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Abstract: The papers written by Lann N. Ramez are as a consequences of not 

understanding the fact that Einstein had used two different velocities of light in two 

coordinate systems though explained in great detail in the paper Mohammad Shafiq 

Khan (2012) thereby Einstein had violated the very postulate of constancy  of 

velocity of light which he had introduced in Albert Einstein (1905) as in one 

coordinate system he adopts the velocity of light as ‘c’ which is in accordance with 

the postulate of constancy of velocity of light whereas in other coordinate system he 

adopts the velocity of light as constant ‘c’ not with respect to the observer but with 

respect to space as he uses 𝒄 + 𝒗 and 𝒄 − 𝒗 as velocity of light. The purpose of 

writing the paper Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-I) was to show that in the 

Einstein’s ‘equation of trickery’ [as declared in the Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012)] 

the term 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
 is simply baseless, incorrect and mathematical manipulation whereas it 

has been shown in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012) that 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
 = 0 and also in  

Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-II) it is again shown, by using simple 

calculus, that 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
 = 0. This demonstrates that both the papers of Lann N. Ramez are 

preposterous, absurd and as the result of not understanding the papers Mohammed 
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Shafiq Khan (2012) and Mohammed Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-I). Lann N. Ramez 

and Einstein have not given any logic for using two different velocities of light in 

two coordinate systems.  

Background: - The background of the theory of special relativity is discussed 

in the introduction of Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012). Lorentz transformation 

which Einstein derived in his paper Albert Einstein (1905) fraudulently from the 

‘equation of trickery’ just to claim the credit of introduction of postulate of constancy 

of velocity of light irrespective of linear uniform motion of the source and the 

observer. Now then there are three transformations firstly Woldemar Voigt 

transformation, secondly Lorentz or Einstein’s transformation and thirdly my 

transformation though all the three transformations are mathematically correct. The 

decision as to which transformation is correct can be taken on the basis of 

experimental investigation and actual state of existence of the physical universe. 

This exercise has been accomplished in the paper Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012) 

and it has been shown that only time dilation without involvement of space is correct. 

The constancy of velocity of light irrespective of the linear uniform motion of the 

observer is weird and against the mathematical axioms mathematical results need 

not be accepted against the physical and factual state of existence of space.  

The papers written by Lann N. Ramez are concerned with the derivation of ‘equation 

of trickery’ by Einstein and one of the equations in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012-

Elixir-I). Lann N. Ramez should have known that rebuttal, reply or commentary of 

the papers published in peer-reviewed journals, wherein the contents of the papers 

are claimed to be incorrect, must be published in the peer-reviewed journal. After 

having realised that both the papers are preposterous, absurd, as the consequence of 

not understanding my papers and not published in peer-reviewed journal I deemed 

it proper not to pay any attention to these papers and did not write the rebuttal. Now 

since I am in the process of publication of the second edition of my book ‘Natural 

World Order and The Islamic Thought’ wherein this issue is also discussed I do not 

want anybody to raise fingers because common readers do not know that rebuttal, 

reply or commentary of the papers published in the peer-reviewed journals have to 

be published in the peer-reviewed journal. Under these circumstances I have written 

the rebuttal which would demolish the validity of the preposterous and absurd papers 

of Lann N. Ramez. It is the matter of record that Lann N. Ramez (2018-II) has been 
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submitted to viXra under his name but got published as anonymous whereas in the 

General Science Journal he has got it published under his name. All the three links 

are given in the references 

 

 

  

Proof: - Einstein’s ‘equation of trickery’ is as follows 

 

 𝟏

𝟐
(

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗
+

𝟏

𝒄 + 𝒗
)

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒕
=

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
+

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒕
 

 

 

……...(i) 

   

It has been shown in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012) that by adopting the postulate 

of constancy of velocity irrespective of linear uniform motion of the observer and 

the source in both the coordinate systems 

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
=  𝟎 

So, the ‘equation of trickery’ could be written as  

𝟏

𝟐
(

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗
+

𝟏

𝒄 + 𝒗
)

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒕
=

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒕
 

which could be also written as 

 𝟏

𝟐
(

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗
+

𝟏

𝒄 + 𝒗
) =

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗
 

 

 

……...(ii) 

Thus equation (ii) could now also be written as 

 𝟏

𝟐
[𝒕 + 𝒕 +

𝔁′

𝒄 − 𝒗
+

𝔁′

𝒄 + 𝒗
] =  𝒕 +

𝔁′

𝒄 − 𝒗
 

 

 

……...(2) 
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This is the equation (2) in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012- Elixir-I) and Lann N. 

