (i.e. v is
the velocity of R” relative to C’ in S') then

D/
Since T" and T" are related via the TD relation T = v(3,)T" it follows from (5.1) and (5.2)
that the RRVTR is:

T (5.2)

u =5(6,)(u—v). (5.3)
Setting u = 0 gives:
u'(u=0)=—-v"=—y(6,)v. (5.4)

In the configurations shown in Fig. 1b, v’ is the magnitude of the velocity of C relative
to C’, as observed in S’ in the primary experiment or the magnitude of the velocity of C’
relative to C, as observed in S in the reciprocal experiment.

Introducing the scaled velocities 3, and (3, the RRVTR may be written in three
equivalent ways as:

ﬂu’ = 7(ﬂv>(ﬂu_ﬂv)7 (55)
- ﬂu’
_ 6u — 61/

By = T+ (B2 (5.7)

Eq(5.6) is obtained by transposing (5.5), and (5.7) by solving (5.5) for (3,. Inspection
of these equations shows that the RRVTR, unlike the transformation equation (3.22)
for the parametric velocity in the TD factor, does not constitute a group. Introducing
the acronym TDVTR for the Time Dilation Velocity Transformation Relation (3.22) the
equations corresponding to (5.5)-(5.7) (identical to them in the Galilean V' — oo limit)
are:

_ ﬂu B ﬂv

/BUI - 1 - /Bu/61)7 (5-8)
ﬂv + ﬂu’

I T o
_ 6u - 61/

Bo = 545, 5.5, (5.10)

The group operation common to (5.8)-(5.10) is, in words: ‘Subtract B from A and then
divide this number by one minus B times A’. Comparing instead (5.5) with the inverse
transformation (5.6) it can be seen that whereas (5.5) is given by the operation: ‘Subtract
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B from A and then multiply this number by v(B)’, in (5.6) the order of operations
is reversed: ‘Divide A by v(B) and then add B.” Although the operations of addition
and subtraction and multiplication and division separately respect the group property,
their combined application, in reverse order, in the inverse transformation, does not.
Another important difference between the transformations is that the TDVTR has a
symmetry property not respected by the RRVTR. The left side of (5.8) is invariant under
the exchanges v — —u, u — —v, that of (5.9) under v — v/, v’ — v. Applying the latter
exchange to the corresponding RRVTR transformation (5.6) gives 3,/v(8u) + G which
is not, in general, equal to B,/ /v(8,) + B3,. For example, setting 3, = v/3/2, v(3,) = 2 and
Bu = V15/4, v(By) = 4, the former expression gives 3, = 1.35, the latter 3, = 1.185.

It is essential at this point to introduce a notation to distinguish certain velocity
symbols in the RRVTR and TDVTR that would otherwise be ambiguous (e.g. (3, in (5.5)
or (5.8)). Relative velocities between inertial frames, used as input parameters to define
specific space-time experiments will be denoted by unaccented symbols. Examples are [,
and (3, in (5.5) or (5.8), B, and (3, in (5.6) or (5.9). According to Eq. (3.18), all such scaled
‘frame velocities’ have an upper limit of unity. Velocities obtained by transformation of
frame velocities according to the RRVTR will be denoted by a superposed tilde accent,
those transformed by the TDVTR by a superposed caret or circumflex accent. Thus (5.5)
and (5.6) are written as:

Bu’ = W(ﬁv)(ﬁu - 61)), (511)
o ﬁu/

where

_1§ﬁu> 6u’aﬁv§1a _OO<BU/<OOa _\/igéugﬂ
and (5.8) and (5.9) as:

A _ ﬁu - 61)
Bu = T 5.5, (5.13)
A _ ﬁv + ﬁu/
Bu = T3 5.5, (5.14)

where o
-1 S 61“ ﬁu%ﬁmﬁu%ﬁu S 1.

Differentiation of (5.12) with respect to (3, shows that the maximum value, v/2, of Bu
occurs when 3, = 1 and 3, = 1/V/2.

It will be found convenient to use for certain applications, in the interest of clarity,
an alternative notation for TD factors and velocities where the moving clock and frame
of observation are explicitly indicated. For example: v(C') = v(8,), 7 (C") = v(6u),
B(C) = By, B(C") = Bu, B'(C) = Pu.

In view of the invariance of transverse length intervals the one-dimensional RRVTR
(5.3) generalises for arbitary uniform three-dimensional motion of an object R” to:

W = y(8,)(ii — 7) (5.15)
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with the inverse transformation: ,

u

’7(611)

Thus to transform a velocity vector @’ specified in the frame S’ into the frame S, each
component is scaled by the appropriate TD factor v(83,):

4 (5.16)

u =

u' dt' dx’  dx;
LS D (), 1
TGy " dar @ W (5.17)

where the invariance of both longitudinal and transverse length intervals dz, = dz;,
¢ = 1,2,3 has been used. The velocity u, is that of R” relative to S’ in the frame S.
The velocity of R” in the frame S is then given by classical addition of the #, and ¢ in
this frame:

= U, + U. (5.18)

Sy

The formulae (5.15) and (5.16) lead to transformations of the angles of velocity three-
vectors that differ from those obtained from the three dimensional generalisations of the
four vector velocity transformations (3.20) and (3.23). This point will be discussed in a
forthcoming article.

The RRVTR (5.11) and its inverse (5.12) are readily generalised to the case of a series
of inertial frames in parallel motion. Consider objects A, B, C at rest in the frames ',
S”, §" specified by the frame velocities: [(A), #(B), 6”(C). Then (5.11) and (5.12)
generalise to

Al - 2 . _ ﬁ,(B)

BY(C) = ~(B(B)) |B(C) = B(A) NEEIR (5.19)
ST (S #'(B)

vy B'(B)+B(A)

B(B) = 5 AB)BA) (5.21)

Introducing indices i, j to specify frame labels and objects respectively, so that, for
example, B(A) is written as 3(5)® = 3(1)™ or B"(C) as B(j)@ = B(3)® the complete
generalisations of (5.11) and (5.12) are:

. N j—1 (1)
BHY = 4B - 1)) 8GN — Z—)
= 7 l—l) )

+B(1)W, (5.23)

: (5.22)

5w — s BOY
W B Ga— )

where 3(1)® = 8(1)® and G(1 —1)® is calculated iteratively according to the TDVTR:

s BOY+ Bl -1
BT = T BO0BI = 1) (5.24)
o _ SO + 51



Notice that the TDVTR is employed in (5.24) and (5.25) to calculate the TD factors
which appear in the general expressions (5.22) and (5.23) for the RRVTR.

An independent derivation of the inverse RRVTR (5.6) is obtained in the following
section from an analysis of velocity transformations in the Hafele-Keating experiment.

6 Space-time and kinematical Lorentz transforma-
tions; base and travelling frames and the Hafele-
Keating experiment

The space-time Lorentz transformation describing a primary experiment where a syn-
chronised clock C’ at rest in the frame S’ at 2/ = D’ is observed from the frame S may be
written in any of the following equivalent forms:

Z(C)Y=D', xz(C") =D +ut, (6.1)
t=2(B)7(C) (6:2)

Z(C)Y—=D" = ~(B,)[x(C")— D" —wvt] =0, (6.3)
"(O) = 2t |- ) (6.4)
Z(C)=D" z(C)—D =~(8,)[x(C")— D +vr(C, (6.5)
=03 [r(e)+ =), (6:5)

The freedom of choice of coordinate origins in S and S’ always allows the world lines
of C"in S and S’ to be specified in these frames by a single v-independent parameter
D', as in (6.1). According to these equations, C’ is synchronised so that 7(C') =t = 0
when z(C’) = D', for an arbitary value of D’. The epoch t is that registered by a clock
similar to C’ (i.e. one that runs at the same rate in its proper frame) that is at rest at an
arbitary position in S. Note that the space transformation equation (6.5) is equivalent to
Eq. (2.21) and manifests the Inverse Transformation Postulate assumed above to derive
the transformation equations. It is obtained by eliminating ¢ between (6.3) and (6.4).
The experiment reciprocal to that described by (6.1)-(6.6) is one in which a clock C at
rest in the frame S at x = D is observed to move along the negative x-axis in S’ with

speed v. The corresponding Lorentz transformation equations are written as®:

z(C) =D, 2'(C)=D -t (6.7)

¢ = (8,)7(C) (6.8)

SNote that (6.1)-(6.6) describe the primary experiment and (6.7)-(6.12) the reciprocal one for any
values of the constants D and D', since the choice of spatial coordinate origins in each experiment may
be made independently.
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or

z(C)—D = ~(8,)[«'(C)— D +vt'] =0, (6.9)
7(C) = y(B,) |t + W (6.10)

z(C) =D, 2/(C)—D =~(8,)[x(C) — D —or(C)], (6.11)
¢ =2(Blr(0) - W=Dy (6.12)

Here C is synchronised so that so that 7(C) = ¢/ = 0 when 2/(C) = D for an arbitary value
of D. The epoch t' is that registered by a clock similar to C at rest at an arbitary position
in S’. Notice that, as previously remarked, the transformation equations in the primary
experiment contain only the spatial coordinates of the clock C’, the position of C being
arbitary, whereas, in the reciprocal experiment, only the spatial coordinates of the clock
C appear, the position of C’ being arbitary. For D = D’ the transformation equations
(6.3) and (6.9) of the primary and reciprocal experiments, respectively, are identical to
the inverse transformations (6.11) and (6.5) of the reciprocal and primary experiments,
respectively, when clock labels and symbols distinguishing proper and improper epochs
are omitted. This circumstance, in the special case D’ = D = 0, has in the past caused

great confusion concerning the physical interpretation of the transformation equations [31,
32, 33].

The transformation equations (3.20) and (3.23) of the four-vector velocity, U’, defined
in (3.25) and (3.26) are, using the notation introduced in the previous section:

Y(Ba) = AC") =v(Bo) [y (Bu) + BoBuy(Bu)] = ¥(Bo)y(Bur)[1 + o]
= (B [V(Bo) + BurBiry(80)] = 4"(C), (6.13)
BB = BCACT) = v(B)[Buv(Bur) + Buy(Bu)] = Y(Bo)Y(Bu)[Bur + 5]
= (BB (Bo) + Buy(Bur)] = B7(C)3(C). (6.14)

The last member of (6.13) describes the transformation of the TD factor, v'(C) = ~v(83,),
for the clock C, between the frames S" and S, as observed in S', to that, 4”(C), between the
frames S” and S, as observed in S”. This experiment is the reciprocal of the one described
by the first member of (6.13) and discussed in Section 3 above. Taking the ratio of (6.14)

o0 (6.13) gives
B = P = e (6.15)

showing, again, the equality of the TD factors in the primary experiment where C” in
motion is observed from S: (C") = y(ﬂA(C” )), and the reciprocal experiment where C in
motion is observed from S”: 4”(C) = v(4"(C)). As shown in the derivation of (3.22) and
(3.23), each of Egs. (6.13)-(6.15) is algebraically equivalent to the other two.

The essential equations of the space-time Lorentz transformation are the TD relations
(6.2) and (6.8) of the primary and reciprocal experiments. The essential kinematical
Lorentz transformation equation is (6.13), which describes how the TD factor « transforms
between two inertial frames. It can be seen that the space-time Lorentz transformation
involves only two inertial frames, the first in which a clock is at rest and the velocity of a
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moving clock is specified, and the second which is the proper frame of the moving clock.
The operational definition of the TD factor v is the ratio of a time interval recorded by
the clock at rest to the corresponding interval recorded by the moving clock, as observed
from the frame of the stationary clock. It is convenient to introduce a nomenclature for
frames in which clocks are at rest, or in motion, and the frame, relative to which, the
velocity of the moving clock is specified, in different space-time experiments [7, 34]. In the
primary experiment, described by the TD relation (6.2), the rest frame, S, in which the
clock C' has frame velocity v is called the base frame of the experiment. The rest frame,
S" of the moving clock C’ in the experiment is called a travelling frame. In the reciprocal
experiment with the TD relation (6.8), S’ is the base frame and S the travelling frame.

