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To the Lord of  the whole earth.
Zechariah 4:14
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Foreword

The curtain rises.
A children’s room. You can hear a soft melody from a music box. Nine-

pins and bowls scattered everywhere with colored wooden cubes on the 
floor. A chubby, roly–poly hippopotamus is lying down in the mess. In 
the meanwhile, a plastic horse tries moving on its wheels toward a blonde 
little dancer. It is just a playing moment in Gaia’s babyhood.

Suddenly you can hear a voice from outside: « Don’t you want to see 
the spinning top? It’s awesome, why don’t you come closer? Would you 
like to play with the top? Come on! Don’t be afraid: the top is simply spin-
ning! Can’t you see? It is spinning! ». As all the little toys gather together, 
the top falls down and the little horse is crying upset. « Oh, no. It’s broken 
now! »

« But don’t worry ». The charming little dancer immediately twirls 
nearby, to reassure him: « No, it’s not like this. We’ll make it spin again ». 

So, when beholding the top moving again, the hippopotamus appears 
absolutely ravished. He keeps on smiling. Then, in a real outburst of  joy, 
he promises: « When I will grow up, I want to become a spinning top! ».

Immediately the curtain falls.
This is something that really happens in the course of  Gaia’s life. In 

some puzzling way the hippo, one day, keeps on spinning around its tail 
and nobody dares to reply.

In this same way, the study of  the Earth and its orderly cosmos can 
reserve great surprises, together with tragicomic disillusions. A few 
thoughtful scientists, in fact, acknowledge that the general understanding 
about the Earth is poor and approximate. Often the experimental results 
do not confirm the accepted theories, although these are strongly defend-
ed by the scientific community.
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So, while introducing the hypothesis that the shape of  the Earth and 
its measures do not match perfectly to the general assumptions, you are 
not doing a real revolution. You’re just opening the doors toward new 
scientific possibilities.

Too often, generally, people accept what the mainstream science has 
to say with blind eyes. And many of  them feel dizzy in front of  any new 
exploration. This passive blindness has produced confusion, wrong scien-
tific theories, and enormous mistakes. With the consequent waste of  time 
and resources.

The new book, Dossier 111–The Real Measures of  the (flat) Earth, has just 
one goal. The book aims to consider, with mindful attention, what main-
stream and countercurrent science, sometimes even unconsciously, have 
understood and perceived regarding the Earth. It will be a way of  disas-
sembling and then trying to reassemble the manifold gears of  a complex 
motor. It is a motor that has many and many times been opened, disman-
tled and remade, but generally in complete secrecy. I hope to express inno-
vative ideas by presenting facts, calculations, and formulas that will prove 
that the earth is not a globe.

The large majority of  books on this topic are connected with the con-
spiracy theories. They deal with the voluntary hiding of  the truth, per-
formed by powerful lobbies. Many authors are often insisting on the fact 
that a fictitious reality has been propagandized to foolish people. Anyway, 
this is not a conspiracy theory book. Although it may be clear that there is 
a precise will of  hiding the truth, it is not universally clear who is respon-
sible. Political, economic and propaganda reasons are often not so explic-
it. Many organizations, generally thought to be the “absolute evil” (like 
Nasa, United Nations or Masonry), are only actors of  a more complex 
comedy, difficult to describe with preconceived ideas.

Many of  us are likely aware of  a superior will playing in the back-
stage, and maneuvering behind the scenes. Anyway, this is not the main 
theme about which this book is especially concerned. My first goal is, 
on the contrary, the description of  the geometry and measures of  the 
Earth. The standards you will find in this dossier while describing the 
earth–system will probably appear to many readers somewhat unex-
pected.

Anyway, I will explain everything on the basis of  proofs and details. The 
book is conceived to be divided into two main units. You will start ponder-



Foreword  11

ing a first section, in which I intend to disassembly the global framework. 
The aim is to prove the Earth is flat and motionless and Newton’s gravity 
laws are old and outdated.

Then, in the second part, I’ll introduce the math tools necessary to 
understand our cosmological reality. You will certainly learn, in a simple 
way, what are the physical and mathematical reasons that compel the cu-
rious learner to introduce the kind of  unit measurement you will discover 
inside.

The reader will find, as well, a chapter in which I’m reintroducing the 
concept of  aether, the mean through which light moves. Reintroducing it 
will contribute to the destroying of  the 20th–century theory of  relativity 
and quantum physics.