Ramez’s sole argument is based on the source of this equation. Evidently the 

source of equation (2) in my above-mentioned paper is the Einstein's ‘equation of 

trickery’. This is also the equation, when the velocity of light is treated as constant 

‘c’ with respect to space against the postulate of constancy of velocity of light, 

when we apply to the formula 𝝉𝟎 + 𝝉𝟐 = 𝟐𝝉𝟏 the timings of the light pulse as in 

stationary coordinate system at origin of moving coordinate system, point ‘x’ and 

back to the origin. Thus, there are two sources of the equation (2) in Mohammad 

Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-I) which Lann N. Ramez had questioned in his reply 

whereas both the sources are in Albert Einstein (1905). This should be enough to 

demolish the reply of Lann N. Ramez (2018-I).   

Since in Lann N. Ramez (2018-II) he has written some commentary about 

Mohammed Shafiq Khan (2012) he may not agree to the derivation of 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
 = 0. In 

that case refer the paper Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012 – Elixir – II) which being 

very brief, as such is reproduced below. 

You have got to understand simple calculus. 

If 𝝉 is a function of 𝔁′  

Then  

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝔁′
= 𝐥𝐢𝐦

𝒉→𝟎

𝝉(𝔁′ + 𝒉) − 𝝉(𝔁′)

𝒉
 

 

The derivation is defined by taking the limit as ‘h’ tends to zero, meaning that it 

considers the behavior of ‘𝝉′ for all small values of ‘h’ and extracts a consistent 

value of ‘h’ approaching zero. 

Since in the moving coordinate system k point 𝔁′ is always at a constant distance 

from the origin; there is no question of increment of 𝔁′ and ‘h’ cannot be assigned 

any value 

Hence, 

 𝝉(𝔁′+𝒉) = 𝝉(𝔁′) 

𝝉(𝔁′+𝒉) − 𝝉(𝔁′) = 𝟎 
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Hence, 

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝔁′
= 𝟎 

Then as an honest man accept Einstein was a trickster. 

Even by simple calculus also 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝔁′
 = 0 so the equation (2) in Mohammad Shafiq Khan 

(2012 – Elixir – I) is justified. Consequently, in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012 – 

Elixir – I) the equation (2) leads to V = 0. But in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012 – 

Elixir – I) by taking the equation (2) I have demonstrated step by step as to how 

Einstein had arrived at the ‘equation of trickery’. He had added 𝝏𝒕 for no reason 

whatsoever. 

However, the misconception of Lann N. Ramez that I have taken 

𝝉 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛, 𝒕)  =  𝓽  

and like 𝝉𝟎 + 𝝉𝟐 = 𝟐𝝉𝟏 I have presumed 𝒕𝟎 + 𝒕𝟐 = 𝟐𝒕𝟏 whereas 𝒕𝟎, 𝒕𝟏 and 𝒕𝟐 

correspond to timings of 𝝉𝟎, 𝝉𝟏 and 𝝉𝟐 respectively in stationary reference frame, 

needs to be clarified.  

Nowhere in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-I) I have used this misconception 

of Lann N. Ramez. 

It is stated in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-I) that no physicist to date has 

bothered to check or explain the source of Einstein's ‘equation of trickery’ and Lann 

N. Ramez should have shown the source of the Einstein's ‘equation of trickery’ 

before justifying its correctness. Yes, I have done imaginary operations while 

deriving the ‘equation of trickery’ so as to demonstrate as to what trickery Einstein 

had done to arrive at the ‘equation of trickery’. This should be sufficient to demolish 

the reply of Lann N. Ramez (2018-I) as preposterous, absurd and misunderstanding 

of Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012-Elixir-I).  

