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Newton’s Mechanics is in Perfect Agreement with the Null Results
of the Michelson-Morley Experiment—Einstein’s is Not
Boris Milvich
email: bm@milvich.com
Statements about the “failure of the classical mechanics” to explain the null results of the Michelson-Morley
experiment can be found in practically every physics textbook or manual on relativity. While the diagrams of the
MM experiment according to the ether theory is readily shown, no physics textbook or manual on relativity has
presented a diagram of the motion of the light beams in the MM experiment from the Newton’s classical mechanics
point of view and explain exactly where, how and why Newton’s classical mechanics failed to explain its results.
Einstein also believed that Newton’s classical mechanics failed to explain the null results of the experiment, but
that his theories, along with the theory of contractions, provide an answer.
This paper will show that Newton’s theories that light behaves like any particle of matter and that the ether does
not exist are in perfect agreement with the null results of the MM experiment and the principle of relativity. It will
also show that the relativistic interpretation of this experiment is in contradiction with the same principle.
Introduction
The principle of relativity is often expressed in physics with
sentences such us: “The laws of physics are the same in all inertial
frames of reference.” Although this explanation is correct, it does
not give us a clear picture of why these laws remain the same.
Would it be possible to express the principle of relativity with
an algebraic equation or relationship? Or could this principle be
expressed in a geometric form so we can easily see and understand
why the laws of physics that affect an object at rest are the same as
those when the object is in the state of uniform motion?
The following two theorems lead to the algebraic and geometric
expressions of the principle of relativity.
Theorem #1. The times in the
parallelogram of speeds and distances
When two forces act on an object simultaneously, they form a
parallelogram of forces and velocities where the resulting force is
directed along the diagonal of this parallelogram. The object will
travel along the diagonal that bisects the parallelogram into two
identical triangles, the sides of which are the initial two velocities
B
D
v and u (Fig. 1).
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drawing:
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Theorem #2. Constancy of time in a
parallelogram of speeds and distances
Suppose we assign L as the length AC in the above figure (also
shown in the new Figure 3), v as the velocity along this length, u
as the velocity along AB and r as the resulting velocity along AD.
The time of travel along AD will be L/v. If we increase the force
along AB so that the velocity u is also increased to u’, the resulting
velocity would increase to r.’ However, the time to reach D’ would
remain the same, L/v.
B”
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u”
C

The time for the object at A to travel along the diagonal of a
parallelogram (or the hypotenuse of the two right triangles) at the
resulting speed r will be the same as the time for the body to travel
along the side AC at speed u and the time to travel along AB at speed
v, if the forces acted separately along these distances. That is,
or

“If a body in a given time, by the force M impressed
apart in the place A, should with an uniform motion be
carried from A to B, and by the force N impressed apart in
the same place, should be carried from A to C, let the parallelogram ABCD be completed, and, by both forces acting
together, it will in the same time be carried in the diagonal
from A to D.” [1]

tAD = tAC = tAD
AD/r = AC/u = L/v

In other words, in a parallelogram of speeds in this example,
the ratio of distances to the speeds along these distances would
be the same.
This relationship was first outlined by Newton in his Principia.
In Corollary I, following the three famous laws of motion [1], and
in the very first drawing of his book, Newton defined the essence
of the above relationship:
“A body, acted on by two forces simultaneously, will
describe the diagonal of a parallelogram in the same time
as it would describe the sides by those forces separately.”

r”
A

D”

B

u
L v
C

r

u’

B’

r’

Figure 3

D

D’

