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"bz" <bzZ+SPr@XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX> Wrote in message

news:Xns99EFCHECH6C39FWQAHBGMXSZHVspammote @ XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

"Sue..." <suzysewnshow@XXXXXXXXXXXX> wrote in

news:75645b9d-5e0d—-4d6d—8793—-6a916df24 3dd @ XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

"normal" clocks are usually inertial mechanisms. Are you disputing
this statement with your suggestion that a light—clock should behave
the same way as an inertial clock ?

I am not talking about light clocks at all.
| still don't know about them. KS keeps telling me that the first photons
miss the mirrors.

Yes.....due to the absolute motion of the mirror wrt the light ray.

KS, HW and Sue keep telling me that "normal clocks" don't lose ticks, no
matter how far and fast they go.

Wong | didn't say that at all. | said that a clock second for a moving clock
contains a larger amount of absolute time. This corresponds to the SR
assertion that the rate on the moving clock is running slow compared to the
observer's clock.

| don't know who to believe, KS, HW and Sue or the evidence.

Believe the evidence.....that a moving clock second contains a larger amount
of absolute time.
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I would love to see data that falsifies GR, but | don't expect to see it
soon or here.
But that is not my goal at the mome
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