
1

PREFACE

Davis suggests two analogies to support his guess that the standard prediction for 
Galileo’s experiment is correct. He vehemently denies that it is a guess, because, as he 
proclaims: We “must believe [Newton’s Laws]…[They] tell us absolutely how the ball 
falling in the earth will behave.”

One of Davis’ analogies involves circular motion. The other one involves electricity. 

Circular motion obeys a cosine curve, as does the linear oscillation prediction for the Small 
Low-Energy Non-Collider experiment. In circular oscillation the distance remains 
constant, as does the force.  By contrast, in linear oscillation, both the distance and the force 
dramatically change over the length of the path.  Still, the analogy may be true.  Why don’t 
we test it?

Electricity is not gravity.  Electricity is bi-polar (+)(–) (attractive and repulsive).  Whereas 
gravity is monopolar (unidirectional).  Both sets of phenomena exhibit behavior character-
ized by an inverse-square law.  Therefore the analogy may be true.  Why don’t we test it (by 
doing the experiment with gravity)?

After Davis seemingly exhausts his plea to simply surrender to untested predictions, my next 
(and last) reply is to share some astronomical evidence that seems to support my model, or 
at least suggests the need to question Newton.  In the intervening 23 years, my strategy has 
changed.  So I interrupt the correspondence at this late point to give a more poignant 
response to Davis’ final volley, and to put my astronomical arguments in perspective.

Those arguments culminated in my first published paper (in 2007) which includes an 
analysis of data gathered from observations of gravity-induced motion of stars in globular 
clusters.  As noted in my “interruption,” I still try to keep up with many developments in 
astronomy.  But such observations—being of remote and complicated systems—lack the 
directness of the more accessible and purposeful Small Low-Energy Non-Collider, which is 
the singularly most potent method to provide the long-awaited unequivocally convincing 
physical evidence.

NOTE 1: The format of these email messages is different from more recent ones.  Available 
technology and my archiving skills have evolved since 1996, when this exchange took place.  
The content is nevertheless clear enough.  Davis is satisfied with guesswork and faith in human 
authority.  He is not impressed with my insistent appeal to the authority of Nature.

NOTE 2: My final reply to Davis involves astronomical research that requires some context to 
appreciate.  I have therefore provided this context as a  “Hindsight (2019) Reply...”  just prior to 
the actual chronological (1996) reply.  In these two pages I also criticize Davis’  last response for 
its logical fallacy (of misplaced concreteness).
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There is no
evidence that
Newtonian
gravity is incon-
sistent in the
limited domains
where we have
looked.  But why
do we REFUSE
to gather more
evidence from
places—even
HUGE places—
where we have
not yet looked?
Let’s just stop
looking and
pretend to know
what we’d find if
we did.  Is this
science?
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Being abundantly confident of the correctness of his stance (“we are not guessing”) Davis 
makes a valient effort to convince his amateur correspondent (me).  I admit that the 
experiment—when it is at last carried out—may support the standard prediction.  But until 
Nature stamps this prediction with her approval, the scientific thing to do is to put forth 
and execute a plan to expedite the day of reckoning (do the experiment)—not entrench 
oneself in the beliefs of human authorities.

Instead of doing the scientific thing, Davis commits a serious logical blunder: “You must 
believe [Newton’s laws] because your life depends upon them every time you cross a 
bridge or fly in an airplane.”  Many a serviceable, life preserving bridge had been built and 
many a bird has flown for eons prior to Newton.  Surely, lives depend on the structural 
properties of stone, aluminum, steel, air and feathers—not on the abstract laws that formal-
ize quantification of these properties.  More importantly, it is surely the responsibility of a 
physicist, perhaps even as a matter of life-and-death, to test Newton’s laws in those acces-
sible extreme regions where they have not yet been tested.  That is, inside matter.