If we reduce the force along AB and change its direction so it
would act along AB,” the time to reach D” also would not change,
as AD”/r” would equal L/v.
In other words, we can vary the magnitude and the direction of
the force acting along AB, but the time for an object to reach D, D’
or D” will remain the same, L/v. That is:
L/v = AB/u = AD/r = AB’/u’ = AD’/r’ = AB”/u” = AD”/r”
If only one force changes its magnitude in the above example so
that the velocity due to this new force also changes, no change in
times would occur—it would occur only if the magnitude of both
forces should change.
These two theorems can be applied to the MM experiment
where the speed of the earth and the speed of the light beams form
a parallelogram of speeds and where the times of travel always remains the same regardless of how the setup is rotated.
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The speed of the earth around the sun varies depending on the
position of the earth in its elliptical orbit. The MM apparatus, which
is elaborated upon in paper #1, stands on the earth; thus, it also
travels at a varying speed. However, the initial speed of the light
beams and the lengths of the arms of the apparatus are constant.
Therefore, according to Newton’s classical mechanics and the two
theorems, the actual time for the light beams to travel their optical
paths to the mirrors and back to the beamsplitter, that are displaced
by the motion of the earth, will always be the same, regardless of
the changes in the speed of the earth or the apparatus’ orientation
relative to the earth’s motion.

common side A’B’1 of length L and the time along it L/c. The square
roots represent different speeds of the light beam.

Geometric and algebraic expression
of the principle of relativity

The travel time along the diagonals will be the same, L/c.
Let us rotate the arm of the apparatus another 450 so that the
motion of the light beam is parallel to the motion of the earth, as
shown in Figure 7. This new figure shows the parallelograms from
Figures 5 and 6, which have collapsed along the length AC”.

Let us consider the motion of the perpendicular light beam in
the MM experiment from the classical mechanics point of view.
The motion of this light beam will be affected only by the motion
of the earth, as the ether has no effect on the motion of the light
beams in Newton’s mechanics.
When the apparatus is at rest, the light beam will travel along
the vertical arm from a source at A to a mirror at B and back; that
is, twice the distance L, in time 2L/c, as shown in Figure 4.

L c

Figure 4
When the apparatus is in motion, as shown in Figure 5, the
moment the beam begins its journey, the mirror at B and the
source at A will start moving to the right, carried by the motion
of the earth.
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All relationships remain the same as established in the previous
figures. The time for the light beam moving at speed c+u to reach the
mirror C receding at speed u must be the same as the time to travel
distance L at speed c. Upon the reflection at C’, the light beam will
travel at speed c-u in the direction of the advancing beamsplitter.
The time to reach the beamsplitter at A” must also be L/c. In all
three figures, the light beams travel different distances at different speeds, yet the travel time remains the same. By combining
the four diagrams into one, we get the diagram of the motions of
the light beams in the MM experiment as the apparatus is rotated
relative to the motion of the earth (Fig. 8).
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Because the earth’s motion equally affects the light beam and
the mirror, the beam will meet the center of the mirror at B’. The
initial speed of the light beam and the motion of the earth form a
parallelogram of speeds ABB’A’. The light beam will travel along the
diagonal AB’ of this parallelogram. According to Theorem 1, the time
to travel along the diagonal must be the same as the time for the
light beam to travel the distance AB at its initial speed c; that is, L/c.
On its return, the light beam will travel along the diagonal B’A”
of another yet equal parallelogram, A’B’B”A”. The travel time along
the diagonal of the second parallelogram must also be L/c.
Let us rotate the apparatus 450, as shown in the next figure.
The length L and the initial speed c remain the same. The light
beams will now travel different distances at different speeds along
the diagonals of the two slanted parallelograms, which share the
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The time relationships among the speeds of the light beams
in all orientations and the distances traveled by these beams, as
presented in the above figure, can be expressed as:
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B’1A”
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These relationships and the last diagram represent the algebraic and geometric expression of the classical principle of relativity from the particle point of view of the nature of light. They
show that the ratio of distances traveled by the light beams to their
speeds—that is, the time—is constant, regardless of how the apparatus of the experiment is oriented relative to the motion of the
earth so that the light beams always arrive back at the beamsplitter
at A” in phase.
It is because of the constancy of this ratio, and the geometry
presented in the last figure, that the light beams in the MM experiment travel their corresponding distances in equal times, regardless
of how the apparatus is oriented relative to the earth’s motion, and
regardless of the earth’s orbital speed. However, the unchanged
fringe pattern also depends on the manner in which the waves of
the light beams interfere with one another.