Inspection of (6.13), the transformation equation of the TD factor v, shows that three
inertial frames (S, S, S”) and three clocks (C, C’; C”) are necessarily involved in this case.
The first member of (6.13) describes the transformation law of the TD factor for the clock
C" with S’ as base frame and S” as travelling frame to that in an experiment where S is
the base frame and S” the travelling frame. The last member of (6.13) (which is merely
an algebraic re-arrangement of the first) instead describes the transformation law of the
TD factor for the clock C with S" as base frame and S as travelling frame, to that in the
experiment with S” as base frame and S as travelling frame. The latter experiment is the
reciprocal of the one with S as base frame and S” as travelling frame, and has the same
TD factor.

The fundamental relativistic equations (6.2), (6.8) and (6.13) contain only predic-
tions for the ratios of corresponding time intervals registered by clocks in different inertial
frames. The space-time transformation equations containing spatial coordinates, (6.1)
and (6.7), are the same as in Galilean relativity. The more familiar ways as in (6.3),
(6.5), (6.9) and (6.11) of writing the space transformations as ‘Lorentz transformations’
contain however exactly the same physical information as as the simple Galilean equa-
tions of motion of the clock at rest in S’ or S to be found in (6.1) or (6.7). As discussed
in Section 4 above, careful consideration of the choice of spatial coordinate systems and
clock synchronisation is essential for the correct physical interpretation of the space trans-
formation equations. When this is done, the spurious nature of the correlated LC and RS
effects of conventional special relativity is evident. Since no spatial coordinates appear
in the time transformation (TD) equations (6.2) and (6.8), and since only velocities, not
space or time coordinates, appear in the kinematical transformation equation (6.13), the
choice of spatial coordinates or clock synchronisation constants is irrelevant in physical
applications of these transformations.

As discussed in the previous section, three types of velocity symbols with different op-
erational meanings must be introduced to describe, in general, space-time experiments in
which clocks in motion are observed. The first are frame velocities, v, specifying the rela-
tive velocity of a pair of inertial frames that serves as an input parameter in the definition
of a particular space-time experiment. The magnitudes of such velocities have an upper
bound of V. The second type are observed velocities © of physical objects as derived from
frame velocities by application of the RRVTR. Such velocities, as observed in a travelling
frame, may be infinite, but have a definite upper bound (that may be greater than V') in
a base frome. Some examples will be discussed below. The third type of velocity, denoted
as 0, is the parametric velocity that may be used to specify the TD factor v(0/V') that is
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appropriate to a particular space-time experiment. It is obtained by transforming frame
velocities according to the TDVTR, as, for example, in Eq. (6.15). The magnitude of such
parametric velocities also has an upper bound of V. A parametric velocity does not, as
has mistakenly been assumed hitherto, correspond to any observed velocity of a physical
object. It is no more than a convenient parameter to specify the physically-meaningful
TD factor . All of relativistic kinematics is implicit in the transformation equation (6.13)
of 7 (or its three-dimensional generalisation) between two inertial frames. Since the scaled
parametric velocity is given by the identity: 5 = \/ (4% — 1)/4, the space-time physics of
uniformly moving clocks may be formulated entirely in terms of the TD factor v without
the necessity to introduce parametric velocities. As will be seen in the following section,
the same is true for the concepts of relativistic energy and momentum.

Note that in the simple two-clock experiment described by the TD relations (6.2)
and (6.8), where no application of the TDVTR is required, the parametric velocity of
the appropriate TD factor is, by Eq. (3.18), equal to the frame velocity of the moving
clock in the base frame of the experiment. As will now be discussed, by consideration
of some specific examples, the full distinction between v, © and v only comes into play
in experiments specified by two initial frame velocites in which three clocks, at rest in
different inertial frames, are involved. The Hafele-Keating experiment, to be described
below, was an actual realisation of such an experiment.

Considering first a space-time experiment involving only two clocks, one at rest and
the other in motion, it is clear that observers at rest relative to the clocks know at once
whether they are in the travelling frame or in the base frame. If they are in the base frame
the moving clock is seen to run slower than a clock at rest. If they are in a travelling
frame, it will be seen to run faster. Such an experiment seems, at first sight, to have
been considered by Einstein in the 1905 special relativity paper [5], where it is stated, in
reference to clocks on the surface of the Earth:

‘...a balance-clock at the equator . . .must go more slowly, by a small amount, than a
precisely similar clock situated at the poles under otherwise identical conditions.’

Einstein was referring here only to the special-relativistic TD effect. As was was
pointed out some sixty years later [35], when the general-relativistic effect of the Earth’s
gravity is taken into account, all clocks on the Earth’s surface ‘go’ at the same speed, as
the special-relativistic ‘red-shift’ and the gravitational ‘blue-shift’of the clock frequency
exactly cancel. Einstein didn’t calculate the size of the TD effect for an observer situated
at the pole, but one may guess it would have been assumed that the appropriate value of
v in the TD factor was the velocity of the equatorial clock relative to the Earth’s pole,
that is, v = QR where €2 is the angular velocity of the Earth and R its equatorial radius.
This would have been the correct assumption. Consider now, however, observation of
the equatorial clock from a position on the Earth’s surface with latitude angle 6. Since,
neglecting corrections of O(3?), the relative velocity of this observer and the equatorial
clock is QR(1 — cos #) it might, naively, be expected that this is the appropriate value of v
to insert in the TD factor y(v). If this were indeed the case, then the exact cancellation of
special- and general-relativistic effects mentioned above would not occur, and the results
of the Hafele-Keating experiment, to be described below, would have been completely
different to the ones actually obtained. In fact, clocks at rest at any position on the
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Earth’s surface, except at the poles, are in travelling frames with different velocities, v,
determined by €2, and their perpendicular distance R, from the Earth’s axis of rotation,
relative to an observer situated at one of the poles of the Earth. The North and South
Poles of the Earth are at rest in a base frame co-moving with the centroid of the Earth,
for example, the Earth Centered Inertial (ECI) frame with constant orientation relative
to the fixed stars used for clock synchronisation by the Global Positioning System (GPS)
satellites [36]. Calling the latter frame S, the equatorial clock C”, and a clock at latitude
0, C', for consistency with previous notation, the TD relations for an observer in S with
local clock C are:

t(C) = ~(B(0))r(C"), (6.16)
t(C) = »(B(H)r(C), (6.17)

where
3(6) = LRSOS@ (6.18)

and, for simplicity, the Earth has been taken to be spherical. The TD factor 5/(¢) for
observation of C” from the position of C’ is given by (6.16) and (6.17) as:

7(6(0))7(C")
v(BO0)

Since QR ~ 0.47km/sec and, anticipating the result to be found below that V = ¢ =
3 X 10°km/sec, then §(f) < 1, and to order 32,

t'(C") =71(C") =7(0)r(C") = (6.19)

2

F(0) =1+ % <97R> sin? 6. (6.20)
If, instead, the relative velocity of C” and C’ is used to calculate the TD factor at the same
level of approximation, the factor sin?@ in (6.20) is replaced by (1 — cos )%, For § = 45°
the 5% term in (6.20) is a factor of 5.8 greater than that given by using the velocity
of C” relative to C’ to calculate 7/. The distinction in the above calculation between
the base frame S and the travelling frames S’ and S” is clearly of crucial importance for
the correct analysis of the problem. The base frame time ¢(C) in (6.16) and (6.17) has
previously been called in the literature ‘coordinate time’ when using the ECI frame to
calculate time dilation corrections, using a formula similar to (6.20), for clocks on GPS
satellites as viewed from the surface of the Earth [36], or when analysing the Hafele-
Keating experiment [37].

Consideration of the above example sheds light on the operational meaning of the
transformation formulae for the TD parametric velocity (5.13) and (5.14) above. An
application of (5.13) to clocks at different positions on the surface of the Earth using the
ECI frame as base gives:

g = —f Eo)ﬂ(_o)%((eg) (6.21)
or to order 3?: .
F(O) =B =1+ 5 () (11— cosy (6.22)

"The bar accent is introduced to distinguish the appropriate TD factor here for the clock C” from
the naive one calculated from the relative velocity of the observer and the clock. See the discussion of
Eq. (6.22) below.
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instead of the correct formula (6.20). This means that the transformation formula, (5.13),
where both frame velocities are specified in the base frame, unlike that, (5.14), where one
frame velocity is specified in the base frame and the other in the travelling frame, should
not be interpreted as a calculation of TD factor in the space-time experiment considered,
but rather as a kinematical transformation relating the base frame configuration of one
experiment to the base frame configuration of another, physically independent, one. A
simple example of this is given by setting 3, = 0 in (5.13) so that ny = —[0,. In this case
the independent experiment is simply the reciprocal of the original one in which S is the
base frame and S’ the travelling frame, i.e. that in which S is the base frame and S the
travelling frame.

In the example just considered, the input frame velocity parameter () specifying
the travelling frame is calculated in the base frame by considering the spatial geometry
of the surface of the rotating Earth. The clocks C' and C” are actually in a rotating,
and therefore transversely-accelerated frame. The corresponding inertial frames S’ and S”
are therefore actually the instantaneous comoving ones at any instant. It was, however,
demonstrated experimentally by precise measurement of the TD effect for decaying muons
in near-circular orbits in a storage ring at CERN [38] that there is no temporal effect of
such transverse acceleration. The observed TD effect in the experiment was the same
as that predicted for rectilinear motion with the same velocity, in spite of a transverse
acceleration of 10'%g.

In the case where the frame velocities of both clocks are specified in the base frame,
the appropriate RRVTR is (5.11). The prediction of this formula is illustrated for 3, =
B(C") = 0.3 and various values of 3, = G(C’) in Fig. 3. The observed velocity in S,
Bw = B(C") decreases monotonically tending to minus infinity as B(C) — 1. Also
shown in this figure is the 3(C’) dependence of the TD effect for C”, as observed from ',
calculated according to (6.19) as 7/(C”) = 4(C”)/~(C’) in comparison with ~/(5(C")), i.e.
using, incorrectly, the observed velocity of C” in S" as a parametric velocity to calculate
the TD effect. Since |§(C")] > 1 for large values of 3(C’), v/(5(C")) is unphysical
(imaginary) in this region. Also, since 5'(C") < 1 for g(C’) > 0.3 this TD factor cannot

be parameterised by any real value of 3.

A second type of space-time experiment involving one stationary and two moving
clocks can be considered, This is an experiment in which one travelling frame velocity
(say B(C")) is specified in the base frame and the other (say §'(C”)) in the first travelling
frame, instead of the base frame. In this case 4(C") = v(3(C")) is calculated according to
Eq. (6.13) or, alternatively, acccording to Eq. (6.15) where 3, = G(C’) and G, = 5'(C"),
while the observed velocity of C” in S is given by (5.12) where G, = F'(C”). Some
predictions of (5.12) for 3, = 5(C"), (6.13) for #(C") and of (3.18) for v(C’) , all as a
function of B(C’), for various fixed values §'(C"), are shown in Figs. 4-7. Also shown are
predictions for the TD effect, as observed in the travelling frame S, 5/(C"), calculated
according to Eq. (6.19) as well as the naive’ prediction: +'(8'(C")) given by setting

A

B = [(C") in the TD factor " = v(5').
Some general features of the predictions shown in Figs.4-7 are:

a) For all values of 8'(C"), the gradient of 4(C") is a monotonically increasing function
of B(C’). In general the corresponding parametric velocity 5(C”) is not equal to the
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Figure 3: Time dilation factors and observed velocity of C" as a function of B(C'). B'(C")
is calculated with the RRVTR (5.11). ' (C") = A(C")/~(C"), where 4'(C") is calculated
with (6.13) and ~(C') with (3.18). B(C") = 0.3.
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observed velocity B(C” ). For any given value of 3'(C”) there is, however, one value
of B(C") for which 3(C") = 3(C"), so that the observed TD effect in the frame S
is the same as if B(C” ) was actually the frame velocity of C” in S. Setting B, = B,
and using (5.12) and (5.14) to find the value of 3, corresponding to a fixed value of
Buw = ((C"), it is found that

By =p6(C) = —%7 (6.23)
and
B(C"y = B(C") = =3 (C"). (6.24)

b) For positive (negative) values of 5'(C"), 4/(C") is a monotonically increasing (de-
creasing) function of B(C’).

c¢) For positive values of 5'(C”), the observed value, B(C”), of C"in S is equal to 5'(C")
when ((C’) = 0, has a maximum value, and then tends to unity as 8(C') — 1.

Differentiating (5.12) with respect to 3, = B(C’) gives:
dp(C")
ag(C’)

The derivative tends to minus infinity as 5'(C") — 1 for all positive values of 5'(C").