The rebuttal will be further clarified while discussing the commentary of 

Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012) in Lann N. Ramez (2018-II) below. 

So far as the commentary on Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012) is concerned it is very 

unfortunate that Lann N. Ramez has not understood the tricks of Einstein in Albert 
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Einstein (1905) which are so elegantly described in the paper in question. Einstein 

had introduced the postulate of constancy of velocity of light irrespective of linear 

uniform motion of the source and the observer not as his original concept.  

When we apply this postulate to the moving coordinate system’s timings of the light 

pulse at the origin of the coordinate system 𝝉, (Lann N. Ramez has used 𝝉 whereas 

he has used 𝝉𝟎 in the other paper) at the point 𝒙′ as 𝝉𝟏 and reflected back from the 

point 𝒙′ to origin of the moving or travelling coordinates system 𝝉𝟐 then since the 

distance between the origin of the moving coordinate system to the point 𝒙′ remains 

constant so,  

𝝉𝟏 − 𝝉 =
𝒙′

𝒄
   ……..(iii) 

And  

𝝉𝟐 − 𝝉𝟏 =
𝒙′

𝒄
  ……..(iv) 

Thus 

𝝉𝟏 − 𝝉 = 𝝉𝟐 − 𝝉𝟏 

𝟐𝝉𝟏 = 𝝉 + 𝝉𝟐  …….….(v) 

Hence 

𝟏

𝟐
( 𝝉 +  𝝉𝟐)  =  𝝉𝟏 

This has to be a valid equation keeping in view the postulate of constancy of 

velocity of light irrespective of the linear uniform motion of the source and the 

observer. This equation is also derived in Lann N. Ramez (2018-II) in piece meals 

taking the velocity of light pulse as ‘c’. 

Adopting the same postulate of constancy of velocity of light which Einstein has 

introduced in Albert Einstein (1905) in the stationary coordinate system to the 

timings of the light pulse at three points namely origin of the moving coordinate 

system ‘t’, the point 𝒙′ as ‘𝒕𝟏’ and reflected back to the origin of the moving 

coordinate system as ‘𝒕𝟐’ would be  
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𝒕𝟏 = 𝒕 +
𝒙′

𝒄
 

𝒕𝟐 = 𝒕 +
𝟐𝒙′

𝒄
 

which Lann N. Ramez calls as my misconception. 

 The trickery of Einstein which Lann N. Ramez is trying to conceal or has 

failed to understand is that Einstein has taken two different velocities of light into 

consideration while working out the timings of the light pulse in two coordinate 

systems.  

It is evident that in ‘From the perspective of the “stationary” observer in 

k(𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛, 𝒕)′ he is taking the velocity of light ‘c’ with respect to the space, which is 

explained in great detail in Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012), in violation to the 

postulate of constancy of light irrespective of the linear uniform motion of the source 

and the observer. He assumes the velocity of light is ‘c’ with respect to space and 

during the period light pulse is moving to the point 𝒙′,the point 𝒙′ has moved to 

point which is  𝒙′+𝒗. ∆𝒕𝟏 from the origin of the moving coordinate system from 

where the light pulse was emitted. Thus, by violating the postulate of constancy of 

velocity of light introduced by Einstein in Albert Einstein (1905) Lann N. Ramez 

goes on to derive  

𝒕𝟏 = 𝒕 +
𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝒗
 

𝒕𝟐 = 𝒕 +
𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝒗
+

𝒙′

𝒄 + 𝒗
 

∆𝒕𝟏 = 𝒕𝟏 − 𝒕 =
𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝒗
 

this equation reveals that ∆𝑡1 being the time interval which the light pulse takes to 

move from origin of the moving coordinate system to the point 𝒙′  as such the 

velocity of light pulse has been taken as 𝒄 − 𝒗 which is the violation of the 

constancy of the velocity of light irrespective of linear uniform motion of the 

source and the observer. Similarly,   
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∆𝒕𝟐 = 𝒕𝟐 − 𝒕𝟏 =
𝒙′