The parallel beam will travel in the direction of the receding
mirror at speed c+u and cover a much longer distance, AC’. However, the wave of the light beam will expand proportionally and
cover the distance with one complete wave. When the light wave
arrives at C’, the source will move to A’ and begin the emission of
the next wave.
Therefore, the beam’s wavelength will remain unchanged
l=L=A’B’=A’C’. On its return, the light beam will travel in the direction of the approaching beamsplitter. The light beam will now
cover a shorter distance (C’A”), but it will travel at a slower speed
(c-u). The light beam will contract proportionally to the decreased
speed and cover this shorter distance. However, the wavelength,
that is, the distance between the beginnings of each wave remains
the same.
Mirror

B

B’

B”

Newton’s and Galileo’s principle of relativity and the
changes in the distances traveled by the light waves

√c2+u2

Because the speed of light can vary in classical mechanics,
the distances traveled by a wave will have to vary proportionally
depending on the speed of the light beams. To demonstrate this
interdependence, let us begin with the diagram of the MM apparatus at rest, as shown below.
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Suppose a light beam (or a radio wave) that is split into two
beams at A has the wavelength L, the length of the arms of the apparatus (Fig. 9). When the apparatus is at rest, the two beams will
cover their distances to the mirrors (AB and AC) with one wavelength, reflect from them and reunite again at A in phase; that is,
in the same way as when they left point A.
The above system is now put into motion so arm AB is perpendicular and arm AC parallel to that motion, as shown in Figure
10. According to classical mechanics, the motion of the apparatus
will affect the speeds of the light beams so that the component u
(the speed of the earth) will be added to the speeds of the light
beams.
The perpendicular beam, which covered the length AB with
one wavelength when the apparatus was at rest, will travel along
the diagonal AB’ at a faster speed and cover a longer distance. The
wave will expand proportionally so this longer distance is covered
with one wave. The same thing happens after the beam is reflected
from the mirror at B’. The beam will arrive at A” in the same phase
as when it left point A.
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Figure 10
The essence of classical mechanics interpretation of the behavior of light waves when a source is in motion can be summarized
in two points:
a. The distance traveled by each wave is proportional to the speed
of light.
b. The wavelength of the light beams remains constant.
Both of these points are extremely important, as they fully explain why the light waves arrive in phase at the mirrors and at the
beamsplitter in the MM experiment. The two points also explain
why this interpretation is in full agreement with the principle of
relativity.
This is true whether the experiment is performed in vacuum
or in the open air, as was the case with the MM experiment.
The speed of the light beams in the MM experiment remains c
relative to the moving source and the emitting electrons of the
atoms in the air, as the air moves at the same speed as the earth
and the apparatus.
The motion of the earth conveys its speed component to the
light beams through the moving air. In other words, the light
beams travel at a constant speed c relative to the emitting atoms
of the air, but at the speed of light c + or – the speed of the earth
relative to the sun or an observer at rest with the sun.
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When we combine the drawings in Figure 8 and 10, we get the
following drawing, which represents the geometric expression of the
principle of relativity from the particle and wave nature of light.
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Einstein’s interpretation of the null results of the
MM experiment contradicts the principle of relativity
According to Einstein’s mechanics, when the MM apparatus is
at rest, the light waves travel in the same manner as in the classical mechanics, as shown in Figure 9. The two light waves travel at
speed c and arrive at the mirrors and back to the beamsplitter at the
same time and in the same phase as when they left point A.
The next diagram in Figure 12 shows the same apparatus moving
to the right at a uniform speed u, the speed of the earth around the
sun. According to relativistic interpretation of the null results of
the MM experiment, the waves must travel at the constant speed
c along all optical paths. It is assumed here that the parallel arm
of the apparatus is shortened to L√1-u2/c2, as mandated by the
relativistic concept of contraction.
In the first leg of the journey, the vertical light beam would travel
a shorter optical path (AB’) than the parallel beam (AC’). Thus, it
will reach the mirror first, and its time will be shorter.
L
L√1-u2/c2
tparallel AC’ =
c-u
c√1-u2/c2
In the second leg of the journey from the mirrors to the beamsplitter, the parallel beam will cover a shorter optical path (C’A”)
than the vertical beam (B’A”). Their times are
L
L√1-u2/c2
tvertical B’A” =
tparallel C’A” =
2 2
c+u
c√1-u /c