The maximum value of 3(C"):

200 _ 1 /(N2 1
B(C")Max = NN IaE [ﬂ (C")? + ﬁ,(cﬂ)} (6.26)

=1—(B(C))B(C)B'(C"). (6.25)

occurs for .

- ﬁ/(C//) /1_’_5/(6//)2‘
The absolute maximum value of $(C") of v/2 corresponds to #/(C”) = 1 and
ﬁ(C,)MaX = 1/\/§

For negative values of 3'(C"), 3 (C") increases monotonically with 3'(C’), tending
to unity with infinite gradient, as 3'(C') — 1.

ﬁ(C/)Max

(6.27)

The predictions shown in Figs. 4 and 5 or 6 and 7 that 5/(C") is greater than unity
when 3'(C") is positive and less than unity when ('(C”) is negative has been experi-
mentally verified in an experiment performed by Hafele and Keating (HK) [15]. In this
experiment, performed in 1971, four caesium beam atomic clocks were flown around the
world in commercial aircraft once from west to east (W—E) and once from east to west
(E—W). After the round trips, the clocks were compared with Earth-bound reference
clocks at the U.S. Naval Observatory. Differences between the time intervals recorded
by the airborne and Earth-bound clocks arise from both special relativistic and general
relativistic (gravitational) effects. The gravitational blue-shift resulting from the Earth’s
gravitational potential, which increases with altitude®, causes the airborne clocks to run
faster as observed from the surface of the Earth. Here only the special relativistic effects
in the experiment will be considered. In correspondence with the above discussion of
clocks on the surface of the Earth, the following inertial frames are defined:

8The potential is negative at finite amplitudes and vanishes, by definition, at infinite altitude.
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Figure 4: Time dilation factors and observed velocity of C" as a function of B(C'). 3(C")
is calculated with the RRVTR (5.12), 4(C") with (6.13) and v(C') with (3.18). 7' (C") =
F(C"M) /v (C. B(C") = —=0.3.
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Figure 5: Time dilation factors and observed velocity of C" as a function of 5(C'). 5(C")
is calculated with the RRVTR (5.12), 4(C") with (6.13) and v(C') with (3.18). 7' (C") =
F(C") /v(Ch. 5(C") =0.3.
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Figure 6: Time dilation factors and observed velocity of C" as a function of 5(C'). B(C")
is calculated with the RRVTR (5.12), (C") with (6.13) and v(C') with (3.18). 7' (C") =
F(C)/A(C). B(C") = —0.9.

30



B(C”)=0.9
(C™)

Y(C™)

3.0 —

20 — YPB(C)

Y(C)

1.0 \ \ \ \ ‘ \
0.2 0.4 0.6 08 PB(C") 10

14 B(C™)
1.2
1.0 —

08 — B(C™)

0.6
B(C)=0.9
04 —

02 —

0.0 \ \ \ \ ‘ \
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 08 B(C") 10

Figure 7: Time dilation factors and observed velocity of C" as a function of 5(C'). B(C")
is calculated with the RRVTR (5.12), 4(C") with (6.13) and v(C') with (3.18). 7' (C") =
F(C") /v(Ch. 5(C") =0.9.
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S : Comoving (non-rotating) frame of the centroid of the Earth. The rotation of the
latter about the Sun is neglected.

S’ : Instantaneous comoving frame of clock at rest on the surface of the Earth at the
equator.

S” . Instantaneous comoving frame of clock at rest in the aircraft.

As discussed above, although the clocks at rest in the frames S’ and S” actually undergo
transverse acceleration, in virtue of their circular motion, the TD effect is the same as
that in an inertial frame with the same constant velocity. The TD effects between the
base frame S and the travelling frames S’ and S” are then described by equations similar
0 (6.16) and (6.18):

t(C) = A(B(C)7(C) =~(C)7(C), (6.28)
HC) = A(BEC)T(C") =3(C)r(C") 6.29

so that, similar to (6.19):

7(C")

t'(C) = 7(C) = Yo 7(C") = () T(CY). (6.30)

The transformation equation (6.13) of the TD factor v(3,/) = 7/(C”) and (6.30) then give:
=/ ’S/(C”) / " / / !

L= L (L + B(CH)B(CM] 6.31

Yo = iy (CT[+8(C)B'(CY)] (6.31)

Considering equatorial circumnavigation of the Earth by an aircraft moving with constant
speed v} relative to the surface of the Earth, the TD factors for an observer at rest on
the surface of the Earth for the W—E and E—W circumnavigations are:

YW =E)obs = v(Ba)(1 + Bi0s), (6.32)
Y(E=W)ops = Y(By)(1 = Bife) (6.33)
where
By = UVA (6.34)
B = %—R. (6.35)

If the time intervals, recorded during circumnavigation, by the Earth-bound clock C' and
the airborne clock C” are T" and T” respectively then:

1 , 1 -
Voos 11 - lv(ﬁg)(l + 34\ Oe) -

with +34 (=3} ) corresponding to the W—E (E—W) flights. Retaining only the order 3>
terms in the expansion of 1/7/,, — 1 gives:

AT =TT =T l (6.36)

AT' (W —E) = T/ﬂA (B4 + 26k), (6.37)
AT'(E — W) T;ﬁ‘* (=34 + 20g). (6.38)

32



With V = ¢ =3 x 10® m/s, v), = 300 m/s and vg = QR = 470 m/s corresponding to a
round-trip time of 7" = 27 h, (6.37) and (6.38) give:

AT'(W — E) = —201 ns,

AT'(E — W) = 104 ns

to be compared with the predictions for the special relativistic (SR) contributions to AT’
for the actual flight paths followed in the HK experiment [15]:

AT} (W — E)gg = —184 + 18 ns,

AT}k (E — W)ggr = 90 & 10 ns.
Including also the general relativistic ‘time contraction’ effects gave the overall predic-
tions [15]:
AT},IK(W — E)SR+GR =—40+ 23 ns,

AT},IK(E — W)SR+GR =275+ 21 ns

in good agreement with the experimentally measured values:
AT (W — E)peas = —59 £ 10 ns,

AT‘ICIK(E - W)meas =273+ 7 ns.

In Hafele’s original calculation of the expected time differences [39] a formula somewhat
different to (6.36) was used:

!t 'Y(ﬁE) _
ATt lw([ﬁE ~ 3) 1] (639

with +3) for the W—E and —/) for the E—W circumnavigations. This equation assumes
the classical relative velocity transformation Ba = B £ B between the frames S and S’
instead of Eq. (5.6), and makes no distinction between 3 and Ba. However, to order
(%, (6.36) and (6.39) give the same predictions (6.37) and (6.38). In the HK experiment

where 32 ~ 1072, the order 3* corrections distinguishing (6.36) or (6.39) from (6.37) and
(6.38) are completely neligible.

The correct choice of base and travelling frames for the calculation of the TD effects is
essential in the analysis of the HK experiment presented above and implicit in (6.39).
Choosing S’ instead of S as the base frame then 7/, in (6.36) is replaced by ~(5})
predicting equal values of AT'(W — E) and AT'(E — W) of —49 ns, while choosing S”
as base frame and S’ as travelling frame (the reciprocal experiment) gives:

AT'(W —E) = AT'(E = W) = 49 ns

in contradiction with the different special relativistic contributions on the W—E and E—W
flights measured in the experiment.

In Ref. [39] Hafele makes the incorrect remark that the time interval difference predic-
tions of the clocks, (6.37) and (6.38), are not the same as the naive prediction, that the TD
effect depends only on the relative velocity of the two observed clocks, due to the effect
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of the transverse accelerations experienced by both the airborne and Earth-bound clocks.
As pointed out above, and as experimentally verified [38], tranversely accelerated clocks
with velocities of constant magnitude show the same TD effect as clocks in rectilinear
motion with the same velocity.

The HK experiment also demonstrates, in a clear manner, the different physical mean-
ings of the RRVTR and the TDVTR. The former describes the observed relative velocities
in different frames in the same space-time experiment, the latter, transformations of the
parametric velocity that may (but does not need to be) used to specify, according to
Egs. (3.18) and (3.19), the TD factor v in a space-time experiment involving at least
three inertial frames, as is the case for the HK experiment.

The distances d(W — E), d(E — W) travelled by the aircraft in the frame S during
their circumnavigations are”:

d(W—-E) = vgT(C)+ 2R, (6.40)

dE-W) = vgT(C)—27R, (6.41)

where T'(C) is the flight time, in either direction, as observed in the frame S. The corre-
sponding flight time as observed in the frame S’ is:

T'(C) = %,R, (6.42)
VA
where
T(C) =~(CHT'(C). (6.43)

Notice here the important point that, since the speed of the aircraft relative to the surface
of the Earth is the same for the W—E and E—W flights, both flights take the same time,
T'(C"), as recorded by the Earth-bound clock, and hence, from (6.43), also as recorded
by the clock C. It follows from (6.40) and (6.41) that

va(W—E) = % :vE+%é,), (6.44)
vA(E—W) = d(E — W) U (6.45)

o) Oy
These are examples of the inverse RRVTR as in Eq.(5.6) above.

Consider now the distance, As'(W —E), of the Eastward flying aircraft from the
ground station in the frame S’ ') after a time interval A¢'(C’), sufficiently short that
the curvature of the surface of the Earth may be neglected. The distance moved by the
aircraft during the corresponding time interval A¢(C) in the frame S is:

Ad(W — E) = vp(W — E)AH(C) = vpAt(C) + As(W — E), (6.46)

9T thank Brian Coleman for sending me an unpublished paper in which the base frame path equations
(6.40) and (6.41), which I had not hitherto considered, were written down.

10 As previously, the distance of the aircraft above the surface of the Earth is neglected in the calculation
of special relativistic effects.
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where As(W — E) is the separation of the aircaft and the ground station in the frame S,
after the time interval At(C). Combining (6.44) and (6.46) gives:
!/

As(W —E) = (va(W — E) — vg)At(C) = %és)c) = v\ At'(C') = As' (W — E), (6.47)
where the TD relation At(C) = v(C’')At'(C’) has been used. This demonstrates the in-
variance of corresponding length intervals on the surface of the Earth (comoving frame
S’) and in the base frame S, without the necessity to consider specific spatial coordinate
systems in these frames. This is consistent with the conclusion of Section 4 above con-
cerning the absence of any LC effect. The RRVTR was derived in Section 5 above on the
assumption of invariant length intervals. No such hypothesis was made to derive (6.44)
and (6.45). Since all rotational motion is at right angles to a line segment specifying the
radius of the Earth, the latter quantity is the same in the frames S’ and S even in conven-
tional special relativity where longitudinal length intervals undergo ‘length contraction’.
This latter circumstance is at the origin of the Ehrenfest paradox [16] of conventional
SRT concerning the observations of the diameter and circumference of a rotating disc.
This paradox is resolved by Eq. (6.47). Contrary to the assertions of Einstein [40, 41], no
modification of Euclidean spatial geometry is required!.

The HK experiment further demonstrates that observed velocities in different frames
are not given correctly by the RRVTR formulae (6.44) and (6.45). In the experiment the
parametric velocities are given by the relations (c.f. Eq. (5.14)):

5 _ _ BetB
BaW—E) = 57 Gl (6.48)
o BB
IaB=W) = =55 R (6.49)
It follows from these equations, and (6.40),(6.41) and (6.42) that:
2 _ d(W - E) ol 2 /
TA(W—-E) = AW ) T(C)y(C) (L + Befa) (6.50)
7 _ d(E_W) ol "2 /
ThA(E-W) = NE—W) T(C)v(C) (1 = Befa) (6.51)
to be contrasted with the TD relation (6.43) that gives:
TA(W — E) = TA(E — W) =~(C"T'(C"). (6.52)

It is clear that 75 (W — E) and T (E — W), that show a RS effect between the frames S and
S/, since Ta (W — E) # Ta(E — W), do not respect the TD relations (6.52). Consideration
of an experiment where aircraft set out simultaneously for the E—W and W—E equatorial
circumnavigations at the same speed and arrive back simultaneously over the ground
station containing the Earth-bound clock, shows immediately the fallacious nature of the
prediction of (6.50) and (6.51) that Tx(W — E) # T (E — W). The simultaneous arrival
back at the ground station of the two aircraft constitutes a triple intersection of the world

"Denoting the diameter of the disc by D and its circumference by C, Ehrenfest stated that, because
of the LC effect, C/D < w. Einstein assumed that a ruler used to measure C, unlike the disc itself,
undergoes LC, so that if C' is the measured circumference, C/D > 7.
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lines of the aircraft and the ground station that must be seen as such by an observer in
any reference frame [9, 12, 42]. Assuming the TD relation between the frames S and S”
on the W—E flight to be:

~

Ta(W = E) =4(C)T"(W = E) = y(C)(C") (L + Bef))T"(W — E) (6.53)

and using (6.50) gives:
T'W-E)  A(C)
T/(C/) ,y/(C//)

(6.54)

so that

AT (W — E) = T'(C) l% - 1] = T'(C) U’Eg’)) - 1] — AT'(E - W). (6.55)

The last member of (6.55) is given by combining T A(E — W) given by the formula anal-
ogous to (6.53) with (6.51). It is then predicted that the values of AT” are the same for
the W—E and E—W flights, which is excluded by the results of the HK experiment.

