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Sum Theorydemonstrates gravity in computational paradigmswad or more bodies.
Applying the various theories of gravity to the aosystem and beyond, every attempt is
made to preserve each detail of the Relativitidsether from Einstein (Special and General
Relativity), Feynman, Lorentz, Numerical Relativityr the wider scope of other Post-
Newtonian theories.

The key criterion being that theories on gravitysinbe in agreement with commonly

observed astronomical data — and — they must hiealbg consistent within themselves.

Thus the laws of physics cannot contradict thenesels a minimum standard of validity.

The simulators used here differ from other onlimewators, in that they are not driven by
historical records of celestial data. Instead tistgiparameters are used in conjunction with
the various theories on the laws of gravitatiortafgics to evolve purely according to those
theories with two or more bodies.

Many other algorithmswere used to deviseum Theorybut the primary program for this
chapter is calledrbit-gravity-sim-12.ex§OGS12). It is available for free download on the

websitewww.flight-light-and-spin.comat the addresses:

www.flight-light-and-spin.com/simulator/relativitytm or directly at

www.flight-light-and-spin.com/simulator/orbit-grdyisim-12.exe

Help files are herewvww.flight-light-and-spin.com/simulator/ogs12.htm
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RELATIVITY AND THE ORBITS OF THE SOLAR SYSTEM:
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Most other online solar system simulatdrsimply describe planetary orbits according to
recorded historical data. Wheogbit-gravity-sim-12.exg(OGS12) differs, is that the user
can select either the purely Newtonian laws, oividdally turn on-and-off, both Special
and/or General Relativity; then observe how theltsgliffer. Different scenarios depict the
geometry of various commonly observed celestialiggodn the middle of a scenario, the
user can also press the pause button, and thentldteplanets’ position, change their
velocity, and observe how the various laws of gsagenerate orbits thereaft€ddGS12is
thus driven not only by data, but by the most widehriable interactive evolutionary
physics algorithm possible.

OGS12 also has changeable scales for distanceérmamadit is vital to comprehend the error-
margins in processing the information. The usertie®n given complete freedom to fiddle
as much as wanted with the various Solar-systemasics. The result is that in doing so,
the user may generate large margins of error. Hséest way to inadvertently produce a
large error-margin is to speed up the time-scaésluge the error-margin by slowing down
the time-scale. The margin of error varies dependin which planetary body is being
observed in the context of the diverse physicsrtheoSo each scenario is pre-set to time-
scales with a low enough error-margin for its sfiegurpose. There is a deeper discussion
of how the algorithm refines the error-marginsiddatethe chapter.

Before assessing the results of the computer @lhgosi, a pertinent discussion at the core of
the analysis is required. This concerns the diffeeebetween two terms: absolute and
relative.
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ABSOLUTE VELOCITY, RELATIVE VELOCITY — ORBITS AND R OTATION:
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It is quite clear and widely accepted that thetiotaof a body around its own axis must be
measured in absolute terms, and not relative téRr@gnman p.76). We can feel the effects
of the centrifugal force quite markedly, and so kmew that if a satellite in deep space is
rotating, then astronauts will stick to the inneall® (simulating gravity). And if it is not
rotating they will float in zero gravity. They widllso be able to observe their rotation when
they see the ‘fixed’ stars ‘moving’ past their wivd The centrifugal force and the
movement of thavindow past the starwill always coincide, absolutely. This is how we
know that axial rotation is not a relative phenooerit is certainly absolute.

Now consider any perfectly balanced binary paistafs (or planets). In this example they
have the same mass — and their orbit is not aléptt it is as perfectly circular as possible.
If we carefully consider this hypothetical pairpurely relativistic termghen we can only
reach the strange conclusion that they have ircieffe velocity relative to one another —
because the distance between thecoisstantrelative to one anotheBut if they have no
velocity relative to each another, then there wdwiddmutual attraction from gravity — and
they would accelerate towards one another anddbiide!

| have labelled this concept
BAOBAB: Bain’s Absolute Orbit Binary Analytical Bathage.

It is only when we consider a binary pair to be mgwompared to the ‘fixed’ stars — or
when compared to a barycenter (midpoint) — thavigras counteracted by that orbital
motion. The binary stars are now able to maintagomrstant distance from one another as
binary orbits are supposed to. Thabsoluteorbital velocity is now perfectly balancing the
gravity between them. And the idea of BAOBAB sultsé¢he core concept of Relativity so



clearly, so clinically, that | can hardly wait imeer mirth to hear the variety of sophistry
that the compulsive Relativists will try and couritewith.

But we need to follonBAOBAB further. We have the widely accepted proof tha th
Earth’s spin on its axis — being a rotation — igstlabsolute and not Relative. So let us
consider a satellite in a geosynchronous orbit thabit orbits the Earth in exactly one day.
This satellite is thus always directly above thensgooint on the surface of the rotating
Earth, and it is also always the same distance tlmhpoint. So surely it makes sense to
suggest that this satellite is moving in absolgmeity and not Relative velocity? Well the
Relativists would certainly not agree. But in wicatical sense are those two movements
fundamentally different? What about the variouspobetween the satellite and the surface
of the Earth? Where are we supposed to draw thathgtical line between Relative and
absolute?

We can then also place an observer satellite pigcid the barycenter (midpoint) between
a pair of planets in a binary orbit. The satell®s a constant rotation on its axis exactly
equal to the time it takes the binary pair to odsie another. We have the same resultant
angular velocity for both the binary pair and fboetaxial rotation of the satellite — when
compared to the fixed stars — or when comparing Hwse to the midpoint (barycenter).

Binary pair in orbit

Observer

satellite

If the binary pair stops orbiting each other (whemmpared to the fixed stars) they will
attract one another because of their gravity arehtsally squash the satellite between
them. By the same token, if the satellite stopsitimj compared to the fixed stars, the
astronauts in the satellite will experience weiggghess before they get squashed (by the
non-orbiting binary pair).

It is abundantly clear that if we only considerittabit in purely Relative terms as regards
one another — then there is no Relative velocityvben them — and thus nothing to stop
gravity pulling them together. The midpoint is andliamentally necessary construct to the
binary orbit, such that it is logically linked thet fixed stars in precisely the same absolute
manner that a rotation is. So the midpoint is dgtua fundamentally necessary third
positional feature of a binary orbit.