<

>

However, the total vertical and parallel times are equal. That is,
2L
Tvertical = Tparallel =
c√1-u2/c2
This equality in the total vertical and parallel times was made
possible by the introduction of the concept of contraction of the
parallel arm, that was invented for the sole purpose of changing
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According to classical mechanics of Newton and Galileo, when
the two light beams reunite at point A” in the above figure, they will
always reunite at the same place on the beamsplitter and in phase
regardless of how the apparatus of the experiment is oriented relative to its direction of motion through space. The travel times of
the beams remains the same along all optical paths.

tvertical AB’ =

B”
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↓

u

the beams’ travel times and thus explain the null result of the
MM experiment. Based on these relativistic times, the following
diagram of the motions of the light waves along the optical paths
in the MM experiment is drafted.
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Figure 12
Because the optical path of the parallel light beam AC’ is longer than the wavelength (l=L), the beam must travel more than
a wavelength to reach the mirror. By the time the parallel wave
covers the distance L and arrives at C, the source will advance to
the right ready to emit a new wave. The wavelength of the wave is
now shorter than the initial wavelength L when the apparatus is at
rest. The same would happen to the vertical wave.
Therefore, in the relativistic interpretation of the speed of light,
the distance traveled by each wave is always the same regardless
of the speed of the source, while the distance between the beginnings of the two adjacent waves (the wavelength) will change depending on the speed of the source. The essence of the relativistic
interpretation of the behavior of the light waves when a source is
in motion is expressed by the following two points:
a. The distance traveled by each wave remains constant.
b. The wavelength changes depending on the speed of the source.
These two points, along with the calculated relativistic travel
times of the light beams in the MM experiment, are responsible
for the asymmetry in the last figure, which does not exist in the
diagram according to Newton’s mechanics (Fig. 11). By observing
this asymmetry, it is easy to see that the waves do not arrive at the
mirrors or at the beamsplitter in the same manner as when the
apparatus is at rest. The asymmetry in this diagram indicates major conflicts with the principle of relativity.
Parameters that define the principle of relativity
Because the principle of relativity is intimately connected to the
two states of existence, rest and uniform motion, the manner in
which the two beams travel in the MM experiment when the apparatus is at rest (Fig. 9) and when in motion (Fig. 11 and 1) allow
us to define the parameters with which to express the principle of

2s Class.Mech. Aug.2014 (Papers March 2014)

