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Preface 

"This is not a scholarly work but a complaintff. This sentence, 

with which John Maddox began the  preface of h i s  book The Doomsday Syndrome, 

is  a l s o  a f i t t i n g  descript ion of t h i s  essay, which is a p ro tes t  against 

the  present unsat isfactory s t a t e  of  the  debate on Einstein 's  special  theory 

of r e l a t i v i t y ,  and the  response of the  s c i e n t i f i c  world t o  Professor Herbert 

Dingle's c r i t ic isms of t h a t  theory. 

There have been a number of attempts, by various members of the 

s c i e n t i f i c  community, t o  defend t h e  special  theory of  r e l a t i v i t y  against 

Professor Dingle's c r i t ic ism.  Some of those tha t  have been published are  

discussed i n  t h i s  essay, and I q w t e  from them i n  order t o  draw a t tent ion  

t o  some of the  inconsistencies they contain. I believe tha t  t h i s  action 

is j u s t i f i e d  i f  one accepts a s  va l id  the  following sentence from a Nature 

ed i to r i a l  which is reproduced a s  an appendix i n  Professor Dingle's book 

Science a t  the  Crossroads: "The man who f i r s t  spots  an inconsistency has 

a duty t o  bring it t o  t h e  a t tent ion  of  others ,  i f  necessary with vigour.ll 

While I do not claim t o  be the  first t o  spot the  inconsistencies mentioned 

in t h i s  essay, most of those who have noticed them seem t o  have almost 

completely disregarded them; i n  these  circumstances, there s t i l l  seems t o  

be a need t o  bring them t o  the a t t en t ion  of others. 

The present essay does not claim t o  be a de f in i t ive  account of 

the way the  s c i e n t i f i c  world has responded t o  Professor Dingle; it is 

merely an interim report ,  and is based en t i r e ly  on information t h a t  has 

already been published elsewhere, information which the  in teres ted  reader 

can e a s i l y  verify. I believe t h a t  t h i s  information has been ignored o r  

neglected, and t h a t  it needsto be made known t o  s c i e n t i s t s  and others  who 

may be concerned with the  way t he  s c i e n t i f i c  community responds t o  c r i -  

t icism and t o  unorthodox views; t h a t  i s  why I have written t h i s  essay. 



And science, we should insist, better than any other 

discipline, can hold up to its students and followers an ideal 

of patient devotion to the search for objective truth, with 

vision unclouded by personal or political motive, not to- 

lerating any lapse from precision or neglect of any anomaly, 

fearing only prejudice and preconception, accepting nature's 

answers humbly and with courage, and giving them to the world 

with an unflinching fidelity. The world cannot afford to 

lose such a contribution to the moral framework of its 

civilisation. 

Henry Hallett Dale 
(As quoted by Herbert Dingle in 

Science at the Crossroads) 



THE DINGLE AFFAIR 

Professor Herbert Dingle is a distinguished s c i e n t i s t  who believes 

t h a t  Einstein 's  special  theory of r e l a t i v i t y ,  though mathematically con- 

s i s t en t ,  is physically impossible and should be abandoned. Since about 

1960 he has been trying t o  persuade t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  world t o  repudiate the  

theory, and i n  1972 he published a book, Science at  the Crossroads [ l ] ,  

giving a detai led s tory  of some of t h e  problems he has encountered i n  

presenting h i s  arguments t o  the  s c i e n t i f i c  community and i n  t ry ing t o  ob- 

t a i n  a sa t i s fac tory  answer t o  h i s  cri t icisms.  In t h e  Introduction t o  h i s  

book he s t a t e s  t h a t  h i s  claimed disproof of special  r e l a t i v i t y  has been 

ffignored, evaded, suppressed and, indeed, t rea ted  i n  every possible way 

except t h a t  of answering it" by the  whole world of physical science. 