That so many Relativists never noticed this — aiitlcentinue to ignore it — is more an
issue of pedagogy and psychology than one of logiath or science. Never mind the
notion that the astrophysicist who cannot constewdlutionary algorithms to accurately



plot their theories on gravity, Relative or othes®jiis the academic equivalent of a mute
illiterate English teacher. Thus it must be conellidhat the orbital rotation of the binary
pair is also only measurable in absolute terms. Rélativists will, of course, just choose to
disagree ljecause they are Relativigts

But there is further empirical proof that an omtibinary pair exhibits the same property of
absoluteness that the satellite rotating on its ewin does. The gravity of the moon causes
the tides of the Earth’s oceans. But if it was ahlg gravity of the moon causing the tides
then there would be only one high tide per day emthe moon is directly overhead. The
second high tide of the day (when the Moon is uneiath the Earth beneath our feet) is
caused by the centrifugal force when the Earthtestaround the Earth-Moon barycenter
(midpoint). You may need to think about this fdria

This hinges on the clear observation that the ooeathe side of the Earth furthest from the
moon is forced away from the moon — counteractirayity. What force can cause the high
tide on the far side from the moon? The only anda/iéne centrifugal force. There really is

no other viable candidate. The explanation mughbethe rotation of the Earth around the
barycenter between the Earth and the Moon is cgubimse oceans to be forced away from
the centre by the centrifugal force.

This is the same phenomenon that causes the astsdwastick to the inside of the satellite
when it spins orits axis: away from the centre dfeir axial rotation. So its not just axial-

spin that is absolute, but orbital rotation tooeeduse our initial proof of axial-spin being
absoluteis based on the objective and empirical realityhef centrifugal force coinciding

precisely with the appearance of the fixed stage abtating around the object when it is
spinning.

But consider all of this in more common sense teffosthe die-hard Relativists). If our
geosynchronous satellite is joined to the Eartla byace-elevatqris it part of axial rotation

or orbital rotation? How thick must a joining bre&l@petween the Earth and the satellite be
before its velocity is considered Relative?

Just after a rocket launches, it is still parttef atmosphere, and most of its velocity is the
same as the Earth’s rotation. Is it Relative oohlis? At which point do you decide? What
is the precise criterion that distinguishes axiaation from other velocity? Is it the
difference between solid and gas? What of liquitis€ decision, no matter which way you
cut it, is categorically arbitrary.

So how can we conclude that the orbital rotatiodeungravity does not have the same
absolute nature that axial rotation does? Of coubhseobstinate scholastic Relativist could
still insist that neither of these consist of line@vements...

So let us, in the light of this, evaluate the ressof the various aspects of the Relativities as
they are applied in the OGS12 computer algorithinave not seen any other conclusive
evidence that suggests an attempt to exapiieeiselyhow all the aspects of the theories of
Relativity would alter the orbits of the individuplanets when compared to Newtonian
theory.
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RELATIVITY AND MERCURY'S ORBIT:
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The easiest way to assess the accuracy of thesavbithe planets in the evolutionary
algorithm OGS12 is to observe Scendfi8] which shows the orbit of Mercury according
to Newtonian gravity at a time-scale @&f10 000 The user can freely download the
algorithm and observe all this data evolving inteae. The error-margin at this time-scale

" The Earth and Moon are somewhat of a binary systerh that they both orbit a point about 1740km wele
surface of the Earth. This is the midpoint or banter of their shared orbital structure.



is 1 part in 40 million millions or 177mm after ®@bits. That error-margin if 177mm is the
difference in the distance from Mercury to the Safter those 20 orbits at aphelion
(maximum distance.)

Next we select Scenarid] which alters the orbit of Mercury by adding thenpiples of
Special Relativity, such that accelerations towatds velocity of light are reduced away
from the expected Newtonian result using the folfgrformula:

Special Relativity velocity adjustment: All velocities must be measured as a
proportion of the velocity of light,
U + u so that light-speed is v=1.

The starting velocity ‘U’ is added

v - 1 with 'u’ and the result is 'V*

+ U %k u which is always less than 1.

The gravity simulator OGS12 gives the user the amptio verify the details of this
calculation by selecting the option ‘Verify velociC-limit.” under ‘Physical Cosmology’.
The Result looks like this:

verify Einstein: x|

lUse these YELOCITIES ko werify limit on YELOCITY as body #2
approaches the velocity of light, (Expressed as a proportion of C)

0,0001 727593462 158043=0ld YELOCITY before movement
0,00000044359954 7 740=amount of YELOCITY that has been added
0,0001 7320294556573 3=new total YELOCITY added as Mewkon
10,0001 73202945852509=new YELCITY For Einstein

I

So we can clearly see that Special Relativity tesil a reduction in velocity when
compared to Newton’s laws. The net result is thiagnwvthe orbit is at its nearest, Mercury
moves closer to the Sun at a rate of 832 metersnér Whereas at it's furthest, Mercury
spirals inwards towards the Sun at a rate 1.92knmog#t as a result of this formula from
Special Relativity.

Now the knee-jerk response from so many peoplé&as this amount is counteracted by
‘other parts of Relativity’. So Scenarfiip0] demonstrates the effect of General Relativity on
Mercury’s orbit, and Scenari@1] combines both Special and General Relativity.

However, General Relativity results in the neadistance (perihelion) moving outwards at
a rate of about 35 meters per orbit, and the adistance (aphelion) moving outwards at
about 50 meters per orbit. This is the result of@@S, details of which are explained
elsewhere. But in simple terms if gravity travetstl@e velocity of light then the small

gravity of Mercury would pull the Sun in a diregti@about 9000km from the center of
Mercury. This point would trail behind Mercury’s gition on its orbit-path due to a delay
of about 4 minutes for gravity to move betweentthe.

Also, the Sun in reciprocation would not pull Mergdrom its center, but from a point
about 1 meter off-center — if gravity moves atvbéocity of light. This may appear to be an
insignificant amount, but only because Mercuryasmall. Later you will see how vital this



calculation becomes when considering how Jupited #Hre Sun’s orbital structure is
distorted away from the Newtonian shape.

As regarding Mercury and Special Relativity howewensider this data:

o - a o a
algeriihi: erbii-gravity-simm-12.84a

[ 5] Mercury's orbit under Special Relativity.

Time Rate: 1 user sec = 167 mins; 1:10000 time-scale

orbit # 2 drift

min km 45985802, 738685 | 09819998, 433839 km max

min dif -.832135 | -1.926577 oif max
orhit # 3 drift

min km 45085801.933475 | 59819996, 512992 km max

min dif —. 82521 | -1.5%20847 dif max
orbit # 4 drift

min km 45G85801.114545 | BG8150094 . 585086 km max

min dif -. 818330 | -1.923903 dif max

. il Thl-and-spin. com

It is fairly easy to see that Mercury would be fiaore greatly altered by Special Relativity
than General Relativity — if they were indeed altyuapplicable. The consequences of this
will be discussed a bit later in this chapter. (Tingt orbit drift is ignored for purposes of
establishing difference to the previous orbit, hseathere is no previous orbit. That is why
the table starts with orbit #2)

o - a a a
algerithm: erbii-graviin-sim- 12.a:xe

[ 20 ] mercury's orbit under General relatiwity.