𝒄+𝒗
 

here ∆𝒕𝟐 being the time-period which light pulse takes for reaching the origin of 

the moving coordinate system after the light pulse was reflected from the point 

𝒙′as such the velocity of light has been taken as 𝒄 + 𝒗 again in violation of the 

postulate of constancy of the velocity of light irrespective of linear uniform motion 

of the source and the observer 

and thereby Lann N. Ramez justifies Einstein’s equation: 

𝟏

𝟐
[𝝉(𝟎,𝟎,𝟎,𝒕) + 𝝉

(𝟎,𝟎,𝟎,𝒕+
𝔁′

𝒄−𝒗
+

𝔁′

𝒄+𝒗
 )

] = 𝝉
(𝔁′,𝟎,𝟎,𝒕+ 

𝔁′

𝒄−𝒗
)
   ……..(vi) 

Forgetting the fact that the equation 
𝟏

𝟐
(𝝉 + 𝝉𝟐) = 𝝉𝟏, on the basis of which 

equation (vi) has been written was derived by adopting the velocity of light ‘c’ not 

with respect to the space but with respect to the point  𝒙′ (the observer) as per the 

postulate of constancy of velocity of light irrespective of linear uniform motion of 

the source and the observer. 

In the ‘From the perspective of the “travelling” observer in 𝑲(𝝃, 𝜼, 𝜻, 𝝉)′ he 

adopts the velocity of light as per the postulate of constancy of velocity of light 

irrespective of the linear uniform motion of the source and the observer. 

He derives  

𝝉𝟏 = 𝝉 +
𝝃

𝒄
 

𝝉𝟐 = 𝝉 +
𝟐𝝃

𝒄
 

He thinks by writing 𝝉 instead of 𝝉𝟎 and 𝝃 instead of 𝒙′ he could deceive the 

physicists of the world. In Lann N. Ramez (2018-I) he has used the proper 

connotations. These two equations are the same as I have derived equation (iii), 

(iv) and (v); however, the most important fact is that Lann N. Ramez assigns no 

reason whatsoever for adopting two different velocities of light in his calculations. 
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Discussion: - In Lann N. Ramez (2018-II) in the very abstract he is quoting the 

equation of Einstein  

𝟏

𝟐
[𝝉(𝟎,𝟎,𝟎,𝒕) + 𝝉

(𝟎,𝟎,𝟎,𝒕+
𝔁′

𝒄−𝒗+
𝔁′

𝒄+𝒗 )
] = 𝝉

(𝔁′,𝟎,𝟎,𝒕+ 
𝔁′

𝒄−𝒗)
 

as having been questioned by me because of my misconception. Actually, this 

equation is the consequence of Einstein's application of the equation 

𝟏

𝟐
(𝝉 + 𝝉𝟐) = 𝝉𝟏 

(Which was derived, treating the velocity of light as per the postulate of constancy 

of velocity of light, to the timings of the light pulse in the stationary coordinate 

system at the three points namely origin of moving coordinate system, the point x’, 

and reflected back light pulse to the origin of moving coordinate system in the time 

frame of the moving coordinate system. 

 The trick of Einstein which Lann N. Ramez has repeated in “From the 

perspective of the ‘stationary’ observer in k(𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛, 𝒕)" by deriving the timings at 

the above mentioned three points treating the velocity of light as constant ‘c’ with 

respect to space in violation to the postulate of constancy of velocity of light which 

Einstein had introduced in the paper Albert Einstein (1905). The climax of 

absurdity is that the formula  
𝟏

𝟐
(𝝉 + 𝝉𝟐) = 𝝉𝟏 was derived as per the postulate of 

constancy of velocity of light whereas the timings of the three points in stationary 

coordinate system he has used the velocity of light with respect to space and while 

the light pulse is moving from origin of moving coordinate system, at the velocity 

