EFLECTIONS of this type made it
clear to me as long ago as short-
ly after 1900, i.e., shortly after
Planck’s trail-blazing work, that
neither mechanics nor
B8 could (except in limiting cases)
claim exact validity. By and by 1 des-
paired of the possibility of discovering
the true laws by means of construc-
tive efforts based on known facts. The
longer and the more despairingly I

tried, the more I came to the convic-
tion that only the discovery of a uni-
versal formal principle could lead us
to assured results. The example I saw
before me was thermodynamics. The
general principle was there given in
the theorem: the laws of nature are
such that it is impossible to construct
a perpetuum mobile (of the first and
second kind). How, then, could such
a universal principle be found? After
ten years of reflection such a principle
resulted from a paradox upon which
I had already hit at the age of six-
teen: if I pursue a beam of light with
the velocity ¢ (velocity of light in a
vacuum), I should observe such a
beam of light as a spatially oscilla-
tory electromagnetic field at rest.
However, there seems to be no such
thing, whether on the basis of experi-
ence or according to Maxwell’s equa-
tions. From the very beginning it
appeared to me intuitively clear that,
judged from the standpoint of such
an observer, everything would have to
happen according to the same laws
as for an observer who, relative to
the earth, was at rest. For how,
otherwise, should the first observer
know, i.e., be able to determine, that
he is in a state of fast uniform mo-
tion?

One sees that in this paradox the
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germ of the special relativity theory
is already contained. Today everyone
knows, of course, that all attempts to
clarify this paradox satisfactorily
were condemned to failure as long
as the axiom of the absolute charac-
ter of time, viz., of simultaneity, un-
recognizedly was anchored in the
unconscious. Clearly to recognize this
axiom and its arbitrary character
really implies already the solution of
the problem. The type of critical
reasoning which was required for the
discovery of this central point was
decisively furthered, in my case"
especially, by the reading of David
Hume’s and Ernst Mach’s philo-
sophical writings.