Time Rate: 1 user sec = 167 mins; 1:10000 time-scale

orbit # 2 drift

min km 45085803.446410 | 60820002, 773691 km max

min dif +.027430 | +.043122 dif max
orbit # 3 drifc

min km 45583803, 481145 | Be820002, 826526 km max

min dif +.034738 | +.053235 cif max
orbit # 4 drift

min km 450985803, 523206 | 60820002, 883707 km max

min dif +.042056 | +. 056780 dif max

Ty T

Some more info on this algorithm is forthcomingselcond for the user equals an evolution
of 167 minutes for Mercury. This generates a pofiygohit of about 50 000 iterations in a
bit less than 15 minutes of computation per oiffiie result of the Newtonian Scenafi®]

is a drift (or fluctuation error) in total of abod77mm after 20 orbits with each orbit
representing about 360 million km distance covered.

An error-margin at this time-scale averaging abaupart in 40 million millions is
unexpectedly fantastic for an entry level PC built 2014 using a quite standard
programming language from 1998 (vb6). Slowing dotha time-rate of the algorithm
increases the number of sides in the orbit-polyddms could improve the error-margin in
these results even more. Speeding up the algonitboid of course be less accurate but
faster to compute.

It is vital to see that the Newtonian margin ofoerdiminishes with more orbits because the
number of sides to the polygon does not precisiige into the circumference of the orbit.
So while there may be fluctuations as the algorigimogresses one orbit at a time, the net
result eventually balances out. The final iteratidrthe end of each orbit may over-shoot
past the starting point by different amounts frompitoto orbit, resulting in fluctuations that



over many orbits diminish quite considerably. Thextntable shows just theaximum
distance of Mercury from the Sun under Newton f@ogbits (Scenaril 8]).

[ 18 1 Mercury with Hewtonian gravity. Maximums only

start Difference = 62820000 km; "Time Rate: 1 user sec = 167 mins { & };

1 drift 11 drift

| (65520000, 360417 km max| | 609820000.372042 km max
| +.360417 dif max| | +.001450 dif max
2 drift 1z drift

| 69820000.361292 km max| | 69820000 370361 lem max
| +. 000874 dif max| | L 001681 dif max
3 drift 13 drift

| 68820000.367934 \fm max|| | 69820000 365545 km max
| +. 006641 dif max| | L 004815 dif max
4 drift 14 drift

| §9820000. 371436 km ma| | 69820000, 357505 km max
| +. 003502 dif max|| - dif max
5 drifrt 15 drift

| 69820000.371814 km max| | 69820000, 363707 lm max
| +. 000378 dif max| | +. 006112 dif max
6 drift 16 drift

| 68820000.369057 km max| | 69820000.369364 km max
| -. 002757 dif max| | +.005659 dif max
7 drifrt 17 drift

| 69820000 363165 km max| | 653820000, 371803 km max
| . 005891 dif max| | +.002527 dif max
8 drift 18 drift

| 63820000. 358289 \fm max|l | 69820000 371286 km max
| ~. 004875 dif max| | . 000607 dif max
o drift 19 drifr

| 68820000, 366009 lgm max| | 69820000 367548 km max
| +. 007719 dif max| | . 003738 dif max
10 drift 20 drift

| 69820000, 3270591 km max| | km max
| +. 004582 dif max| | —. 006871 dif max

a - a o a
algerithm: erbii-graviiy-sim- 12.axa

In blue the £'and 2" orbits show a difference of less than"1t§ a meter between them,
whereas ingreen the 14" orbit drifts by almost 8m from the previous orhitotice that
when a few orbits increase the distance, that lisvied by a few orbits decreasing the
distance — with consistent regularity — as the remdf polygons-per-orbitaverages out
with a larger numbers of orbits. A deeper analydighe nature of the error-margin is
discussed in detail in Section 26 towards the dnleochapter.

4

RELATIVITY AND THE ORBITS OF ALPHA CENTAURI
) %

The most pronounced effect that gravity theordiidahveling at the velocity of light could
have on an orbital structure happens to be in piqeirs because both objects have
significant velocity. There is a gap between théects position and thegravity-origin
because of that higher velocity. So the force afvijy would not pull to where the other
bodyis, but to where the other bosyaswhen the gravity left that body — if gravity trded

at velocity. The further gravity has to travel, thigler this gap becomes, as a gravity-delay.

Scenarig?2] applies gravity traveling at the velocity of ligtat the Alpha Centauri system.
The stunning result is that if gravity traveledtla velocity of light, there would be a gap
between the position of each star and the oppgsaety-origin of more than 40 000 km.
This would result in an outwards spiral of over thiflion km per orbit.

Scenario[29] is a purely Newtonian orbit that yields a margfnearor such that the orbit
drifts a mere 55m over 18 orbits where the paiiterd maximum distance apart of over 5
thousand million km. The algorithm can improve battif it runs at slower rate; but that is
clearly not required. 3 minutes of user-time pebitois an optimal balance between
accuracy and expediency. Scen&Bio] shows that Special Relativity’s imposition of @il

at the velocity of light would lead to an inwardsral for the Alpha Centauri binary of a
mere 7km per orbit.

General Relativity would thus have an effect 200 fhes more than Special Relativity on
the orbits of Alpha Centauri. Scenafi®4] is similar to Scenari¢2] but it runs 10 times
slower with 100x more accuracy:



Alpha Centauri binary and General Relativity with increased accuracy.

