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Abstract

Since one century, Gravitation has been in thel giefinstein's Relativity Theory. Although durirdecades,
dozens of scientists have provided evidences feritorrectness of this theory. And often succdiysfout
without finding a sympathetic ear. Here we willatiser what is wrong with the theory, and what bsirglot of
scientists -in spite of that- to not dump it. Wdlwiot only discover that the Relativity Theory Binstein is a
tricked variant of the authentic Gravitation Thedoyt we will also be able to form an idea abouttemd why
Einstein did thisDid Einstein cheat®s no attack on the person of Einstein, or omvitsking method. For that the
reasons are too few. But it is a beautiful examiplehese times, of a too long idolatry of a theqgugt like it was
the time before Galileo in astronomy and the tirafole Vesalius in medicine. Most remarkable is thatcorrect
Gravitation Theory is an older theory than the Rely Theory itself. InDid Einstein cheatboth theories are
examined and compared, put in their historical aoiéntific context, and applied on some essentmisical
phenomena: the progress of the perihelion of Mgrand the bending of the light close to the sun.

Key words :Mercury's perihelion advance, bending of lightagtomagnetism, relativity theory.
Method :analytical.
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1. Introduction: two competitive models.

1905: the birth of a new vision

Almost hundred years ago, a milestone was putarhtbtory of science: the special Relativity Theargse from
Einstein’s brain around 1905, as a result of a rmalb perceptions which could simply not be exain

The first basic idea which has put the scientifarid on its head was the concepelativity of the speéd This
basic idea was able to explain the Lorentz coritracthat appeared to follow from the Michelson-Muyrl
experience. Out of that the Special Relativity Tiyesrose. A number of scientists was soon wonteridea. The
next logical step was of courseceleration Immediately the next problem arose: are gradtatinass and
gravitation acceleration different from inertial ssaand inertial acceleration? If both could be &iathe way
lay open for the development of thefativity of the acceleratidn But by applying the concept “relativity of the
acceleration” on gravitation, Einstein reached fihding that an object falling to a planet, remdilyaenough
seems weightless. How could this be united withféleé that masses have a weight?

The philosophical solution came shortly with thidtight experiments” of Einstein: if one cannot disar the
difference between on the one hand someone whdsstam the ground in the gravitation field and irs tivay
experiences a weight, and on the other hand somadhe space in a lift going upwards, both sitoagi must be
identical. The equivalence of acceleration and twiewas shown that way. An elementary mass whidaligg
under the influence of gravitation (and in fact meeweightless) moves according to “weightlessnasss1,
usually called “world lines”. Those “weightlessnéisges” can describe curved coordinates, and perioage can
state that the universe is curved as well. Withaiddeof a maths expert, Marcel Grossman, Einstamdeveloped
a mathematical model in which a gravitation unieenss created, and in which coordinates becaméxeadt and
straight like in a traditional coordinate systemf bould be chosen freely, according the curvedigiiessness
lines”. The logic of this mathematical model liesthe extension of the concept relativity of conade systems.

What is considered as brilliant to the theory ig@wer that the starting point is generalised lauy\concise, in
the form of Einstein's field equations. These eiguatare appropriate on matter, provided that snistof the
field equations are chosen with care, includingaheice of the integration constants. It also sektoeconcord
well with the earlier knowledge of the universe jethwas rather limited compared to today.

However, we suspect Einstein to have developed theamatical model that describes only a small pathe
known universe, particularly a part of our solasteyn that is extrapolated to the complete univévieeeover, the
fragment which in appearance is correct for ouarssystem is tricked. Soon we see why.

In the viewpoint of mathematicians there is no fgobdeveloping a magnificent mathematical theorgictv is
concise, very general and beautiful, even if itésfied to be complex solving it in detail. Iféan then be applied
on a physical concept, their satisfaction is inéilyi large. One mathematical equation can then rbecthe
fundament of a universe of which only one fractwars physically observed. Though, that theory offee the
possibility of setting up the most fabulous spetiotes, based on each possible solution of thatleisgt of
mathematical equations.

1893: the consolidation of an old concept

Twelve years before the Special Relativity Theoay she daylight, more than a century ago, knowledfje
electromagnetism had reached a summit when Oliveavisidé™, an autodidact, transformed the laws of
electromagnetism in a few compact equations, thier(@ly) so-called laws of Maxwell.

