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Preparatory handout. Curriculum Vitae of N. ViviaRPope

Viv Pope (Neville Vivian Pope), a native of Swanse&.Uis a former telephone engineer
and a mature-age Philosophy Honours graduate of the Univefsiyales. He has been a
lecturer in Adult Education and a Tutor, Counsellor and Wwentre Coordinator for the
Open University. Specialising in the conceptual issues of moghysics, his published
papers deal specifically with fundamental problems of sp@me and motion, hence with
relativity and quantum theory.

Pope's approach to these science problems is unique Tlas &,philosopher of
science, to subject these problems to the methptitefsophical analysisHis aim is, by this
means, to seek out and remove from theoretical phisitsaditional accumulation of sheer
conceptual clutter and to discourage those misuses of lg@guaa wordjargon, which
create what philosophers calicheinproblemg(i.e., pseudo-problems), He has served as
philosophical consultant to various physics groups, in whagacity he was chosen to edit
the Philosophical section of a collection of essays rigrmnational contributors, entitled
'Instantaneous Action-at-a-Distance in Modern Physics: Pro and Cofpudl. by Nova
Science, NY). With his colleagues, Dr. Anthony Osb@ané Professor Alan Winfield, he has
edited a further compilation of papers on this subjédhstantaneous Action-at-a-Distance.
Entitled “The Balanced Universe’ it is published by Edwin elelPress, of New York, USA.

As a long-time associate of Keele University, Stafétiire, England, Pope is engaged
in an ongoing Maths/Philosophy research project with Dmthény D. Osborne of the
Mathematics Department of that university. He is alseeaber of the British Society for the
Philosophy of Science (BSPS) and a regular contributathéobiennial conferences on
Physical Interpretations of Relativity Theof?IRT) at Imperial College, London and the
Alternative Natural Philosophy Association (ANPA) at Gaitige. He has also participated
in many other physics conferences, both in Britain atetnationally

Pope's interest in the Philosophy of Science began in 1954, akea 23-year-old
telephone engineer and amateur astronomer, he hadf afi@ncouraging correspondence
with Albert Einstein, just prior to the great man's deét&.was also, in the early 'sixties, a
member of the Swansea University College PhilosophicaieBopresided over by Rush-
Rhees, the well-known associate and follower of Ludwitg&nstein. His ideas were honed
in extensive correspondence with the philosophers Gilbgle, FSir Karl Popper and Sir
Alfred Ayer, and many others, over a period of moentforty years.. With the help of these
dialogues, Pope has evolved a simplified and de-jargonsethmonsense version of



relativity which, for all practical purposes is identitalthe relativity of Einstein but which,
conceptually, and in its philosophical implications, ispngifferent -- indeed. revolutionary.

Pope now has several like-minded colleagues from vadigiplines. These now
form a group called POAMS (the Pope-Osborne Angular MoumenSynthesis) whose
common aim is to promote an alternative scientiflgpamme of empirical purism dedicated
to the purging of theoretical mystification. Further mmf@tion is available on the websites
listed at the end of this talk.
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Thanks, to Mike Thomasgtc. (Mike is the Secretary of the Usk Astronomicatigty)
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First, let's look at this following quote from tHamous nineteenth century scientist,

Thomas Henry Huxley

Click 3

(Huxley gquote, See below)

‘All truths begin as

heresies .

T.H. Huxley

Now most of us readily assume that all is well vatlr understanding of the world, and
it is disconcerting to find that, as sometimes happ#mwsyery best and most authoritative
ideas we receive from the trusted experts may need tovbehauled. What is more
disconcerting — dangerous, even — isfiiwd for oneselfthat what the experts say is
fundamentally flawed or that there exists some logintdrpretation of things that is far
simpler and more conceptually efficient than that whsctaken as standard. What should we
do in such cases? Should we keep that discovery safelgr our hats’ or should we speak

out and be damned? This talk takes the latter, altogkénetical course.

My heresy began at the Swansea Astronomical Socidtig. Was in the 1950s. My
father, Donald Pope, was an amateur astronomer. Here bn the right of the following
picture, with a fellow member on the site for the iBycs first observatory at Tycoch. This

was somewhere around 1952.