40600, 100 kmtorbodyl
432435 527 kb body s 1 0.0000075726147

< 0.0000031353370

1l7g22.820 Gravity Delay 1 01.140000000000
E380000000 2 00.940000000000
5351437441
80.18063586 1 4ze600
2 zs3z00
1p = 1rikm

As can be seen the difference betweemttwtionand thegravity-origin fluctuates from 40

to 47 thousand kilometers for one star, and fromidbB87 thousand for the other. It would
take almost 5 hours for the gravity to cross thecepbetween them at furthest and about one
and a half hours when they are closest. The reavitamagnificently problematic for the
Relativists:

Alpha Centauri binary and General relativity with increased accuracy.
24 Start Difference = 5360000000 km
Time Rate: 15 = 4mo { 9 };

orbit # 1 drift

min

km 1740740535,

91762

5361437441, BRSO

km max

min dif -361825%464 . 08238 | +1437441 . BEEGE dif max
orbit # 2 drift

min km 1741079634 . 21864 | 5362B75068.43427 km max

min dif +339098. 30101 | +1437626. 54527 dif max
orbit # 3 drift

min km 1741418917, 570596 | 53643125897.52535 km max

min dif +330283.35231 | +1437525. 40108 dif max
orbit # 4 drift

min km 1741758156, 60341 | 5365751165, 0791 km max

min dif +330230.03245 | +1438167.15374 dif max
orbit # 5 drift

min km 1742087407, 83758 | 5367189646, 86825 km max

min dif +339251.23417 | +1438481. 88915 dif max
orbit # & drift

min km 1742436729.14556 | 5368628366, 5918 km max

min dif +339321. 30797 | +1438719. 623534 dif max

algerithm: orbit-gravity-sim-12.exe
s Ll lighd-and-zpla.com

Not only will the Alpha Centauri pair move apartrabre than 1.4 million km per orbit
because of gravity traveling at the velocity ofhligbut the amount of change itself
increasingby hundreds of km each orbit. The outer distanceeases much faster than the
inner distance, thus the pair becomes more eccenitti each orbit.

The outwards spiral of 1.4mkm per orbit is big egiodo be visible on the scale of the
computer-screen, which is here depicted as beipigel = 15mkm. So they move apart by
about 1 pixel every 11 orbits:



- Alpha Centauri binary with General Relativity.

1p# = 15rkm

1 4zee0n
298300

1 o1.14
00. 94

1 0.0000118585987
0.00001432212671

47169, 986 kmborbodyl

ET7z04.373

13230. 326 Grawity Delay
3RTE403E63

a[kgwu:ihﬁa erbit-graviity-simn- 12.axa
w. kgl liglhil-and-spin.com

When compared to the previous depiction of thisabinthe orbit-lines have both visibly
become thicker at the outer limits after 50 orbgsthey move away from one another. But
it is most apparent when watching it generate at-tiene.

So how long will it take before they fall apart goletely? What would the life-span be of
the Alpha Centauri binary under the Relativisti¢iow of gravity traveling at the velocity of
light? To answer this | constructed Scend?is] which starts the pair a distance apart equal
to the distance from the Sun to Mercury. That isualll00 times less than the distance
between the Alpha Centauri binary in reality. A¢ tistance scale of 1 pixel=150 000km,
the outward drift caused by General Relativity lim@st exactly 1 pixel per orbit and quite
noticeable.

The eccentricity is increasing in this example,irs@rder to attempt to get the required
eccentricity when they obtain a distance of 5300ioni km (like they are supposed to be) |
start them with a more circular shape in Sceng@®. In the previous chapter, | estimated
through arithmetical progression that it would taeeh a pai20000 orbits to out-spiral
from within a Mercury-orbit to beyond a Pluto-orbBcenario[26] aims to check that
approximation computationally. | set this scenaamioa time-scale-ratio of 1:10 million,
because | don’t have millions of years to waittts® error-margin is pushed to an unhealthy
4%. But at least 4 months pass by in 1 second.

After 500 orbits, they have expanded from about l@rto 100mkm apart (Venus’s orbit).
After 800 orbits they're at Earth’s orbit: 150mktaking a mere 250 years (or 12 minutes).
After 2548 orbits they have reached thmioperseparation of 530mkm, taking 4000 years.

Scenarig2] takes over now; and | increase the time-rate-swaliel 000 000 000, so that
32 years passes by in 1 second. An additional 25B8s passes before their point of
separation exceeds the 1000mkm mark; albeit takilog longer — 340 000 years to expand
this far. At beyond the orbit of Pluto the pair bgwogressed a total of merely ab6000
orbits from their starting point at the orbit of Mary. The estimate from the earlier chapter
(of 20 000 orbits) was much too conservative (ag good controversial estimate should
be).



It is highly unlikely that 4000 years ago, the Adp8entauri binary were once a single star
thatsomehowsplit in half. Moreover various estimates sugdbat half the stars in the sky
are binaries, and many of them are thousands bf-Jigars away. They would all have to
have originated in an oddly peculiar set of coiraicks to be observed as binary orbits from
our position in space and time. Here are seleateitsdrom Scenari¢26] and[2].

Pseudo-Alpha Centauri hinary with relativity alpha centauri binary with applied
starting 100x closer than in reality, aquations from Relativity.
but with less eccentricity. 2 start Diff = 5260000000 ki
[ 26 ] start pifference = 53600000 km L2l 2t s U h i
Time Rate: 1s = 4mo { 9 }; Maximums ’
orbit only  orhit
# 10 drift # 10 drift
| 38673438, 786821 lim max | 3339890363.40959 km max
| +01170.238530 dif max | +1480749. 630106 dif max
# 100 drift # 101 drift
| 06919818, 172083 lim max | 3490892374, 55493 km max
| +102372.954 560 dif max | +14095385. 378630 dif max
# 500 drift # 500 drift
| 111204500.820824 lim max | 6081717389.81428 km max
| +122422.015626 dif max | +1525515.417804 dif max
# 1000 drift # 1000 drift
| 183837826. 058582 lkkm max | 6008102179.33123 lem max
+162618.181410 dif max +1691083. 763381 dif max
# 1300 drift # 1300 drift
| 276187640, 500041 km max | 7769242109, 539092 km max
| +203858. 511105 dif max | +1820722. 828021 dif max
# 2000 drift # 2000 drift
| 3B8B7O7356. 583084 km max | B8772116544.43107 km max
| +245956. 184704 dif max | +2033005. 848859 dif max
# 2548 drifc # 2620 drift
| 536177109, 877793 km max | 100845500598, 6668 km max
| +202184.204400 dif max | +2253887.183774 dif max

Differences in maximum km apart (above) only rdflgee difference between the current
and previous orbit number, and not the orbit lissabve it in this limited and edited
selection. The user may want to improve on thesalt® with better accuracy at slower
time-rate-scales using the gravity-simulatobit-gravity-sim.12.exe- or build your own if
you care to dispute this. But the case for gravéiecity and General Relativity is looking
bleak, from the perspective of purely logical conapion.’

5

RELATIVITY AND THE ORBIT OF JUPITER:
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Strictly speaking Jupiter and the Sun are a bisgsfem, albeit with a mass-ratio difference
of about 1:1000. So because they both orbit a pmitside the Sun’s circumference, the
Sun itself has quite a marked velocity due to ttaity of Jupiter. Now because the gravity
of both bodies would be delayed if that gravitywéis at the velocity of light, they will both
be attracted to a point, behind the position ofdpposing body.