Consideration of the time interval measurements performed in the HK experiment
then gives the conclusions:

(i) The concepts of base and travelling frames or the equivalent one of ‘coordinate time’
are essential for a correct analysis of the experiment. The TD effect in a space-time
experiment involving three inertial frames, as pointed out by Hafele [39, 37], does
not depend solely on the relative velocity of the two observed clocks.

(ii) Observed relative velocities transform according to the RRVTR formulae (6.44) and
(6.45), not according to the TDVTR formulae (6.48) and (6.49).

(iii) Lengths parallel to the direction of motion observed in the frames S and S’ are equal
(there is no LC). This resolves the Ehrenfest rotating disc paradox [16, 40, 41].

7 Relativistic energy and momentum, c =V, and the
meaning of Einstein’s second postulate

The relativistic energy, E, and momentum, p, in the frame S, of a ponderable physical
object of Newtonian mass, m, at rest in the frame S” and moving with speed u along the
positive x-axis in S, are defined as:

dﬂfo

E = de —=my(B.)V? = mUpV?, (7.1)
T
dx
p = mo = my(Bu)u = mBuy(B,)V = mU,V, (7.2)
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where U is the dimensionless four-vector velocity: U = (Uy; U,,0,0) = (v(8.); Buy(Bu), 0,0).
Due to the frame-independent identity (3.25) respected by U, the quantities £, p, m and
V' are connected by the relation:
E?* = m*V* 4 p*V2, (7.3)
This expresses the Lorentz-invariant character of the Newtonian mass in virtue of the
identity: y(8.)* — F2v(8.)* = 1:
E? = pV2 = m?VHUG - U7) = m* VA (y(B.)® = Biv(B.)?) = m* V™ (7.4)

Taking the ratio of (7.2) to (7.1) expresses the scaled frame velocity (3, in terms of p, E,

and V: v
_b¥
Pu="7% (7.5)

Note that £ and p are completely defined, in terms of m, V' and the TD factor ~(8,) of
the frame S”, since (7.2) may be written in an equivalent manner as:

In view of the Lorentz invariance of the Newtonian mass, and the universal character
of V', the transformation formulae for relativistic energy and momentum follow directly
from the definitions (7.1) and (7.2) and the transformation equations, derived in Section
3 above, for the components of the four-vector velocity U :

obtained by transposing Eqgs. (3.20) and (3.23), respectively'?. They are:
E' = (B)E —vpl = 1(B)E ~ BpV], (7.9)

Po= (B [ - ;—f} = () [p— ﬁVE] : (7.10)

These transformation equations may be written in a space-time symmetrical [14] manner
by introducing an energy-momentum four vector with dimensions of energy:

P = (Py; P,,0,0) = (E;pV.0,0):

By =(By)[Po — BuPul, (7.11)
Py =7(80)[Pr — B D). (7.12)
For 6, < 1,
1 62 364
so that
2 4
E = mV?+ m2“V2 + Bﬂgﬁuvz + ...
2 2
— mV2+%+—3n;ﬁ“u2+.... (7.14)
3
p = mB,V + %VJF
2
- mu+ —mfuu . (7.15)

120r, equivalently, by making the subsitutions: u’ — u, u — u’ and v — —v in these equations.
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In the Galilean limit V' — oo, 6, — 0, the relativistic energy reduces to the kinetic energy
of classical mechanics plus a constant ‘rest energy’ term mV? that cancels in all energy-
balance equations of classical mechanics on the assumption that the Newtonian mass of
each interacting object is conserved. In the same limit, the relativistic momentum is the
conventional Newtonian quantity ‘mass times velocity’.

To analyse how the classical conservation laws of mass, kinetic energy and momem-
tum are modified in relativistic kinematics, it will be convenient to consider an inelastic
collision between two particles of mass m; and msy to produce two other particles of mass
mg and my, where, for simplicity, the motion of all four particles is restricted to the same
straight line. It is assumed that, intially, the particles 1 and 2 move parallel to the x-axis
with speeds uq, us (u3 > ug) so that they collide. The speeds of the produced particles
along the z-axis are usz and uy (ug > uz). Denoting the energies and momenta of the
particles by E;, p; (i = 1,2,3,4) the total initial (I) and final (F) energies and momenta
of the colliding and produced particles are:

Ey=Ei+ Ey,  pr=pi+po,

Er = E3s+ Ey, pr = p3+ pa.

Since no external forces act on the particles, Newton’s First Law implies that p; = pr. For
this it is necessary that ‘force’ in Newton’s Second Law is defined as the time derivative of
the relativistic momentum, and that the ‘action’ in Newton’s Third Law is identified with
a force equal to the time derivative of the relativistic momentum of the ‘acting’ particle.
It then follows, from this generalisation of Newton’s mechanical laws, that p; = pg in any
inertial frame. It will now be found instructive to transform the energies and momenta
of the particles into a frame, S’, in which the total momentum of the incoming particles

is zero: 5,1 = —ﬁ; From (7.10), the corresponding value of 3, is given by the equation:
4 BuE
pr=7(0y) lpl Ty 11 =0 (7.16)
so that
3, = Vpr  Vipi+p2)  mumBi + mav2fs (7.17)

Ei  Ei+EBEy,  mum+may
where (12 = u12/V and v12 = 1/,/1 — 3f,. In the frame S" which is, by definition, the

centre-of-mass (CM) frame of the collision of particles 1 and 2, the total initial energy, E}
is given by:

E =WV =E| + E}. (7.18)
Similarly, the CM energy of particles 3 and 4 is:
EL=WpV?=E,+F),, (7.19)
where R
E =~(B,)|E; —vp;] i=1,2,34. (7.20)

The inverse of Eq. (7.16) and the analogous equation for pr and Er gives:

p1 = Wlﬂv/y(ﬂv)‘/u Pr = WFﬂvW(ﬂv)v (721)
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so that momentum conservation in the frame S: pr = p; requires conservation of CM
energy in the collision process; WiV? = WrV? = WV2.  The inverse of the energy
transformation equation then gives:

By = y(B,)WiV? = 5(B8,)WV? = 7(B,)WrV* = By (7.22)

so that the relativistic energy is also conserved in the frame S. Combining (7.21), (7.22),
the equality Wi = Wr = W and the identity v(3,)? — 32y(3,)? = 1 yields the relation:

WAV = (B + Ey)? = (B + )
= (BE1+ Ey)* = (pr+p2)® = (Es + Ea)* = (ps + pa)° (7.23)
showing that the ‘effective mass’, W, of the collision process is an invariant quantity, anal-
ogous to the Newtonian mass, m, of a single physical object in (7.4), given, in all inertial
frames, by the expressions in the last line of (7.23). It is now seen that the conservation of
mass, kinetic energy and momentum of Newtonian kinematics are replaced, in relativistic

kinematics, by conservation of relativistic energy and momentum and invariance of the
effective mass W that characterises the scattering process.

The CM energies of particles produced in a generic inelastic process:
1+2—-3+4+5+..+ N
give, by generalisation of (7.19):
WV2=FEy+ E,+ EL+ ...+ Ef (7.24)
from which may be derived, in a manner analogous to (7.23) the relation
N N
W2V = (By + E2)? = (1 +p2)® = >y Ey)* — (;@-)2 (7.25)

valid for arbitary N and arbitary directions for the momenta of the final state particles.

With a view to the subsequent discussion of photon kinematics, the collinear collision
process:
1+2—-3+4+ 4

(uy > ug, ug > ug), for the case of equal particle masses:
my =M9 = M3 =My =M
will now be considered. The velocity of the CM system is then given by Eq. (7.17) as:

_ 51+ Y22

N+ (7.26)

o

The TDVTR (5.13) gives, together with (7.26) the parametric velocities of the particles
in the CM system:

Bi=pB=—Py=-p,=p = 1172(B1 — Ba)

(= 5) (727
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The equality of the masses and the magnitudes of the particle velocities in the CM system
implies all transformed energies and moduli of momenta in the CM system, S', are equal:

. . . o A%
B = B = B = B = m(5)V? = =, (7.25)

pyo= Py = —py = —py = mFy(F)V. (7.29)

On transforming the energies and momenta of the scattered particles back into the base
frame S it is seen that

Ey = Ei, ps = p, Ps = P, (7.30)
Es = FEy, ps = p2, (3 = [ (7.31)

Four different space-time experiments involving the same equal mass collinear collision
process, just described, will now be considered:

I Particles 1 and 2 have frame velocities 1 and 35 in the base frame S.
IT Particles 1 and 2 have frame velocities 5] = 3/, 55 = —( in the travelling frame S'.
ITI Particles 1 and 2 have the frame velocities 5 = —3’, 82 = 3’ in the base frame S.

IV Particles 1 and 2 have the frame velocities 3] = —f;, 5 = —(> in the travelling
frame S’

The velocities of particles 1 and 2 in experiments I, II or III, IV are related by the
TDVTR of Eq. (5.13). The observed velocities of the scattered particles, as predicted by
the RRVTR, in these four distinct experiments are presented in Table 1.

As well as the relevant formulae, numerical values are given for fixed input parameters
By = 0.5 B, = v/3/2 (corresponding to v(3,) = 7 = 2, /i = 0.97 and # = 0.646.
Also shown in brackets are the values 5y = 0.5, 8, = 0.735, 1 = 0.97 and ' = 0.235
appropriate to Galilean kinematics, where both the RRVTR and TDVTR are replaced
by the same classical velocity addition formula. For example, in I: Bé = By — By, @’1 =
(1 — B,. Marked differences are seen between the observed velocities presented in the
second column of Table 1 and the parametric velocities shown in the third column. Some
observed velocities are superluminal both in the base frame (particle 4 in experiment II
and particle 3 in experiment IV) and in the travelling frame (particle 4 in experiment
IIT). Also the sign of the observed velocity may be different both from the corresponding
parametric velocity and that given by the Galilean calculation (particle 4 in experiment
V).

It is important to now specify the precise the operational meaning of the observed and
parametric velocities shown in Table 1. In all cases the frame velocities of the incident
particles are fixed initial parameters and the kinematical calculation of the scattered
velocities is performed in a particular frame: S for I and III, S’ for IT and IV. The observed
velocities of the scattered particles are then simply those that would be measured by
particle detectors situated in the frame in which the velocities of the incident particles
are specified, and the kinematical calculation of the scattered velocities is performed.
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Frame velocity Observed velocity Parametric velocity
of 1 and 2 of 3 and 4 of 3 and 4
I By =2, Ba=ph
0.5 0.97
By B By=—7(Bs— B, Bi=m(B—B) | B=-L32 p =0
0.97 0.5 -0.732 0.208 -0.646 0.646
(0.97) (0.5) (-0.235) (0.235)
II 63 = _,% + 61)’ 64 = ,% + 61) 53 - (15—1)6_1,%/’)’ B4 - (lﬁ-:;uﬁﬁl/)
0.543 1.189 0.5 0.97
(~O.5) ~(0.97)
pr=0, By=-0 By=-=0, Bi=p
0.646 -0.646 -0.646 0.646
(0.235) (-0.235)
11 Bs=0' By=—p
0.646 -0.646
=8, Bo=p8 |B=-0B—-0) Bi=-1nB+08)|0=-L) g =L
-0.646 0.646 -0.441 -3.023 -0.5 -0.97
(-0.235)  (0.235) (-0.5) (-0.97)
IV By = —% + By, Pa= —% + By By = ﬁﬁfgfgﬁ, By = —%
1.116 0.381 0.646 -0.646
(9.235) ) (-0.235)
ﬁi = _617 6& = _62 ﬁé = _627 64/1 = _ﬁl
-0.97 -0.5 -0.5 -0.97
(-0.97) (-0.5)

Table 1: Observed and parametric velocities in space-time experiments I, II, III and IV
specified by the frame velocities presented in the first column, for the collinear equal-mass
scattering process: 1+2 — 3+4. Numbers in round brackets refer to Galilean kinematics.
By =V3/2, v, =2, B = 0.646. For Galilean kinematics 3, = 0.735, 3’ = 0.235. See teat

for discussion.
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This is the way that all particle velocities have hitherto been calculated or measured in
experiments performed in laboratories at rest on the surface of the Earth. The situation
is then analogous to that in experiments I and IIT where the input velocities are specified
in the base frame S. In order to observe the corresponding travelling frame velocities, it is
necessary to equip the particle detectors in S with some device, such as a flash-lamp, which
produces a signal which can be observed from the travelling frame at the epochs at which
the particles are detected in S. The observed velocity in the travelling frame S’ is then
defined as the spatial sparation beween the signal events divided by the time interval
between these events in the same frame, corrected, if necessary, for signal propagation
delays.