Although most s c i e n t i s t s  still seem t o  be confident t h a t  the 

special theory is valid,  t h e i r  confidence seems t o  be based on so many 

i l log ica l  and mutually-contradictory arguments that the  s i tua t ion seems 

t o  be, a t  the  time of writing, highly unsatisfactory. The purpose of 

t h i s  essay is t o  point out some of the  inconsistencies i n  the  arguments, 

and some of the ra ther  strange treatment tha t  Professor Dingle and his  

cri t icisms have received, concentrating mainly on events tha t  have oc- 

curred since the  publication of h i s  book. The reader is invited t o  

judge whether the present s i tua t ion i s  sa t i s fac tory ,  i n  the  l i g h t  of 

the very high standards t h a t  science claims f o r  i t s e l f  i n  what Dingle 

c a l l s  "its unqualified devotion t o  t h e  discovery of t r u t h  a t  whatever 

cost t o  i t s  expectations and t en ta t ive  assumptions". 



Among t h e  various subjec ts  covered by Professor Dingle i n  h i s  

book a r e  descr ipt ions of how various s c i e n t i f i c  journals have t r ea t ed  h i s  

c r i t i c i sms  of special  r e l a t i v i t y .  For example, a paper submitted t o  t h e  

Royal Society f o r  publ icat ion was re jec ted ,  and an  anonymous r e f e r e e  s t a t ed ,  

a s  a reason f o r  recommending r e j ec t ion ,  t h a t  t h e  paper contained an e l e -  

mentary f a l l acy ;  ye t  Dingle was unable t o  obta in  from t h e  Society a s t a t e -  

ment of  what t h e  f a l l a c y  was. A l e t t e r  t h a t  was submitted by Dingle t o  

Science i n  1969 was r e j ec t ed  on t h e  ground t h a t  it added l i t t l e  t o  a d i s -  

cussion i n  Science i n  1957-58; ye t ,  as Dingle poin ts  out ,  t h e  e a r l i e r  

discussion had d e a l t  with t he  clock paradox without questioning t h e  v a l i d i t y  

of spec ia l  r e l a t i v i t y ,  whereas h i s  1969 l e t t e r  r e l a t e d  only t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  

of t h e  theory. However, my f avour i t e  example of t h i s  kind comes from another 

book [2], i n  which Professor Dingle descr ibes  how The Philosophical Magazine 

sen t  back a c r i t i c a l  paper by r e t u r n  mail with a statement t h a t  subjec ts  

of a polemical na ture  were not su i t ed  t o  t h a t  journal! Af te r  descr ibing 

t h i s  r e j ec t ion ,  Dingle went on t o  say: "One of t h e  leading s c i e n t i f i c  

journals w i l l  not publish anything 'of a polemical na ture ' ,  which can only 

mean t h a t ,  i n  science i t s e l f ,  it w i l l  not publ ish any c r i t i c i s m  o f  orthodox 

views. Accept them, and your paper w i l l  be considered for publ icat ion;  

question them, and it w i l l  not." One is reminded of George Orwell's comment 

[3]: "At  any given moment t he re  i s  an  orthodoxy. a body of ideas which it 

is assumed that a l l  r ight- thinking people w i l l  accept without question .... 
Anyone who challenges t h e  preva i l ing  orthodoxy f inds  himself s i lenced with 

surpr i s ing  effect iveness .  I' 

One of t h e  more r a t iona l  r e p l i e s  by an ed i to r ,  i n  response t o  an 

attempt by Professor Dingle t o  publish a l e t t e r  appealing f o r  a s a t i s f ac to ry  

answer t o  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  of special  r e l a t i v i t y ,  is  a l e t t e r  from D r .  David 

Davies, ed i to r  of  Nature, t o  Professor Dingle i n  February 1974 [4 ] .  Among 



t he  e d i t o r ' s  reasons f o r  r e fusa l  t o  p h l i s h  i s  t h e  statement:  "Many scien-  

tists, Born, McCrea, Ziman, and Roxburgh amongst them, have done you t h c  

courtesy of discussing your question, and ye t  I see no demonstration by 

you of why t h e i r  answers a r e  not  acceptable." In order  t o  a s se s s  t he  

v a l i d i t y  of  t h i s  statement,  l e t  us  s e e  what t hese  s c i e n t i s t s  have said.  

In Born's r e p l y  t o  Dingle [ 5 ] ,  we f ind  t h e  following sentences: 

"Dinglels  ob jec t ions  a r e  j u s t  a matter  of  supe r f i c i a l  formulation 

and confusion. The simple f a c t  t h a t  a l l  r e l a t i o n s  between space co-ordinates 

and time expressed by t h e  Lorentz transformation can be represented geome- 

t r i c a l l y  by Minkowski diagrams should s u f f i c e  t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  can be 

no log ica l  cont rad ic t ion  i n  t h e  theory." 