How this would hypothetically alter the orbit ofpiter is computed in Scenatjd] and[4]
in the OGS12 algorithmo(bit-gravity-sim-11.exg These scenarios run at the time-rate-
scale of 1:1 million, completing its virtual 12 yembit in 6 minutes for the user.

The margin of error amounts to less than +-0.2kmopkit due to a 25000 sided polygon-
orbit. If the user wishes to improve on these emargins, simply run the scenario at a
slower-rate but the algorithm will complete eachibin an hour rather than 6 minutes.

Scenario[4] demonstrates the orbit of Jupiter if gravity has #ame velocity that light

does, according to General Relativity. This shomat the innermost part of Jupiter’s orbit
should be receding from the Sun at over 767km pleit.  Or 63km per Earth-year.) The
outermost part of the orbit would recede at ovél®® per orbit.

This large amount is due to the binary nature efltipiter-Sun orbital structure. The Sun
wobbles due to Jupiter’s gravity, and if that gtatakes about 40-45 minutes to traverse
the distance between them, then the Sun would bBedpto a point more than 30 000 km

T Although from a careerist sophistic perspective,ahswers will differ.



behind the center of Jupiter, whereas Jupiter woelcpulled to a point more than 30km
behind the center of the Sun.

The algorithm also computes the difference gendrateSpecial Relativity to the orbit of
Jupiter. Start Scenari3] and then simply clicking the option ‘Special Relayi’ under
‘Physical Cosmology’. The result is that the oulienit of the orbit will gently spiral
inwards at about 0.28 km per orbit as Jupiter @ra&s slowly towards the velocity of
light. This is due to the alleged loss in velocthyat Special Relativity suggests any
accelerating object undergoes.

Here is the data for how the orbit of Jupiter iu@nced by the various computations as
regards gravity in the 3 different situations:

The distance of Jupiter from the Sun under different gravity theories.

Jupiter + Mewton

orbit # 2 drift
min km FA3277143.153941 | Ble600119. 069294 km max
min dif +.110589 | +.010484 dif max
orbit # 3 drift
min km FA3277143. 264368 | B816600119.193724 lem max
min dif +.110426 | +.124430 dif max
orbit # 4 drift
min km 743277143, 064418 | 816600119.143321 km max
min dif -.199949 | —. 050403 dif max
orbit # 5 drift
min km FA32T7143.075483 | B1e600118. 5490621 lem max
min dif +.011075 | -.193399 dif max
orbit # & drift
min km F43277143.2067527 | §16600119.156807 km max
min dif +.222033 | +. 206886 dif max

An error-margin of about +-0.2km per orbit.

Jupiter + Einstein's General Relativity.

orbit # 2 drift

min km FA327E295, 20919 | BlE60L737.0835267 km max
min dif +767.79626 | +868.473380 dif max
orbit # o drift
min km 743283660, 018662 | Bl6607753.119596 lem max
min dif +767. 705801 | +883.858118 dif max
total after 7 orbits
+5374 km +6055 km
avg +767.7 km per orbit avg  +B65 km per orbit
Jupiter + special Relatiwity
orbit # 1 drift
min km 743277142.790516 | 816600119, 05881 km max
orbit # 7 drift
min km F43277141.362540 | B16600117.357677 km max
toral after & orbits
-1.428 km 1.7 km
avg -.023 km per orbit avg -0.28 km per orbit

algeriihm: erbi-graviiy-simn-12.c::@
. gl lighl-and-spin.com

In addition to these | also generated a pseuddelupibit in Scenarig27]. By placing
Jupiter at the Earth’s orbit it can be seen hovglirwould take this pseudo-Jupiter to drift
outwards towards its current position — if GendRalativity is correct in proposing that
gravity travels at the velocity of light.

The result of Scenari27] is that if it were 150mkm from the Sun, Jupiterulebrecede
away from the Sun at a rate of 370km per orbit t-that amount increases with each orbit.
So comparing this with the outwards movement frazarfario[4] at 760km to 860km per
orbit (60km per year), and Jupiter’s real orbitt@0mkm away from the Earth, it would
take somewhere between 1.6 million years and lGiomilyears for Jupiter to spiral
outwards from the Earth’s orbit to its current rpasition — if gravity travels at the velocity
of light. I'm going to estimate an amount of abdumillion years. Sounds unlikely, surely?



Well it was not my idea that gravity travels at traocity of light, | am just computing the
geometrical consequencestbét theory.

But where would the Earth have been 4 million yeays?

6

RELATIVITY AND THE ORBIT OF EARTH:
2# 1 1 = %% ) % 3/

A tricky thing about computing the orbit of the Ear is that the Moon’s gravity wobbles
the Earth by as much as 9282km per month. Thewadsrtainty as to what the perihelion
and aphelion of the barycenter actually are bectheseumerous websites looked at do not
account for the change that the Moon causes t&alia’'s position from the Sun.

Typically the Earth is said to be at a maximum 52 D98 232km from the Sun. But if we
take themaximumto be at New Moon it could be 4641km more thart.tAdternatively,
that amount could be the maximuntluding the 4641 caused by the Earth’s wobble at
New Moon. So | have taken the claim to the maximdistance quite literally. But it
matters little as a matter of principle in examinithe effect of Relativity on the Earth’s
orbit because the changes made by the RelatiatEsroportionalto those amounts.

To simplify this problem, the algorithrarbit-gravity-sim-12.ex(OGS12) only maps the
orbit of the Earth-Moon barycenter around the Sithe maximum and minimum distances
(aphelion and perihelion) of therbit are thus taken to be a bit closer together then th
widely published claims as to the parameters ofEhgth’s orbit. The mass contained by
this orbit is then also the sum of both the Eantld she Moon. Future algorithms will
demonstrate solutions to the many-body-problemaahykproblem) so that it can be seen
how the Moon, Earth and Sun alter one another'g¢olly exact amounts. But one thing at
a time!

Scenario[10] of the OGS12 algorithm shows the natural Newtorodnit with an error-
margin of +-0.026km per orbit averaging to +-0.0k®3(about 1 foot!) per orbit over 16
orbits. This error-margin is due to the orbit beegpolygon of about 21000 sides. | will
examine detail as to how this occurs later in thegpter.

