
 
 
Dear Dr. Lo, 
 
I note that once again the disingenuous Mr. 't Hooft 
is shooting off his inept mouth. 
 
Here is an interesting paper by Weyl showing that the 
process of linearisation is nonsense because it 
implies the existence of a tensor which cannot exist. 
 
www.geocities.com/theometria/weyl-1.pdf 
 
Here is a paper by Levi-Civita which shows that 
Einstein's arguments for gravitational waves on the 
basis of the properties of his pseudo-tensor are utter 
nonsense, because Einstein's pseudo-tensor implies the 
existence of a 1st order intrinsic differential 
invariant which depends only upon the components of 
the metric tensor and its 1st derivatives, but the 
pure mathematicians proved in 1901 (Ricci and 
Levi-Civita) that such invariants do not exist! 
 
www.geocities.com/theometria/Levi-Civita.pdf 
 
Mr. 't Hooft speaks of the so-called Schwarzschild 
radius, ignorant of the fact that it is merely a 
radius of curvature by virtue of its formal 
relationship to the Gaussian Curvature, ignorant of 
the fact that the radius of curvature in Einstein's 
gravitational field is not the same as the radial 
geodesic distance, ignorant of the fact that a 
geometry is entirely determined by the form of its 
line-element, ignorant of the fact that the usual 
"Schwarzschild" solution is not even Schwarzschild's 
solution but a corruption of Schwarzschild's solution 
and that Schwarzschild's true solution precludes black 
holes and such other nonsense.  Attached is a paper 
that explains all this from 1st principles. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
Stephen J. Crothers. 

 
_____________________________________________________ 
 
--- "Hooft 't G." <G.tHooft@phys.uu.nl> wrote: 
 



> Dear Mr. Crothers, 
>  
> Thank you for showing me so splendidly where your 
> misconceptions concerning 
> the Schwarzschild metric come from. 
> You haven't even understood that the choice C(r)=r^2 
> is not a restiction but 
> a gauge choice: it defines the coordinate r. 
> The one point where you are right is that 
> Schwarzschild himself decided to 
> replace r-2M by r, because he also missed the point 
> that the singularity ar 
> r=2M is a coordinate singularity. Schwarzschild died 
> a few months after his 
> publication, and, for the fact that he hadn't 
> understood everything, he can 
> be excused. But that you still make the same mistake 
> is inexcusable. It 
> would be about time that you read the book by 
> Hawking and Ellis about the 
> Large scale structure of space and time, where the 
> peculiarities of the 
> Schwarzschild horizon are explained in great detail 
> (or Kip Thorne's book). 
> For instance, the r coordinate at r<2M is timelike, 
> not spacelike, but this 
> does not invalidate the solution. The invariant 
> curvature R, and other 
> invariants such as Riemann^2 are all finte at the 
> horizon r=2M. They show 
> exactly how to find coordinates (for instance the 
> Kruskal coordinates), in 
> terms of which all singularities at r=2M disappear. 
> In the community of real physicists, the number R=2M 
> (if G=1) is 
> conventionally called the Schwarzschild radius 
> associated to the mass M 
> (or the energy Mc^2), nothing deeper than that. 
>  
> You seem to be even more stubborn than Mr. Lo, but I 
> see that the two of you 
> found good friends in each other. That's fine, but 
> please don't include me 
> in all your cc's, because that will force me to 
> activate my spam filter 
> again. 
>  
> G. 't Hooft. 
>  

 
 



 
Mr. 't Hooft, 
 
Spoken yet again as a true champion of stupidity and 
ineptitude. 
 
It is quite plain that you have no understanding of 
the geometrical nature of a spherically symmetric 
metric manifold. These comments you offer testify to 
that in no uncertain terms. You offer no technical 
proof of where you think my geometry is faulty, just 
unsubstantiated assertions. That will not do in the 
real world. 
 
Also, Schwarzschild did not replace r - 2M by r as you 
assert. Indeed, he did not even make the association 
with M that you use. This is plain in his original 
paper, which you either have not read, or read but did 
not understand. In the alternative you have resorted 
to lie: the ever faithful servant of the huckster and 
blithering idiot with an ulterior motive.  
 
Hawking and Ellis? You can't be serious. Those 
numbskulls think that the Michell-Laplace dark body is 
some kind of black hole (see their Large Scale 
Structure of Spacetime). They also think that black 
holes can collide, merge, or be components of binary 
systems. That is childish nonsense. Even if black 
holes are predicted by General Relativity, they cannot 
merge, collide or be components of binary systems, 
because the absurd black hole is derived from R_ij = 0 
(i,j, = 0,1,2,3) which is a statement that there is no 
matter or energy outside the source of the 
gravitational field. But black holes are precluded by 
General Relativity to begin. 
 
't Hooft, you are a liar, a scoundrel, a fraudster, 
and a hypocrite. You ridicule others and abuse them 
and are indignant when you are given a dose of your 
own filthy medicine. No thinking scientist takes you 
seriously. You arbitrarily suppress papers, in your 
new capacity as Editor of the Foundations of Physics 
journal. You maintain a website wherein you vilify one 
Prof. M. W. Evans (it does not matter if his work is 
right or wrong, you have no right to vilify him in 
this asinine way), you are so egocentric that you have 
busts and portraits made of yourself and post images 
of them on your website to satisfy your arrogant and 
all consuming desire for self-aggrandizement, and you 



cannot even to geometry into the bargain. 
 
You have also ignored Weyl and Levi-Civita on the 
issue of gravitational radiation. That does not help 
you. It only reaffirms your ignorance and your 
intention to distort the facts. 
 
Finally, I don't give one rats arse if you block my 
email address. I don't want email from the likes of 
you either, inevitably destined for the dustbin of 
scientific history. And being a vulgar working class 
man I am content with my working class vulgarity, so I 
freely use accurate common parlance unashamedly.  
 