‘c’ with respect to space, the point x’ has moved ahead by the distance 

𝑽(𝒕𝟏 − 𝒕), 𝑽 being the velocity with which the moving coordinate system is 

moving and  𝒕𝟏 − 𝒕   being the time period which light pulse takes to reach the 

point x’ which Lann N. Ramez has shown as ∆𝒕𝟏. Treating the velocity of light 

constant ‘c’ with respect to space then the light pulse has to move the distance 𝒙′ +

𝑽(𝒕𝟏 − 𝒕) to reach the point x’ and so the time it takes is  
𝒙′+𝑽(𝒕𝟏−𝒕)

𝒄
. Adopting the 

same symbols as has been used by Lann N. Ramez 
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∆𝒕𝟏 =
𝒙′ + 𝑽∆𝒕𝟏

𝒄
 

𝒄. ∆𝒕𝟏 = 𝒙′ + 𝑽∆𝒕𝟏 

∆𝒕𝟏 =
𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝑽
 

The interpretation of this equation is that distance being 𝒙′ ; the velocity of light 

with respect to the observer at the point 𝒙′ is 𝒄 − 𝑽. This is in violation to the 

constancy of the velocity of light and the observer and the climax of absurdity is 

that in Lann N. Ramez (2018-II)  in  “From the perspective of the ‘travelling’ 

observer in 𝒌(𝝃, 𝜼, 𝜻, 𝝉)" he derives the equation 
𝟏

𝟐
(𝝉 + 𝝉𝟐) = 𝝉𝟏 but in piece 

meals using 𝝃 instead of 𝒙′ so as to deceive the physicists of the world. This trick 

was done by Einstein also as he too had used 𝒙′ in the moving coordinate system 

just to confuse the physicists of the world. Lann N. Ramez has derived the 

equations 

∆𝝉𝟏 = ∆𝝉𝟐 =
𝝃

𝒄
 

and  

𝝉𝟏 = 𝝉 +
𝝃

𝒄
 

𝝉𝟐 =  𝝉 +
𝟐𝝃

𝒄
 

which leads to  

𝟏

𝟐
(𝝉 + 𝝉𝟐) = 𝝉𝟏 

and ∆𝝉𝟏 and ∆𝝉𝟐 equating to the 𝝃 divided by ‘c’ which is though in accordance 

with the postulate of constancy of velocity of light without considering the fact that 

the point 𝒙′ or 𝝃 has moved also ahead by the distance 𝑽∆𝝉𝟏 if we consider the 

velocity of light constant ‘c’ with respect to space as both Einstein and Lann N. 

Ramez had done in the stationary coordinate system. 
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 Similarly, if we consider the velocity of light constant ‘c’ with respect to 

space then ∆𝝉𝟐 =  
𝒙′

𝒄+𝑽
 because in the stationary coordinate system origin of the 

moving coordinate system moves towards the approaching light pulse after the 

light pulse is reflected from the point 𝒙′ thus the velocity of light has been taken as 

𝒄 + 𝑽 after the light pulse is reflected from the point 𝒙′. 

 Lann N. Ramez in the confusion of concluding the commentary has used 

term 𝝃 as the fixed point in the moving or travelling coordinate system so as to 

convey that it a variable coordinate in the x-axis. He is so much confused that he 

has forgotten the equation of Einstein which I have defined as ‘equation of 

trickery’ which is given as (i) in this rebuttal whereas he calls equation (vi) as the 

‘equation of trickery’. 