I’m sure that, by pondering this book conceptions, you will become 
more aware and able to understand the true nature of  the physical reality 
we all are living within. However, I already know that some academic will 
comment adversely this writing, by saying that the main considerations 
inside are not well organized, unacceptable for the scientific communi-
ty and both not peer–reviewed nor, maybe, reviewable. These are prob-
ably the consequences of  one of  the methods the student has to follow 
when examining the cosmologic phenomena. The a priori knowledge 
(also known as the methodology of  the intuition) is often conceived in-
dependently of  experience and is a deduction from pure reason. When 
studying the universe, some concept can be considered to be true when 
supported by strict logic and deep reasoning, which, for their natural incli-
nation, are tending to the truth. More experimental proofs will certainly 
come later. This can sometimes happen when ideas are thoroughly new 
and ahead of  schedule.

Anyway, in this world, the general scientific community is not always 
free to unveil what appears to be true or false, but rather what is politically 
or economically convenient. Science is, unfortunately, under the power 
of  international lobbies that lead the research and its goals, that define its 
boundaries and the kind of  job that has to be done.

Therefore, even though in the worldly establishment there are many 
earnest scientists and researchers, I can affirm that, sometimes, they don’t 
want to risk losing their job, after being discredited. The author team of  
this book, Dossier 111–The Real Measures of  the (flat) Earth is, on the other 
hand, in the privileged position of  being external to the establishment. 
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When enjoying that position, you can dare to make hypotheses, calcula-
tions, and considerations entirely free, without the dramatic risk of  ruin-
ing your career. For a beginning, we only pay with the lack of  acknowl-
edgment.

But we are glad, however, to be a little nearer to the truth.
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Introduction

Scientific freedom: pure illusion

There are still great truths to say, if  we had both the 
courage to state them and the good disposition to 
accept them. (Freeman Dyson)

Mainstream science today is not headed the same direction of  the flat 
earth. You could suppose a sort of  secret conjuration took form in the 
course of  the years, contrived with the aim to cover the evidence. Proba-
bly just a handful of  influential men, endowed with certain personal cha-
risma, were sufficient to build a framework that can no more be put under 
discussion. Scientific freedom remains an illusion. Scientists have to stay 
inside the limits of  the established rules and only the braves are daring to 
challenge that implicit command.

Nowadays, notwithstanding the great advancements performed by 
technology, men of  science are often still at a stop within old theoreti-
cal concepts. Due to the intrinsic weakness of  human reason, scientific 
fundamentals remain unproven. Science can provide only evidences; it 
cannot give absolute proof  of  its tenets. You can deduce something from 
observation but, since empirical observations are never conclusive, you 
can never be certain whether you know the truth or you don’t. All this can 
lead to an open question: is it reasonable to base your beliefs on models 
of  uncertainty to search the truth? When models are no more reliable the 
time has come to change them.

Bertrand Russell [1] [2] gives a bloody description of  a turkey that, in 
an American nurture, decides to shape its vision of  a world scientifically 
well founded: «The turkey found that, on his first morning at the turkey 
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farm, he was fed at 9 a.m. Being a good inductivist turkey he did not 
jump to conclusions. He waited until he collected a large number of  ob-
servations that he was fed at 9 a.m. and made these observations under 
a wide range of  circumstances… Each day he added another observa-
tion statement to his list. Finally he was satisfied that he had collected a 
number of  observation statements to inductively infer that “I am always 
fed at 9 a.m.”. However on the morning of  Christmas eve he was not fed 
but instead had his throat cut ». Notwithstanding, as Jamie Hale puts it: 
« Scientific knowledge is tentative, and the tentative nature of  science is 
one of  its strong points ».

It is in the nature of  science that we, ordinary people as well as men of  
science, search for the truth in the unknown, which is so vast and complex 
that our predictions will always be constrained by our ignorance of  the 
future.

It is often assumed that science can reveal the truth, but science seems 
incapable of  attaining it. Truth is one of  the central subjects, both in sci-
ence and philosophy. But, surprisingly enough, even if  science could lead 
us to the truth, we would have no way of  knowing that it actually is the 
truth. Why not? Because science cannot provide definitive proof  of  its 
tenets. Science provides only evidence. Sometimes the evidence for a sci-
entific theory may seem very strong. But, even in this case, we cannot tell 
whether future observations and/or experiments will confirm or contra-
dict the theory.

Thus, we can read so often that this or that has been scientifically 
proven (gravity, relativity, the earth is a globe…) Many people seem will-
ing to admit that details of  science remain unproven, but they insist that 
the fundamentals have been proven. For example, in mainstream biol-
ogy, Darwinism provides its central conceptual framework, and many 
think that it has been proven even if  evolution still continues to be a 
simple theory.

The history of  science provides many examples of  scientific revolu-
tions where a well–established theory had to be modified or replaced by 
another one in view of  new facts that could not be accommodated by 
the “established” theory. Newtonian physics is one such example. Ptole-
my versus Galileo, versus flat Earth hypothesis again, is another. Science 
allows scientists to explain and predict. In other words, it has explanato-
ry and predictive power. However, much uncertainty remains. Korzyb-
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ski and others have pointed out that uncertainty characterizes scientific 
knowledge in general, and one might add also non–scientific knowledge 
and everyday life.