Crothers 
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geometry is entirely determined by the form of its 
line-element, ignorant of the fact that the usual 
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solution but a corruption of Schwarzschild's solution 
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_____________________________________________________ 
--- "Hooft 't G." <G.tHooft@phys.uu.nl> wrote: 
> Dear Mr. Crothers, 
> 
> Thank you for showing me so splendidly where your 
> misconceptions concerning 
> the Schwarzschild metric come from. 
> You haven't even understood that the choice C(r)=r^2 
> is not a restiction but 
> a gauge choice: it defines the coordinate r. 
> The one point where you are right is that 
> Schwarzschild himself decided to 
> replace r-2M by r, because he also missed the point 
> that the singularity ar 
> r=2M is a coordinate singularity. Schwarzschild died 
> a few months after his 
> publication, and, for the fact that he hadn't 
> understood everything, he can 
> be excused. But that you still make the same mistake 
> is inexcusable. It 
> would be about time that you read the book by 



> Hawking and Ellis about the 
> Large scale structure of space and time, where the 
> peculiarities of the 
> Schwarzschild horizon are explained in great detail 
> (or Kip Thorne's book). 
> For instance, the r coordinate at r<2M is timelike, 
> not spacelike, but this 
> does not invalidate the solution. The invariant 
> curvature R, and other 
> invariants such as Riemann^2 are all finte at the 
> horizon r=2M. They show 
> exactly how to find coordinates (for instance the 
> Kruskal coordinates), in 
> terms of which all singularities at r=2M disappear. 
> In the community of real physicists, the number R=2M 
> (if G=1) is 
> conventionally called the Schwarzschild radius 
> associated to the mass M 
> (or the energy Mc^2), nothing deeper than that. 
> 
> You seem to be even more stubborn than Mr. Lo, but I 
> see that the two of you 
> found good friends in each other. That's fine, but 
> please don't include me 
> in all your cc's, because that will force me to 
> activate my spam filter 
> again. 
> 
> G. 't Hooft. 
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Mr. 't Hooft, 
Spoken yet again as a true champion of stupidity and 
ineptitude. 
It is quite plain that you have no understanding of 
the geometrical nature of a spherically symmetric 
metric manifold. These comments you offer testify to 
that in no uncertain terms. You offer no technical 
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systems. That is childish nonsense. Even if black 
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merge, collide or be components of binary systems, 
because the absurd black hole is derived from R_ij = 0 
(i,j, = 0,1,2,3) which is a statement that there is no 
matter or energy outside the source of the 
gravitational field. But black holes are precluded by 
General Relativity to begin. 
't Hooft, you are a liar, a scoundrel, a fraudster, 
and a hypocrite. You ridicule others and abuse them 
and are indignant when you are given a dose of your 
own filthy medicine. No thinking scientist takes you 
seriously. You arbitrarily suppress papers, in your 
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journal. You maintain a website wherein you vilify one 
Prof. M. W. Evans (it does not matter if his work is 
right or wrong, you have no right to vilify him in 
this asinine way), you are so egocentric that you have 
busts and portraits made of yourself and post images 
of them on your website to satisfy your arrogant and 
all consuming desire for self-aggrandizement, and you 
cannot even to geometry into the bargain. 
You have also ignored Weyl and Levi-Civita on the 
issue of gravitational radiation. That does not help 
you. It only reaffirms your ignorance and your 
intention to distort the facts. 
Finally, I don't give one rats arse if you block my 
email address. I don't want email from the likes of 
you either, inevitably destined for the dustbin of 
scientific history. And being a vulgar working class 
man I am content with my working class vulgarity, so I 
freely use accurate common parlance unashamedly. 

Crothers 

 

 

 

 

 

Re: Your_manuscript DJ10048 Lo 
     
 Inbox  X  
     

Reply to all 

Forward 



Reply by chat 
Filter messages like this 
Print 
Add to Contacts list 
Delete this message 
Report phishing 
Report not phishing 
Show original 
Show in fixed width font 
Show in variable width font 
Message text garbled? 
Why is this spam/nonspam? 

C. 
Y. 
Lo 

Dear Dr. Weinberg: Thank you very much for your email and 
the information the...  

May 1 (3 days 
ago)  

C. Y. LoLoading... May 1 (3 days ago) 

 

C. Y. Lo to prd, 't, anapier, Richter, Cao, 
Chang, Chau, Chubey, colemana, Stephen, Jan, 
ZuGan, fsmarandache, Garret, Gary, Vladimir, 
jdsacdis, kerson, Lee, Piskaryev, Liao, Dmitri, Lisa, 
Vladislav, Henry, Chuen   

show 
details 
May 1 (3 
days ago)  

 
Reply  

  

Dear Dr. Weinberg: 
 
Thank you very much for your email and the information therein. Now, it is clear that 
part of problem was caused by improper handling of information by your editorial. 
Nevertheless, the referee should be responsible on his scientific judgment, which is 
invalid. 
 
Since your journal in the field of general relativity is out-dated for many years, it is 
probably very difficult to catch up in a few months. Thus, in this sense, you have 
made the correct decision of not considering my paper further. 
 
A problem of current "standard" theorists in general relativity such as your referee is 
that they will not consider or even read a paper which is in  disagreement  with 
their  "standard theory". However, there is actually no standard theory since they have 
not reached an agreement  even on  whether  the covariance principle is in conflict 
with Einstein's requirement on weak gravity. If such a theorist is asked to refer a 
paper, they will claim, as your referee did, that the paper is wrong without providing 
necessary supporting evidence.  
 
