

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1964_PRL_symmetry_breaking_papers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1964_PRL_symmetry_breaking_papers
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vuDuE-39afQ
https://msu.edu/~micheal/TET-contd.pdf
https://msu.edu/~micheal/TC-GM.pdf
http://vixra.org/pdf/1806.0288v1.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kixAljyfdqU

Which, for me, can only be described as extravagance.
Consider the “Announcement of the Nobel Prize in Physics
2015":

which is obviously more humble.

In my searches for data/evidence corroborating TET, I came
across something over a 100 years old:

The reason it’s relevant to TET is because the metric
describes accepted time-dilation near neutron stars:
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Evidently, the concept of ‘neutron star’ arrived at Earth
around 1933:

but the connection to temporal elasticity had to wait for
yours truly to consider it. Whether or not physicists are
willing to admit time possesses elasticity is somewhat
irrelevant at this point: if they accept time-dilation near
neutron stars, they accept time has a property very close
to it. The inability/refusal to label it as such reminds me
of debates about ‘the aether’ and proposed properties of it
— and — the hypocrisy surrounding the Higgs. It’s so easy
for physicists to jump on the band-wagon of the Higgs while
at the same time dismissing theories like TET.



http://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Neutron_star
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Schwarzschild_metric
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WzHSI-NlYUI
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https://www.grc.nasa.gov/WWW/K-12/Numbers/Math/Mathematical_Thinking_ppc/possible_scalar_terms.htm
https://www.grc.nasa.gov/WWW/K-12/Numbers/Math/Mathematical_Thinking_ppc/possible_scalar_terms.htm