The in t e re s t ing  th ing  about t h e  second sentence above i s  t h a t  

it conta ins  an elementary log ica l  f a l l acy ,  i n  t h a t  it claims a property of 

pa r t  of t h e  spec ia l  theory ( the Lorentz transformation) t o  be a s u f f i c i e n t  

condition f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  whole theory. Y e t ,  according t o  Dingle [ I ] ,  

Born was so convinced of  t h e  soundness of h i s  own reasoning t h a t  he refused 

even t o  read Dingle's rep ly ,  claiming h i s  own argument t o  he i r r e fu t ab le .  

In view of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Dingle had issued a challenge t o  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of 

s c i e n t i s t s ,  one might have hoped f o r  a more open-minded a t t i t u d e  from a 

man who wrote i n  h i s  autobiography [6 ]  t ha t  "the be l i e f  t h a t  t h e r e  is only 

one t r u t h  and t h a t  oneself is i n  possession o f  it, seems t o  me t h e  deepest 

root  of  a l l  t h a t  is e v i l  i n  t h e  world." 

The high opinion i n  which D r .  Davies seems t o  hold Born's rep ly  

is not  un iversa l ly  shared; here is  what Marder [ 7 ]  had t o  say about it: 

"In a sense, it was a p i t y  t h a t  Born then took up t h e  challenge, 

because a s a t i s f ac to ry  rep ly  t o  Dingle needed more time than Born wished 

t o  devote t o  the  matter.  Ilis b r i e f  reply,  i n  Nature, consis ted la rge ly  of 

a 'correct ion1 t o  Dingle's question (hardly l i k e l y  t o  produce t h e  desired 



e f f e c t )  and a p a r t i a l l y  explained space-time diagram." 

In view of hiarder's lack of enthusiasm about Born's rep ly ,  it 

is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  even he makes no re ference  t o  Born's i l l o g i c a l  

statement,  quoted above. I t  a l s o  seems astounding t o  me t h a t  it should be 

thought a p i t y  t h a t  an eminent s c i e n t i s t  should attempt t o  defend a 

fundamental s c i e n t i f i c  theory from a c r i t i c i s m  which, i f  va l id ,  is f a t a l  

t o  t h e  theory. The p i t y  is r a t h e r  t h a t  Born's r ep ly  has been subjected 

t o  s o  l i t t l e  criticism. 

In answer t o  Dingle's question, about which of two clocks i n  

uniform r e l a t i v e  motion t h e  theory requi res  t o  work f a s t e r  than the  o the r ,  

Ziman [8] r ep l i ed  as follows: "In f a c t ,  t h e  answer t o  Dingle's 'question'  

is simple: t h e  f a s t e s t  working clock between any two events i s  one t h a t  

t r a v e l s  between them by f r e e  fa l l . ' '  This i s  l i k e  answering t h e  question 

"Which f l i e s  f a s t e r ,  a b e i n g  707 o r  a 747?IT by saying "The f a s t e s t  a i r l i n e r  

is t h e  Concorde." Since Dingle's question asked f o r  a d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  be 

made between two clocks, r a the r  than a choice among all  poss ib le  clocks, 

Ziman's answer is obviously unsat isfactory.  

McCrea and Roxburgh both attempted t o  r ep ly  t o  Dingle's claim 

t h a t ,  i f  t he re  a r e  two clocks A and B i n  uniform r e l a t i v e  motion, t h e  theory 

requi res  t h a t  A runs faster than B and t h a t  B runs  f a s t e r  than A. McCrea 

r ep l i ed  as follows [ 9  ] : 

"The false s t e p  [ i n  Dingle's argument] is t h a t  Dingle regards 

the  s i t u a t i o n  t r ea t ed  by r e l a t i v i t y  as t h e  symmetric comparison of one 

s ing le  clock with another ident ica l  s ing le  clock ( i n  r e l a t i v e  motion). 