In the case that the initial velocities and kinematics are specified in the travelling
frame, as in experiments IT and IV, the travelling frame particle detectors must be similarly
equipped with signalling devices visible from the base frame S, and the observed velocites
are similarly defined in terms of space and time intervals between signal events observed
in S corresponding to the passage of a particle between detectors in the travelling frame.
No such kinematical experiment, performed by particle detectors in a frame moving a
speeds ~ V relative to an external observer, or by an external observer moving at such
speeds relative to the surface of the Earth, has hitherto been performed, so there has been
no possiblity, to date, to check the predicted and, possibly superluminal, velocities B or
3 of Table 1, as in the experiments II, III and IV.

Inspection of the entries in the last column of Table 1 shows that the parametric
velocities obtained by transforming the frame velocities of the particles 3 and 4 according
to the TDVTR, do not give observed velocities in the same space-time experiment, (these
are shown in the second column) but instead kinematical configurations of different space-
time experiments. As is also the case for particles 1 and 2, the experiments that are related
in this way are I and II or III and IV.

Einstein’s second postulate of special relativity, as well as its complete physical inter-
pretation, follows on consideration of experiments similar to II and III above, where the
scattered particles 3 and 4 are replaced by photons. For example, they could be produced
by the decay of para-positronium via the annhilation process: e*e™ — ~v. In the exper-
iment similar to II, the decaying positronium atom is at rest in the travelling frame S,
and the decay photons propagate along the positive and negative z’-axes, whereas in the
experiment similar to IIT the positronium is at rest in the base frame S, while the decay
photons propagate along the positive and negative xz-axes. The photon velocities in these
experiments are then the same as for the case of collinear scattering of massless particles in
the experiments II and III just discussed. The corresponding photon velocities, presented
in Table 2, are obtained from those in Table 1 by taking the limit ms, ms — 0 so that,
according to Eq. (7.3), F34 — p34V?. Then from (7.5), 834 — 1 or the speed of light
in free space = ¢ — V. It is convenient to assume that the photon is strictly massless:
msz = my = 0, so that ¢ = V. However as will be discussed below, such a postulate leads
to conceptual problems when the kinematics of massless photons of different energy in the
same frame is considered. In the case of observations of positronium decay in different
frames, presented in Table 2, it is sufficient to assume that any non-vanishing mass, pu, of
the photon is much less than the mass of an electron.
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Observed velocities of Parametric velocities of
3 and 4 3 and 4

Experiment II

B?,:—%—i‘ﬁm B4:,y%+ﬁv fBs=—1, [Bs=1
0.366 1.366

Experiment III
63 = 17 54 =—1

Bi/’;:_’)/v(ﬁv‘i‘l)a Bz/L:_Vv(ﬂv_l) ﬂAé:L 61/1:_1
-3.732 0.268

Table 2: Observed and parametric velocities in space-time experiments 11, 111 of Table 1
for for the collinear scattering: 1+ 2 — 3+ 4 of massless particles, or positronium decay:
ete” — vyvy. In Experiment II, B} = 1, 5y = —1. In Ezperiment III, /1 = —1, B = 1.
By = V3/2, v, = 2. See text for discussion.

Reflection on the entries of Table 2, together with the operational definitions of the
oberved and parametric velocities, as described above, reveals to what extent Einstein’s
postulate:

‘The speed of light is the same in all inertial frames and independent of
that of its source.’

is consistent with predictions given by the kinematics of massless photons, and their
observation in different inertial frames. If uV? < E so that, from (7.3), E ~ pV it is
clear from (7.5) that the frame velocity, ¢, of a photon is given by ¢ ~ V in all inertial
frames, and that ¢ = V when p = 0. These relations hold in an arbitary inertial frame
and for arbitary boosts of the CM frame of photon production process. This is because
the relations £ = pV, ¢ = V hold when p = 0 regardless of the nature and kinematical
configuration (boost of CM frame) of the photon production process. It is clear, however,
from the entries in the first row of Table 2, that the observed speed of a photon produced
by positronium decay in the travelling frame S’ but observed from the base frame S, is
not equal to V. Also, the observed speed of a photon from positronium decay in the base
frame S, as viewed from the travelling frame S’ (the fourth row of Table 2) is not equal
to V. Thus the feature of conventional special relativity theory most at variance with
commonsense experience —a light signal that has the same velocity when viewed from
different inertial frames in relative motion— does not occur. Such behaviour is a predic-
tion of the TDVTR, describing the transformation of parametric velocities, and relating
configurations in different space-time experiments, not of the RRVTR that describes the
transformation of observed relative velocities between different inertial frames in the same
space-time experiment. The RRVTR for massless particles shown in Table 2 were first
derived in connection with with an analysis of the Michelson-Morley experiment [1, 2].
It is seen that the constancy of the frame velocity of a photon and its independence of
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source velocity is a necessary consequence of relativitistic kinematics and of the postulate
that light consists of massless particles —FEinstein’s ‘light quanta’, later called photons.
Similar behaviour is manifested by any massless particle. This seems unnatural only if
light propagation in free space is associated, not with free particle motion in accordance
with Newton’s First Law, but with the propagation of wave motion in a material aether,
that provides a preferred frame. Although Einstein’s discovery of the particulate nature
of light (for which he was later awarded the Nobel Prize) was published in the same year
in which the original special relativity paper was written and published, Einstein never
noticed (in spite of his rejection of the aether hypothesis) the direct connection between
his light quantum concept and the second postulate of special relativity [13]. Indeed, fur-
ther consideration of the actual photonic nature of ‘electromagnetic waves’ enables many
key concepts of quantum mechanics to be derived, from first principles, in a simple and
transparent manner [43].

Many different experiments have demonstrated the constancy of the speed of light,
over a wide range of photon energies, indicating that the mass, pu, of the photon must
be very small. The best upper limit from this type of experiment is given by use of the
lowest possible photon energy (the highest wavelength). For example, an experiment with
E,=5.7x10"°eV (A, = 1.73 m) [44] found that, according to the relation:

B(E;, 1) = |1 - <%Vj>2 (7.32)

given by combining (7.3) and (7.5), the experimental precision of one part in 10° on the
measurement of the speed, ¢ = V', of such photons corresponds to the limit [45]:

n<3x107%eV.

This limit implies that experiments with higher photon energies must have smaller values
of AB =1— [ according to the relation (valid for small pV?/E.):

9\ 2
AB(Ey 1) =1~ BBy ) =~ (%) . (7.33)

The relativistic formula for the energy of an object of Newtonian mass m, Eq. (7.1)
leads to conceptual problems at the limit m = 0. Suppose that two particles of the same
Newtonian mass are produced in the same inertial frame by different physical processes,
or by the same physical process with a different Lorentz boost. Denoting their energies
by Euy, Ei, (Ey > Ey) it follows from (7.1) that

By _ |1-p5%
— = 1. .34
o 1_%> (7.34)

Notice that the Newtonian mass, m, of the particles cancels in this energy ratio. The first
member of (7.34) can be rearranged to give:

R

B 1 1 a2
BB = 5 |1 ) 15D
1 17 (mV?\?
) m{l—@]@) | (7:39)
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where Eq. (7.32) has been used. The inequality in the last member of (7.34) requires that
Bu > Br. (7.36)

Since m = 0 in (7.35) necessarily requires that Gy = (1, which contradicts (7.34) and
(7.36), it follows that (7.34)-(7.36) can hold only if

m > 0. (7.37)

Thus the observation of two identical particles with different energies in the same inertial
frame, together with the definition in Eq. (7.1) of relativistic energy, is incompatible with
a massless nature for the particle.

Applied to photons, the energy of which may vary over many orders of magnitudes
without any observable change in their frame velocity, this argument implies that the strict
application of the postulate of the constancy of the speed of light, must break down, even
as applied to frame or parametric velocities, if the formulae of relativistic kinematics hold
good. In fact, the definition of relativistic energy in Eq. (7.1) allows all finite positive
values of E for any fixed finite and non-vanishing value of m no matter how small since
B, and ~(3,) are physical in the ranges:

0<fB,<1, 1<7(B,) <oo.

If B, = 1, then v(5,) = oo but the energy is indeterminate, and the possibility of the
existence of a value of 3, less than unity, corresponding to any finite positive value of FE,
is lost.

Given the stringent upper limits on the mass of the photon that have been experi-
mentally established, the breakdown of Einstein’s second postulate required by the self-
consistency of relativistic kinematics has no practical consequences. Assuming a photon
mass equal to the currently quoted upper limit [46] zV? = 107!8 €V, the range of 3 needed
to accomodate the observation of photons in the energy range:

57x107° eV < E, <1 TeV
is given by (7.35):

12

o = gl ()

1 10-18 \?
= —[1-326x10733| | ——
3 | x 107%] <5.7 x 10—5>

= 154x107% (7.38)

to be compared with the precision of 3.3 x 1079 implied by the least significant digit of
the defined value [46] of the speed of light in free space:

c =299 792 458 m/s.

It is shown in Eq. (7.38) that with a photon mass of 107'® eV, sixteen orders of magnitude
in the range of £, (and therefore of v(/3,)) are accomodated by a variation of only 1.54 x
102 in AB,. In fact

1x107° <1 -3, <1.54 x 107%,
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so that 1 — (3, varies over 31 orders of magnitude for the observed 16 orders of magni-
tude variation of F,. That the frame velocity of light may be taken as constant, equal
to the limiting velocity V', is therefore an excellent approximation, given the existing
experimental upper limit on the photon mass.

The important conceptual difference between the operational meanings of the RRVTR,
that relates velocities observed in different reference frames in the same space-time exper-
iment and the TDVTR that gives transformations between kinematical configurations of
different space-time experiments, that was evident in the analysis of the HK experiment
in the previous section, may be further illustrated by consideration of observations of
unstable elementary particles in different inertial frames [7].

Consider, for example, a charged pion that is produced in a target with an energy of
10 GeV that subsequently travels a distance of 100 m in a secondary beam line before
colliding with a proton in a liquid hydrogen target. The laboratory frame velocity of the
pion is ¥ where v = |9] = 0.999990255¢ corresponding to v(/3,) = 71.83. Application of
the TDVTR (3.22) between the laboratory frame and the rest frame of the pion gives
the kinematical configuration of the reciprocal experiment where pion is at rest and the
proton, with which it collides, has velocity —¢’. The physical independence of the primary
and reciprocal experiment is made manifest by calculating the probabilities that the pion
will decay before interacting with the proton in the two experiments. The mean rest-frame
lifetime of the pion is 7, = 2.6 x 107® s [46]. Due to time dilation, the laboratory-frame
mean lifetime is 7,45 = Y(05,)7.. The probability therefore that the pion will survive to
interact with the proton after its 100 m flight path, L, is exp[—L./{v(v(8,)7=)}] = 0.84.
In the reciprocal experiment, the time of flight of the proton is equal to that of the the pion
in the primary experiment, but since the pion is at rest there is no TD effect. The survival
probabilty of the pion is then exp[— L, /v7,] = 2.7 x 107%. In the primary experiment the
base frame is that of the laboratory, the travelling frame the proper frame of the pion. In
the latter frame the speed of the proton is given by the RRVTR (5.4) as vy(f,) giving the
the survival probability: exp[—L./{(vy(6,))7+}] = 0.84, the same as in the base frame.
In the reciprocal experiment, the speed of the pion in the proton rest frame (the travelling
frame) is also vy(f3,), however the TD effect is now inverted: 7" = 7,/7(f3,) giving the
survival probability in the travelling frame: exp[—L,/{(vy(8,))7'}| = exp|—L./{v7:}] =
2.7 x 1075, the same as calculated in the pion rest frame (the base frame). This example
gives another graphic illustration that it is the RRVTR, not the TDVTR, that gives
correctly the transformation of relative velocities in the same space-time experiment. As
is clear from inspection of the entries in the third column of Table 1, the TDVTR instead
relates kinematical configurations of physically independent space-time experiments: I is
related to II and III to IV. The latter behaviour is shared by the Lorentz transformations
of energy and momentum.

