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A great deal has been written about the twin paradox. In this article I 

am just going to highlight one issue that absolute motion versus 

relative motion is usually not dealt with very well, and the example I 

will give is Minute Physics video dealing with twin paradox. 

For the sake of this article will deal with preferred frame being the same as 

absolute frame.  

The issue being dealt with is:  Absolute motion versus relative motion in 

context of special relativity (SR) (while general relativity makes things even 

more complicated), as it is in SR it is messed up. It is messed up because 

certain people claim all motion is relative in that context of SR, while other 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ǝƻ ŀƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ {w ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ 

it explicitly clear that they are dealing with absolute motion.  

Essentially, should be using phraseology such as: SR dealing just with inertial 

(constant velocity) relative motion (SR#1) is not the same as SR when 

accelerating (absolute) motion has been added to it (SR#2); hence confusion is 

then generated as talk of SR#1 mixed with talk of SR#2. 

Einstein in his 1905 paper on SR seems only to have dealt with SR#1, and 

people later added acceleration to SR to give SR#2. 

Relative motion is: treating constant velocity as relative. 

Absolute motion is: treating acceleration as absolute. 

Frames of reference: 

Inertial frame of reference: frame that goes with constant velocity 

Non-inertial frame of reference: is an accelerating frame. 



Thus, in the context of SR#1 might say there is no absolute frame, but it does 

not carry over into SR#2.  

Now onto Minute Physics [1] as they make a mess of absolute motion versus 

relative motion, and I illustrate should be using phraseology like SR#1 and 

SR#2: 

Minute Physics set up this scenario: 

Person on Earth and person in spaceship (rocket) going off then turning around 

and coming back. 

 

Picture 1 

The scenario is a bit artificial in that the rocket goes at constant speed for a 

while and turns around and comes back. The person on Earth is being 

considered as in an inertial frame, and any movement of the Earth is thus 

ignored for the sake of this set-up. Similarly, the rocket needing to accelerate 

to its constant speed and decelerate when wants to return to Earth frame, is 

all being ignored for the sake of this set-up.  

Then video tells us moving things experience time more slowly: 



 

Picture 2 

Then video tells us that based on this: as the rocket gets back, the person on 

Earth considers himself older than the rocket person and thinks of the rocket 

person as younger. 

 

Picture 3 

 



(First issue: I protest about the idea that ageing is related to the rates of clocks, 

but I will put aside that issue for the sake of this article and go with the video 

talking about ageing being different for the two people.)  

The video tells us: that from the perspective of the rocket person it is the Earth 

moving, so from the rocket ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ it is rocket person older and 

the earth-based person as younger.  

What the video fails to tell us is that SR#1 where only considering relative 

inertial (constant velocity) motion, and when bring acceleration into the issue 

then have SR#2. 

 

Picture 4 

Anyway, the video then goes onto say will use fact that time rotates to sort this 

out, and draws spacetime diagram for the earth-based observer: 



 

Picture 5 

The earth-based observer stays in the same place, and the rocket goes away 

and comes back as time progresses up the vertical axis. 

 

Picture 6 

From the perspective of the earth-based observer it takes 10 seconds for the 

rocket to get back. (Artificially dealing with a short time interval for journey, 

for the sake of the set-up.) 



 

Picture 7 

Then since time is slower for the rocket according to the earth-based person, 

the earth-based person calculates that from rocket frame it was 8 seconds. 

 

Picture 8 

However, since the rocket is moving what the rocket-observer views as time is 

rotated with respect to the earth-based ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ ŀȄƛǎΦ Thus, what get is: 



 

Picture 9 

What have is because of the acceleration we get a jump of the earth-based 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŎƪŜǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ǘƻ оΦс 

seconds: 

 

Picture 10 

And this is the solution to the twin paradox: because the rocket changed 

velocity, the notion of simultaneous times from the rocket frame rotates so 

accounting for time far away from you as having gaps in it.  



Lƴ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƎŀǇǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƛƴǎǘŀƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 

direction. 

 

Picture 11 

Picture above on left shows: instantaneous jump in changing velocity. (i.e. 

unrealistic) 

Picture above on right shows:  continuous acceleration. (i.e. more realistic) 

 

Picture 12 



Earth-based observer has 10 secs passing for himself and calculates 8 secs 

passes for rocket frame. 

 

Picture 13 

While for rocket-based observer deems that it takes 4 secs on outward journey 

and 4 secs on return journey and calculates that takes 3.2 secs for earth-based 

observer for both of those parts; and has 3.6 secs jump at the instantaneous 

acceleration. 

So, both observers agree that the rocket person is younger, i.e. both agree that 

earth-based observer had 10 secs pass and rocket based observer had 8 secs 

pass. 