Don was a state-of-the art telephone Engineer, anrtexpthe maintenance and repair
of the Strowger electromechanical switching systems pheteded the advent of modern
computers. As well as being an amateur astronomer, healsasa philosopher, an early
prophet of modern space-exploration, a predictor ofriternet and, all-in-all, an extremely
far-sighted, liberal-minded free thinker. At this time was a close friend and associate of
Ted Featherstone, who was an early leading light ofth@nsea Astronomical Society. In the
photograph he appears somewhat gaunt. His is because hi wabk heart trouble. Two
years after this photo was taken he died. This was tenlgdore his fiftieth birthday.

Here is a picture of Don’s son, that is, myself,,Vat about this time:-.
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Now | have to confess that | was an Eleven-Plus failtwice); a rebel and ‘bad-lad’ of
the district, an inveterate truant from school and-academic, meanwhile having wandered
around the countryside and rummaging in scrap-yards feresting bits and bobs when
everyone else was at school. This made me a great disappot to my father, Don,
especially when he discovered my truancy. In fact, ewel assuaged my scientific

curiosity more in my excursions away from Educatiomtéeer | could at school.

After leaving school (officially) my job, following imy father's footsteps, became that
of a telephone lineman. My first spare-time contribatio astronomy was to mix concrete for
the base of the Society’s telescope. Sadly, Don qlistltwo months before the opening of
the Observatory,

Click 6 (pause)

Taking my first view through the Society’'s new Newtonmame-inch tracking telescope
at Tycoch, | was astounded at what | saw. | could slyabedieve it! This led me to a lifelong
interest in Astronomy, Physics, and Philosophy of Seiehovas at an Astronomical Society
lecture in the Royal Institution (the Museum), Swange2952, that, at the age of twenty-
one, | heard for the first time about Einstein andaRaty. This lecture left me profoundly
disturbed. | had automatically assumed, as just ‘plamnconsense’, that time is the same

everywhereall over the universe, and that everything endures aatime rateTo be told, in

effect, that this ‘commonsense assumption’ was wrongagé¢o me quite absurd.

But Einstein’s Theory of Relativity had remained big newthattime. So | studied the
Theory in the books my father got for me from amongséhthat were then available. It
appeared that relative motion between observers, étleese observers were identical twins,
made them age at different rates. However, in tryingriderstand this | failed abysmally (as
did everyone else, it seemed, including even my so-intatlitgeher). | bent his ear about it
continually and — in exasperation, no doubt — he jocukmlised me to ‘write to Einstein
about it’. And in my incredible naiveté, | did just thit.my letter | asked Einstein how it was



possible that twin observers, after travelling relativtel each other, could each end up older
than the other, which seemed to me absolutely absurdv@iyone’s astonishment, not least
my father’s, Einstein replied. Here is the letteedeived.

Click 7

The letter from
Einstein

We discovered later that it was well known that Eirstvas very selective in
answering letters, even from professional colleagueshwinakes it rather remarkable that he
answered this one from a twenty-year old telephone lineAsayway, the letter was later put
on display at one of the Society’s Open Days at thyaRInstitution, where it was pounced

upon by the local press. (It has since appeared in othespapers and on TV.) Here is how it
was first featured in the South Wales Evening Post:-



Click 8

South Wales Evening Post

Circa 1961.

(You might like to know, by the way, that the originah&ein letter is now held by the
Archives Department, County Hall, Swansea, where #tsed as a treasured item. On
request, it can be read, but, they tell me, only und@t stupervision. The way this came
about was when my sister-in law, Claire Edwards, reathénpaper that a similar letter
written by Einstein had been valued at some thousangsurids. She urged us to contact the
County Archivist, who, seeing the letter, was appalled it had been kicking around in the
atmospherically uncontrolled conditions of our attio. jtswas duly spirited away to where it

now resides in the County Archives.)

Now this was all very well, but at the time | did notdarstand Einstein’s reply. This
worried me. But then | was reminded of one of my pategrendmother’s old philosophical
sayings: ‘All the keys hang not at one man’s girdletidrefore decided that if what Einstein
had discovered was a natural truth, then that trutlnldhbe discoverable by others in other

ways. | was certainly no mathematician so | wenuabibin the following way:

On sick leave after a climbing accident in work | waskimg hard about this. Messing
about with a ruler and dividers, | made an exciting @liscy. Dashing in from the garden

where | had been scribbling, I mystified my wife by shagitiMary, I've just discovered the



length of a second.” This ‘Eureka!’ discovery was vanggde. It was that if the distance in
units of 186,000 miles travelled by a body is projected irvéingcal dimension of a page and
the timeit takes in equivalent units of seconds in the horidositaension, then a velocity
gradientprojected against those two dimensions has a geomdeitgth which is_exactly

equivalent to the relatively stretched, or ‘dilated’ tiofeEinstein’s Relativity.
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Time in units of seconds

This simple geometrical construction, as it turned auglliit takes to understand and

calculate the Theory of Relativity

| was naturally delighted. But then something gradually davemethe. Note that in

this diagram, there is no reference to the ‘speedigbf’ which is a central feature of

Einsteinian Relativity. | knew that for Einstein, it wagomatic that:

The velocity of lighin vacuois a constantc, which is the same for all observers,

whether relatively stationary or moving.