In the Middle Ages people believed that the earth was flat, for which they had 
at least the evidence of  their senses: we believe it to be round, not because as 
many as one percent of  us could give physical reasons for so quaint a belief, but 
because modern science has convinced us that nothing that is obvious is true, and 
that everything that is magical, improbable, extraordinary, gigantic, microscopic, 
heartless, or outrageous is scientific.
I must not, by the way, be taken as implying that the earth is flat, or that all or 
any of  our amazing credulities are delusions or impostures. (George Bernard 
Shaw [3])

Another historical illustration of  the failure of  induction in engineer-
ing is the unfortunate case of  the Challenger disaster. When Challeng-
er disintegrated 73 seconds into its flight, on the morning of  28 January 
1986, it represented one of  the most shocking events in the history of  
American spaceflight. 

A Presidential Commission was immediately convened to explore what 
had gone wrong, but with the vast complexity of  the space shuttle, and so 
many interests involved in the investigation, discovering the truth presented 
an almost impossible challenge. Richard Feynman’s appendix to a report 
paper on the event reads it as a thorough condemnation of  inductive infer-
ences in engineering: « The argument that the same risk was flown before 
without failure is often accepted as an argument for the safety of  accepting 
it again… There are several references to flights that had gone before. The 
acceptance and success of  these flights is taken as evidence of  safety… The 
fact that this danger did not lead to a catastrophe before is no guarantee that 
it will not the next time, unless it is completely understood ».

Usually ad hoc hypotheses are introduced to save theories, paradigms 
or world views from contradictory evidence. In other words, to explain 
away the contradiction. It seems that almost any theory, paradigm, or 
worldview can be defended through ad hoc hypotheses. However, as 
more and more contradictions accumulate, eventually the status quo may 
be given up. But this may take a long time, and may even happen after the 
death of  its defenders.
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The theory of  relativity is a mass of  error and deceptive ideas violently opposed 
to the teachings of  great men of  science of  the past and even to common sense… 
The theory wraps all these errors and fallacies and clothes them in magnificent 
mathematical garb which fascinates, dazzles and makes people blind to the un-
derlying errors. The theory is like a beggar clothed in purple that ignorant people 
take for a king. Its exponents are very brilliant men, but they are metaphysicists 
rather than scientists. Not a single one of  the relativity propositions has been 
proved. (Nikola Tesla [4])

The renowned historian of  science Karl Popper [5] described the state 
of  knowledge this way: « Our knowledge can only be finite, while our 
ignorance must necessarily be infinite ». Experimental observations, ac-
cording to Popper, are never conclusive since we cannot attain experience 
of  what is universal. Universality is an a–priori addition that we cast on 
reality, a concept not relying first on experience, but originating inside our 
human intellectual faculties. Truth in science is not always determined 
from observational facts since there are facts that cannot be detected by 
human senses, but by logic and reasoning only. Our senses have to fulfill 
a biological function that does not consist in simply providing sensation, 
but also in transmitting knowledge. We couldn’t manage just with sensa-
tions. Observations are not the crucial point, but expectations are. Our 
expectations are thus biologically important.

Generally, of  course, we would like to rely on empirical methods, but 
this is not always a practicable strategy. However, we say that an assertion 
is true when it clashes with facts and things appear to be such as the state-
ment has presented them. One of  the most important results of  mod-
ern logic has consisted in recovering this absolute concept of  truth. Its 
full rehabilitation appears to be one of  the most important philosophical 
achievements of  the twentieth century.

Alfred Tarski (1902–1983), an American logician and mathematician 
of  Polish and Jewish descent, is famous for his researches about the con-
cept of  truth in formal languages. His correspondence theory [6] is going 
back to Aristotle’s well known definition of  truth (Metaphysics 1011b25): 
« To say of  what is that it is not, or of  what is not that it is, is false, while 
to say of  what is that it is, and of  what is not that it is not, is true » — an-
yway, virtually identical formulations can be found in Plato. Commonly, 
truth is viewed as the correspondence of  language or thought to an in-
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dependent reality, which is sometimes called the correspondence theory 
of  truth.

Unfortunately, a clear understanding of  the truth behind science is lim-
ited to certain areas and phenomena. Popper compares the reaching of  
a scientific objective truth to a mountain top that is always surrounded 
by clouds. A man climbing it, can find it hard to reach the summit, and 
maybe will not be thoroughly aware of  having attained the top since he 
cannot distinguish among the clouds which is the main pick, and which is 
the secondary one. 

We have to make a clear distinction between truth and certainty. All of  
us normally wish to know the truth and sometimes we succeed in it, even 
if  it happens rarely or even never, that we can be fully sure of  grasping 
it. As Popper puts it, certainty is not the main objective worth of  science, 
but truth is.