By failing to consider the possibility that his assumptions (predictions, equations, expecta-
tions, extrapolations) may be wrong, by instead asserting his FAITH in the validity of these 
untested abstractions, Davis thus commits the fallacy of misplaced concreteness.  Unfortu-
nately, this practice has become perniciously acceptable in modern physics.

The prediction for the result of the experiment counts for almost nothing.  According to the 
ideals of science predictions have no enduring status until they are backed up by the 
concrete, empirical facts of physical reality.  We can argue till we’re blue in the face.  Why 
not just shut up and arrange to hear what Nature has to say?  Why is it that PhD “scientists” 
will not see this as the proper course of action?  The answer lies in psychology and sociol-
ogy, not physics.

As for my last reply, given in 1996, it reflects my research into astronomical evidence that 
seemed to bear on the question.  Before having convinced myself that the data—though 
perhaps indicative—were ultimately too indirect to have the needed force to convince, I 
pursued the strategy and presented the results in my first published paper (Laboratory Test 
of a Class of Gravity Models, enclosed). In that paper I present my analysis of “proper” 
versus “radial” motion of stars in globular clusters.  The evidence suggests an unsolved 
and mostly unrecognized anomaly in these marvelous swarms of gravitating bodies.

The most dramatic statement which acknowledges the problem without offering a clue as 
to how to resolve it, concerns Globular Cluster NGC 6752.  The “measured” quantity serv-
ing as the key datum in this kind of analysis is the distance—sometimes referred to as the 
kinematic or dynamic distance.  My analysis reveals a trend that violates expectations in a 
way that favors my gravity model.  Astronomers have devised various methods for mea-
suring distance, most of which, for a given object, are consistent with one another and so 
serve as ways of checking any stand-outs.  NGC 6752 stood out so much as to evoke the 
authors’ comment:

When I replied to Davis in 1996 I had not yet delved into the evidence from globular cluster 
analysis, but I was on the trail leading to it.  Even while pursuing this line of thought, I 
recognized its possible long-term futility, because astronomers have way too much faith in 
Newton to be swayed by the resulting indirect and mostly obscure evidence.  Even the 
“most peculiar situation” of NGC 6752 would fade as against all the apparent successes of 
their go-to theory of gravity.  Therefore, although I continue paying attention to evidence 

from astronomy, my concentrated effort remains to urge building and operating 
humanity’s very first Small Low-Energy Non-Collider.

If the result agrees with my prediction, there would be no way to save Newton’s and 
Einstein’s theories.  They would have been proven to be ill-founded models whose useful-
ness in exterior fields would never diminish—within limits—but whose essential cores 
would be exposed as utter failures for making grossly incorrect predictions for test-object 
motion through the interiors of massive bodies.

Whereas if the result agrees with the standard prediction, then the astronomical anomalies 
will someday receive their proper Newton/Einstein-consistent explanations, and I would 
surrender to the revelation that my new gravity hypothesis is wrong.

Independent of any competing gravity model, however (I’ll say it again) we owe it to the 
spirit of Galileo to build and operate humanity’s very first Small Low-Energy Non-Collider.  The 
sooner the better.

Hindsight (2019) Reply and Context for Understanding
the Reply Given in 1996 (which follows)  

While there is some uncertainty in the distance to NGC 6752, it is certainly known to 
better than the factor of roughly two which would be required to bring the two 
measurements [radial vs proper-motion velocity dispersions] into agreement… a 
most peculiar situation.
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Figure 2.   Schematic of Galileo’s experiment with graph of competing predictions: �e 
standard textbook answer is that the test object executes simple harmonic motion (red 
curve).  But in none of the many textbooks, papers, and classrooms where this prediction 
is given do we ever find empirical evidence to back it up.  Even without a competing model, 
therefore, doing the experiment is a valuable contribution to science.  For our immediate 
purpose, the SGM’s drastically different prediction (blue curve) would be unequivocally 
supported or refuted.  �e 60 minute oscillation period corresponds to a sphere whose 
density is about that of lead.

Globular Cluster Messier 2.
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