9-20

5
relativity and see whether Newton’s and Einstein’s mechanics agree
or disagree with these parameters.
1. Times of travel of the two beams.
Classical mechanics: When the apparatus is at rest, the total
time for either beam to travel from the beamsplitter to the corresponding mirror and back is the same, 2L/c. When the apparatus
is in motion, these times remain the same, according to Newton’s
classical mechanics. Because it is the total time that determines
the nature of the fringe pattern, Newton’s mechanics and Galileo’s
equations, which permit the light to have speeds other than c, are
in agreement with the null results of the experiment and in agreement with the principle of relativity.
Einstein’s mechanics: When the apparatus is at rest, the total
time for either beam to travel to their corresponding mirrors and
back is the same, 2L/c. When the apparatus is in motion, this total
time according to Einstein’s mechanics changes to 2L/c√1-u2/c2,
allowing us to distinguish the states of rest and motion.
2. Ratio of distances to speeds.
Classical mechanics: When the apparatus is in motion, the
motion of the earth will add its component to the speed of light.
The parallel beam will first travel at a faster speed but cover a proportionally longer distance to reach the mirror at C’ (Fig. 8). On
the way back, the beam will travel at a slower speed, but cover a
proportionally shorter distance. The vertical beam will also travel
at a faster speed than when the apparatus is at rest but will also
cover proportionally a longer distance, AB’. This proportionality
guarantees that the ratio of distances to the speeds of each leg of
the journey of either beam will remain constant, L/c, whether the
apparatus is at rest, moving or rotated.
Einstein’s mechanics: The lengths of all optical paths of the two
beams are different when the apparatus is in motion from when
the apparatus is at rest. Because the speed of light beams remains
the same when the apparatus is in motion, the ratios of distances
covered by each light beam in each leg of the journey to the same
constant speed c are different from those when the apparatus is at
rest and impermissible by the principles of relativity.
3. Phase of the light beams at the mirrors.
Classical mechanics: When the motion of a light beam is presented by a single wave equal to the length of the arms of the apparatus, the waves will travel a longer or a shorter distance proportional to the speed of the light beams. Thus, the vertical wave will
reach the mirror in the same phase the parallel wave reaches its
mirror. In other words, the phase at which the light waves arrive at
the mirrors when the apparatus is at rest is the same as when the
apparatus is in uniform motion or when they leave the beamsplitter. The state of rest is once again indistinguishable from the state
of uniform motion.
Einstein’s mechanics: The time to reach the parallel mirror is
L√1-u2/c2/c-u. This time takes into consideration the contractions
of length along the parallel arm. The time for the other beam to
reach the vertical mirror is L/c√1-u2/c2. Hence the two waves will
arrive at the corresponding mirrors in a different phase relative to
each other, in a different phase relative to the one at the departure
and also in a different phase relative to the phase of the arrival at
the mirrors when the apparatus is at rest.
4. Phase when leaving and arriving at the beamsplitter.
Classical mechanics: The two waves leave the mirrors at the