On the contrary, most people are convinced that truth is always rela-
tive, and that science doesn’t draw conclusions about supernatural expla-
nations. Does God exist? Does he intervene in human affairs? They think 
science cannot answer these questions. For many, the large majority, such 
questions are matters of  personal faith and spirituality. So, I’d like to ask: 
are these questions really out of  the reach of  knowledge? Paul wrote to   
the Romans that «God’s invisible qualities are evident in all creation». Je-
sus said that all the Scriptures are trustworthy ( John 17:17).

So, considering the uncertainty of  every human truth, for this funda-
mental reason, I am looking inside the Bible in search for accuracy about 
the earth, its shape and measures. According to Karl Popper and a large 
number of  ordinary, level–headed people, there are not knowledge sourc-
es that are better or worse than others. It does not matter where an idea 
comes from; what matters is how we deal with it, by attempting to expose 
its shortcomings. But, of  course, and not only from my point of  view, the 
Bible is the best of  all sources. As Augustine declares: « God is the author of  
the Book of  nature and the Book of  Scriptures » and they match perfectly.

Intuition, imagination, a–priori knowledge (that is to say a knowledge 
that comes from the power of  reasoning based on self–evident, universal 
insight), are often at the origin of  new scientific theories. In science the 
simple observation is not sufficient, but you need first to know which is 
your goal, the final result you wish to find. Meaning: you need hypothesis 
to start. As Popper puts it: «  Expectations come first, then observations ». 
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Human knowledge is conjectural, and observation is never neutral, but 
mixed up with theory, so that, sometimes, you find it difficult to establish 
a clear distinction between “facts” and “opinions”.

Even when observation is proceeding empirically, the human mind is 
unconsciously induced to overlap its intellectual layouts and categoriza-
tions with the observed reality. You never grasp facts but only opinions 
and, as a direct consequence, the nature of  science is always fallible and 
conjectural. From this point of  view, the empiric base of  the objective 
sciences is never “absolute”. Notwithstanding its rich and secular experi-
ence, science is not able to furnish clear and exhaustive answers to funda-
mental questions. 

In his best–seller The Black Swan [7] the writer Nassim Nicholas Taleb 
notes that: « Before the discovery of  Australia, people in the Old World were 
convinced that all swans were white, an unassailable belief  as it seemed 
completely confirmed by empirical evidence. The sighting of  the first black 
swan might have been an interesting surprise for a few ornithologists, but 
that is not where the significance of  the story lies. It illustrates a severe lim-
itation to our learning from observations or experience and the fragility 
of  our knowledge. One single observation can invalidate a general state-
ment derived from millennia of  confirmatory sightings of  millions of  white 
swans. All you need is one single (and, I am told, quite ugly) black bird ».

Keeping in mind this point of  view, you will often meet black swans in 
your personal and worldly life, and you will even be eager to controvert 
Wittgenstein when he rejects the assertion « there will be a final day of  
Judgment » as a not scientific statement. Every day is time to get match 
fit for unintended consequences. Just think of  two recent unpredictable 
political situations: the 2016 Brexit vote and U.S. presidential election out-
come. Did they teach us anything? One thing certainly: that nobody in the 
world can foretell the future, and every living being must brace himself  
for the unexpected. 

Some managers of  science wish to underline only what is essential for 
the welfare of  the society. Scientific research is not manageable in the usu-
al sense of  the word. Countercurrent understandings of  the physic reali-
ties we live inside ultimately can lead to the development of  new concepts.

However, nobody wants to compromise exposing an entirely new and 
maybe shocking scientific paradigm, go against the mainstream, or hazard 
reputation expressing new upsetting ideas. It’s obvious that scientists may 
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be afraid their colleagues might blame them, and charge their ideas of  not 
having an evident scientific base. They don’t want to risk losing their face 
inside the scientific community, to be discarded among the academic envi-
ronments, to lose the eventual sponsorship given to researchers. All these 
situations do not favor, nor advantage a real scientific progress.

The brilliant visionary imagination necessary to produce any impor-
tant scientific revolution seems to be running dry, just to leave space to 
the scanty, ordinary little ideas that appear every day on the markets of  
the world. The only result is that, by now, science looks like a pitiful form 
of  religion with a series of  tenets that cannot be put under discussion. 
Here also originates the panic fear to state a radically new paradigm, and 
the dread to be pointed as silly, ignorant, and thus unfit to any important 
executive position. To work in a scientific environment you need constan-
cy, abnegation, precision, punctuality, and carefulness. But not too much 
independence, nor originality. It is evident thus, as a nineteen century phi-
losopher cunningly observed, that history must undergo several phases 
before being able to discard an old social form, and eventually grab it.