But as well as this less remarked contribution eftiside, also the work concerning the analogouswéi
Equations for Gravitation became almost forgottdaaviside settled in 1893 that the Newton law @afvgation
looked remarkably much like the force law for efectharges. Would it be possible that the granitaticts the
same way as electromagnetism does? Does thereserigthing likemagnetic gravitatio Heaviside could not
prove it, because around 1900 the knowledge ofuoiverse was strongly limited. But he suggested tinass
worked similarly as charges do, and that two caristaxist for Gravitation, analogously to electrgmetism, in
such way that the universal gravitation constamt tie speed of light remain linked. The result waset of
identical equations -in shape- to these of Maxvalth as we will discover in next chapter. The leimgle which
Einstein had faced, namely to calculate the unéxpdapart of the Mercury's perihelion advance of @&
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seconds per century, did fade the proponents ofifariside theory. One could not get this deviatialtulated
by means of the Maxwell Analogy, because with theviledge of that time, only 1/12f it could be foun@!
Einstein himself made an attempt using the Maxwslalogy for gravitation by means of an unnoticed
publicatior, but discovered the problem probably later on. Relativity Theory seemed to be the only
expedient to a solution.

Has the last word been said?

In the dispute which arose between the traditiGtédntists who consider Maxwell’s Equations as uhlienate
theory to explain gravitational phenomena, andpiteponents of the universal Relativity Theory faia@tation
there are two elements to look at. First, the g@ice of cosmic phenomena is achieved by mainsotiécted
electromagnetic waves such as light and X-rays.s@hare nicely described by the Relativity Theorpjclv
generalises the bending of these rays to the bgrafithe space. This tends at the first sight sokibnefit of the
Relativity Theory. The second element is that tHifei@nce between both theories is so small, thatMaxwell
equations are considered by the “Relativists” agoad approach of the “correct” Relativity Theory.oid

accurately, the terms with factagS (called “Newtonian solution”) anef (called “Post- Newtonian solution of the
second order”) are seen as"adtder approach of the relativistic series develepin

For the engineer however, the Relativity TheorjEofstein is not practical this way: the theory drixplaining
how we seethings after distortion by gravitation rather thahat happensn reality. It is to a great extent also
philosophical and very general. In the limit, weultbstate that the Relativity Theory is @ptics Theorywhich
takes into account gravitation. And even if thedRelty Theory would come further that the desddptof light
behaviour, it is at the cost of an enormous efibtalculations.

As last item we state that the Relativity Theorg peoved remarkably little, and what is proved, aera the only
basis which makes the theory stands or falls: tivamce of Mercury’s perihelion which is not complgt
explained by the traditional laws of Newton. Wheplging the Relativity Theory, the observed dewatof 43
arc seconds accords perfectly with the calculat#der And also the bending of the light of stararrtbe sun is
perfectly explained by the Relativity Theory. Wieatld then possibly be wrong with the Relativityebhy?

Oleg Jefimenko has another look on the problems Bhientist and professor at the University of \A&gginia
has developed the suggestion of Heaviide a coherent Gravitation Theory. Oliver Heavisiteote down
analogous Maxwell Equations for Gravitation as éhfig electromagnetism, and examined these furthdeed,
the Maxwell Equations form a correct descriptioretgfctromagnetic waves. Why wouldn't we test tiscept as
a model for gravitation?

Oleg Jefimenko® many years of specialisation in the field of elestagnetism did revive the old suggestion of
Heaviside, and in this way his vision was analyisedetail. He demonstrated that not only the RelgtiTheory
was able to describe the consequences of the ipied of light, and therefore the delay which appeThe
phenomena can be described likewise, if not bdigmeans of the Maxwell Equations. Jefimenko psotreat
the analogous laws of Maxwell, as an extension effdn’s laws, provide a complete coherent theory of
gravitational dynamics. But his description of theory is for the rest mainly restricted to a numtsetheoretical
laboratory applications.

However, very interesting is the study concernimgtgnded relativistic clocks. Jefimenko shows Hbeed the
relativistic property of clocks depends on the cogifion and the mechanism of the clock, and thiativéstic
clocks such as (perhaps) the atom is rather intatlehan a rule. This means therefore that clocks be
relativistic or not, by concept. In the third chapive will have a word concerning these clocks.