My comments on this are: 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ ŀƴŘ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳƛȄŜŘ ǳǇΦ 

From picture 3 to picture 4 it is established :  who is decided to be  older and 

who is decided to be younger is based upon who is deemed to be moving and 

who is deemed to be stationary. If the earth-based person is deemed 

stationary and the rocket person deemed moving, then the earth-based 

observer is older, and the rocket person is younger. Alternatively, if the earth-

based observer is moving and the rocket person stationary then the earth-

based observer is younger, and the rocket person is older. 



Not being able to decide who is older and who is younger is when there is only 

constant velocity under consideration, because due to the Relativity of 

constant velocity motion: a person cannot tell the difference between whether 

they are stationary or moving at constant velocity from just looking at their 

motion (and not looking at other clues). 

Next comes the analysis from earth-based observer (picture 5- picture 7) that 

is based on άrelativeέ of earth stationary and rocket moving. 

{ǘƛƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ, then from rocket frame it is the rocket that is 

stationary and the earth moving, where what you do relative of earth-based 

observer claiming for rocket, the rocket-based observer would claim of the 

earth-based observer.  

²ƘŜƴ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέΣ ƻŦǘŜƴ people will claim that is what special 

relativity deals with for everything (barring lightspeed (in vacuum) being 

treated as constant). 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ then are not dealing with special relativity 

scenario of type SR#1 and you have absolute motion (of type SR#2). 

That is for the consideration of acceleration: if you are saying the rocket 

observer knows of himself that he is moving (because knows he experiences 

acceleration) and the earth observer (despite not knowing if experiences 

constant velocity) knows of himself that he is not moving from the acceleration 

(because does not experience acceleration). 

 

So, in terms of the acceleration, the earth is then an absolute (rest) frame, for 

the sake of this example given of only two frames (when more frames it gets 

more complicated of course).  

BUT most relativists I know deny absolute frame! 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ƎƻƛƴƎ ōȅ ²ƛƪƛǇŜŘƛŀ ǎŀȅǎΥ ά!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

equivalent under classical mechanics and special relativity, the set of all inertial 

frames is privileged over non-ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎΦέ ς Then cites 

this from: Ferraro, Rafael (2007), Einstein's Space-Time: An Introduction to 

Special and General Relativity, Springer Science & Business Media, ISBN 

9780387699462 [2]  



So, the relativists who deny absolute frame are wrong by such definition. 

Under the scenario given: the earth-based observer is in the preferred frame 

because it is an inertial frame while the rocket-based observer is not in an 

inertial frame. 

In what is being given the earth frame is different to the rocket frame in that 

the earth frame claims 10 secs and the rocket claims 8 secs, hence the 

difference in these times indicate who moves, and (special) relativity (of type 

SR#1) is supposed to be that observer doesn't know he is moving. 

{ƻΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳƛȄŜŘ ƛǎ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ ŀƴŘ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέΦ 

Pictures 1-п ƛǎ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ ŀƴŘ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜǎ р-т ƛǎ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέΦ 

LŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ moving, ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ 

ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέΦ 

Thus, in this scenario which is supposedly special relativity which supposedly is 

ƻƴƭȅ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ according to some writers on relativity, ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ 

being mixed in. 

It is this mixing of άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέ ŀƴŘ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŀŘ hoc way that 

confuses many people being taught relativity; especially if they are given 

ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέΦ 

Now to deal with things that can confuse (unfortunately a bit of repetition is 

presented, because keep going over same ground but from slightly different 

directions): 

¶ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ άŦǊŀƳŜǎέΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-inertial 

ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ŜǘŎΣ ŀƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŦǊŀƳŜέ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ 

type of frame is being referred to. For instance, a person might say: 

άvelocity is relative, but acceleration is not. Earth did not accelerate, and 

the rocket did (in the given set-up ); this is a frame-independent fact.έτ

But that causes confusion because what type of άŦǊŀƳŜέ ƛǎ not being 

referred to. So, my reply to such a vague statement would be:  The claim 

that the Earth did not accelerate would be in absolute sense. However, 

going by observations: as earth based observer observes rocket 

accelerate, then rocket based observer would observe it was instead the 

Earth accelerating; that would be relative; what would make it absolute 

would be that the rocket based observer should feel the acceleration of 

the rocket while earth based observer wouldn't. The rocket based 



observer knowing that he is moving and not the earth then has the earth 

as an absolute frame, but most relativists I know deny absolute frame! 

 

¶ A person might insist that there is no absolute frame. But that is only for 

SR#1 when considering only inertial motion. When consider non-inertial 

motion (SR#2) that is not the case.  