This, | had learned, is the well-known Second Postutdté€Einstein’s Theory of

Relativity. But_nowherén this diagram is there any ‘velocityportrayed. In the diagram any
velocity whatsoever can be portrayed, exdbpt of the alleged ‘velocity of light'.

Was this, | wondered, a failure of my discovery. Ywtrgthing else fitted so nicely
and logically. So | decided to do without that concegighit-velocity and carry on regardless
with my philosophical investigations into the relativityspace and time. Then after one of
the Astronomical Society’s meetings, | mentioned thied Featherstone. He told me not to

worry about it. He said to me that if there were argbfms regarding as a ‘velocity’, then



it could be thought of instead as ‘no more than a catist@@l equations involvinge, he said,
would be the same in either case. This realisation isaadkep with me. So | decided to settle
for the fact that my simple model of Relativity had mad crucial departure. It was that it
makesc no longer a ‘velocity’ but simply a geometro-temporiad.( space-time)_scale

constant of the diagram.

Now you may think that this lead-up to the subject of thg Bang is going on a bit.
However, you will soon see the relevance of it in dimirse. Some years later, in
correspondence with Prof. Sir Herman Bondi, the enti@@mbridge astrophysicist and
cosmologist, | learned, to my great satisfaction, thatinterpretation o€ as no more than a
dimensional scale constamatched exactly hisonvelocity interpretation of as a distance-

time conversion factorAdded to the letter from Einstein, the boost that fase to my

confidence was immeasurable. In this altogether naive aray with nothing more than an

ordinary ruler and dividers, | had derived an exact fadsiwi Einstein’s famous Special
Theory of Relativity This had been confirmed in a visit to the Physics Depart at

Swansea University in 1954. There, my simple geometrical lmads given its first
mathematicalexpression by Professor (then Doctor) P.M. Davidson.tke mathematically
minded among you, here is a simple flow-diagram of the reute to relativity that | had
discovered.
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RELATIVE VELOCITY PYTHAGORAS

[(s/9)? + 7]

Substitute vt for s

SPECIAL RELATIVITY
ta =t/ [1— (Zc2)]

@
An abhistorical bypass, straight from ancient Pythagoras
to Einstein’s Relativity

It seems, then, that | had stumbled on a way of obiifinstein’s mathematical
resultsfrom premises entirely different from Einstein’s. So my dear Grandmother had
been right in saying that ‘All the keys hang not at amn’s girdle’. The same truth that

Einstein had discovered wésere to be discovered by others in other ways. Tliad now



ascertained for myself. The significant difference what in my naive, commonsense

discovery | had bypassed the whole tortuous traditiogleftrodynamics and mathematies

scholarly expertise in which is considered to be a ssg prelude to understanding
Relativity. This was obviously why ‘Einstein’s Theory oélRtivity’ was commonly regarded

as so highly intellectual and abstruse. In my innocenbagdIcircumvented all that by going
straight back to ancient Pythagoras to derive the sagudts.

However, that is another story and anyway, you will ghat does any of this have to
do with the ‘Big Bang’'? Well, the relevance of ittles: Armed with the confidence gained,
early on, from Einstein’s encouraging response to my mEmoguestion and Bondi's
subsequent support of my conclusions, | decided to examine bigterically accepted
theories for other possibly overlooked logical faalbsl paradoxes. And that brings me to the
subject of this talk: the theory of the BIG BANG. Inwief my long experience with the
foibles of the ‘experts’ of pop-science, | would urge anywhe is truly curious about nature
not to just swallow, uncritically, everything that thésgperts’ tell us but always, in such
cases, to THINK FOR OURSELVES with the God-given toollscritical commonsense
logic. So saying, with this caveat in mind, let us nowklabthe following pictures of ‘THE
BIG BANG'. Here, for instance is an artist's impiiessof that miraculous 'event'.
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This is how the Universe is supposed to have been createdf aothing, some thirteen
billion years ago. Here is another picture of that sawent'.