This is  not t he  s i tua t ion . l l  

This statement may be compared with t h e  following quotation from 

Eins te in ' s  o r ig ina l  paper on spec i a l  r e l a t i v i t y  [ lo ] ,  which it c l e a r l y  

cont rad ic t s :  



"Thence we conclude tha t  a balance-clock a t  the  equator must 

go more slowly, by a very small amount, than a precisely s imi lar  clock 

s i tua ted  a t  one of the  poles under otherwise ident ica l   condition^.^^ 

Roxburgh [ l l ]  repl ied  t o  Dingle's argument by saying t h a t  Dingle 

does not even discuss what he means by qqfas terw,  and then went on t o  say: 

"Secondly, why is it impossible f o r  A t o  go f a s t e r  than B and 

B t o  go f a s t e r  than A? This depends on the  def in i t ion  of f a s t e r .  To 

i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s ,  consider the  following two statements: 

The Moon is bigger than the  Sun. 

The Sun is bigger than the  Moon. 

Are these  statements mutually contradictory? This depends on the  meaning 

of bigger. For t e r r e s t r i a l  beings t h e  f i r s t  statement is t rue ,  f o r  Martians 

the  second is true. The r e l a t i v e  s i z e  depends upon the  pos i t ion  of the  

observer. So it is with time and clocks ." 
I f  it is important t o  def ine  t ~ f a s t e r l ~ ,  it is a l s o  important t o  

use o ther  words precisely,  yet it is c lea r  from the  quotation t h a t  Roxburgh 

does not l i t e r a l l y  mean "istf i n  the  two contrasted statements, i n  which case 

any s imi la r i ty  between h i s  argument and Dingle's disappears. O r ,  i f  he 

does intend h i s  words t o  be taken l i t e r a l l y ,  then he, a s  a t e r r e s t r i a l  

being, is defending special  r e l a t i v i t y  by asser t ing  t h a t  the  moon is bigger 

than the  sun. Although we a re  t e r r e s t r i a l  beings, we know t h a t  the  sun is 

bigger than the moon, and, what is more, we know it from observations t h a t  

have been made from the  earth. 

I t  is disturbing t o  f ind  t h a t ,  even though the  arguments of these 

s c i e n t i s t s  contain obvious fau l t s ,  the  ed i to r  of a leading s c i e n t i f i c  jour- 

nal  uses them i n  support of  h i s  decision t o  suspend fur ther  discussion of 

the  subject.  Furthermore, the  ed i to r  weakens h i s  case by mentioning tha t  

many s c i e n t i s t s  have discussed Dingle's question, and by giving the  names 



of four  of them, because t h i s  makes it c l e a r  t h a t  t h e r c  does not e x i s t  a 

s ing le  d e f i n i t i v e  answer t o  Dingle t h a t  i s  agreed upon by t h e  whole scien-  

t i f i c  community; if t h e r e  ex is ted  such an answer, it would have been e a s i e r  

and more convincing t o  have c i t e d  it alone. In  f a c t ,  a s  Dingle and o thers  

have pointed out ,  t he re  a r e  many d i f f e r e n t  answers t o  h i s  question, and 

some of these  a r e  incornpatiblc with one another;  some of these  incompati- 

b i l i t i e s  a r e  obvious i n  t h e  se l ec t ions  quoted above, and the  only th ing  

t h a t  Dingle's c r i t i c s  seem t o  be f i rmly agreed upon is  t h a t  Dingle i s  wrong. 

Another d is turb ing  f ea tu re  of  t he  controversy i s  t he  f a c t  t h a t  

sone wr i t e r s  on the  subject  misrepresent Dingle's argument. A recent example 

is a book by Gardner [12], which contains  t h e  following sentence: "No 

phys ic i s t  except Professor Dingle doubts t h a t  t h e  as t ronaut ' s  clock, when 

hc re turns ,  w i l l  be s l i g h t l y  out of  phase with a nuclear clock t h a t  stayed 

a t  home." 

The above sentence occurs a t  the  end of  a chapter on The Twin 

Paradox [sometimes ca l l ed  the  clock paradox), and r e f e r s  t o  t h e  well-known 

predict ion t h a t ,  i f  an astronaut  moves away from t h e  ea r th  a t  high speed 

and l a t e r  re turns ,  h i s  clock w i l l  show a reading d i f f e ren t  from t h a t  of 

a clock t h a t  stayed on t h e  ea r th  (and, indeed, t h e  astronaut  w i l l  have 

aged by an amount d i f f e r e n t  from h i s  twin who stayed a t  home). 

