
On Earth's Alleged Curvature
"You can just go on airplane and see the from the air the earth is curved / rounded or see the a
ship go below the horizon after a certain distance"

Let's break that down into its respective two components:

Starting with [1], I'll cite the highest level of academia that I could fine to support the notion that
the Earth's curvature can be visually discerned from a plane.

Lynch, D. K. (2008). "Visually Discerning the Curvature of the Earth." Applied Optics 47: H39.

"Visual daytime observations show that the minimum altitude at which curvature of the horizon
can be detected is at or slightly below 35,000 ft, providing that the field of view is wide (60°) and
nearly cloud free."

"Photographs purporting to show the curvature of the Earth are always suspect because
virtually all camera lenses project an image that suffers from barrel distortion. To accurately
assess curvature from a photograph, the horizon must be placed precisely in the center of the
image, i.e., on the optical axis."

To be clear here, this paper isn't saying "it looks a certain way, therefore; xyz", this an attempt to
discern the curvature via analysis of photographs based on known optical conditions that effect
how a camera see's reality. An important aspect to keep in mind moving forward, something can
"appear" to look one way, but we're interested in measurements here. Some way to tangibly
discern curvature.

Lynch continues to state (paraphrase): You need clear blue skies with no clouds with an
unobstructed 90° field of view or more. If your field of view is sub 60°, Earth's curvature is not
discernible.

[1] You can just go on airplane and see from the air the Earth is curved.

[2] You can see a ship go below the horizon after a certain distance.



"The image was imported into a drawing program, and three small dots were placed on the
horizon: one each at the left and right edge of the image, and one near the center. A line was
drawn between the left and right dots and was found to fall slightly below the center dot, a clear
indication of curvature (inset in Fig. 5). The measured distance (sagitta) was 0:51°, or about 17
pixels (note that the horizontal angle from the limb center is half of the FOV, or about 31:3°)."

To summarize so far what Lynch is putting forward: using a horizontal line and counting pixels
with no actual scale or reference, he has determined that the "bulge" seen the middle is the
sagitta.
The sagitta is how much of the Earth is obscured behind physical Earth curvature (land or
water).



Let's address what's being said before we move on: From ~35,000ft it is claimed that the sagitta
is visually discernible (under optimal conditions). So the physical obstruction is there. That
100% absolute has to be physical earth curvature. Not apparent. Keep that in mind when you
loo at terrestrial observations where this sagitta (the PHYSICAL EARTH CURVATURE) should
be.

Taboo Conspiracy III https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bP3firT4HBM

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bP3firT4HBM


Telescope observation height: 3.5ft

9.90mi



Elevation: 17ft

38.61ft should be hidden by the Earth's curvature. The same sagitta that was photographed at
35,000ft should also be blocking terrestrial observation. However see in this next screen shot
that none of the target building is obscured. You can even see cars and trucks driving by in front
of the building (timestamp: 218).



It gets even worse from here when Taboo starts breaking down the height of the trucks vs the
sagitta.

I don't expect you to be convinced with one video. Here is an entire archive of videos over a
wide range of subjects and observations. You can search for curvature until your heart is
content, but there's an even easier way to discern the shape of where we live that I'll get to at
the end.

Before we move on the [2], let me finish Mr. Lynch's paper to the graveyard.

This paper was published in Optical Society of American and is archived on Harvard and NASA.
Checking the citations, we find that there really isn't any of note.





Citation #2: Is an urban legend as confirmed by Mr. Lynch when he tried to follow up on the
claim that he still included in his paper to give the appearance that Piccard supplemented his
argument.

Citation #4: A plaque place at somewhere that doesn't even include a year or altitude isn't a
citation or evidence of anything. Although, I suppose it's evidence that there's a plaque at that



location. However, that's unrelated to providing actual substances to the argument.

Citation #5: Isn't a citation at all. That's anecdotal and should have been included in the actual
paper. Not a reference.

Citation #6: Perhaps the most egregious of them all; to supplement an anecdotal story provided
by one D. Gutierrez, an email address is provided so you can ask him if the story provided is
true. Typing "LOL" isn't sufficient to express how hard I laughed when I seen the citation for an
anecdote was contact information to ask the person about the story.

Now let's move on to #[2]. You can see a ship go below the horizon after a certain distance.

In that pastebin link, you'll find many videos on optics and boats not actually vanishing behind a
physical horizon. (Pastebin reference again: https://pastebin.com/MwaRqfMM)

A diagram on optics. 180° converges to the center (left to right and top to bottom)

To break this down mechanistically, that convergence to the center produces optical
compression. Example: Say you're 5.5ft tall and there's a 6ft man standing next to you.

https://pastebin.com/MwaRqfMM


Optically, you can tell right away that he's bigger than you. As he gets farther from you, you'll
notice that he becomes the same height as you, and then eventually he becomes smaller. He'll
start vanishing bottom up (which we'll get to in shortly).

Traditionally optics is taught to us in Euclidean geometry. These representation of perspective,
being bound to Euclid must follow that no parallel line can converge at the horizon. They must
remain parallel. If you recall a picture of train tracks, what happens? They laterally converge at
the horizon. This a violation of Euclid's postulates. So why do we still use Euclidean geometry
to describe optics? Its approximations are "close enough", as they say. However, in the 1940s it
was discovered by Karl Rudolph Luneburg that we actually see in what's called curved visual
space or "hyperbolic geometry". The above citation regarding a Vieth-Muller Torus has been
experimentally and mathematically verified as equivalent to the Euclidean predictions and
hyperbolic geometry outperforms at the horizon (where Euclidean errors the most).



In short; the near-field and far-field have different types of optical compression applied to them.
How you see something will be relative to its size, distance from you and elevation. This
provides dynamic optical scaling so that everything in your 180° field of view fits proportional to
its location from you.

This means the horizon will not be perfectly flat regardless of what we live on (sphere or plane)
and further; the horizon will NOT always rise to eye level due to this hyperbolic relationship.

Before we leave this subject, let me explain why a boat vanishes from the bottom up:

Simply put, the angle from the ground to the horizon is smaller than the angle from the sky to



horizon. The optical compression happens quicker below the horizon to stay in proportion to the
sky which converges at the horizon as the same location as the ground.

There are much easier arguments to use that the Earth is truly not a sphere. For example,
Earth's electric field is an equipotential increase every meter at a linear rate. The distribution of
the field, if we lived on a lived on a sphere would not be equipotential. There would be a
measured variance in the horizontal component to the gradient as the distribution would fall off
at 4πr^2. It should be further noted that to reproduce this equipotential field, two flat surfaces
must be used to maintain the distribution of the charge gradient. As far as I'm aware,
mainstream science does not claim that exist as a globe within another globe so that rules out
the physical impossibility of even having a gradient that falls off at 4πr^2.

One more thing of note: The attenuation of the electric field is in the wrong direction. How can
there be a uniform gradient be emanating from the sky down to the Earth unless there were
omnidirectional cosmic rays constantly providing that interaction over the entirety of the Earth at
all times. The field should attenuate radially outward, not get stronger at altitude.





More on Earth's electric field: https://youtu.be/nEdLGPrvoWE
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