Click 12

What you are seeing here is supposed to be the Creatibe Ohiverse- that is the creation
of EVERYTHING, matter, space, time, the lot.




Well, now, let’s remind ourselves of the scale of thimgthis present universe. Here
is a photograph of Andromeda, our nearest galaxy, a eister Milky Way galaxy:

Click 13

Click 14
Galaxies upon galaxies

Now can anyone seriously imagine how all of this sthdet from the explosion of

some ‘primeval atom’ whose size was smaller than ramary pin-head! Who in his right



mind would ever imagine such a thing, and who would ever takeview seriously but for
what seems to be 'irrefutable evidence' for it. And whahas evidence? It is, as you well
know, the Hubble redshift which makes it appear that allistant galaxies are moving away
from us at a faster and faster rate according to thstance. Wind back from those present
speeds some thirteen billion years and you reach a cdemeszero' at which all those
galaxies were supposedly packed together inside some ‘primeval, avhich must have
exploded to form all that there now is.

But no matter what we are told is the ‘irrefutabledevice for it’, the notion of that
‘expanding universe’ is altogether absurd, as any confidentiged commonsense person
must be aware. For instance, there was the little ayir the television programme who
innocently asked: ‘But if the Universe is expanding, wkat expanding into?’ (Out of the
mouths of babes and sucklings, as the Bible says!) Ane &ier some more honest and
forthright questions that innocent 'babe’ might havedaskieink of those pictures of the Big
Bang: what is the canvas on which it is painted? Who @t wehsupposed to be viewing it,
and why from that particular perspective? What happenedebé&fonvhen it was all tightly
packed in, waiting to happen? What room was there forakpdode into? In what reference
frame could that ‘primeval atom’ be either large or tingr, indeed, any ‘size’ at all, since
there is no universe other than what lies within tremsdines confines? What can that size be
measured by, if the universe is expanding at the samalrateer? What can ‘size’ possibly
meanin such a context? ...and so on and so on. The questiwses fay the Big Bang
postulate are endless, and the answers given, alwaysetogly metaphysical.

So, let’'s take a good look at that ‘irrefutable evidence’ tfte supposed galactic
recession that leads backwards to the Big Bang. Theasdlsufficient ‘evidence’ for it is, of
course, the Hubble Redshift which, for some people sigrafiesiform recession on the part
of the distant galaxies. But no-one ever seé®mse galaxies receding? The whole thing is
entirely inferential. Let us, then, look at the o@f that inference. The basis of it is the
'recessional’ interpretation of the Hubble redshift. Trgemment is this (writes on blackboard):

The light from a source receding from us is redshifted.
The light from those distant galaxies is redshifted.

Therefore those galaxies are receding from us.

This argument is &allacy, as can be seen from the following logical paraphodge

All Welsh people are human beings.
This person is a human being.

Therefore, this person is Welsh.



Since that argument is so obviously fallacious, siate all bodies travelling away from
us exhibit a spectral redshift, whenever we observe arapeedshift we are seeing bodies

travelling away from us, why are we expected to agreeititithe case of the galaxies?

Some think, as | do, that modern cosmology has goue fraat instance, take the
concept of the ‘black hole’:
Click 15

The ‘black hole’. What is it?

At this point, =the subject was thrown open to discussion. The disougient
more or less as follows.

There is_no such thing as a 'black holehe centre of the motion of a balanced angular

momentum system, such as a hurricane or spiral gasynply the fulcrum or barycentre

of all the particles (or stars) comprising it . Itypital of any such angular momentum system
that no particles involved in that rotation can occugydéntre of rotation. This can be seen
with just a pair of bodies. Suppose, for instance, ithaur solar system there was a planet or
something, of mass comparable with that of our sun. Emre of balance of that system

would not be in either of those bodies. It would be s#tiaomewhere in the space between
them. Seen from a great distance, then, it mightnsét those bodies are orbiting some
altogether invisible mass which exerts a great foragtodiction upon the bodies to keep them
orbiting around it. But, of course, there is no suchsr@asupying that centre. This doesn't
mean that at that centre there lies a mysterious awerfid 'black hole'. The same goes for

the particles in a hurricane or the stars in a galaxyneNof these objects can occupy the



centre, or 'eye' of the system because, for thetho t&o they would have to have zero angular
momentum with regard to that centre. Now angular maumes the product, = mvr, where

m is mass,v is velocity andr is the radius of the orbit ah around that centre (assumed
circular for simplicity). So, for a given angular memtum,L, of the system, the radius
cannot be zero (eldewould have t be zero, which it isn't).