In my work*“A coherent double vector field theory for Gravitati’”? of 2003, | have demonstrated a long range of
applications on the cosmos, based on the Maxwelhfigns for Gravitation. We come back to it soon.

In the second chapter we will discover the Maxweelliations for Gravitation. This theory is then digsd in the
third chapter within the framework of Jefimenkofisdings. He was able to describe gravitation aseary which
incorporates the laws of dynamics into a whole, twitdbody had accomplished so far.

The fourth chapter describes what by James A. Gnasrdiscovered. The unexpected observation wheckwill
make, discredits the exactness of the Relativitgdrh significantly, and opens a number of questitarks.
Finally we will make an amazing observation by gpy the Maxwell equations correctly on the progre$
Mercurius’ perihelion and on the bending of thestaght grazing the sun.
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2. TheMaxwell analogy for gravitation: a short overview.

Electromagnetism is very well known, and the matwlies about it have excluded each misleading,césibe
thanks to the large energies that accompany thekis.f Oliver Heaviside suggested the Maxwell agwléor
gravitation. Several scientists have examinedtti@sry in depth, of whom the most important is Qlefimenko,
which has obtained breathtaking conclusions witfare to the gravitation theory.

The deduction follows from the gravitation law ofWton, taking into account the transversal forchikvresult
from the relative speed of masses. The laws caxpeessed in equations (2.1) up to (2.6) below.

Equations (2.1) till (2.6) below form a coherentga of equations, similar to the Maxwell equatiofise electric
charge is then substituted by mass, the magnedld foy gyrotation and the respective constants are also

substituted (the gravitation acceleration is wniteesg , the so-calledyyrotation fieldas £2, and the universal

gravitation constant out €6 = 411 {, whereG is the "universal" gravitation constant. We ugmsi instead
of = because the right-hand side of the equatianses the left-hand side. This sign will be used when we
want insist on the induction property in the ecuatF is the resulting forcey the speed of mag® with density

0.

FOm(g+vxQ) (2.1)
O.g0p/¢ (2.2)
c2OxQRojl/i+0dglat (2.3)

wherej is the mass flow through a fictitious surface. Térend g/0 t is added for same the reasons such as
Maxwell did: the compliance of formula (2.3) withet equation

divio -dp/ot (2.4)
It is also expected that: dvQ=002=0 (2.5)
and Oxg 0O -0R/0t (2.6)

All applications of electromagnetism can then bpliag with prudence on thgyrogravitation Also it is possible
to speak of gyrogravitation waves with transmissipaedC.

cc=1/({r1) (2.7
wherein r= 4nG/c

The laws of Maxwell are not always interpreted eotly and entirely. In the following chapter we eae the
laws of Maxwell, developed by Oleg Jefimenko, wdtime surprising results.

3. TheMaxwell analogy for gravitation examined by Oleg Jefimenko.

The generalisation of the Maxwell analogy

The Maxwell equations suggest that it is possiliaioing an induction between an electric field anchagnetic
field and the other way round. Oleg Jefimenko adtyepoints out that always must be kept in mindttbnly a
moving charged particle, such as the electron,ez@mtually be the cause of such an induction atdirield by
itself. This allows to stay with our both feet dmetground, and not to formulate wild speculatioritheut
reflection, by manipulating the Maxwell equationsly charges can arouse these fields. Dependinigeofact if
the speed or rather the acceleration is constamgral magnetic or electric fields can be generaféd same
happens with masses. Gravitation fields act analsigao electric fields and gyrotation fields acabgously to
magnetic fields. Both fields are aroused by statipnsteadily moving, or accelerating masses.
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The Maxwell analogy forms a coherent gravitatioedty

Just as with the Maxwell equations, the energies;el, pulse moments and angular moments are lgntire
coherent and consistent with each other, and mytdativable by pure mathematical manipulation.sTiwas not
possible with the Newton laws.