My lack of confidence of your referee is based on facts after the submission. In 
addition, I have gone through this "standard" treatments not just once. You may 
wonder why I keep submitting papers to such journals. It is simply that this is 



probably the only way to make a wake up call to such standard theorists. Moreover, 
since they are now dominating the field, I do not have to worry that somebody else 
publish my results first. 
 
You may ask why I have such confidence on my paper. The answer is simply that 
nobody has been able to pointed out any deficiency on my paper so far. What I have 
received so far, are disagreements without a necessary scientific reason. When my 
paper is published, I will send you a copy. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
C. Y. Lo 
prd@aps.org wrote: 
Dear Dr. Lo: 
 
I am writing in response to your most recent emails concerning your 
manuscript DJ10048. 
 
The previous manuscript to which the referee was referring was the 
one that you submitted in 2005, not the one that you submitted in 
February 2008. Indeed, from the correspondence over the past 
several months, it should have been clear to you that your February 
2008 submission had not been sent to a referee. 
 
This manuscript is rejected, and we will not consider any further 
revision of it. 
 
Since you have so little confidence in the competence and honesty of 
the editors and referees of this journal, I would suggest that you 
send your manuscripts elsewhere in the future. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erick Weinberg 
Editor 
Physical Review D 
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Chang, Chau, Chubey, colemana, Stephen, Jan, 
ZuGan, fsmarandache, Garret, Gary, Vladimir, 
jdsacdis, kerson, Lee, Piskaryev, Liao, Dmitri, Lisa, 
Vladislav, Henry   
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Dear Dr. Lo, 
  
This result is of course no surprise to the thinking international scientific community. 
Physical Review D has long been recognised as a rag for the publication of nothing 
but that which supports the Standard Model, despite how asinine the arguments it 
publishes. The Gate-keepers of the Standard Model deliberately suppress anything 



that brings their Model into question. That is how science is done by the Standard 
Modellers. Free scientific discussion is outlawed by the Standard Modellers, not just 
in their "journals" but also in their electronic archives and their conferences. They will 
not admit any paper into their rounds that raises legitimate questions as to their 
theories, by which they make, I might add, much money now, one way or another. I 
recall that 't Hooft actually issued a warning (I too have retained 't Hooft's email as 
evidence thereof, if he ever attempts to deny it) to E. Weinberg (Editor, Physical 
Review D) some time ago, against publishing anything you submit. So it does not 
matter what your papers contain, Physical Review D will not publish any of them, if 
for no other reason then deference to ''t Hooft.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
Steve Crothers. 
 

C. Y. Lo to me, prd, 't, anapier, Richter, Cao, Chang, 
Chau, Chubey, colemana, Stephen, Jan, ZuGan, 
fsmarandache, Garret, Gary, Vladimir, jdsacdis, 
kerson, Lee, Piskaryev, Liao, Dmitri, Lisa, Vladislav, 
Henry   
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Dear Steven: 
 
It is very difficult for me to believe that Professor 't Hooft actually said this since his 
image to me is a very good gentleman. Although we disagree in scientific issue, I 
have never had any doubt on his characters. 
 
In science, it is usual that people keep the old thinking until a new experimental fact 
confronted them. So, perhaps you should be easier in your criticisms of the "standard" 
theorists. In any case, we are in the 21 century and lots of things have improved since 
the time Galileo. There are journals that do not agree with the "standard theory". 
 
Moreover, the Internet has made the days of monopoly in publications by certain 
journals have over. Nobody can keep the lids for very long. More important, new 
experimental facts have come out, and thus no matter who is the gate keeper, the 
complete bankruptcy of the standard theory is very near. It is interesting that you 
regard the role played by Professor E. J Weinberg was the role of the Pope in the 16 
century.  
 
Nevertheless, we should keep knocking the gate until the scientific community is 
aware of the problem. Then, the physics community would force the gate open, After 
all, if Galileo can do it in the 16 century, there is no reason that this cannot be done in 
the 21 century. 
 
Best regards. 
 

Florentin Smarandache to me, Lo, prd, 't, anapier, 
Richter, Cao, Chang, Chau, Chubey, colemana, 
Stephen, Jan, ZuGan, Garret, Gary, Vladimir, 
jdsacdis, kerson, Lee, Piskaryev, Liao, Dmitri, Lisa, 
Vladislav, Henry   
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Maybe all you might be interested in reading my letter 
about injustice in science, see it attached. 
 
Florentin Smarandache 
- Show quoted text - 
 
 
--- Stephen Crothers <thenarmis@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
> Dear Dr. Lo, 
> 
> This result is of course no surprise to the thinking 
> international 
> scientific community. Physical Review D has long 
> been recognised as a rag 
> for the publication of nothing but that which 
> supports the Standard Model, 
> despite how asinine the arguments it publishes. The 
> Gate-keepers of the 
> Standard Model deliberately suppress anything that 
> brings their Model into 
> question. That is how science is done by the 
> Standard Modellers. Free 
> scientific discussion is outlawed by the Standard 
> Modellers, not just in 
> their "journals" but also in their electronic 
> archives and their 
> conferences. They will not admit any paper into 
> their rounds that raises 
> legitimate questions as to their theories, by which 
> they make, I might 
> add, much money now, one way or another. I recall 
> that 't Hooft actually 
> issued a warning (I too have retained 't Hooft's 
> email as evidence thereof, 
> if he ever attempts to deny it) to E. Weinberg 
> (Editor, Physical Review D) 
> some time ago, against publishing anything you 
> submit. So it does not matter 
> what your papers contain, Physical Review D will not 
> publish any of them, if 
> for no other reason then deference to ''t Hooft. 
> 
> Yours faithfully, 
> Steve Crothers. 
> 
> 
_____________________________________________________________________
______ 
> On Thu, May 1, 2008 at 8:58 AM, C. Y. Lo 