Scenarig11] shows that the Earth’s orbit will be influencedtmth Special Relativity and
General Relativity to the extent of an outward$tdrfi a bit more than 1kmper orbit:

a - [ n a :
algerithmm: erbii-gravity-sim- 12.a5:a
Combined Earth-Moon barycenter orbit around Sun according to Einstein.

[ 11 ] start pifference = 152093495 km
Time Rate: 1s = lday { 7 I:

orbit # 4 drift

min km 147102931.72 | 152093594, 50 ki max

min dif +1.03 | +1.04 dif max
orbit # 3 drift

min km 147102932, 72 | 1520935%5. 094 km max

min dif +.90 | +1. 06 dif max
orbit # & drift

min km 147102933.76 | 152093597, 02 ki max

min dif +1.04 | +1.05 dif max
orbit # 7 drift

min lkm 147102534.75 1520935598, 07 lm max

min dif +.90 | +1.05 dif max

orbit # 8 drift
min km 147102935.78 | 152093599.14 ki max
+1.03 +1.06

min dif | dif max
wvwy gl Kl - amd- sipio. com

" you run the software yourself you can incredsedccuracy of these results by increasing thedizate in the
algorithm from 1 user-second = 1 day (6 minutesopleit) to 10 times that.



So gravity-velocity from General Relativity hasaager impact on this orbit than does a loss
in velocity from Special Relativity (unlike Mercury see section 3). The outwards spiral of
1km per orbit (if gravity travels at the velocityl@ht) would be due to the reciprocal delay
of about 500 seconds between the forces of graeityween the Sun on the one hand and the
Earth-Moon system on the other hand. The EarthModn would both be attracted to a
point 44m on the orbit lagging behind the Sun’steewhilst the Sun would be pulled to a
point 15000km behind the Earth-Moon barycenter.

In the previous section we had Jupiter driftingveards from the Sun at such a prolific rate
(about 800km per orbit) because of General Retgtithat if such a theory as gravity
traveling at the velocity of light is true, thenpiter would have been situated in the Earth’s
orbit a mere 4 million years ago. At that point ifleipwould have been drifting away from
the Sun at 370km per orbit.

The only way that would work is if the Earth wagtlais point a moon of Jupiter. But then
Jupiter would have been well within the orbit of idery a few thousand years prior to that,
which is not at all in keeping with the basic retoof geology and paleontology. The entire
Solar system (in this context) would be only abawguarter of a million years old. So the
conclusion could be that gravity does not traveéhatvelocity of light.

However there is the outside chance that Jupitarrisw arrival in the solar system. But in
this situation, with the Earth moving outwards atyol km per year — 150 mkm from the
Sun, we still have massive problems. It just da@sseem feasible that the Earth was at the
orbit of Mercury less than 100 million years agohdt/a mess gravity-velocity is causing!
But as a logical positivist | can assume nothinggd anust prove everything, however
unlikable the calculations are. So the next secttoyws the Earth-Moon binary in detail.

2

RELATIVITY AND THE ORBIT OF THE MOON:
3 T % 5 ) )7

Up until now | had been using NASA's planetary faheet as the most likely source of
detailed data. A troubling problem on that web-pé&g¢hat whilst NASA is making the
famous claim of a 36mm recession of the Moon'stdrbim the Earth per year, it also only
gives the Moon’s orbit rounded off to the nearbstusand kilometres!

A search for more accurate data shows a huge divefsopinion as to what the Moon’s
distance from the Earth actually is. Various wedssghow discrepancies of many thousands
of kilometres for both the nearest and furthestadice. It is quite a raging debate. Some
claims are that the eccentricity is changing, th@ximum and minimum distances are
varying from orbit to orbit; and that this is allcansequence of the other planets and the
Sun too. Others suggest that the gravitational teongG) ‘is changing’! That may be a
semantic impossibility, but most interestingly, evihe gravitational constant cannot be
agreed upon beyond the second decimal place.

| can see no consistency to any of it — and engllessibilities. So those details will have to
wait for another chapter to be tackled more thohbugSeeing as | do have an algorithm
which promises to demonstrate the exact conseqgsesfca-body gravity; I'm in a prime
position to evaluatéhat problem, most specifically the exact effect tleg Sun, Jupiter and
Venus have on the Moon'’s orbit.

So for now the exact details of the Moon’s orbididy the algorithnorbit-gravity-12.exe
(0GS12) will be assumed as being 363 104km to AWKF. The effect of Relativity on
the Moon’s orbit is always going to be proportiondb altering those amounts will not
result in different consequences as to how Retgitahianges orbits principle.

¥ https://nssdc/gsfc/nasa/gov/planetary/factsheetidml
8 www.Universetoday/103206/what-is-the-distance-t+tioon/




So let us look at how the Newtonian Scendrijpdemonstrates a deviation of just a matter
of meters even when the moon orbits at a time-g&te100000. This is a nice scenario to
observe evolving, because at this scale one catheabameters of the Moon and the Earth
clearly. The wobble that the Moon's gravity causesthe Earth is also visible on the

computer screen here.

algerthmm: erbii-gravity-simm-12.axe
?DDH and Earth acc<ording To Newton

7 ] start pifference = 4066384 km
Time Rate: 1s = lday { 7 };

orbit # 2 drift
min km 363076, 864351 | 406656, 0747309 lkm max
min dif +.002417 | —-. 0313584 dif max
orbit # 3 drift
min ke 363076.899322 | 406696, 107879 km max
min dif +.035471 | +.033139 dif max
orbit # 4 drift
min km 363076, 860287 | 406696.104323 km max
min dif -.039536 | —.003555 dif max
orbit # 5 drift
min km 363076, B6ATOL | 406656, 079166 lkm max
min dif +. 006505 | -.025156 dif max
orbit # 6 drift
min ke 363076.894449 | 4066956, 109048 km max
min dif +.0276857 | +.029881 dif max

wovw- Tlight- Tghi-and-spin.com

Also note that Scenari®] improves on Scenari@] because it has 10 times more sides to
the polygon-orbit and thus it demonstrates an emargin of less than half-a-meter per
orbit. Scenarig6] calculates at the same time-scale as Sceftdrighich then also adds the
velocity of gravity from General Relativity to tloebit of the Moon.

Even though it is fairly easy to improve on thisogermargin by increasing the number of
sides to the orbit-polygon, there is no real neetehbecause the fluctuation caused by
gravity-velocity dwarfs the error-margin by 100 &m The results of Scenari8] are
superb:

Moon and Earth with General relatiwvity.

The moon would drift away at about 400m per orbit
if gravity traveled at the welocity of Tight.