Relativistic and non-relativistic clocks

Jefimenko describes a number of relativistic cloaksch will run more slowly when they are in motioRor

example the negatively charged ring, moving on vgfieedV in the X direction, in which a positive charge
oscillates, as represented in fig. 3.1.a. Also3id-b. and c. are relativistic.
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fig. 3.1.a fig. 3.1.b fig.1.c

Three clocks with a period T 5Tl — W22,

These three clocks have a peridd= Ty (1 —V?/c®)™? and are therefore relativistic. But the clocksigf 3.2.a.
and fig. 3.2.b. are not. The positive charge in 8@.a. oscillates near negative charges whiclplaeed parallel
with theX-axis. In fig. 3.2.b. there are two negative chdtges between which the positive charge oscillates
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fig. 3.2.a fig. 3.2.b
Clock with a period T = (1 — ¥/c?), Clock with a period T = J(1 — /)4,

The clock in fig. 3.2.a has a perioll = Ty (1 —V?/c?)®* what is not the correct relativistic delay, ahd tlock
in fig. 3.2.b has the non-relativistic periok = To (1 —V?/c?)3.

The clock type is determinative for its time del®pnsequently, if an atomic clock behaves (perhapsh as the
Relativity Theory wants it, this has to do with thieucture of that atom, but this is not universathlid for all
clocks.

In the next chapter we must put a still more extta@ry question mark concerning the General Retgti
Theory: a coefficient problem.
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4. The Maxwell analogy for gravitation examined by James A. Green.

The Relativity Theory for Gravitation and the Malvemalogy are almost identical

Not only specialists in universities or docents abde fulfilling new contributions. This is illustted in this
chapter. James A. Green has made, with self studymber of analyses concerning the Relativity Theas an
engineer he has been interested in the viabilith@bries too, not only in the theoretical considiens of it. What
he discovered is very astonishing. He started tighgeneral mathematical expression of the RetatiMieory,
and cut it off after the second order (Post-Nevanrapproximation of "2 order; the usual abbreviation is: PN2).
Higher orders are not significant. By working dutse expressions and fill in Einstein’s equatitiespbtains:

cc=4/({r) (4.1)
or, written in usual symbols from electromagnetisth:= 4 / (€ i)
Green further shows that th& Brder Post-Newtonian solution of the Relativityebhy (this is a time - and place-

dependent differential equation) has in fact a akebwn solution: the extended time-dependent Makwel
equations, expressed in potential fields:

[ o= pl 4.2)
[(PA=T] (4.3)
Q2 =0xA (4.4)
g=-UO¢ -0A/dt (4.5)

The coordinates of these potential fields are ttaken locally in time and place. The oper&tois a four-
coordinate vector made from the three-coordinatgatprl] in a placex, Y, Z, and gets as fourth coordinate the

negative partial time derivatived- /0 t. For masses with low speeds and in the casatdsary situations the
above equations are valid, because the time déldnedield does not have be taken into account.

Green actually found these equations out of thetgin's field equations, but in whi@f apparently should be
replaced byl ( T)'l at a certain step, in order to get an equivalefd®ih theories (written in usual symbols
from electromagnetismc¢® =4 (£ 1)™).

The speed of light does not originate fronec4 (€ u)*

At further development of the equations (4.2) @I5) and when infilling in (4.1), Green finds anpossibility.
The next expression is, as a matter of fact, found:

4div) =-0p/ot (4.6)
what is contradictory with the continuity equati@®¥).
Because of this, we can perfectly say that the €aérRelativity Theory is not consistent with itsefnd the
inconsistence is not just an insignificant appradion error, neither finds its cause in cutting-aifjher orders of

a serial expansion. The difference is much moneifsgnt!

A second proof is also introduced by Green. Theehter gauge (that is believed to be at the bass®lotions, in
accordance with the cosmos) for the Relativity Ties given by equation:

c? divA =-0d @/at 4.7)
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This equation also brings Green right to (4.6).

Normally of course, we expect the expression (fo7dlefine the speed of light in the Maxwell equasioThe
Relativity Theory can possibly give a very genenadl interesting general picture of how light gaegs work in
the universe, but it is definitely not exact.

5. General Rélativity Theory: a dubious calibration?

Earlier, we have forgotten to explain a step. Thaegal Relativity Theory needs control points. #tficontrol

area is that at non-relativistic speeds, the theedyces itself to the Newton theory, as far asalke about our
planetary system. A second control area would lmeen the Lorentz gauge. But above, we saw thatdhentz

gauge is no correct basis to build a theory upan ithentirely correct. However the correctnestheftheory is
examined at two measurable phenomena in our sgdégra; the Mercury’s perihelion advance and thedbrgnof

star light grazing the sun. First, we describeéhamntrol points, and try in the next chapter talfan explanation
and a solution to the problem.