> <c_y_lo@yahoo.com> wrote: 
> 
> > Dear Dr. Weinberg: 
> > 
> > Thank you very much for your email and the 
> information therein. Now, it is 
> > clear that part of problem was caused by improper 
> handling of information by 
> > your editorial. Nevertheless, the referee should 
> be responsible on his 
> > scientific judgment, which is invalid. 
> > 
> > Since your journal in the field of general 
> relativity is out-dated for 
> > many years, it is probably very difficult to catch 
> up in a few months. Thus, 
> > in this sense, you have made the correct decision 
> of not considering my 
> > paper further. 
> > 
> > A problem of current "standard" theorists in 
> general relativity such as 
> > your referee is that they will not consider or 
> even read a paper which is 
> > in  disagreement  with their  "standard theory". 
> However, there is actually 
> > no standard theory since they have not reached an 
> agreement  even on 
> > whether  the covariance principle is in conflict 
> with Einstein's requirement 
> > on weak gravity. If such a theorist is asked to 
> refer a paper, they will 
> > claim, as your referee did, that the paper is 
> wrong without providing 
> > necessary supporting evidence. 
> > 
> > My lack of confidence of your referee is based on 
> facts after the 
> > submission. In addition, I have gone through this 
> "standard" treatments not 
> > just once. You may wonder why I keep submitting 
> papers to such journals. It 
> > is simply that this is probably the only way to 
> make a wake up call to such 
> > standard theorists. Moreover, since they are now 
> dominating the field, I do 
> > not have to worry that somebody else publish my 
> results first. 
> > 
> > You may ask why I have such confidence on my 



> paper. The answer is simply 
> > that nobody has been able to pointed out any 
> deficiency on my paper so far. 
> > What I have received so far, are disagreements 
> without a necessary 
> > scientific reason. When my paper is published, I 
> will send you a copy. 
> > 
> > Sincerely yours, 
> > 
> > C. Y. Lo 
> > *prd@aps.org* wrote: 
> > 
> > Dear Dr. Lo: 
> > 
> > I am writing in response to your most recent 
> emails concerning your 
> > manuscript DJ10048. 
> > 
> > The previous manuscript to which the referee was 
> referring was the 
> > one that you submitted in 2005, not the one that 
> you submitted in 
> > February 2008. Indeed, from the correspondence 
> over the past 
> > several months, it should have been clear to you 
> that your February 
> > 2008 submission had not been sent to a referee. 
> > 
> > This manuscript is rejected, and we will not 
> consider any further 
> > revision of it. 
> > 
> > Since you have so little confidence in the 
> competence and honesty of 
> > the editors and referees of this journal, I would 
> suggest that you 
> > send your manuscripts elsewhere in the future. 
> > 
> > 
> > Sincerely, 
> > 
> > Erick Weinberg 
> > Editor 
> > Physical Review D 
> > 
> > 
> > 
> 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 



> > 
> > 
> >  ------------------------------ 
> > Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all 
> with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it 
> > 
> 
now.<http://us.rd.yahoo.com/evt=51733/*http://mobile.yahoo.com/;_ylt=Ahu06i62sR
8HDtDypao8Wcj9tAcJ> 
> > 
> > 
> 
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   In the scientific research, it is important to keep our freedom 
of thinking and not being yoked by others’ theories without 
checking them, no matter where they come from.  Cogito, ergo 
sum [I think, therefore I am], said Descartes (1596-1650), and 
this Latin aphorism became his first principle in philosophy.  

   Inspired by D. Rabounski [1] and M. Apostol [2] I read more articles about 
injustices in science (for example [3]) and in arts and letters occurring in 
contemporary societies. 

      Other than Descartes, we can also learn from Kant, who is perhaps the 
greatest ‘natural' philosopher, with his famous phrase :“Have the courage to 
use your own reason!” (in Latin sapere aude!). Needless to say, to become a 
scientist one shall be dare to stand for the truth, even if it means to face the 
‘clamor of Boetians' (Gauss). A particular good example for this view is 
Galilei or Copernicus who defended 'heliocentric' system despite excessive 
pressure.  

   The poet Plautus (254-184 B.C.) had once exclaimed that homo homini 
lupus [man is a wolf for man], so people make problems to people.  

   In this short letter to the editor, I would like to list some inconvenient cases 
that manifest today:  



   There exist reviewing and indexing publications and institutes made just for 
a propagandistic way, and not reviewing all relevant literature on the topics, 
but reviewing their people and their ideas while ignoring, boycotting, 
denigrating, or discrediting other people and ideas. 

They exercise an international traffic of influence by manipulation and 
falsification of information (such as biographies, history of events, etc.), 
discourage people for working on topics different from theirs, and use 
subversive techniques in their interest of hegemony in science, arts, and 
letters.  

   The science, art, and literature of the powerful are like that:  If you don’t cite 
them, it is your fault as if you have not read them. However, if they don’t cite 
you, it’s your fault too as if you did not deserve to be cited because you have 
published in so-called by them “obscure publications”, even if these people 
have “borrowed” your idea without acknowledgement. They categorize as 
“obscure, unimportant, not mainstream” those journals, publishing houses, 
cultural centers and researchers or creators that do not obey to them or that 
dare to be independent thinkers, in order that these people with power 
positions stigmatize them in the public’s eye (because they can not control 
these publications).  While the publications and centers of research they 
control they proclaim as “the best”. 

The science/art & letters establishments continue to ignore or minimalize the 
research and creation done outside the mainstream. 

It became a common procedure that people who control the so-called “high” 
publications abuse their power and they “take” ideas from less circulated 
publications and publish them in these “high” publications without citation, as 
their own ideas! 

There are journals using hidden peer-reviewers that delay the publication until 
someone else from their house get credit for your paper’s ideas.  

