Scrutiny of „Zur Elektrodynamik bewegter Koerper“ , Ann. Phys. 17 (1905) 891-921
p. 891

The author reminds of the fact that only relative motion of magnetic field and conductor matters.  Then he mentions that also the failure to provide evidence for the movement of earth relative to the “medium of light” led to his (?)  guess that the notion of absolute rest is unfounded in general. He does not give a due reference to Galilei, and he does not explain what he meant with quantities of first order.  What he calls “principle of relativity” includes that the laws of electrodynamics are valid in all coordinate systems. This might be questionable for negative radius and negative elapsed time. 

p. 892

Is the author correct when he interprets the already known constant velocity V (=c) of light propagating in empty space as independent from the state of motion of the emitting body? Without further explanation, he merely calls this assumption “seemingly” contradictory to the principle of relativity, and he does not yet reveal what distance V relates to.
Isn’t it indeed bewildering when the author starts further consideration on the notion of a system A “at rest” after he has stressed that there is no absolute rest? When following his ideas we should always check whether they remain valid if B instead of A is considered at rest. 

p. 893/894
Equation 894/2 correctly attributes V to the distance ABA divided by the time of light back and forth. BAB would yield the same value. 

p. 895

Attention!  The author introduces a) an observer who is bound to the object B of consideration and b) an observer who is located at A but he sees B. 

p. 896

The author is quite right in that the observer in case b) sees an altered length l of a moving meter.  This effect is well known as Doppler effect. The observer sees a shrunk wavelength (higher frequency) if the source moves toward the observer.  Unfortunately, the author did not clarify the relationship between Doppler effect and Lorentz contraction, cf. Paul Davies. 
P. 897

From the fact that an observer at A sees B different from what sees an observer at B itself, the author draws a confusing conclusion: “Ergo we see that we must not attribute any absolute meaning to the notion of simultaneity; but two events that are simultaneous if seen from one coordinate system must not be considered simultaneous if seen from a system in motion relative to it.” 

While this is formally correct, I feel in agreement with Larmor, when I do not share the common interpretation that there is no ubiquitous objective time. If we understand the actual moment always relative to the physical object that is just “now” subject to physical influences on it, then observation does not matter from objects, which are in relative motion to it.