same time and in the same phase. The parallel wave will now travel
at a slower speed, but it will cover a proportionally shorter distance
so that it will reach the beamsplitter at the same time and in the
same phase as the vertical wave. Thus, the two waves will arrive at
the beamsplitter in the same phase relative to each other and to the
phase when the apparatus is at rest. Furthermore, the waves will
arrive at the beamsplitter in the same phase in which they leave the
beamsplitter. Hence, the state of rest is indistinguishable from the
state of uniform motion, according to classical mechanics.
Einstein’s mechanics: The two beams reunite at the beamsplitter at A” at the same time and the same phase relative to each
other, which is in agreement with the principle of relativity. However, because it would take more than two full wavelengths for the
light beams in Figure 11 to reach the mirrors and return to the
beamsplitter, the beams will reunite at a different place on the
beamsplitter at A” than the place when they left it at A, and in a
different phase when the apparatus is at rest, which contradicts
the principle of relativity.
5. Constancy and the changes in the wavelength.
Classical mechanics: In Figure 10, the source moves to the right
at speed u, but all the emitted waves also are displaced at the same
ratio so that the distance between any two adjacent wave crests remains the same. The wavelength remains the same relative to the
source, as is the case when the source is at rest, in full agreement
with the principle of relativity.
Einstein’s mechanics: It was shown earlier that in Einstein’s
mechanics the wavelength of a light beam changes depending
on the speed of the source. Therefore, the wavelength of the light
beams when the MM experiment is in motion will be different
than when at rest, which contradicts the principle of relativity.
6. Number of waves between the beamsplitter and mirrors.
Classical mechanics: The direct consequence of the constancy
of the wavelength in classical mechanics is that the number of
waves between the beamsplitter and the mirrors in the MM experiment remain the same regardless of whether the apparatus is at rest
or moving, and regardless of its orientation relative to the motion.
This constancy guarantees that there will be neither temporal nor
spacial shifts in the fringe pattern when the MM interferometer is
put into motion from the state of rest or rotated while in motion.
Einstein’s mechanics: Because in the Einstein’s mechanics the
wavelength of a light beam would change depending on the speed
of the source, the number of waves between the beamsplitter and
the mirrors in the MM experiment would also change when the
apparatus is put into motion from rest. Furthermore, the number
of waves in the individual optical paths will continually change
when the apparatus is rotated while in motion.
7. Changes in the lengths of the arms due to motion.
Classical mechanics: When the MM interferometer is put into
motion from rest or rotated relative to the motion, the lengths of
the two arms remain unchanged, confirming that the laws of physics are the same at rest as in the state of uniform motion.
Einstein mechanics: According to Einstein, when the MM apparatus is put in motion from rest, the arm parallel to the motion will
contract by a factor, while the vertical arm will remain unchanged.
Also, when the apparatus is rotated while in motion, one arm will
expand its length while the other contract. Hence, in Einstein’s
mechanics, different laws of physics exist in the state of uniform
motion than at rest, which violates the principle of relativity.
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Only on one single point do the motion of the light waves and the
concept of the constancy of the speed of light, along with Einstein’s
theory of contractions, agree with the principle of relativity: The
light waves indeed reunite at the beamsplitter at the same time
and in the same phase relative to each other. However, even this
detail, the only one that makes the constancy of the speed of light
in agreement with the principle of relativity, is greatly discredited
by the fact that the same two beams arrive at the beamsplitter in a
different phase than when they left it and in a different phase when
the apparatus is at rest.
Possibility that the theory of relativity is not in agreement
with the null results of the Michelson-Morley experiment
Only when the MM experiment is explained using the light
waves, as it was done in Figure 12, that it can be noticed that in
Einstein’s interpretation of the experiment, the light waves do
not reunite at the beamsplitter in the same place and in the same
phase as when they left the beamspliter, even though their travel
times are the same.
Because of that, there is a good possibility that the fringe pattern formed by the two beams might shift as the MM interferometer is rotated 3600 and in all directions relative the motion of the
earth through space.
If this is the case, then, the MM experiment would become a
critical experimental proof against the theory of relativity and
against the concept of the constancy of the speed of light.
Complete or partial cancellation of
inequalities and the principle of relativity
In the above seven parameters, classical mechanics of Newton
and Galileo is in perfect agreement with the principle of relativity,
as motion of the earth equally affects every aspect of the MM experiment including the speed of light.
Yet, from the point of view of rest and motion, there are some
inequalities in the classical interpretation of the MM experiment.
For example, the vertical light beam covers a longer distance when
the interferometer is in motion than when at rest. This inequality
is, however, compensated by another complimentary and proportional inequality. The light beam travels at proportionally faster
speed when the apparatus is in motion (√c2+u2) than when at rest
(c), so that the total time (which is the function of the distance and
speed), and the times along every leg of the journeys of both beams,
are the same whether the apparatus is at rest or in motion.
This is not the case with the relativistic interpretation of the MM
experiment. All the inequalities in the above seven parameters are
not compensated by any other inequality, except in one case where
there is only a partial compensation.
The inequality caused by the constancy of the speed of light,
where earth’s motion affected every aspect of the MM experimental
setting except the speed of light, resulted in unequal total vertical
and parallel times. This inequality was compensated by Einstein’s
concept of contractions where the vertical length remains unaffected
by motion while the parallel length of the apparatus contracts to the
right degree so that the total times remain equal.
However, these contractions only partially compensate for all
the inequalities caused by the constancy of the speed of light. The
unequal times of the beams’ arrivals at the mirrors, and all the other
inequalities shown in the above parameters, cannot be compensated
by the same concept of contractions, and there are no other compensatory factors to do it.