   Secret groups and services ignore and even boycott personalities who are 
independent in thinking and don’t follow the mainstream or don’t obey to 
them; they manipulate national and international awards in science, arts, 
literature, also they manipulate university positions, high research jobs, 
funding; they try to confiscate the whole planet’s thought by making biased 
so-called “reference sites” (as the self-called “encyclopedias”, “dictionaries”, 
“handbooks”, etc.) where they slander independent thinkers, while blocking 
other sites they don’t like; that’s why the whole human history of science, arts, 
letters has to be re-written;   

   the search engines bring these “reference sites” amongst the first pages in a 
search, even they are not the most relevant to the search topic, and since most 
of the hurry readers browse only the beginning pages [they don’t spend time to 
look at all of them], it is a high probability that the populace is manipulated 
according to the biased information of these so-called “free” [just because they 
are not free!] reference sites; 



   these groups try to confiscate the Internet at the global scale; 

   always, during history, there were and unfortunately there still are intentions 
from some secret groups or services to dominate others…  

      They try to transform other countries in spiritual colonies by brain washing. 

Secret groups and services do not only politic, economic, or military 
espionage, but also scientific, artistic, literary manipulations in the profit of 
their people.  

   Unfortunately, big cultures continue to destroy small cultures and to delete 
the collective memory of small nations.  History is written by winners, says 
the aphorism, but this is not correct, history should be written by all parts. 

International organisms are created who unfortunately only serve the interests 
of a few powers, not of the whole world.  

   There are people believing they detain the absolute truth, and if somebody 
dares to have a different opinion from them, he or she is blacklisted, slandered, 
banned from various publications, etc.   

   The public opinion is provoked, manipulated through propaganda, publicity, 
dissemination by those who detain the power or control the mass media and 
the national and international awards, and these awards have been created in 
purpose to impose some people and ideologies.  

   There exist scientific, artistic, literary, or cultural associations/organizations 
whose hidden goal is to manipulate people in their propagandistic interest and 
indoctrinate them. The literature they start to send (after collecting your 
membership money!) reflects only their ideas and praise only their people, 
while ignoring or boycotting others’. Nolens volens [unwilling or willing] the 
“member” of such association becomes their spiritual slave. Consequently, 
you are yoked to this association’s propaganda.  

   Better to be independent and not belonging to any association/organization.  
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Dear Florentin, 
  
I very well understand the concerns you have, and the impression you have, that gentlemen 
such as Crothers and Lo are being treated unjustly by the "mainstream" in science. It must 
seem odd that in spite of all the noises they make, none of the real scientist pay even the 
slightest of attention. The reason for this is very simple: their ideas are totally misplaced, and 
any of the scientists who care to take a close look at what they are doing reach the same 
conclusion. There are hundreds, perhaps thousands, of people in the category of Lo and 
Crothers. I do feel sorry for them, and sometimes I try to explain to them what I think the 
mistakes are that they are making. To no avail. They continue trying to get their papers 
published, fighting against referees. These referees usually conclude instantly that the papers 
cannot possibly be correct, but often they underestimate how deep the errors are rooted in 
the ways of thinking of these people, so their reports are too short and generate more and 
more anger. 
Consequently, "mainstream science" is being accused of arrogance, trying to protect their pet 
theories "against the odds", and all those other awful things. 
In reality, scientists know very well that our present understanding is not perfect, and they are 
very open minded towards new ideas and approaches. However, coming with a new idea is 
far less easy than those poor misguided souls appear to believe. Scientists have learned a lot 
from Galileao, Einstein, Dirac and many others. Good ideas, even if they would overthrow a 
lot of standard wisdom, are always treated with a warm wellcome, even if they are fairly 
improbable. The point is, they must be logically accurate and consistent. This is nearly never 
the case when ideas come from such belligerent outsiders. I am sometimes so naive as to go 
in discussion with them. Most of my colleagues are wiser than that, they ignore them and go 
on with their usual business. 
  
Cordial greetings, 
Gerard 't Hooft  
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Dear Prof. t'Hooft, 
 
Let me dedicate to you the following quotation: 
 
"Speak your truth quietly and clearly; and listen to others, even to the 
dull and the ignorant, they too have their story." 
 
Do you really think they are wiser, after all? 



 
With kind regards, 
 
Jan Czerniawski 
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Dear Professor Hooft: 
  
Thank you very much for sending me a copy of your letter to Professor Florentin. You 
are a gentleman since you are symphathetic to those being mistreated. Understandably, 
some of them are anger. I do not know how all the others feel, but I am certainly not 
anger. In fact, in a way, I am very grateful to those gate keeper because of their efforts 
I have the opportunity to do what I accomplished without the keen competition that 
could have happened. Moreover, they also provide me the crucial information or 
motivation to do good physics. 
  
For instance, Dr. Eric J. Wienberg was very critical toward my work on supporting 
Einstein's interpretation of his formula E = mc2 being only conditionally valid, He 
demands an experimental verification even though electromagnetism clear shows that 
electromagnetic energy is not equivalent to mass as shown in my paper published in 
Astrophysical Journal (1997). His critical attitude forced me to think deeper. 
Consequently, I have discovered the fifth force (mass-charge interaction). This 
discovery is crucial to the unification of gravity and electromagentism, and it ensures 
me to have a place in the histroy of physics. In fact, I have written a thank you letter 
to Dr. Weinberg for this. 
  