Although Gardner appends t o  t h e  above-mentioned sentence a foot-  

note  which r e f e r s  t o  Science at t h e  Crossroads (and which a l s o  admits t h a t  

Dingle is not qu i te  alone i n  h i s  b e l i e f s )  t h e  views a t t r i b u t e d  t o  Dingle 

i n  t h e  sentence quoted a r e  qu i t e  contrary t o  those expressed by him i n  

h i s  book [I]. One has only t o  read t h e  Preface of Science a t  t h e  Crossroads 

t o  f i nd  t h e  following statement, which was wr i t ten  i n  an e a r l i e r  attempt 

t o  c l e a r  up Professor R.A. Ly t t l e tonvs  misconception on t h i s  same point:  

"Regarding t h e  immeasurably l e s s  important clock paradox, Lyt t le ton 



is again wrong i n  saying t h a t  I have denied asymmetrical ageing f o r  many 

years. Fifteen years ago, when I believed spec ia l  r e l a t i v i t y  t rue ,  1 

indeed thought it impossible, but I soon discovered my e r ro r ,  and f o r  

more than 13 years have held the  question open." 

A somewhat s imi la r  misconception appears i n  an unsigned ed i to r i a l  

in  Nature [13], which appeared shor t ly  a f t e r  t h e  appearance of Science a t  

the Crossroads, and whose author should a l so  have been aware of t he  above 

sentences quoted from Dingle's Preface. Consider, f o r  example, the  follow- 

ing two quotations which a r e  the  first sentence and the  l a s t  two sentences 

of t he  a r t i c l e :  

!'Everybody i s  fond of Professor Herbert Dingle, a s  well as of the  

clock paradox i n  special  r e l a t i v i t y  which he has single-handedly nurtured 

since the  ear ly 1930s." 

"And is the re  any hope t h a t  he w i l l  now be satisfied with the  

demonstration t h a t  moving clocks run a t  d i f fe ren t  speeds from clocks a t  

r e s t  which has been provided i n  t h e  past few months by the  experiments i n  

which Hafele and Keating have flown caesium clocks i n  d i f fe ren t  direct ions 

around t h e  world (Science, 177, 166; 1972, s ee  a l so  Nature 238, 244; 197211 - -' - - 
I t  w i l l  be sad t o  see  the clock paradox disappear, but t h i s  work is  the 

l a s t  n a i l  i n  the  coffin." 

The l a s t  two sentences would give the  uninformed reader thc  i m -  

pression t h a t  the r e s u l t s  of t h a t  experiment refuted Dingle's case; however, 

the above quotation from Dingle's Preface, re fer r ing  t o  Professor R.A. 

Lyttleton, makes it c l ea r  t h a t  t he  experimental r e s u l t s  do not contradict 

Dingle's arguments, and a l so  t h a t  h i s  t hes i s  is  not primarily concerned 

with what i s  usually meant by the  expression "clock paradox". I t  should 

a l so  be c l ea r ,  t o  anyone who has t h e  s l i gh te s t  knowledge of t he  l i t e r a t u r e  

of t he  period mentioned, t h a t  t he  expression "single-handedly" i n  t hc  f i r s t  



sentence of the  a r t i c l e  is completely inappropriate. 

There is another kind of misrepresentation t h a t  should a lso  be 

mentioned. An example i s  contained i n  the  Nature ed i to r i a l  mentioned 

above [13], i n  the  following sentence: 

"Professor Dingle goes on t o  complain t h a t  a promised leading 

a r t i c l e  rounding o f f  the  correspondence has never appeared, apparently 

oblivious of the  way i n  which h i s  own scorn f o r  prospective contestants 

and h i s  promises t o  'bring d i sc red i t  on the  journal1 may have discouraged 

the  judicious summing-up f o r  which he asked." 