In the MM experiment, Einstein’s contractions do make the total
vertical and parallel time equal; however, these equal times when the
apparatus is in motion are different than when the apparatus is at
rest. There is no other inequality to compensate for this one.
Here is another example: The swimmers’ model of the MM
experiment begins with an uncompensated inequality, where one
swimmer aims upstream instead at the target, resulting in inequalities in total travel times. The change in the aim of the swimmer
swimming across the current is directly responsible for the differences in the total travel times.
If we modify the swimmers’ model, so that one swimmer swims
across the current in the direction of the target and the other swims
downstream in the direction of its target, and if we let the targets,
the starting point and the swimmers to be carried by the current,
so that they are all equally affected by it, the result would be equal
total travel times.
In the systems of this nature, principle of relativity requires that
if we begin with inequalities, we will end up with inequalities and,
if we begin with equalities, we will end up with equalities.
All this leads to:
A new definition of the principle of relativity
Principle of relativity states that being in the state of uniform motion is indistinguishable from being in the state of rest because uniform motion equally affects every aspect of an experimental setting,
including the speed of light; and if there are some inequalities, they
will be completely compensated by other proportional and complimentary inequalities so that the state of uniform motion cannot be
distinguished from the state of rest.
It is assumed in the above definition that the laws of physics
and Maxwell equations would be the same in both states, motion
or rest, because being in either state is indistinguishable.
More than the century-old injustice must be corrected—
Contrary to Einstein, Newton’s mechanics is in perfect
agreement with the null results of the MM experiment
The belief that Newton’s mechanics failed to explain the null
result or the absence of the fringe shift in the MM experiment,
that was maintained among physicists to the present time, came
from the fact that the Galilean equations were used to calculate the
travel times of the light beams in this experiment, when the ether
wind was present. These equations permit the speed of light to be
faster or slower than the speed c. Because the use of these equations
resulted in disagreement with the result of the MM experiment,
physicists blamed Galilean equations and Newton’s mechanics for
this failure.
However, it is the theory of existence of the ether and its effect on
the speed of the light beams to be blamed. Newton’s mechanics and
Galilean equations have nothing to with this failure. In Newton’s
mechanics, the ether does not exist and, therefore, has no effect on
the speed of the light beams.
Contrary to Einstein’s and relativists’ claim that Newton’s mechanics failed to explain the null results of the MM experiment, claim
that was maintained for over a century, Newton’s mechanics is not
only in perfect agreement with the null results of the MM experiment,
but that the principle of relativity, universally accepted as one of the
most important principles of physics, can be expressed by Newton’s
classical mechanics interpretation of this experiment.
From the classical mechanics point of view, there is neither a
theoretical nor a practical possibility of distinguishing the state of
rest from the state of uniform motion. This also implies that it is
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impossible to detect the earth’s motion by an optical experiment
performed on earth.
According to all physical parameters examined in this paper
and according to the diagram drawn following Einstein’s mechanics (Fig. 12), Einstein’s interpretation of the mechanics of the MM
experiment is in disagreement with the principle of relativity.
Each parameter allows for the possibility of determining whether
the apparatus of the experiment is at rest or in motion.
Because the null results of the MM experiment can also be explained by Newton’s classical mechanics, this experiment cannot
be considered as proof of the theory of relativity, as it is presently
claimed. The contradictions in the relativistic interpretation of the
MM experiment, as demonstrated earlier by the seven parameters,
are impossible to demonstrate with the MM apparatus. Nevertheless, they point out the inequalities and asymmetry between rest
and uniform motion in relativistic mechanics. These inequalities
are impermissible from the point of view of the principle of relativity, as they present a theoretical possibility that an experiment
could be designed that would distinguish rest from uniform motion. However, whenever there is a theoretical possibility, there is
also a practical one.
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