Another good example is that a common error in Einstein's initial general relativity is 
the so-called "covariance principle". I also found that many still use it after I have 
proven it being invalid. This puzzle was clarified by the Royal Society that discovered 
the covariance principle is in conflict to Einstein's  requirement on weak gravity. A 
board member explains that they believe there are genuinely measurable quantities 
that are gauge invariant. From my training in pure mathematics, I know immediately 
that this can only be a mathematical illusion. However, to convince others, I need a 
counter example. Fortunately, the deflection of light to second order provides a simple 
counter example. This finishes off the so-called covariance principle. Moreover, this 
proved that Professor Zhou Pei-Yuan is right and C. N. Yang (another Nobel 
Laureate) was wrong. 
  
Another example is that I have shown that Einstein's equation of 1915 has no physical 
wave solution or dynamics solution and I published this paper in Astrophysical 
Journal (1995). In 2006, you show me an example of wave solution and claimed that I 
was wrong. However, upon close examination, your solution, though bounded, is not 
valid in physics. A basic problem is that you do not understand the physics of plane 
waves although most physicists understand it. Moreover, to dig deeper, I discovered 
you and your friends just like Professor Penrose do not understand the principle of 



causality, a basic principle in science. (The paper that analyzes your example is still in 
the hand of a referee.) So, I have concluded that you are esentially a very good 
applied mathemtician who understand little in physics. 
  
I have important results published in very respectable jounals. These papers are 
certainly logically accurate and consistent. I am very happy for what I have achieved. 
However, I feel sorry for those that wasted their life in maintaining bubles because of 
their arrogance and ignorance. They comfort themselves by claiming to be the 
mainstreams and lablel their theories as the "standard thelry". This is absurd because 
being mainstream physics means nothing unless the physics is right. The label of the 
"standard theory" is a good manifestation that they are not sure about their theory; 
otherwise they should have called it the correct theory.  
  
In any case, physics is decided by experiments. We will soon see futher who is right 
on many issues. 
  
Regards. 
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't Hooft, 
 
Yet again a piece of sophistry from you: the words of the "genius" talking to we 
cannibals.  
 
I note that you have remained silent on your "warning" to Weinberg not to publish 
anything by Dr. Lo. I note that you are silent on the lies you told concerning 
Schwarzschild's actual solution. I also note that you have not offered any proof that 
the quantity 'r' appearing in your so-called "Schwarzschild solution" (which is not 
Schwarzschild's solution) is NOT the radius of Gaussian curvature of the spatial 
section. Since you consider yourself a "genius" and those who think you otherwise or 
disagree with you, "bad physicists" (according your website), it must surely be a 
simple matter for you, such a "genius", to prove that 'r' in your "Schwarzschild 
solution" is "a gauge choice: it determines the coordinate r", as you have claimed, in 
writing. Surely such a simple proof from you would prove you a "genius" and me a 
"bad physicist", once and for all. I therefore invite you, once again, to provide all 
persons on this mailing list with your proof that the quantity 'r' in the "Schwarzschild 
solution" is NOT the radius of Gaussian curvature of the spatial section. Should we all 
hold our breath, waiting for your proof? Given your tract record I recommend that 
everyone breathe freely.  
 
Your appeal to the authority of the majority of the scientific community is fallacious. 
The majority believe there are black holes, big bangs and expansion of the Universe, 
all allegedly predicted by General Relativity. That these notions are demonstrably 
false from within the very framework of General Relativity is ignored by you and 
your "mainstream" fraternity. Not a single one of that community realises the 



significance of the Gaussian curvature of a spatial section, you included, as their 
writings testify and as your claims for 'r' (see above) in the "Schwarzschild solution" 
testify. Thus the black holers and big bangers are quite incompetent in geometry. 
According to you, persons such as I must be ignored because the black holers and big 
bangers do not listen to us. That is very convenient (and circular), but quite absurd. I 
recall that one black holer and big banger, a professor too (at Cambridge University, 
UK), claimed, in writing, that my scientific work must be ignored because I infected 
his computer with viruses I had squirreled away in the code of my website, for the 
purpose of wrecking havoc upon unsuspecting black holers and big bangers, like him. 
Your appeal to the authority of the "mainstream" is no less asinine.  
 
Do you really think that your contemptuous, smug and belittling remarks, so often 
bereft of any offering of mathematical proof, is scientific method? It is a widespread 
technique employed by the incompetent, the mediocre, the members of the 
"mainstream" scientific community when confronted with facts which invalidate their 
claims, but it is far from scientific method. Now you call me a "gentleman": - that is a 
first, and disingenuous, since you don't really think of me as a gentleman any more 
than I think you gentlemanly. I regard you as a scoundrel. An impeccably dressed and 
eloquent footpad is a footpad no less. 
 
Crothers. 
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Dear Gentleman Crothers, 
  
Well, your overheated reaction came as no surprise. By my unnecessary response to 
Smarandache's mail I loaded this onto me, I know. 
As for Weinberg, the only "warning" I gave him was in the form of a good advice, which I had 
to do because by adding my name in the cc, Lo had suggested that I supported his ideas, 
which is far from the case. He is mistaken in his own special ways. You are in yours. 
As for 'r' in Schwarzschild, any choice for the radial coordinate would do, but, in the 
spherically symmetric case, the choice that turns the angular distance into that of a sphere 
with radius r is the most convenient one. In physics, we call that a coordinate choice or gauge 
choice. Yes, if you keep this r constant, then the curvature in the angular directions indeed 
happens te be that of a sphere with radius r. It is that by choice. Not so anymore in the Kerr or 
the Kerr-Newmann solution though. There, people indeed have been using various kinds of 
coordinates. What's more, a local observer who does not know about the spherical symmetry 
of this space-time, would have a hard time measuring your "Gaussian curvature". 
The "lie" I told about Schwarzschld was actually an inaccuracy in my memory about what I 
remembered at that time from having read the paper long ago. I remembered that 
Schwarzschild had shifted the r coordinate (calling the one we use now R and the new one r, 
again, from what I remember now). But then I looked at the paper again and noted that the 
shift he actually introduced was  R^3 = r^3+a^3, not the one which I had thought of, R = r+a. 
Today, we replace a by 2GM. The reason for his particular way of shifting can also be 
understood, if I remember well (I presently don't have Schwarzschild's paper in front of me, 
but never mind). Schwarzschild had been working not with Einstein's complete set of 
equations, but with a simplified version, which amounts to the same provided \Sqrt(g) is kept 
equal to one. So, the volume factor had to stay the same. The shift he made added a 
constant to the volume within r. Schwarzschild could not have known the subtle nature of the 
horizon, but you should know it, since it is all in the text books now. 