The Mercury’s perihelion advance.

It is perhaps not occasional that Mercury’s pertireadvance is for Einsteithe reference to justify the General
Relativity Theory. Indeed, the issue remains wheHiastein simply has compared the result of tleoti to the
measured values, or inversely has harmonized #eryhwith these figures. In the last case we caalspf a
calibration. The Newtonian control calculation bétastronomic values of the perihelion advance peaformed

by Leverrier in 1859, and was reassessed and iragroy Newcomb in 1895. The interpretable advandes o
Mercury’s perihelion are due to:

1. the progress of the equinox, which explains 5025 century;
2. the perturbation by the planets for total of 5Z2Jer century.

Unexplainably compared with the overall astronoobservation is a surplus of 43” per century.

Einsteir! finds, using the Relativity Theory, a advance sga® in the form:
__24mn’a’ (5.1)
T2c¢c?(1-€)

with a the half large axis of the elliptic orbit of théapet, T the period, an@ the eccentricity of the elliptic orbit.

These values can be found by astronomic observatiwh Einstein obtains thed= 43" . And with this result a
first proof is provided (bad tongs claim: the ficstlibration realised) for the General Relativityebry.

But in order to define a curve accurately, ond sieds at least a third calibration point. We fihe third
calibration point in the bending of the star liginhzing the sun.

The bending of star light grazing the sun.

4] When a light ray grazes the sun it is supposecttbemt because of
the attraction between both masses. The deviatigieavas given
by Einstein in 1911 beingh =0,875'R,/r what was exactly the

. same value as with the Newton calculation, and wkias wrong.
fig.5.1 After a number of failed attempts between 1911 ae8d4 for
measuring the bending (one pretends that there wereesults
known) Einstein brought out the general RelatiVityeory in 1915, which gave as a result for the arigé double
value of the Newton onefk =1,75"R,/r. Observation is difficult because of the strongrays, but at a total

sun eclipse one finds a value close to the restivivalue & . With radio waves, measuring can be done durihg al
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the year, and the value is confirmed near the spols$!. However, it is observed that there is a slightiatéon
from value & the more the rays are closer to the equator, \aletfee Relativity Theory does not explain this.

Furthermore, no consistent results are found.
Discussion

We see therefore that the wrong Lorentz gauge tieless finds a correct solution for Mercury’s pelion and
for the bending by the sun. It is as if two

calibration point (3) curves, with the same calibration asymptote
Theory 1 (the theory of Newton) and the same two
calibration points (Mercury’s perihelion
calibration point (2) > Theory 2 P ( ys P

advance and the bending of light) have arisen.
Although several theories can be quite similar,
only one theory will deserve more credit than
the others. The question is only: which one?
Therefore we preferably must try to find what
is most logical one: the Maxwell Analogy or
the General Relativity Theory. But we can only céje theory if indeed the other theory explainsrgéng. How

far do the explanations via the Maxwell Analogynigrius? Will we be able to check this theory withreno
reference areas and reference points?

calibration zone (1) fig.5.2

6. Comparison with the Maxwell Analogy.

The advance of Mercury’s perihelion and the Milksp\V

In order to make a simple comparison concerning gtteance of Mercury's perihelion we can write (5.1)
differently. In equation (5.1) the solution (or tbalibration) of Einstein was written down. Now,dliptic orbits
always applies

T2= 4n’a’ (Kepler), (6.1)
G M
sothat 5= 6GM (6.2)
a c?(1-e)

The local revolution speed for elliptic orbits @ihd out of
v2 = G M{(2/d) — (1)} (6.3)
wherer is the distance from the focus (in which the saes)lto the considered place on the ellipse.

Now, in order to simplify, let us assume ti@tis negligible. Then the revolution speed is almmststant and is
found from (6.3) by putting =1 .

Hence J0=6v?/c? (6.4)

This entity O is an extra deviation on Newton’s gravitationeThtal amount is therefore (1&). When we apply
this on the gravitation forcle we get :

F=G MM,+6G M M’ v2 (6.5)
r? cr?