8 Summary, discussion and outlook

The space-time physics of an experiment in which a clock C, at rest in the base frame
S, is compared with a clock C" at rest in a travelling frame S, is described by the equations
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(c.f. (6.1), (6.2)):

2(C) = D (8.1)
2(C)) = D' +ut(C), (8.2)
t(C) = 4(B,)7(C). (8.3)

Because of the freedom of choice of spatial coordinate systems in S and S’, which does
not affect any physical prediction, it is always possible to choose the origin of spatial
coordinates in S such that (8.2) holds. The corresponding equations for two spatially-
separated clocks C), C) are:

2(C) = Dy, 2'(Cy) =Dy, (8.4)
2(C}) = Dy +ut(C), x(Ch) = D)+ vt(C), (8.5)
t(C) = Y(B)7(Ch) =v(B)7(Cy). (8.6)

The TD relations in (8.6) show that C} and C are synchronised in both S and ', while
(8.4) and (8.5) give:

L'=2/(C,) —a'(C}) = D) — D} = 2(C3) — z(C}) = L. (8.7)

There are therefore no RS or LC effects. How these arise in conventional special relativity,

from misinterpretation of space-time coordinate symbols in the LT is explained in Section
4 above and in Refs. [1, 2, 26, 27, 28].

The physically independent reciprocal experiment, in which the clock C’ is a rest in
the base frame S’, while C is at rest in the travelling frame S that moves with speed v aong
the negative 2’ axis, is described by equations similar to (8.1)-(8.3) with the replacements:
2 (C') — z(C), z(C") — 2/(C), t(C) — t'(C"), 7(C") - 7(C), D’ — D and v — —v. The
equations for the primary experiment contain only the spatial coordinates of the clock C’,
those of the reciprocal experiment only the spatial coordinates of the clock C.

A particular space-time experiment involving three clocks C, C' and C” at rest in the
frames S, S" and S” respectively, is one in which the initial conditions are such that C”
has the frame velocity u' along the positive 2’ axis in S’ and C’ frame velocity v along the
positive x axis in the base frame S. The TD relation for the clock C”; as viewed from S,
is (c.f. Egs. (6.13), (6.29)):

tC) = A(C)r(CY), :
F(C") = AC)H(CT) + BCHB(C)Y (CT)]} (8.9)
Eq. (8.9) gives the transformation of the TD factor for the clock C” between the frames
S’ and S. In the experiment described by (8.8) and (8.9), the TD effect for the clock C”
relative to C’ in the travelling frame S’ is not determined by the velocity of C” relative to

C’ as in the simple two-clock experiment with the TD relation (8.3). It is instead given
by the relation (c.f. Egs. (6.19),(6.30)):

/ N =/ " "N — ’/}\/(C”) /"
t'(C) =4(C"1(C") = () 7(C"), (8.10)
where (8.9) gives (c.f. Eq. (6.31))
7(C") =~ (CT[1 + B(C)F'(CY)]. (8.11)
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The predictions of Egs. (8.10) and (8.11) as well as the importance of the concepts of base
and travelling frames have been experimentally confirmed by the HK experiment [15].
In this experiment the hypothetical clock C records an unobserved ‘coordinate time’ in
the ECI frame (base frame) comoving with the centroid of the Earth, whereas C’ and
C" respectively are, respectively, the Earth-bound and airborne clocks in the travelling
frames S’ and S”. The initial velocity parameter v is determined by the speed of rotation
of the Earth, v/ by the speed of the aircraft relative to the surface of the Earth.

The fundamental space-time equations in special relativity are, firstly, TD relations
such as (8.3), (8.6) or (8.8), and, secondly, the transformation equation (8.9) for the TD
factor v. Only times and velocities, not spatial coordinates, appear in these equations.
The TD effect is thus a universal (position-independent) transformation of time intervals
as observed in two inertial frames. The equations containing spatial coordinates, (8.1)
and (8.2), which are the equations of motion (or world lines) of the clock C’ in the frames
S’ and S, repectively, do not depend on the limiting velocity V, and are the same as
in Galilean relativity. The transformation equation (8.9) of the TD factor may also be
written as the LT of the temporal component of the dimensionless four-vector velocity of
the clock C”:

Uy = ([T} + BC)UL, (8.12)

where

U' = (Uy; U, 0,0) = (/(C"); B/(C")4'(C"),0,0).

As shown in Egs. (3.22) and (3.23), (8.12) is algebraically equivalent to the LT of the
spatial component of U

U, = ~(C)[U, + B(C)U;) (8.13)
or the TDVTR: B+ ()
B(C") = T BB (8.14)

The transformation equations of relativistic energy: E = mUyV? and momentum: p =
mU,V are direct consequences of (8.12)-(8.14).

The ‘parametric velocity’, B(C” ), on the left side of (8.14) which specifies the TD
factor 4(C”) of Eq. (8.9) according to the relation:

~

7(C") =~(B(CY)) (8.15)

should not be confused with the observed velocity 3 (C") of C"in S as given by the RRVTR
Eq. (5.12) (see Figs. 4-7 and Table 1):
o 21

B(C") = O + B(C). (8.16)

The erroneous conclusions obtained hitherto, concerning space-time physics, arising
from misinterpretation of the Lorentz transformation equations, largely originate from
insufficient attention being paid to the actual operational meaning, in physical measure-
ments or observations, of the mathematical symbols which appear in the equations. Pre-
dictions are obtained which do follow in a mathematically rigorous way from the equations,
but which are irrelevant to the actual description of physical rulers and clocks. It is in-
structive, as an illustration of this, to compare the physical predictions (8.3) of the TD
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effect and (8.9) for the transformation law of the TD factor with some purely mathe-
matical properties, that may be derived from the LT, of an arbitary, generic, four-vector:
G = (Go; G4, Gy, G). The latter is, by definition, a four-vector if it transforms between
the frames S and S’ according to the equations:

G, = v(B)[Ge — BuGal, (8.17)
Gy = 7(6.)[Go — 8,G.] (8.18)

while G, = G and G/, = G.. For comparison, the similar space-time transformation
equations for the clock CV, equivalent to (8.1)-(8.3) are'®:

¥(C) = BT ~ (O] =0, (8.19)
YO = B - XY (5.20)

The transformation equation of the TD factor «/(C”) is algebraically equivalent to the LT
(8.12) or (8.13) which are formally identical to the inverses of the generic transformations
(8.18 ) and (8.17) respectively.

As is well known, the transformation equations (8.17) and (8.18), together with the
definition (3.18) of v(,), lead to the existence of an invariant, I', associated with the
four-vector G

[ = GE— G2 = (G)? — (GL)* (8.21)

If % > 0, Gy > G, and a value of 3, can always be chosen such that G’ = 0, but G}, given
by (8.18) can never vanish, for any value of 3,. In this case G is termed a ‘time-like’ four-
vector. On the contrary, if I'? < 0, then G, > G, and a value of 3, can always be chosen
such that G, = 0, but G’ can never vanish, and G is called ‘space-like’. Identifying the
components of G with spatial and temporal intervals: G, = Ax, Go = VAt then gives:

time — like interval

I'? = V?(At)? — (Ax)? = VZ(At)? — (AX)* > 0, (8.22)
space — like interval
—T?% = (Ax)? — V3(At)? = (AX)? — V2(At)? > 0. (8.23)

Examination of (8.23) seems to give the possibility of a ‘relativity of simultaneity’ effect,
since, with a suitable choice of (3, it seems possible that At" = 0 when At # 0 so that
two events which are simultaneous in S’ are not so in S'°. As is clear from inspection
of (8.19) and (8.20) (since x'(C') = 0, so that Ax’(C’) = 0, which is impossible for a
space-like interval) different events on the world line of the same clock always correspond

I3For greater generality, roman symbols giving coordinate-system- and clock-synchronistion-
independent equations, as introduced in Section 2 above, are used.

"As discussed in Ref. [47] a second, independent, invariant is associated with the relation G + G2 =
(G},)? + (G%)* = constant, associated with the the transformation equations (2.10) where ¢(+v) = 1.

B5From (8.18), G = VAt' = 0 requires that 3, = Go/Gy, so that Gy = VAt # 0, if G, # 0, and
(8.17) gives: AX' = G’ =~v(8,)(1 — 52)G. = Ax/v(3,), which is a LC effect inverse to that discussed in
Section 4 above. However, the position-independent TD relation: At = ~(5,)At” which applies to each
of two spatially-separated clocks, does not allow At’ = 0 for At # 0 for pairs of events, one on each of
the world lines of two synchronised clocks, as in Eq. (8.28) below.
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to a time-like space-time interval. Events on the world lines of C} or C, are therefore
associated with time-like intervals:

V2H(C))? = V2t1(C)2—x(C’1)2:<Vt(lﬁ((;)> > 0, (8.24)
VH(C))? = V2,(C)* — x(C))? = (‘ﬁé?) >0 (8.25)

so that if t;(C) = t3(C), then t/(C}) = t/(C,). Therefore simultaneous events on the
world lines of two spatially-separated clocks in any inertial frame are observed to be
simultaneous in any other inertial frame, contrary to what seems to be implied by the
generic invariant-interval equation (8.23). To see more clearly the fallacious nature of
the prediction of RS by Eq. (8.23), consider now an arbitary pair of space-like separated
events, one on the world line of C}, the other on the world line of C,. It follows from
(8.4)-(8.6) that:

(Az) = VA(AL? = (Dy— D}y —20(Dy - Dy)[(C) — 14(C)]  (8:26)
bR = V(C >—t1<c>],
(A2')? — V(ALY = (Dy— D}y = V2t (Cy) — ¢(Ch)P, (8.27)

where Az = z(C)) — z(C}), At = t5(C) — t1(C) etc!®. Since (8.24) and (8.25) show that
t1(C) = t1(C) implies that ¢'(C}) = t'(C}), and wvice versa, (8.26) and (8.27) give, on
setting At = At' = 0:

= (A7) =V2(At)? = (A ) = V2(AY)? = (Dy—D))? >0 (At = At =0). (8.28)

There is therefore no RS effect, or correlated LC effect, associated with space-like sepa-
rated events on the world lines of spatially-separated and synchronised clocks. In contrast
to the spurious velocity-dependent RS and LC effects, the invariant interval relation (8.28),
demonstrating the invariance of spatial separations, is valid for arbitary values of 3,.

An important difference between, on the one hand, the space-time LT of (8.19), (8.20)
and the kinematical LT (8.13), and, on the other hand, the generic LT of (8.17), (8.18), is
that in the former, physically relevant, transformation equations, the spatial and temporal
components are not physically independent, whereas in the latter the values of Gy and G,
may, in general, be completely arbitary. In (8.19) and (8.20) the value of x'(C’) is fixed by
the initial conditions of the problem. The values of x(C’) and t/(C’) are then fixed by the
transformation equations given the value of t(C). The transformation equations therefore
allow only one of z(C’), t/(C") and #(C) to be chosen in an arbitary manner. In (8.12) and
(8.13), the value of the spatial component U is determined by that of the temporal one,
U§ (and wice versa): U, = +/(Uy)? — 1), U = /14 (UL)%. Also, for ponderable physical
objects, the four vector velocity is always time-like:

U —U2=(U)*—(U)?>=1>0. (8.29)

Two previously published axiomatic derivations of the LT by the present author are
now compared with that of the present paper, before a brief survey of some other deriva-
tions of the LT in the literature that do not invoke Einstein’s second postulate.