It stands to reason, then, that at the centre ohaguylar momentum system such as a
cyclone or spiral galaxy, there has to beaghing which is not a 'black hole' but simply a
centre of balance of the system. That centre is irgisiot because it contains something
like a 'collapsed star' hose 'gravitational attraci®ab huge that even light is prevented from
leaving it. Whatutter nonsensehat is! Since there is, by definition, no possiblay of
verifying that assumption, it is not physics but metaphysiesgrer to astrology than

astronomy. That centre is invisible, or 'black’, pkaibécause there is nothing there to emit

light. What explanation of the allegedly mysterious 'blagle’can there be than that?
[End of discussidn

Now | should mention here that my colleagues and &nirenterprise called POAMS
(the Pope-Osborne Angular Momentum Synthesis), hawveal@rnative and much more
commonsense interpretation of the Big Bang, which supgonsn-recessional, steady-state
theory of galactic distribution. This is, briefly, ththe Hubble redshift is the effect of
increasing velocities on the part of the galaxies — daefo uniformly radial or recessional
motion, but to increasingandom motion on the part of the galaxies according to theraaof
angular momentum itself, as explained in the POAMSdture. These increasing velocities
cause_relativistic time-dilationshe effects of which, whilst being indistinguishable frtma

assumed Doppler effects of the alleged 'recessionabmati the galaxies, avoid the absurd
consequence of the 'Big Bang'.

| should also emphasise that this critical view | hpkesented to you is not a lone,
‘Viv Pope’ enterprise. There are others involved in this regitimate venture in lateral
thinking about current Modern Physics and Cosmology whishRighard Feynman has
remarked, ‘no-one understands’. Why does no-one understadeérm physics? Because
these subjects have become over-intellectualised, cedmvith more and more bizarre and,
indeed, priestly theories. It has happened before, whengékelCopernicus and Galileo
went in fear of their lives from retribution by the Cdluy simply for trying to bring some
commonsense into what was then Establishment scigxmk.that is what our enterprise
called POAMS is all about, trying to bring some commoseeto bear on a rampantly
mystery-mongering Modern Science. Here are someeafndin publications of the POAMS



group. First, here is a copy of the latest PressaRelbdy the University of West of England,

regarding our most recent publication, by the American, fEdwin Mellen Press.

Click 16

And here is a magnified view of the text of that report

Click 17.



Here is a picture of the book as advertised on the EMeifen website.

Click 18

Next, here is a picture of the earlier book for whiickias commissioned, as the Philosophy
Editor and script angliciser, by a Russian Group who tbekname for this book from an
article of mine that appeared in an American science jburha publisher of this series was
Nova Science, New York, USA and it led to the conveningvofinternational workshops at
Swansea University for the discussion of this heresoblect of Instantaneous Action at a

Distance.
Click 19




| should also mention that Osborne and | are presewbiking on another book dealing
solely with our Angular Momentum (POAMS) Synthesis.sTisito published soon under the
title of Light-Speed, Gravitation and Quantum Instantan€ltyis is aimed more at the level
of Osborne's post-graduate students of mathematics, thitoisghritten in such a way as not
to lose the general public.

Another spin-off from those international debateSwaansea university is a smaller,
book, written by myself and offered at a more manageaide. This is:

Click 20

PAPENIECcK

108 PEPES)

Ruklished by RhtPhilesephical
Enterprises; UKS

Prnted by DIneVIPress,
\WaIES;

Distibuior WelshrBooks
Counciiinternet; ent =line sales)

PUrchase Prcer £9=009

ISENFO=0508790=5-0

This book was written mainly for non-mathematiciansowtan follow the logic of an
arguments without necessarily being able to understanchélies. It was published by the
local firm of Dynefwr Press, Llandybie. There are esphere to be purchased at the special
knock-down price of £7-95 (Anyone interested, please see ditbePenny Gower or Mrs.
Mary Pope at the end of this meeting.

[An appreciable number of these were sdlthe meeting

For anyone who might wish to dig deeper into this POAdhEerprise, here are the
websites on which this information can be obtained, fyesis and for nix.



Click 21.

RELEVANT WEBSITES:

www.poams.org

WWW.Vivpope.co.uk

WWW.nrig.org

WWW.Vivpope.org

So now, are there any questions or other points you riightio discuss?

Opened for discussion