This is therefore the result of the Relativity Them whichV is the orbit revolution speed of Mercury.
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Let us now examine which outcome is obtained wlth Maxwell analogy. Based on the theory of Heaweisid
Jefimenko found that a mass which moves in relatioan observer, experiences an extra force. (JA&mEseen
tries to explain the phenomenon by a time delagraivity waves, which is a wrong approach for staiy
systems.) A moving mass induces a field, analogotsithe magnetic field in electromagnetism. Heides
however incorrectly considers this induced fieldunction of the observer.

The vision of Heaviside and of Jefimenko must beremied indeed. In my work [7] | have explained how
important it is to define the Local Absolute Velyciwhen we want to apply the Maxwell analogy e@ret on
moving objects, the gravitation field which is treference has to be known, and then becotihesippropriate
reference for that speed. It is not a mattedefinition of the observelike in the Relativity Theory or in the
Heaviside/Jefimenko approach, but a matterdefinition of the “local stationary gravitation fid”. Only
gravitation fields can be regarded as “locally intmite’ references.

For Mercury we must take into account the locati@tary gravitation in which Mercury is immersedherl
“immobile” gravitation of the sun can be a refererfteld with which the gravitation field of Mercurg in
“interference”, creating this way a field, simitara magnetic field, calleglyrotation field

This is only possibly if the sun itself moves istaaight line, rotates, or is caught in an orbie dan verify?! that
the spin of the sun is virtually insignificant fdris phenomenon. A rotation speed of 26 days omits is not
sufficient to be perceptible in secondary effedtse sun has however got another motion. In my @tk have
calculated, starting from the Maxwell Analogy, tlditstars of our Milky Way revolute with a speedroughly
speaking 240 km/s. This was based on a galactiersysf which the central bulge was valued on 10%eftotal
mass of the galaxy, and with a bulge diameter @d&nof 10000 light years. In literature we findosgly

divergent values for this bulge mass, what makesxact calculation difficult. At present one valube speed/;
of the sun between 220 and 250 km/s, what clgeetyour quick calculation.

Although the Milky Way’s gravitation field might een weak, nevertheless the weak field can play ficgritly
large role to oblige the sun making a revolutioouzd the centre of our galaxy in 220 millions ytiae.

From the work of Jefimenko follows the property;, fmiform moving spherical masses in a local gegion field,
that an extra force is exerted on any mass, perpdady on the
movement direction. If we isolate a random thingriof the sphere in a

plane, perpendicularly on the rotation veatar the uniform motiorV in a
gravitation field will be associated with an extaice F on masdn' that
is perpendicular odv andV , and is equal to

mm’
-F=G V 6.6
2 r 2 c 2 ( )
Moreover the mas#n will work as a dipole due to the rotation vectar
and will exercise a

supplementary force upon
massm'equal to
m mwR?
-F=G—M—— v (6.7)
5r3c?

(see equation (4.2) in [7] for the basics of thieudation)

In fig. 6.2 , the sun with mad¥l and radiusR is considered at an

average distance of Mercury, which has mad®1, and resides at a

certain instant under angt& in relation to an axis going through the

centre of the galaxy. We approach again the dlijtibit by a
fig.6.2 circular one.

All these forces are attractions: the law of Newtdne force

originating from the uniform movemem , and the one of the spi®w of the sun. Under the angt&, Mercury
experiences therefore the following forces by the s
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2
_MM@R, cosa 6.8)
r3(.:'2 1

-F:Gm'\z/l+G n;'vzlvzcoécHG
a r 2rcc” !

The first term corresponds to the law of Newton.ndiced earlier, the last term can be neglectgdofgtion),
because of the slow spin of the sun. The seconulieiever interests us particularly.

When we know that Mercury revolve with an averageeslV, equal to 47,9 km/s, and the sun with a estimated

speedvs equal to 235 km/s in the galaxy, what means thairessed iV, , we can write thav; > = 24 V»2 The
second term of (6.8) can therefore be written as:

_ 2
F_=12G :nz_'(\:/lz y*cosa (6.9)

When we integrate this over from—T1/2 to +TT1/2 we get half of the total impact. Doubling thisukgives the
total effect over the whole circumference (it does annihilate with the first half circumferencechase the speed

vector changes sign). Dividing the resultd§f gives us the average over the whole circumference

— mM
F=06ma Y (6.10)

this brings us to: o=6w?/c?