As for scientific responses, I have tried these many times, in vain, to you and Mr. Lo. I will 
now proceed to a non-scientific, but much more effective method: use my patient and all-
absorbing spam filter. 
  
G. 't Hooft. 
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Dear Professor Florentin: 
  
May I call your attention to the letter of Professor 'Hooft addressed to you. His letter tried to 
tell you that the scientists learned lots from Galileo, Einstein, Dirac, and many others. Nobody 
denies this, and this is why Steven Crothers and others appeal to the scientific community. 
  
However, what Steven complained is to those in a small section of theoretical physics, in the 
field of gravitation. Surprising Professor Hooft did not mentioned a single example to defend 
those accused. Would this mean that he could not come up with an example or he has a 
problem in logic?  
  
In either case, Professor Hooft has lots to learn both in physics and logic. It is amusing that 
Professor Hooft accused others of being illogical. In fact, he has more to learn in logic than 
average scientists. Thus, Professor Hooft actually allow himself to be an example of 
arrogance that you and Steve mentioned. 
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According to the freedom of speech I agree that 
everybody should be allowed to express his/her ideas. 
Now in the Internet era it would be very hard, almost 
impossible, for somebody (no matter what position 
he/she has) to entangle the circulation and spreading 
of ideas. 
Time and experiments would eventually judge all of us. 
 
Florentin 
 
 
L.S., 
Having had previous email encounters with this Mr. Crothers, I already know what 
kind of replies are to be expected from him; this mail is therefore primarily directed 
only to the sane recipients. 
The answers to his questions are simple, and of course well known to all professional 
astronomers: 



  
1. Crothers thinks that black holes cannot be surrounded by matter because they are 
solutions of the equation Ric=0. Of course this is nonsense. Einstein's equations are 
sufficiently robust to allow for all sorts of small perturbations. Stars, planets and gas 
clouds do carry gravitational fields of their own, and yes, they produce small 
corrections to the equations for a black hole, in the form of a right-hand-side to the 
equation Ric=Energy-momentum, and no, they do not affect the main feature of a 
black hole, which is the fact that it is surrounded by a horizon. They do affect the 
singularity at the origin in a way that is insignificant for astronomy, because the 
singularity is unobservable (Note that the singularity of the Kerr solution, which 
carries angular momentum, is different from the Schwarzschild one). Hawking and 
Penrose's theorems apply to the horizon, which in fact grows when matter is accreted. 
Black holes can be in the vicinity of other black holes. Again, gluing together these 
space-times implies small modifications of the solutions of the equations for all of 
these. Indeed the equations are too complex to be solved exactly, which of course 
does not affect the existence of such solutions. There have been numerous numerical 
investigations that provided series of more and more precise expressions for these 
solutions. Crothers suffers from a deeply rooted non-understanding of the 
mathematical nature of these equations, and the feature of horizon formation. 
  
2. The claim that horizons don't exist because it takes an infinite amount of time to 
form them is a well-known misconception. It takes only a finite amount of time to 
form the region from where no signal can escape. Very soon during the earliest stages 
of black hole formation, the region is created where escape would require the 
presence of material flows that violate the energy condition. Observers do not need an 
infinite amount of time to establish that this situation has arisen. 
  
3. The statement about "Gaussian curvature" is also nonsense, I'm afraid. Only in the 
exceptional case of perfect spherical symmetry, one can imagine concentric spheres 
with Gaussian curvature 1/r^2, where r is the Schwarzschild r coordinate. But for any 
solution, even the spherical one, one can draw surfaces of S2 topology through any 
point in space-time, with any value of the Gaussian curvature, so from a physical 
point of view, Crothers' claim that r should refer to Gaussian curvature is meaningless. 
Of course, no astronomer in his right mind would claim that r stands for a spatial 
distance; physical radial distances would be defined by integrating the square root of 
g_{rr}, if ever needed. r is really nothing more than a conveniently chosen coordinate. 
This has been explained to Crothers by many people, so I do not have any illusion that 
he will understand it now. 
  
4. Indeed, it would be unwise to try to observe the "central singularity" because you 
can't. No serious astronomer ever claimed that you can. But the region inside the 
horizon would be a (painful) reality for any observer venturing his way into the black 
hole.  
Using telescopes on Earth it would be interesting indeed to observe gas flows 
spiralling into the horizon with locally defined velocities close to that of light, and 
that is what the investigators will be able to do. They will not see singularities. 
  
O, yes, excerpts from my mail will probably emerge on some weblogs, drawn out of 
context and ornamented with comments. You may read those for your pleasure, or 
better just ignore. 



  
Greetings, 
G. 't Hooft. 
 
 
_________________________________ 
 
 
Mr. 't Hooft and I have indeed had previous encounters. I have reported these before. 
It is no secret that Mr. 't Hooft and I do not like one another. So what? That has no 
bearing on the science. His reference to sanity is just unscientific nonsense. 
 