 

¶ A person might be using the term άŦǊŀƳŜέ and meaning by it only an 

inertial frame of reference; with a non-inertial frame as being absence 

from his vocabulary. ς This is infuriating and stems from not having 

terms properly defined from when Einstein started relativity in 1905. 

 

¶ The rocket frame can be split into three parts, namely: the rocket 

occupies two different inertial frames (an outbound frame and an 

inbound frame), and one accelerated frame that moves him these two 

inertial frames.  However, the rocket frame as a whole, which is non 

inertial (accelerating) frame. 

 

¶ A diversion to the scenario presented can be set up by claiming all 

frames were accelerating, because the Earth and every star and planet 

and atom in the universe can be thought of as accelerating and not in 

constant velocity motion. - But for the sake of the set-up only the 

acceleration of the rocket was being dealt with and not the other things 

like gravity (and for the sake of the set-up ignored), thus Earth based 

frame was not experiencing the rocket acceleration and hence was being 

treated as inertial frame. The observer in the rocket based frame knows 

that he is moving. There is then a difference between the two frames, 

and the earth based frame is being treated as an absolute frame 

because the motion is absolute, not relative. If it were relative then 

neither observer would know who was really moving. 

 

¶ While rocket based observer is moving away from the Earth, he is in an 

inertial frame of reference where it is stationary (he doesn't "know" he 

is moving) and for him it is the Earth based observer that is moving 

away. - That is when dealing with inertial frames. However, the rocket-

based observer experiences acceleration and so knows overall that he is 



in motion, he can know in retrospect that it was he that was moving for 

the inertial motion outbound phase.  

 

¶  I am not talking about the accelerating frame being the absolute frame. 

I am talking about the scenario offered of two frames that of earth-

based frame and rocket frame. The earth based frame is being treated as 

the absolute frame.  Acceleration will be measured the same from all 

inertial frames of reference, and the one frame offered as inertial frame 

in scenario given is the earth-based frame (when considering only the 

acceleration of rocket and ignoring other things like gravity) so that 

makes it the absolute frame in that scenario. The rocket frame is 

composed of two different inertial frames and an accelerating part, but 

overall it is an accelerating frame and the observer in that frame knows 

he is moving, it is not overall an inertial frame.  

 

¶ Diversion to the scenario can be set up by refusal to admit there is a 

single frame that is the "rocket frame". ς However, the "rocket frame" is 

a single frame even if it can be split it into considering its three parts. A 

frame of reference is usually defined as a set of criteria or stated values 

in relation to which measurements or judgements can be made.  And 

the rocket is something which an observer in the rocket is making 

measurements, observations and judgements from. 

 

¶ Diversion to the scenario can be set up by refusal to accept that frames 

of reference belong to objects. ς which is a nonsense, because an 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ŦǊŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜŎƛŘŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƻǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 

move in the context of that frame of reference. 

 

¶ Diversion to the scenario presented by wanting to consider some other 

scenario such as some bizarre coordinate system (frame of reference). ς 

However, from the scenario offered from the video and which we are 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭέ ƻǊ ϦŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜϦ significance of the Earth frame is 

that in the scenario considered it is the inertial frame (with respect to 

ǘƘŜ ǊƻŎƪŜǘΩǎ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƎƴƻǊƛƴƎ ƎǊŀǾƛǘȅ ŜǘŎύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŎƪŜǘ 

frame is the non-inertial frame; that then makes the earth frame the 

absolute frame in the scenario given. 

 



¶ Of course, could construct another unrelated inertial frame where Earth 

and the rocket are all moving but it is not what is given in the video 

scenario; so why introduce another absolute frame. Often a person 

ƳƛƎƘǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜέ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ŦǊŀƳŜ as being possible. 

In the scenario presented only one absolute (rest) frame is presented, 

other scenarios could give more than one absolute frame.  

 

¶ Ignoring some concept such as absolute frame, does not make that 

concept/thing go away. Relative motion is when: person in 1st frame 

observes 2nd person moving but doesn't know if 2nd person is moving 

or whether it is himself that moves; similarly person 2 doesn't know who 

moves.  Absolute motion is: person 1 says person 2 in rocket is moving 

because it is accelerating; similarly person 2 agrees that it is himself that 

moves. In absolute motion we therefore have an absolute frame, 

because person 1 frame is distinguishable from person 2 frame, unlike in 

relative motion where can't distinguish which person is really moving. 

 

 

¶ A person might misunderstand all of this and think it falsifies the 

principle of relativity. But that is the problem of mixing up SR#1 and 

SR#2. In SR#1 when only dealing with inertial motion then the relativity 

principle is supposed to apply, not when dealing with non-inertial 

motion.  When talking about the acceleration there is absolute motion, 

not about falsifying the principle of relativity, that applies when motion 

is relative not when it is absolute. 