This result, obtained by using the Maxwell Analogygexactly the value which was obtained usingRleéativity
Theory.

Of course we have choséh exactly equal to 235 km/s, in order to obtain aéivaed result. In fact we probably
should choose the real speédsomewhat lower, consider the eccentricity of Meytuorbit, and also correct the

result for & with some arc seconds because of the perturbhgiche other planets. They indeed also exert the
three described forces on Mercury, of whose theefoelated to the orbit speed is the most impoxastafter the
Newton force. Of course, Leverrier originally couldly take into account the Newton forces. We dbgwinto
details, but now the first step has been set.

The bending of star grazing the sun.

When light grazes the sun we find again severalef@with the

Al Maxwell analogy, but partly other forces then thet.8). Since
the rest mass of light rays is zero we magt consider the
gravitation force of Newton!

fig.6.3 Only a mass at sped@imust be taken into account, and this will
arouse a gyrotation force. Jefimenko calculategetation of a

mass flow with radiug@l and density0 at a distancé , measured perpendicularly to the mass flow, eqngti3-
2.2)% . This is in total equivalence of the magnetiddfief a long charged beam at velocity:

0=-G2npa’y

6.11
22 (6.11)
For light we seC=V , and the mass per length umit= 770 az

Q=-G _2m (6.12)

r’c
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Using (2.1) in which we s@=0, we find the force per length unit :

F=-G 2r_n/|//
e r2 (6.13)

Of course its validity remains for each lengthhdf tight ray.

The force caused by spe¥d, actually the orbit revolution speed of the smrur galaxy, is given by the second
term in (6.8). The angle is the angle between the light beam and the Millgy's equator.

As last force we get the one of (6.7), whereofdize depends on the spin of the sun, and of cafrde latitude

@ along which the light ray passes. The sun hasafigta differential spin which varies according to the latitude:
the poles rotate 30% more slowly than the equdtave assume that, with respect to the sun, thedwpd the

passing star light is the constatitone may not take into account the spege€0Sa of fig.6.2. in this term.

The last term of (6.14) comes from (6.7) whé&te= I andV = C . The angled is the angle between the light
beam and the sun's equator.

The total force becomes this way:

-F =GZmM+G M vzco§aco§¢+Gm—Mw¢ cosp cos
pa.pe r2 2r2¢2 1 5rc

(6.14)

The bending of light over the poles is thereforaatly the double of the calculation according toMdm, as
expected, but moreover there is an extra bendiogrdimg to the position of the earth relative te un and to the
Milky Way, and an extra bending which varies acaugdto the latitude on the sun along which the tliggy
passes. The last term is positive (attraction beg)dit the left side of the sun and negative (®pualbending) at
its right side, because of the spin direction efshn.

7. Hasthe Relativity Theory era been fertile sofar?

Nearly a century ago, one of two competitive themfias been put aside: the exact theory had toffuor the
profit of the wrong one! How could this come ughat point?

Three elements to which the theory had to satisfyevknown: the Newton limit, the bending of lightdathe
progress of Mercury’s perihelion. And moreover theory had to offer a solution for the paradoxtaf torentz
invariance. To this invariance was even given asjg@ dimension (Lorentz contraction) subsequetatlthe test
of Michelson-Morley.

The Relativity Theory was able to bring togethéttadse elements to an apparently correct theoeyy \éertainly
also Einstein must have known that with the Maxwelblogy, the progress of Mercury’s perihelion abuabt be
explained. This for the simple reason that almashing was yet revealed of our galaxy. And on thieephand,
the step to the Relativity Principle became stiiremeasy because of the (wrong) principle of Hédwithat the
observer, and not the gravitation field, had ts&en ashereference for all calculations.

Thus, Einstein’s Relativity Theory arose, wherepaltameters were united, and which was moreoveregon a
form that virtually deleted all tracks of the Maxivénalogy: a curved space with an adapted kindhaths.