By simply applying postulate of we arrive at the equations 

𝒕𝟏 = 𝒕 +
𝒙′

𝒄
 

𝒕𝟐 = 𝒕 +
𝟐𝒙′

𝒄
 

in exactly the same manner in which he arrives at  

𝝉𝟏 = 𝝉 +
𝝃

𝒄
 

𝝉𝟐 =  𝝉 +
𝟐𝝃

𝒄
 

 Thus, there was absolutely no misconception in the paper Mohammad 

Shafiq Khan (2012), whereas Lann N. Ramez tried to justify the paper Albert 

Einstein (1905) wherein the trickeries of Einstein are exposed which trickeries 

Lann N. Ramez has repeated using different symbols. Lastly Lann N. Ramez has 

written the commentary on Mohammad Shafiq Khan (2012) either without 

understanding the postulate of constancy of velocity of light which Einstein had 

introduced in Albert Einstein (1905) or he has deliberately tried to mislead the 

physicists of the world. This is simply preposterous, absurd and misunderstanding 
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on the part of Lann N. Ramez to have written such baseless papers to question the 

internationally known scientist. 

Conclusion: - The whole reply and commentary of Lann N. Ramez are 

concerning the ‘equation of trickery’ as proved in the papers mentioned in the ‘open 

challenge’. It is this equation from which Einstein derived the Lorentz 

transformation. 

The equation   

𝟏

𝟐
(

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗
+

𝟏

𝒄 + 𝒗
)

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒕
=

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
+

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝒗

𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒕
 

has been shown to be absurd wherein the term 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
  has been gotten from nowhere. 

This term has been shown to be equal to zero by two different methods. Anybody 

knowing basic calculus will understand that 𝒙′ being a fixed point in the moving 

coordinate system is a constant (not a variable). This is shamefully deceitful on the 

part of Einstein and Lann N. Ramez. 

 The formula used by Einstein for the timings of the light pulse at the origin 

of the moving coordinate system as 𝝉𝟎, at point 𝒙′ 𝒂𝒔 𝝉𝟏 , and back to the origin of 

the moving coordinate system as 𝝉𝟐 is 

𝝉𝟎 + 𝝉𝟐 =  𝟐𝝉𝟏 

Or 

𝟏

𝟐
(𝝉𝟎 + 𝝉𝟐) = 𝝉𝟏 

While deriving this equation Einstein has used the postulate of constancy of 

velocity of light as introduced by him in the paper Albert Einstein (1905). Now he 

applies the velocity of light with respect to space for working out the timings at the 

same three points in the stationary coordinate system in the above formula. Even if 

we allow that, which will be absolutely incorrect, which was challenged in Lann N. 

Ramez (2018-I), 
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𝟏

𝟐
(𝒕 + 𝒕 +

𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝑽
+

𝒙′

𝒄 + 𝑽
) = 𝒕 +

𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝑽
 

which could be written as  

𝟏

𝟐
(

𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝑽
+

𝒙′

𝒄 + 𝑽
) =

𝒙′

𝒄 − 𝑽
 

which is equivalent to 

𝟏

𝟐
(

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝑽
+

𝟏

𝒄 + 𝑽
) =

𝟏

𝒄 − 𝑽
 

which means V=0 

What is the source of the term 
𝝏𝝉

𝝏𝒙′
 in the ‘equation of trickery' neither Einstein has 

explained nor Lann N. Ramez can explain even if he spends the rest of his life 

thinking about it. This should be sufficient rebuttal to Lann N. Ramez (2018-I) & 

Lann N. Ramez (2018-II), reply and commentary papers, as both are preposterous, 

absurd and nonsensical. 

 Open challenge put forward by me has been circulated to almost all 

professors and leading universities of the world besides the same has been send to 

all the research institutions of the world whereas only one professor namely 

Jeremy Danning-Davies of Hall university accepted the challenge and failed. Even 

after twelve years the open challenge is standing and will continue to stand because 

it is based on facts. Facts cannot be challenged by deceit and absurdities as the 

tricks of Einstein are already exposed in the paper Mohammad Shafiq Khan 

(2012). I wonder how come Lann N. Ramez couldn't understand Mohammad 

Shafiq Khan (2012) or else he has deliberately tried to deceive the physicists of the 

world. Hence Lann N. Ramez (2018-I) and Lann N. Ramez (2018-II) are surely 

shown to be preposterous, absurd and nonsensical by this rebuttal. 

Though repetitive I have clarified every word of the reply and commentary of Lann 

N. Ramez so that in future no other so-called physicist could try to accept the open 

challenge.  
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