 

¶ Acceleration is different to velocity;  acceleration is absolute and velocity 

is not; at least in the context of special relativity. The acceleration being 

absolute gives an absolute frame, when you have acceleration. There is a 

great deal written about the principle of relativity, basically states that 

there is no physical way to differentiate between a body moving at a 

constant speed and an immobile body. It is of course possible to 

determine that one body is moving relative to the other, but it is 

impossible to determine which of them is moving and which is immobile. 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳέ ŦǊŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ 

there are things like noninertial frames etc. So, when dealing with 

acceleration can know what is moving, then you have an absolute frame. 



 

¶ Back to the issue that a person might think absolute frame of reference 

means there is only one such frame and conceive of an infinite number 

of accelerated frames of reference, and then believing there can only be 

one absolute frame, wonders how to pick one. --- However, even in 

Newtonian mechanics going by the principle of relativity there is no 

ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ 

scenario given by the video, the observer in the rocket knows he is 

accelerating/moving, and the other frame of the earth based observer is 

being treated as at rest (it is not experiencing the rocket acceleration 

and ignoring gravity etc), thus the earth frame is treated as the inertial 

frame, and inertial frame is preferred over a noninertial frame, so the 

earth based observer is in the preferred frame a.k.a the absolute frame, 

with the rocket as being in the moving (noninertial) frame. 

 

¶ An objection that terms are not being used in the way that most 

physicists are using the terms, this leads to problems of being 

understood. ς However, I am using the terms in the way they are 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΤ ƛŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǿǊƻƴƎ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΤ ƴƻǘ 

everyone can use terms properly. An inertial frame is preferred over a 

ƴƻƴƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ bŜǿǘƻƴΩǎ ƭaws (i.e. first) is simpler from it. 

The whole point of the Copernican revolution was that there was no 

single absolute frame; that sun-centered frame could be used as well as 

earth-centred frame, along with numerous other frames. In the scenario 

presented by the video there are not two inertial frames; what is 

presented is one frame being treated as inertial and the other rocket 

frame as noninertial. Later in the video it clearly explains that the rocket 

frame would be better treated as undergoing continuous acceleration. 

tǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ άǘƘŜ ǘǿƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀǾŜǎ take a shorter path through spacetime 

between the departure and arrival event than the twin that remains 

ōŜƘƛƴŘέ ƛǎ ŀƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ ƴƻƴƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀƭΣ ǎŀƳŜ 

ŀǎ άŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎtances that leave the traveling twin younger 

ǳǇƻƴ Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴΦέτalthough I would say it was just the clocks and not 

ageing. This cannot be brought about without acceleration/deceleration; 

if you have a person in a rocket that is in a different inertial frame to the 

ǘǿƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀȅ ŀǘ ƘƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜ ǘǿƛƴΩǎ 

inertial frame without acceleration/deceleration. 



 

¶ Objection that the concept of an "absolute" reference frame is a non-

starter in special relativity. ς However, as per this video taken as an 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΤ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ ƛΦŜΦ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 

ƭƛƪŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ ǾŜƭƻŎƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ άǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜέΦ This video on special relativity 

ŎƘƻǎŜ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέΣ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǘƘŜƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 

dealing with it properly.  

 

¶ Objection that the video was trying to distill down a complex subject 

into a 3-minute explanation and did not have time to deal with it 

properly. -- However, ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘǊƻǿ ǳǇ ŜȄŎǳǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘ 

dealing with things properlyΣ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŎƘƻǎŜ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ ǎƻ 

should have dealt with it properly. 

 

¶ Objection that focusing on the acceleration is only going to distract from 

a more complete understanding of the principles of special relativity. ς 

That objection has failed to take into account I was focusing on the 

άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ όŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƻƴύ ǇŀǊǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƛǘ 

was not being dealt with properly. There are many other parts of 

relativity I could focus on, and point out are not being dealt with 

proǇŜǊƭȅΣ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ L ǿŀǎ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ άŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜέ ǿŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ 

introduced and not dealt with properly.  

 

Conclusion 

So, a great deal of confusion has been created by special relativity when 

dealing with only inertial motion (SR#1) being mixed with special relativity#2 

(SR#2) that deals with acceleration (absolute motion). The idea that there is no 

absolute frame of reference in the context of SR#1 does not properly carry 

over into SR#2; can think of no absolute frame when only dealing with inertial 

frames, but when introduce acceleration then things change. 

There is more than should be said about absolute versus relative, and 

numerous other problems with special relativity. 
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