But something was nevertheless overlooked: thedspekght that is obtained by confronting in ateém way the

Analogue Maxwell Theory and the Relativity Theosywrong. That ultimate discovery makes fail theaeity
Theory.
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However, it is astonishing that that discovery afnés A. Green, as well as the many publicationsttoér non-
conventional scientists, seemingly are ignored ey pproponents of the Relativity Theory, who consgitthe
establishment. Why would this be this way? Firkg theory has been expressed in a very conciseasay
differential equation. It is also very general, after the appropriate calibration it allows eachtmematically
correct solution as a possible real situation, eéiighas not yet been discovered with our obstovainstruments.
This frees the path in a fabulous way for prediddiowhat is of capital importance for science. Tifan reason
for ignoring the Maxwell Analogy is probably alsoat on world scale, a complete army of scientists lbeen
proliferated out of the “Relativistic schools”, ast such as new religions ever arose and develdpade
extended they are replaceable with difficulty.

Shortly after the First World War yet importantidns have been calculated with the theory.

For instance, non-rotating black holes and wornthalere predicted long before there was any indinadf their
existence. Now one admits their existence, althoogh-rotating black holes have never been found et
wormholes. However, rotating black holes were olEgrmeanwhile, which are not described by the theor
unless by introducing an extension of it.

In that sense the Relativity Theory has enormousiytributed by being its time far ahead. It alsovekd the
universe in an original and new manner: a curvedenge, where nor the time, nor the distance, nemtass have
absolute values, but are different for each obseamd moreover it would be no illusion but be dike that in
reality. Also cosmology progressed, by thoughtsceoning the shape and the (in)finity of the unieers

But over the course of time this conduct is becanairhandicap for the Relativity Theory: calculaidrecome the
longer the more complex. And it is uncertain thaéce is really curved, that mass and time reallyeiase that
way with the speed, and that lengths really redbeé way. Oleg Jefimenko, James A. Green, and nodimgrs
demonstrate adequately that also by means of #uititmal physics all phenomena, and much more, bmn
explained. How could it possible be else after wiratdiscovered here!

We saw already some facts which Jefimenko and Gnaea demonstrated. Jefimenko also illustratechffimity
between both theories, and extended the Maxwellogyafor not-static and non-linear cases. Greemglbby
means of the traditional working method, with thexXvell equations, several phenomena at atomic .stale
demonstrated in [7fhat the speed of stars in disc galaxies satisfiedaws of Kepler, and thatark masss a
myth. Furthermore, why some rapidly rotating stzaenot burst entirely, why the mass expels of supexr and
must adopt stipulated profiles. The tore-like shaerotating black holes was uncovered and washéurt
discussed, and the reason for the many tiny Saituga proved irfCassini-Huygens Missiorf!.

8. Conclusion: Did Einstein cheat?

We proved the validity of both the progress of pleeihelion of Mercury and of the bending of lightse the sun
with the Maxwell Analogy. Now the question remaoyen: did Einstein know that he made an error biniheg
its theory? Did Einstein cheaf® posterioriit seems indeed strange that Einstein succeededjisgly without
much magic, to write down some simple looking emuest, though by means of a strange and complidsfeslof
maths for that time, and moreover little common.

On the other hand Einstein must have known thaMéeury problem was not soluble by means of thexmal
Analogy with the observations and the measuringaknat that time. An appropriate calibration of Relativity
Theory therefore has been done (Einstein's fielchegns are indeed deducted from the equation -ddnestein-
Hilbert action- for a "space", extended with theu&iipn -named Lagrangian- for the definition of mas that
space. Also Einstein defined a required fadtask 1=16MG c™ Finally, Cartan extended the theory for
rotating objects.) It is at last between 1911 af@d41that Einstein must have known that the bendihtight
grazing the sun rather had the double valuthefone according to Newton. Did Einstein intuitvéall on the
good looking equations at that period? Was the typ& of maths necessary to increase the detachimehe
Maxwell Analogy and to conceal the calibrations?

Probably we should not judge Einstein too quick®though it might be possible that, thanks to some
calculations, Einstein got on that “good” trackaitonverging manner, consciously cheating isatidither thing.
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The main reasons for the new track which Einsteadenwas the need to incorporate the contractidengjth
(and thus of time) as a part of the theory, andithyeossibility of building further on the Maxwell nalogy
because of the Mercury problem. The glory thatthe®ry of Einstein obtained was, among others,khao the
sudden revelation, after more than ten years adritively and intuitively work, of a theory in a rhamatically
new appearance, original and general, and one whaxde extrapolations to cosmology possible.

And we can expect that both competitive theoridkstill continue existing in parallel, possiblyrfdecades.
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