16Note that At = At, Az = Ax etc.
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The first derivation [13] was based on three explicitly stated postulates:

(A) The LT is a single-valued function of its arguments.

(B) Reciprocal space-time measurements of similar rulers and clocks at
rest in two different inertial frames yield identical results.

(C) Spatial isotropy

Imposing the initial conditions of the problem (that the frame S' moves with speed v
along the common z,x'-axis) gives from a general multilinear function, which is necessarily
single-valued, the space transformation equation:

' =v(x —ot), (8.30)
where 7 is an even function of v. A similar argument applied to the reciprocal experiment
gives:

r =72 +0't) =y + vt'), (8.31)

where postulate B, which may be called the Measurement Reciprocity Postulate (MRP) [3]
is used to show that v’ = v, ¥/ = v !” Eliminating 2’ between (8.30) and (8.31) gives

= (e - P, (5.32)
v
where (c.f. Eq. (3.2)) n(v) = (y(v)? — 1)/v(v)? Differentiating (8.30) and (8.32), with
respect to space-time coordinates and taking their ratio, introducing the definitions w =
dx/dt, w = da'/dt’ and rearranging, gives the velocity transformation relation:

U+ v

w

Requiring that w is invariant on exchanging u and v in (8.33) gives; un(v)/v = vn(u)/u
or (c.f. Eq. (3.17))
v U 1

nv) _ "52) =+, (8.34)
where V' is a universal constant with the dimensions of velocity. Requiring single-valuedness
of the transformation equations eliminates the solution with a minus sign in the last
member of (8.34). The positive sign gives n(v) = (v/V)? and y(v) = 1/4/1 — (v/V)2
Substituting n(v) and v(v) in (8.29) and (8.31), the LT is obtained. In this derivation
the concepts of primary and reciprocal experiments are introduced and used, but, (as in
all others in the literature of which the present author is aware) no precise operational
definition is assigned to the space-time coordinate symbols. The space transformation
equations (8.30) and (8.31) are correctly derived from the assumed postulates, and pos-
tulate B as applied to the TD effect does require v = v and v/ = ~. However, in
(8.30) x and '’ are the coordinates of an object at rest in S’, so that 2’ is constant and
x = vt + constant, whereas in the reciprocal experiment described by (8.31), z and 2’ are
the coordinates of an object at rest in S, so that z is constant and 2’ = —vt’ + constant.

17This can be shown by consideration of the TD effect in the reciprocal experiment. Actually in Ref. [13]
it was applied to the LC effect, the spurious nature of which, the present author was not yet aware.
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But in order to derive (8.32) from (8.30) and (8.31) it is necessary to assume that z’ is
the same coordinate in these two equations. In fact, if 2’ in (8.30) and (8.31) is indeed
the same coordinate, (that of an object at rest in the frame §'), then (8.31) must hold for
the primary experiment, whereas it is derived for the reciprocal one. This formula was
introduced in Section 2 above as the Inverse Transformation Posulate (ITP), Eq. (2.21).
The time tranformation equation (8.32) is then derived, not, as claimed, from an analysis
of the reciprocal experiment and application of the postulate B, but as a consequence of
the tacitly assumed ITP. In fact, in Section 2, the postulate B (equality of the TD factor
for the primary and reciprocal experiments) is a necessary consequence of the ITP. So
(8.30) and (8.31), and hence (8.32), are correct, but the spatial coordinates are those of
an object at rest in S’ with, for example, world lines ' = 0, x = vt in S’, S respectively.
It then follows that dz’/dt’ = 0 # w and dz/dt = v # w, so the derivation of (8.33) in
Ref. [13] is fallacious in spite of the fact that the equation obtained is the correct TD-
VTR connecting w, v and v. The same argument mathematically invalidates Einstein’s
original derivation [5] of the TDVTR by effectively differentiating the space and time
transformation equations and taking their ratio. In the present paper, the relation (8.34),
demonstrating the existence of a limiting velocity, is obtained by consideration not of the
TDVTR (8.33) but of the differential version of the time transformation equation (8.32)
(c.f. Eq. (3.5)) which is used to derive the transformation law (3.20) of the TD factor
. The derivation of Ref. [13] then effectively employs not the postulate B, but instead,
tacitly, the ITP, to write down (8.31) as applied not, as claimed, to the reciprocal exper-
iment, but instead to the primary experiment. * However, as shown in Section 2 above
once the ITP is assumed —equivalent to setting 6 = v and A = 1 in the inverse transfor-
mation equations (2.4)-(2.7)— then postulate B, the MRP, as applied to TD, necessarily
follows. Explicitly, (2.26) and (2.27), which manifest the TD effects for the primary and
reciprocal experiments, are a consequence of the ITP and the assumed initial conditions
of the experiments.

The second derivation of the LT in Ref. [14] is based on the postulate A above and
of that of Space Time Exchange Symmetry (STES):

(D) The equations describing the laws of physics are invariant with
respect to the exchange of space and time coordinates, or, more
generally, with respect to the exchange of the spatial and temporal
components of four-vectors.

In order to apply STES it is necessary to introduce, a priori, a universal constant, V*, with
the dimensions of velocity, in order to render time and space coordinates uni-dimensional
so that the STES operation may be applied in physical equations. Then ¢t — xqg = V*t
and t' — z(, = V*t'. Thus (8.30) is written as (= v/V*):

' = 7(8)(z — Bo). (8.35)
The STES operations = < xg, 2’ < z{, applied to (8.35) give:
o = v(B)(zo — Bz). (8.36)

18Tn Ref. [13] the equation equivalent to (8.31) is Eq. (2.13), and in the Appendix of Ref. [3] where
the calculations of Ref. [13] are reviewed, it is Eq. (A.22)
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Eliminating = between these two equations gives:

1 / /

xg = ———— (x5 — ). 8.37
T [ (537

Applying the ITP to the time transformation equation (8.36) gives:
zo = () (xo + B'). (8.38)

Consistency of (8.38) and (8.37) requires that
1

1(B) = 77— (8.39)

7

so that (8.35) and (8.36) are the usual LT equations. Since (8.39) requires that the
maximum value of v is V*, it follows that V* = V, where V is the maximum relative
relative velocity of two inertial frames as introduced in Section 3 above as the solution of
the equation (V) = £1. In fact, in Ref. [14] the inverse transformation was written as

v =7 (8)(h + F), (8.40)
which, for consistency with (8.37), requires
1Al 1 _ — (A

An interesting feature of this derivation, apart from its extreme brevity, is the absence of
any ‘V? sign ambiguity’.

It can be seen that this derivation also (tacitly) assumes the ITP (equivalent to § = 7,
A = 1) in writing down (8.40), which was done without any justifying comment in
Ref. [14]. Comparing (8.36) with the corresponding general transformation equation
(2.2) shows the that the STES operation is equivalent to setting § = v and w = —(~/V.

Subsituting these values as well as p = —vv, given by the initial conditions, and A = 1,
given by the ITP, into Eq. (2.7) it is found that
A=~5—wp=1=n~%— 3% (8.42)

from which (8.39) follows directly.

The early derivations of the space-time LT by Ignatowsky [17], Frank and Rohe [18]
and Pars [19], without explicit consideration of light signals or classical electromagnetism,
will now be briefly reviewed and compared with that of the present paper. For clarity, the
same notation for the coefficients in the space-time transformation equations as employed
above will be used.

It has been claimed [48] that the first ‘lightless’ derivation of the LT is that due to Ig-
natowsky [17], but closer examination reveals an essential logical hiatus in this derivation.
After introducing derivatives of the space and time coordinates in the LT, written as in
(2.8) and (2.9), (but without specifying any operational meaning of these coordinates),
applying the the postulate B (MRP) to length intervals in the frames S and §', and tacitly
setting A = 1, Ignatowsky derives the velocity transformation equation

w—v

1—%101}

u =

(8.43)
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that is a transposition of (8.33) above. Considering the series of inertial frames S’, S”,

S”, ... moving with speeds v, v’, v”,..., relative to S, Ignatowsky then asserts that:
/ 14
77(12}) _ 77(?,12) _ 77(32) _ = (8.44)
v v v

where n is a universal constant with dimensions (velocity)™2. Setting n = 1/c® where ¢
is the velocity of light in free space, then makes (8.43) identical to the TDVTR derived
previously by Einstein [5] and Poincaré [49]. But no supporting argument is given for
the ansatz (8.44). In order to derive it, some symmetry properties of (8.43) must be
postulated. For example demanding that u is invariant under the substitutions w — —w,
v — —w gives, since 7(v) is an even function of v,

—= = =n, (8.45)

(c.f. Eqgs. (3.17),(8.34)), where n is Ignatowsky’s universal constant, since v and w are
independent. This is a proof of Ignatowsky’s anstatz (8.44) that was missing in order to
derive from it the TDVTR and hence to obtain the LT.

Frank and Rothe [18] start from equations equivalent to (2.11) and (2.12), without
specifying the physical meaning of the space and time coordinate symbols in the equations,
and tacitly invoke the ITP to write down an equation equivalent to (2.22). Eliminating
2’ between the equations equivalent to (2.11) and (2.22) gives an equation equivalent
to (8.32) above. Taking the ratio of the original space transformation equation to the
so-obtained time transformation equation and introducing the definitions v = z//t' and
w = x/t gives Eq. (8.43) above. In this equation, as conventionally interpreted, w is the
speed of an object in the frame S, and w is the speed of the same object in the frame S'.
If there exists a limiting velocity, V', which is the maximum speed of an object in any
inertial frame, then, on the assumption that an object attains this velocity simultanously
in the frames S and S’ when u = w =V, (8.43) Frank and Rothe remark that (8.43) must
have the solution:

V—w
or 1 ﬁ
B

Rearranging this equation gives n(v) = (v* —1)/9? = 32, so that v is given by Eq. (8.39),
and the LT is derived. Since Frank and Rothe set V' = ¢ they are essentially demanding
that the velocity transformation formula (8.43) be consistent with Einstein’s second pos-
tulate, which sheds doubt on the claims to be found in the literature that this derivation
does not invoke the second postulate. In any case, in the primary experiment considered
by Ignatowsky it is not possible to set z/t = w # v, or &', which is constant, equal to
ut’ and in the reciprocal experiment considered by Frank and Rothe 2//t' = —v # u
and x = constant # wt. The derivation of the TDVTR (8.43) by both Ignatowsky and
Frank and Rothe (as in Einstein’s original derivation, and that of the present author in
Ref. [13]) is therefore mathematically unsound. Also in (8.43), Frank and Rothe erro-
neously assume that the TDVTR, not the RRVTR, is the correct transformation formula
for velocities observed in the same space-time experiment. It is demonstrated above that
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this interpretation of the TDVTR is excluded by the results of the Hafele and Keating
experiment.

The first mathematically correct, published, derivation of the LT that did not invoke
Einstein’s second postulate, known to the present author, is that due to Pars [19]. There
are several similar subsequent derivations in the literature [50, 51, 29, 52] which also
assume that the space-time transformation equations satisfy a group property. Three
inertial frames, S, S’ and S” are considered. The relative velocities of (S, '), (S, S”)
and (S, S”) in the corresponding space-time transformation equations are: v, u and w
respectively. This gives, writing the unknown coefficients in the transformation equations
as in Egs. (2.8) and (2.9):

' v(v)(z — vt), (8.48)

t w(v)z + 0(v)t, (8.49)

" y(u)(z" — ut') = y(w)(x — wt), (8.50)

t” w(w)z' + o(u)t' = w(w)z + o(w)t. (8.51)

Self-consistency of these equations, (i.e. substituting ' and ¢ given by (8.48) and (8.49)

in (8.50) and equating coefficients of ¢ and x respectively) gives:

vy()r(u) +uy(u)i(v) = wy(w), (8.52)

() —wy(ww(v) = y(w). (8.53)

Since w = 0 when u = —v, and both v and § are even functions of their arguments, (8.52)
implies

v(v) = 6(v). (8.54)

Interchanging u and v in (8.53), assuming that this leaves w invariant, and combining the
equation so-obtained with (8.53) gives:

uy(u)w(v) = vy(v)w(u) (8.55)
so that (w) (v)
uy(u) _vy(®) e
() o(0) (V13 (8.56)

where V1 is a universal constant with dimensions of velocity, since « and v are independent
variables. Using (8.56) to eliminate w(v) from (8.53) gives

uv
() =000 |1+ s . (3.57)
Setting u = —v, w = 0 in this equation gives, since v(0) = 1,
1
Y(v) = ——. (8.58)

2
1= ()
Showing from (3.18) that VT = V where V is the limiting velocity introduced in Section

2 above. The LT is then obtained on making the substitutions é(v) = v(v) and w(v) =
—vy(v)/V? in (8.48) and (8.49). Given (8.54) and (8.56), (8.58) implies that A = 1:

A =1 (0)3(0) — w()p(v) = 1) + 1wy (v) = 1(0)? [1 - (W)] S1 (859)
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In this derivation, as in that of Ref. [13] and that presented in the present paper, the
necessary existence of the limiting velocity VT = V is established naturally in the course
of the derivation (compare (8.56) with (3.17)). Since §(v) = 7(v) the ratio of (8.52) to
(8.57) gives the TDVTR of (8.33), and (8.34) with +1/V? on the right side. Assuming
that the transformation equations form a group then leads to a mathematically sound
derivation of both the LT and the TDVTR,but does not address the operational meaning
of these equations in physical applications. As discussed in Section 5 above, the RRVTR
that actually describes velocity transformations in the same space-time experiment, does
not satisfy the group property, and so evidently cannot be derived by introducing the
latter as the sole postulate in order to construct the theory. Also, Pars did not give any
reason for not considering a possible solution with +(V7)? on the right side of (8.56), i.e.
the sign ambiguity problem was not addressed.