[ 8] start pifference = 406700 km

Time Rate: 15 = 17min { 5 };

orbit # 3 drift

min km 363106.074541 | 406701, 271505 km max

min dif +.367801 | +.423600 dif max
orbit # 4 drift

min km 363106.442345 | 406701.695299 km max

min dif +.367804 | +.423783 dif max
orbit # 5 drift

min km 363106.810151 | 406702.119294 km max

min dif +.367306 | +.423995 dif max

algerithm: orbit-gravity-sim-12.exa
. ki - Kelhik-amd-spin. com

The outwards spiral of about 400m per orbit woutddoie to the reciprocal delay between
the forces of gravity between the two bodies. TreoMwould be attracted to a point 16m
from the Earth’s center at an earlier point ondHgt-path; whilst the Earth would similarly
be pulled by the Moon to a point 1.3km away from lhoon’s center — if gravity travels at
the velocity of light.

At this rate: an outwards spiral of 400m per orthie Moon would have separated from the
surface of the Earth less than 70 000 years agostarting to look like the book of Genesis
is more literally correct than gravity travellingthe velocity of light! At least, six days of



Creation begins (tongue in cheek) with the Eartbaaly in existence before time begins to
be counted. Genesis makes no claim as to the ape doon or the entire Universe.

That God or aliens built the Earth with built-ins&il records to make #&ppearas if it had
been around for much longer than it has, is stithewhatpossible however improbable or
outlandish’. But gravity moving at the velocity of light abstdly contradicts the idea of the
Earth being over 4 billion years old.

So how is the Moon’s orbit influenced by Speciald®gity? Scenarid9] is right on the
edge of what is measurable in this algorithm beedbe velocity of the Moon around the
Earth is quite slower (1 km/s) than the velocitytlé Earth and Moon together around the
Sun (30km/s).

And here is where Special Relativity shows anothlatant contradiction: If we take the
velocity of the Moon to include the velocity thdet Moon has around the Sun, then the
Moon'’s velocity here is much closer to the veloaitylight — and thus it would be more
greatly altered by the reduction in velocity froqeSial Relativity!

This is because adding velocity to a higher stgrtialocity results in a greater reduction
away from the velocity of light, than it would behan adding that same velocity to a
starting velocity which is much lower.

This became quite clear when constructing the OG8d@rithm — because the algorithm
really struggles to detect any velocity changesSoenario[9]: the effect of Special
Relativity on the orbit of the Moon. The user cafest the options markeéderify Velocity
C-Limit" under ‘Physical Cosmology’ (top right corner) vghitunning Scenari{®] to see
the following functions:

Yerify Finstein: x|

Use these YELOCITIES ko verify limit on YELOCITY as body #2
approaches the welocity of light, {Expressed as a proportion of C)

0,000003501589165816=0ld YELOCITY before mavement
0.000000000620338742=amount of YELOCITY that has been added
0.00000350220950455%=new kokal VELOCITY added as MNewton
0.000003502209504559=n2w YELOCITY Far Einstein

velocity changes as a proportion of the velocity of light: |

Sperial Relativity close ko zero. Newton s Einstein velocity difference = §.5938459461 7015E-21

Newton vs Einstein velocity difference 8.89 x 10°2!

Note for the ‘Verify Velocity C-Limit’ option, inhe evolving algorithm a square appears
when Special Relativity is operating. This squareither: orange, green or red. When it is
orange then Special Relativity is on the edge of whadasectable by the software: smaller
than the 18 decimal place.Ked is not a viable reduction, where&seenis a viable
velocity reduction above the T 8lecimal point). I'll get back to this a bit later.

So detecting changes in the Moon's orbit becaus&mdcial Relativity is much more
difficult than any of the other changes mentionedas. This is because in this particular

Y We must not exclude the possibility that our waslgust a sophisticated prop in an alien space-dram
an alien theme park, or perhaps just constructedraally funny joke whereby God pokes fun at a3thsbuls.



scenario the change in distance for each calculadi@ery close to the polygon-orbit error-
margin in the algorithm when noting the differefedween Newton’s theory and Einstein’s
theory. If we reduce the time-rate to improve theaftbnian error-margin, then the change
in velocity caused by Special Relativity gets exdtingly small and falls below the 18
decimal point.

If we use more calculations for each orbit, (rugnthe algorithm more slowly) then the
computational velocity in terms of pixels per cdédion is reduced. This is due partly to the
Moon orbiting the Earth even more slowly than Jepdrbits the Sun, but also partly due to
the computer working in its own parameters whickchéo be scaled accordingly. So we
cannot simply compare successive orbits in a sisgémario. So instead the f06rbit of
the Newtonian Scenari@] is compared to the 18@rbit for Special Relativity in Scenario

[9]:

The difference batwean how Newtonian gravity and Special Relativity
changas the orbit of the moon after 100 orbits is very hard to detact:

orbit # 100 drift
min km 363075.861550445 | 406696, 105762659 km max

Distance from Moon to Earth under Newtonian gravity

orbit # 100 drift
min km 363076. 861460326 | 406696.105651301 km max

Distance from Moon to Earth under Special Relativity

—90mm Drift after 100 orbits -111mm

algerithmm: erbit-gravity-sinm-i12.axa
W gl lighl- amdl-spin. com

It seems like a drift inwards of about 1mm per b{bBmm per year) is still comparable to
NASA'’s famous 38mm per year outwards drift as rdiey scale.

Incidentally in a previous chapter, it was showat tifithe Universe is 14 billion light-years
across, and expanding at the velocity of lightnttiee gap between the Moon and the Earth
would be expanding by about 24mm per year. Thahesjon dynamic should be carefully
considered by anyone claiming that the Universexjganding at any other rate, or has any
other size or age. (A discussion on the size ofuhiwerse comes a bit later).

A previous much simpler simulator | built a few y®ago:orbit-game-5.exg OG5) has
already demonstrated that the Sun will be pullihg Moon away from the Earth, but
nothing was evaluated to scale in that model. Tlwenguestions | answer, the more
guestions are raised. Future algorithms are bdegnpd at a far faster rate than | can build
them and document their progress.

8

RELATIVITY AND THE ORBIT OF MARS:
% ) . — ]

This section uses the algorithonbit-gravity-sim-12.exefirstly to show how the velocity
adjustment from Special Relativity alters the odifitMars. It also demonstrates how the
polygon error-margin occurs in Newtonian gravity ¢onjunction with quantum-time).

| am suggesting that because the number of sidd®iorbit-polygon in this algorithm fits
almost exactlynto one orbit, a process occurs by which the dataals that for 14 orbits,
the orbit becomes increasingly eccentric, and daftat it turns around and becomes more



circular for 28 orbits. Theoretically the orbit shd oscillate like this indefinitely,
maintaining an average distance from the Sun thvouyg (See Scenarid 6] running at a
time-ratio of 1:1 million).