1) In Section 11, THE SCHWARZSCHILD SOLUTION, on page 39 of his 
INTRODUCTION TO GENERAL RELATIVITY (VERSION 8/4/02) (on his 
personal website) Mr. 't Hooft writes: 
 
“Einstein’s equation, (7.26), should be exactly valid. Therefore it is interesting to 
search for exact solutions. The simplest and most important one is empty space 
surrounding a static star or planet. There, one has 
     T�� = 0 :              (11:1) 
 
If the planet does not rotate very fast, the effects of this rotation (which do exist!) may 
be ignored. Then there is spherical symmetry.” 
 
Thus the so-called ‘Schwarzschild solution’ is a solution for Ric = 0, an empty 
Universe, and has spherical symmetry. But Einstein's Principle of Equivalence and his 
laws of Special Relativity cannot manifest in a space-time that by definition contains 
no matter. That Einstein maintained that his Principle of Equivalence and his laws of 
Special Relativity must manifest in his gravitational field is indubitable.   I have cited 
his detailed arguments from his book “The Meaning of Relativity”. Since the 
Principle of Superposition does not apply in General Relativity, “Schwarzschild black 
holes” cannot persist in and mutually interact in a mutual space-time that by definition 
contains no matter. The introduction of vague things like “robust” and “small 
perturbations” doesn't alter that fact that Ric = 0 is an empty universe. 
 
Mr. 't Hooft advocates “gluing together” the space-times of such “black holes”. But 
that does not alter the fact that there are no known solutions to the field equations for 
the interaction of two or more bodies and that there is no existence theorem proven by 
which the field equations can be asserted to contain latent solutions for such 
configurations of matter. Before Mr. 't Hooft gets out his trusty glue stick he needs to 
first prove that the field equations contain latent solutions for such proposed 
configurations of matter. Without an existence theorem or an exact solution to the 
field equations, his glue and perturbations are just arbitrary ad hoc assertions, upon 
which one can conduct any amount of numerical analysis. The numerical analysis 
does not however in any way guarantee that it is dealing with a well-posed problem. 
By “gluing together” space-times Mr. 't Hooft has not proven that the field equations 
permit such arbitrary creations. With such a procedure one can make up just about 
anything. Moreover, General Relativity cannot account for the simple experimental 
fact that two fixed bodies will attract one another upon release.  
 



2) Mr. 't Hooft has taken unjustified liberty with what I have argued about event 
horizons. I have made no remarks about the “formation” of event horizons. I 
have pointed out, as have many others before me, that it does take an infinite 
amount time for an observer to confirm the presence of the alleged event 
horizon. A simple calculation, which surely you must all know, proves this. 
My argument is correct. But since nobody has been and nobody will be around 
for an infinite amount of time, nobody will ever verify the alleged event 
horizon. Indeed, nobody has ever found an event horizon. Something that 
cannot be verified by its very definition is not physics. 

3) Mr. 't Hooft is incorrect on Gaussian curvature. I have given proofs by first 
principles and by use of the well-known relation involving the Riemannian 
tensor and I have cited numerous sources for the basic mathematics. Here 
again: 

 
     Mr. 't Hooft says: 
 
“Of course, no astronomer in his right mind would claim that r stands for a spatial 
distance...” 
 
But that is not true. I have cited the writings of various astronomers and 
astrophysicists in my papers. Many if not most think that the said 'r' is a distance and 
even a radial distance in the manifold, and treat it as such. Now in Section 12. 
MERCURY AND LIGHT RAYS IN THE SCHWARZSCHILD METRIC of his 
INTRODUCTION TO GENERAL RELATIVITY, wherein he relies upon the so-
called “Schwarzschild solution” and thus refers to the coordinate r, in relation to his 
equations (12.36) and (12.37), for a particular value of 'r', Mr. 't Hooft says: 
 
 “...where r0 is the smallest distance of the light ray to the central source.” 
 
Also, Mr. 't Hooft concedes that my identification of the geodesic radial distance from 
the centre of spherical symmetry in the “Schwarzschild solution” is indeed given by 
the integral of the square root of the negative of the component of the metric tensor 
containing the square of the differential element of the square root of the coefficient 
of the angular terms (which I have correctly identified as the inverse square root of 
the Gaussian curvature of a spherically symmetric geodesic surface in the spatial 
section). He says: 
 
“...physical radial distances would be defined by integrating the square root of g_{rr}, 
if ever needed.” 
 
Furthermore, I have reported accurately from Mr. 't Hooft's emails, contrary to his 
implications in the final remark in his current email. He certainly said of the quantity 
'r' in the “Schwarzschild solution” that it is 
 
   "a gauge choice: it defines the coordinate r"  
 
which is not correct. I reported the email exchange with Mr. 't Hooft here: 
 
  www.sjcrothers.plasmaresources.com/Hooft.pdf 
 



and so can be verified by anybody willing to do so, instead of just taking Mr. 't Hooft 
at his word. 
 

4) It is irrefutable that the Special Theory of Relativity forbids infinite density. 
The calculation is elementary. General Relativity cannot violate Special 
Relativity. The alleged “singularity” of the black hole is infinitely dense, in  
violation of the Theory of Relativity. And nobody has ever found an infinitely 
dense singularity anywhere. 

 
Since neither the infinitely dense point-mass singularity nor the event horizon have 
ever been found, nobody has assuredly found a black hole anywhere, despite all the 
claims for their numerous discoveries.  
 
I note that Mr. 't Hooft has been silent on the fact that Einstein's pseudo-tensor is a 
meaningless concoction of mathematical symbols, and that he has been silent on the 
fact that linearisation of the field equations is meaningless. 
 
And let's not forget the fact that “Schwarzschild's solution” is not Schwarzschild's 
solution. Here again is Schwarzschild's paper: 
 
www.sjcrothers.plasmaresources.com/schwarzschild.pdf 
 
One cannot get a “black hole” from Schwarzschild's solution except by disfiguring it. 
 
Steve Crothers 
22/9/2008 
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