To summarise the above discussion of various axiomatic derivations of the LT: Both
of the previously published derivations by the present author, the first [13], for which the
essential axiom (replacing Einstein’s Special Relativity Principle) was claimed to be the
the Measurement Reciprocity Postulate, B, and the second [14], based on Space Time
Exchange Symmetry (postulate D) tacitly assumed, and used in an essential way, the
Inverse Transformation Postulate introduced in Section 2 above (equivalent to setting
0 = v and A = 1 in the inverse transformation equations (2.4)-(2.7)). The ITP was
essential for the second derivation, and actually rendered redundant the MRP in the first
derivation. This is because, as shown in Eqs. (2.26) and (2.27), the MRP, as applied to
the TD effect, is a necessary consequence of the I'TP; this is evident even at the stage of
the derivation where the TD factor v is still an unknown even function of v.

Since the derivations of both Ignatowsky and Frank and Rothe use a time transfor-
mation equation equivalent to (3.1) or (8.32) in to derive the TDVTR, these authors also
both tacitly invoke the ITP in their derivations. In the first published derivation of the
present author and in those of both Ignatowsky and Frank and Rothe, the derivations of
the TDVTR (though obtaining the correct result) are mathematically flawed since it is
impossible in the primary experiment, considered by Ignatowsky, that dx/dt = w # v, or
in the reciprocal experiment, considered by Frank and Rothe, that that da’/dt’ = v # —wv.
For the correct derivation of the transformation law of 7 (algebraically equivalent to the
TDVTR) a third inertial frame S” must be explictly introduced, as in the derivation of
(3.20) above, starting from the time transformation equation (3.1).

The derivation of Pars [19], in which the group property is invoked, is mathematically
sound (the space-time coordinates are those of the same physical object in all equations)
since a third inertial frame S” (the proper frame of the object considered) is explicitly
introduced. In this way a correct derivation of the TDVTR is obtained as an intermediate
step in the derivation of the LT. In this case, there is no use (tacit or otherwise) of the
ITP, since inverse transformations or reciprocal experiments are not even considered.
The relation 0 = v and the existence of a limiting velocity follow directly from the self-
consistency conditions, (8.52) and (8.53), furnished by the postulated group property of
the transformations. The other consequence of the ITP, A = 1, also follows from the
self-consistency conditions (Eq. (8.59)). Although the group-property-based derivations
of Pars and later authors do establish, in a mathematically sound way, the existence of
a limiting velocity, the TDVTR, and the LT, their physical interpretation, in particular
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the different operational meanings of the TDVTR and RRVTR velocity transformation
equations, explained in Sections 5 and 6 above, is not addressed.

Where does all this leave our fundamental understanding of the space-time physics of
inertial frames? Neither the present paper nor any of the others just discussed have in-
voked Einstein’s first postulate, the Special Relativity Principle (SRP) which was already
known to, and stated by, Galileo and Newton:

(SRP) The dynamical laws of physics are the same in all inertial frames.

All of space-time and kinematical special relativity physics is a consequence of the LT
—actually of only the TD relation (8.3) and the transformation law of the TD factor,
v, Eq. (8.9)— which are physically equivalent to space-time and kinematical LT’s re-
spectively. But, given the general transformation equations (2.1)-(2.3) and their inverses
(2.4)-(2.7) as required by single-valuedness or space-time homogeneity, extremely simple
and purely mathematical postulates unrelated to any dynamical theory, as cited in the
SRP, suffice to derive (8.3) and (8.9) as well as the nececesary existence of the limiting
velocity V. As demonstrated above, it is sufficient to assume the ITP, or, equivalently
toset 0 = v, A = 11in (2.1)-(2.7). Alternatively, as first demonstrated by Pars, it is
enough to postulate that the transformation equations respect the group property. In-
troducing, a priori, a constant velocity to enable exchange of unidimensional, [L], space
and time coordinates in physical equations, and postulating that the system of space and
time transformation equations rests invariant under exchange of these unidimensional co-
ordinates leads, together with the ITP, to an alternative, very short, derivation of the L'T
without any sign ambiguity related to the limiting velocity [14].

Such purely mathematical considerations do not however reveal the physical mean-
ing (i.e the relevance to experimental measurements) of the space and time coordinates,
velocities, momenta and energies that appear in the transformation equations. For this
careful consideration of the relation of the mathematical symbols which appear in the
equations to measurements, particularly of the space and time intervals from which ve-
locities and other kinematical quantities are derived, is needed. As seen in the discussion
above, of primordial importance for this is the correct specification of the initial con-
ditions of the space-time experiments considered, in particular the essential concepts of
physically-independent primary and reciprocal experiments and of and base and travelling
frames, as discussed above in Sections 2 and 6 respectively. It is insuffient attention paid
to these fundamental physical concepts that is at the origin of the many paradoxes and
physical misinterpretations of conventional special relativity theory, resulting from purely
mathematical manipulation of the space-time coordinates of the standard LT, without
due regard to the operational meaning of the these symbols.

Einstein’s exact statement of the SRP was [5]:

‘The laws by which the states of physical systems undergo change are
not affected, whether these changes of state are referred to one or the
other of two systems in uniform translatory motion.’

This makes explicit that the SRP is a statement about dynamics: ‘The laws by which
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the states of physical systems undergo change...”, whereas in all the discussions of space-
time and kinematical transformations above there is nowhere any mention of dynamical
laws. The only laws discussed which respect the SRP are the purely kinematical ones
of conservation of energy and momentum and of the invariance of effective mass in colli-
sion processes where particles may be created and destroyed. These laws are separately
valid in each inertial frame. However, the kinematical transformation laws of the energy-
momentum four vector do not describe observations in different inertial frames in the
same space-time experiment but relate instead inertial frame configurations in different
space-time experiments. The laws for kinematical (e.g. velocity) transformations between
two inertial frames in the same space-time experiment are different for a base frame trans-
formation into a travelling frame (Eq. (5.11)) and for a travelling frame transformation
into the base frame (Eq. (5.12)). These, and other examples given above, show that what
at first seems an obvious corollory of the SRP:

Space-time coordinates in different inertial frames give equivalent
descriptions of nature, according to the same laws.

does not hold true. In simple space-time experiments where clocks at rest and in
motion are compared, there is a clear difference for observers in the base and travelling
frames. For the former the moving clock runs slow, for the latter it runs fast. In the HK
experiment, although the velocities of the aircraft relative to the surface of the Earth are
the same in the W—E and E—W flights, in the former the airborne clocks run slower, in
the latter faster, than a clock at rest on the surface of the Earth.

The mathematical expression of the SRP is the covariance of physical laws. The
most notable example of this is Maxwell’s Equations, discussed at length in Einstein’s
seminal paper that was actually entitled: ‘On the Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies’.
However, as demonstrated above, it is possible to establish all of the space-time geometry
and kinematics of special relativity without consideration of Classical Electro-Magnetism
(CEM) or any other dynamical theory.

Recently published work by the present author [6] has shown that all the dynamical
equations of CEM (Maxwell’s Equations, the Lorentz Force Equation) can be derived
by consideration of the classical limit of Quantum Electro-Dynamics (QED). The fun-
damental quantum process underlying inter-charge forces is Mgller scattering: ee — ee.
In the resulting theory, Relativistic Classical Electro-Dynamics (RCED), the equations
of Faraday and Maxwell’s CEM are recovered as the approximation valid at the lowest
relevant order in . As remarked by Einstein, magnetic forces are a consequence of special
relativity and vanish in the Galilean (¢ — oo) limit and it is found that the equations
of CEM are recovered from those of RCED by neglecting terms of order higher than 3.
However RCED predicts higher order corrections to Maxwell’s Equations that break their
covariance. These occur, in lowest order, at 3% for the electric field divergence equation,
and at 3° for Ampere’s Law [53]. A corollory is the breakdown at O(3*) of the Gauss
law for the electric field of a uniformly moving charge [54]. The covariance of Maxwell’s
Equations, which originally lead Lorentz to propose the transformation named for him,
are therefore only an approximation of the relativistic theory, valid at O(3?). RCED is
therefore a dynamical theory that does not, except at O(3?), respect the SRP. In this
case the rest frame of the source charge constitutes a preferred frame.
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Another prediction of QED is the instantaneous nature of inter-charge forces in their
CM system of the interacting charges [6]. This is a consequence of the space-like nature of
the exchanged virtual photons that that transmit, in QED, the inter-charge force. Since
in Mgller scattering all particles have the same mass, then the energies in the CM system
of the incoming and scattered electron are the same (see Eq. (7.28)). However, a non-zero
scattering angle, necessary to transmit an electrodynamic force, implies that the virtual
photon has a non-vanishing momentum. Then, since the energy of the photon vanishes,
but not its momentum, its energy-momentum four vector is space-like (c.f. Eq. (8.21))
and, according to Eq. (7.5), its velocity is infinite, corresponding to an instantantaneous
inter-charge force. The same conclusion is reached by an independent argument based on
consideration of the Fourier transform of the momentum-space invariant Mgller scatter-
ing amplitude [6]. Superluminal propagation speeds of magnetic force fields were aleady
clearly seen by Hertz, at small source-detector separations, in the original series of exper-
iments in which ‘electromagnetic waves’ (due, in QED, to the propagation of real photons
with light-like four vectors) were first observed at larger distances [55, 56]. A recent
experiment [20] has given convincing evidence for superluminal propagation of magnetic
force fields, in agreement with the QED prediction [21]. The frame velocity of a space-like
virtual photon, unlike that of a ponderable physical object with a time-like four vector, is
therefore observed to be not limited to V', in agreement with the prediction of relativistic
kinematics.

The final conclusions of the present work are: Einstein’s first postulate of special
relativity, the dynamical Special Relativity Principle, has no relevance for the simple
axiomatic derivation presented here of the essential equations of special relativity, (8.3)
(time dilation) and (8.9) (transformation law of the time dilation factor ) based, apart
from single-valuedness or spatial homogeneity and spatial isotropy, on the purely mathe-
matical Inverse Transformation Postulate (6 = v and A = 1 in Eqgs. (2.4)-(2.7)). These
equations, together with the Galilean world lines of the object considered, have the same
physical content as the space-time and kinematical Lorentz Transformations, when the
latter are correctly interpreted. The derivation also demonstrates the necessary existence
of a universal upper limit, V', on the relative velocity of two inertial frames. The ITP was
actually essential for several previously published derivations, though not explicity stated,
because it seems ‘obvious’ and so was assumed to hold without any justifying argument.
Einstein’s second postulate, concerning the constancy of the speed of light, ¢, follows, as
a very good approximation, from relativistic kinematics: ¢ = V', where V' is the maximum
relative velocity of two inertial frames, if the energy equivalent of the mass of the photon is
very small compared to its energy. However, the observed existence of photons in the same
reference frame with a wide range of energies is incompatible with the existence of strictly
massless photons, if relativistic kinematics is valid, showing, in these circumstances, that
Einstein’s second postulate is only an (albeit excellent) approximation.
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