The promised leading a r t i c l e  mentioned i n  t h i s  quotation is d i s -  

cussed on pages 89-90 of Science a t  the  Crossroads, where it is described 

how the  then edi tor  of Nature wrote t o  Professor Dingle on 24 November 1969, 

saying t h a t  he proposed t o  write a leading a r t i c l e  summarizing the  position, 

and t h a t  it would appear Ifbefore the  end of t h e  yearff. I t  did not appear 

before the  end of t h a t  year, and the  edi tor  to ld  Professor Dingle in  l a t e  

January 1970 tha t  the  a r t i c l e  was then f'almost readyff. Another corres- 

pondent who inquired from t h e  edi tor  i n  March was t o l d  tha t  it would be 

"a week o r  two" before the  a r t i c l e  was ready f o r  publication; t h a t  same 

correspondent inquired again on 6 Ju ly  but received no reply. In f a c t ,  

no such a r t i c l e  appeared p r io r  t o  t h e  appearance of  the Nature ed i to r i a l  

1131 now being considered, which was dated September 29, 1972. 

The sentence quoted above, refer r ing  t o  the  promised a r t i c l e ,  

gives t h e  impression t h a t  Dingle had asked f o r  the  leading a r t i c l e  t o  be 

written, and a l so  implies tha t ,  because of h i s  al leged promise t o  "bring 

d iscredi t  on the  journalff, he is himself responsible fo r  i t s  non-appearance. 

Both of these suggestions a re  i n  f a c t  f a l se ,  a s  has been shown i n  the  

correspondence columns of Nature [14, 151, where it is made c l e a r  tha t  

the  a r t i c l e  had been spontaneously promised by the  then edi tor ,  and a lso  



t h a t  the  l e t t e r  i n  which Dingle al legedly promised t o  "bring d iscredi t  

on t h e  journal" was wri t ten s i x  months before t h e  ed i to r ' s  promise t o  

wri te  the  leading a r t i c l e .  However, the  l e t t e r  [15] in  which the  former 

edi tor  admits the  t rue  chronology dismisses it a s  a small point  whose re-  

levance i s  debatable! It is  a lso  relevant t o  note tha t  the  former ed i to r ' s  

reply [IS] again mentions Dingle's promise t o  "bring discredit"  on Nature, 

putt ing those two words i n  quotation marks, even though what Dingle wrote 

was a plea t o  the  ed i to r  not t o  make it necessary f o r  him t o  r e f l e c t  (not 

bring) d i sc red i t  [14] . 
Another item showing t h e  way i n  which Professor Dingle has been 

t rea ted  i s  a suggestion by Ziman [8] t h a t  h i s  book [ l ]  i s  dishonest. The 

apology t h a t  was l a t e r  published [16] may serve as  a confinnation tha t  

the  astonishing s tory  of the  treatment of t h e  matter by Nature, a s  recorded 

i n  Science a t  the  Crossroads, is  true.  

A careful reading of the  l i t e r a t u r e  w i l l  a l so  reveal what seems 

t o  be a contradiction i n  one of Dingle's own statements, i n  a correspondence 

item i n  Nature [17]. Referring t o  time in tervals  measured by two clocks 

A and B, Dingle writes a s  follows: 

'My question is: how does the  theory indicate which clock gives 

the  la rger  in terval?  I f  A has veloci ty 0 and B veloci ty v, the  Lorentz 

transformation makes t h a t  clock A; i f  B has veloci ty 0 and A veloci ty v, 

i t  makes t h a t  clock B." 

I believe t h a t  t h i s  statement i s  too  general, because it re fe r s  

t o  the  in te rva l s  between two events "occurring a t  any ascertainable posi- 

t ions  a t  any times", whereas Dingle has claimed elsewhere t h a t  the  r e s u l t  

depends on the  p a i r  of events chosen. To be more speci f ic ,  i f  one considers 

the  s i tua t ion  described by Dingle i n  an e a r l i e r  paper [ l a ] ,  with clocks A 

and B corresponding t o  clocks A and B respectively of the  1973 l e t t e r  [17], 



then t h e  time in t e rva l s  measured by the  two clocks, between t h e  events E 0 

and E, defined i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  paper f18], do not seem t o  correspond with - 
t h e  statement quoted above [IT]. I bel ieve t h a t ,  i n  [17], Dingle was making 

a paraphrase of t h e  claim by various advocates of t h e  theory t h a t  "a moving 

clock runs slowff, and inadvertent ly made a somewhat more sweeping statement 

than was j u s t i f i e d .  

Unsatisfactory statements,  on one s i d e  o r  t h e  o ther  of t he  argu- 

ment, do not i n  themselves prove t h a t  one s i d e  o r  t h e  o ther  is  wrong. Some 

s c i e n t i s t s ,  while continuing t o  support t he  spec ia l  theory, have conceded 

t h a t  Eins te in  made some unsa t i s fac tory  statements i n  h i s  o r ig ina l  paper on 

t h e  theory.  For example, r e f e r r ing  t o  Eins te in ' s  comparison of  t h e  r a t e s  

of an equatorial  clock and a polar  clock, which has been mentioned above, 

Stadlen wrote as  f o l l o \ ~ s  [19]: 

"But t he  r e l a t i v e  motion 'involved i n  t h i s  case,  being c i r c u l a r ,  

is non-uniform. I submit, therefore,  t h a t  Eins te in  was wrong i n  saying 

t h a t  h i s  predict ion followed from t h e  spec ia l  theory, which dea ls  only 

with t h e  e f f ec t s  of uniform motion. This is not t o  say t h a t  t h e  predict ion 

was inva l id .  I' 

I think t h a t  our a t t i t u d e  t o  these problems should be governed 

by T.H. t iuxleyfs suggestion [10] t h a t  "the s c i e n ~ i f i c  s p i r i t  i s  of more 

value than i t s  products, and i r r a t i o n a l l y  held t r u t h s  may be more harmful 

than reasoned errors".  For example, i f  E ins te in ' s  p red ic t ion  d id  not f o l -  

low from t h e  special  theory, then i t s  inclusion i n  h i s  paper was i r r a t i o n a l  

and, therefore,  inval id.  

The purpose of drawing a t t en t ion  t o  these  unsa t i s fac tory  s t a t e -  

ments i s  t o  suggest t h a t  t he  s c i e n t i f i c  communityfs apparent s a t i s f ac t ion  

\;ith t h e  present s t a t e  of  a f f a i r s  i s  contrary t o  t h e  s p i r i t  and idea ls  of 



science. I f  scienti 'sts a r e  content t o  turn a blind eye t o  i l log ica l  argu- 

ments, and a r e  concerned only t h a t  the  "rightw conclusion i s  reached but 

do not care how it is reached, then they are  subscribing t o  dogma instead 

of searching fo r  t ruth.  

Quite apart  from the des i rab i l i ty  of seeking the t r u t h  f o r  i ts 

own sake, the  resolution of t h i s  controversy may have an enormous pract ical  

significance; t h i s  can be i l l u s t r a t e d  by reference t o  a l e t t e r  written by 

Dr. L. Essen [21]. After s t a t ing  t h a t  the s c i e n t i f i c  establishment has 

accepted r e l a t i v i t y  as  a f a i t h  and refuses t o  consider any cr i t ic ism of 

it, and t h a t  i n  consequence ra t ional  developments of electromagnetic theory 

have been hindered, D r .  Essen went on t o  say: 

"There is  some evidence t h a t  a new theoret ical  approach could 

break the  stalemate i n  t h e  development of nuclear fusion, which appears 

t o  o f fe r  the  only source of energy t h a t  could prolong our c iv i l i sa t ion  

f a r  in to  the  future." 

A s  ue approach the  centenary of Einstein 's  b i r th  (March 14, 1979) 

there is  a neu motivation t o  assess the  value of  h i s  l i f e ' s  work, a value 

that  would s t i l l  be enormous even i f  the  special  theory had t o  be abandoned. 

I f  the  s c i e n t i f i c  world commemorates t h i s  centenary without expressing any 

concern about the unsatisfactory way i n  which cri t icisms of special  re la-  

t i v i t y  have been treated,  then I think it w i l l  be f a i r  t o  suggest tha t  the  

s c i e n t i f i c  world i s  more interested i n  hero-worship than i n  the  objective 

pursuit of truth. 

Ziman [8] described Ding1 el s quest ion a s  "a perfect ly reasonable 

question t o  which science should indeed give an answer". Since an authori- 

t a t i v e  and conclusive answer is  still  wanting, l e t  us hope tha t  science w i l l  

f u l f i l  i t s  obligation t o  provide an answer, and t h a t  it w i l l  do it soon. 
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