So for the first 14 orbits, the maximum increaséderthe minimum decreases, after which
they switch around. So after 28 orbits, the maxinamd minimum are almost back where
they started. This is explained in more detail éct®n 27 (Using OGS12). Here is some
numerical detail from Scenarjh6]:

Mars with Mewton.
[ 16 ] start pifference = 249230000 km
Time Rate: 1 user sec = 12 days { 8 };

orbit # 1 drift

min km 206578271.232447 | 24523 06EENEE03 74 km max

min dif -42651728. 767552 | +6359, 540373 dif max
orbit # 2 drift

min km 206578270.695914 | 249230639, 920967 km max

min dif -.532533 | +.380593 dif max
orbit # 3 drift

min km 208578270, 210271 | 249230640, 272002 km max

min dif -, 489643 | +.351124 dif max
orbit # 14 drift

min km 208578267.6552606 | 249230642 ,18940 km max

min dif —-. 017802 | +.026960 dif max
orbit # 15 drift

min km 2085758267, 680364 | 249230642, 186988 km max

min dif +.025097 | -. 002502 dif max
orbit # 28 drift

min km 206578271, 910013 | 24923 0aSENEN2 508 km max

min dif +.582726 | —. 3859607 dif max

Pay special attention to the parts highlightedeiy which represents the maximum distance
from the Sun which Mars has fluctuated after théh28bit: about 67 meters. This is an
average of just 2.5m per orbit over the 27 orlitswever, for the individual orbit #3 the
distance from Mars to the Sun fluctuates by 380enset(Ignore the orbit #1 differences as
they have no previous orbit to differ from, andtjieflect the difference from the start).

Can you see how the orbit will become more ecoeulie to the quantum nature of orbital

polygons from orbit #1 to orbit #14? And then frambit #15 onwards, they now become

less eccentric. But the key concept is that tHisctis simply a coincidence within an error-

margin caused by the computer algorithm. If theetirate is changed so that the software
generates an orbit with a different number of siteshe polygon, then the phenomenon
simply disappears. If you want the full data of #ié orbits, you can generate it in the
software yourself. Or see this linkww.flight-light-and-spin.com/simulator/mars.txt

The next table shows detail of 28 orbits of MarslemSpecial Relativity. | have taken a
similar orbit sample to the previous one. Scendrig follows:



Mars with special Relatiwvity.
[ 17 ] start pifference = 249230000 km
Time Rate: 1 user sec = 12 days { 8 };

orbit # 1 drift

min km 208578270, 770656 | 249230630, 540374 km max

min dif -4 2651725, 229343 | +639, 540373 dif max
orbit # 2 drift

min km 206578269, 775994 | 249230639, 248025 km max

min dif —-. 994661 | —-. 292348 dif max
orbit # 3 drift

min km 200578268, 82398 | 240230838, 526406 km max

min dif -.052014 | -.321619 dif max
orbit # 14 drift

min km 2060578261.187427 | 240230833.442231 km max

min dif -. 478044 | —-. 646956 dif max
orbit # 15 drift

min km 206578260, 752921 | 240230832, Y5380 km max

min dif -.434506 | -, G76R4L dif max
orbit # 24 drift

min km 206578258, B13805 | 240230825, 320545 km max

min dif -.039314 | -. 948113 dif max
orbit # 25 drift

min km 206578258, B18778 | 2409230624, 342032 km max

min dif +.0045972 | -.078513 dif max
orbit # 26 drift

min km 206578258, 868116 | 2458230623, 333065 km max

min dif +. 049337 | -1.008962 dif max
orbit # 27 drift

min km 206578258, 981887 | 249230622, 2936 km max

min dif +.093771 | -1.039468 dif max
orbit # 28 drift

min km 206578255.100172 | 240230821, 223583 km max

min dif +.138285 | -1.070017 dif max

As can be seen, the orbit of Mars is also fairlgemtric so it reflects a significant
adjustment due to Special Relativity. The totaward drift from the polygon error does
not switch around at orbit#14 and orbit#15 likddes under Newton (Scenafi®b]).

Instead by orbit #28, Mars is 18km closer to the.Sthis is about 2/30of a kilometre per
orbit on average that Mars would be moving towdhds Earth’s orbit — if the limit at the
velocity of light from Special Relativity causeslecrease in expected velocity.

With Mars being 54 mkm away from the Earth, and dffect of Special Relativity on the
orbit of theEarth being an inwards spiral of only about 100m perya& can expect Mars
to collide with the Earth in about 60 million yeardut if and only if — Einstein’s theory of
Special Relativity is correct. The effect of Spé&alativity on the orbit of the Earth being
about 100m per orbit is much less than it is on Mbecause the Earth’s orbit is less
eccentric than Mars’ orbit is.

Now in the previous chapter | highlighted sevenateipretations of how the Special
Relativity’s limit on the velocity of light is caldated.

Special Relativity velocity adjustment: All velocities must be measured as a
proportion of the velocity of light,
U + u so that light-speed is v=1.

The starting velocity 'U' is added

—_— with 'u’ and the result is 'V*
vV 1+ U=xu

which is always less than 1.




Special Relativity also claims that this loss ineegy has to be compensated with an
increase in the mass of the object — in order tesgme the conservation of energy
principle”. Moreover Feynman concludes that if the addedcitgiq‘u’ in the formula
above) is negative, then the formula is not retdgsiSo for him ‘u’mustbe a positive
number. No mass is lost or velocity gained if thgeotdecreasesway from light-speefl.

On p.88 of Six Not-so-easy-piecdseynman discusses how two objects collide uner t
principles of Special Relativity:

ing still, but more. Astonishing as that may seem, in order for the
conservation of momentum to work when two objects come
together, the mass that they form must be greater than the rest
masses of the objects, even though the objects are at rest after the
collision!

Now Miles Mathis disagrees with Feynman on thisnpoFor Mathis, ‘u’can actually
contain a negative number. This would mean thatsMéH not be colliding with Earth in
60 million years time. Mathis’ evaluation of Spddrelativity™ is wholly more logically
acceptable — because Feynman'’s interpretation wegldalt in the Earth’s orbit being about
30 million kilometres further from the Sun 300 nailt years ago. If this were true then the
dinosaurs would have been living in an extremabjidrice-age.

So Mathis can not only ‘save’ the Earth from a Huder collision with Mars, but he could
also save some face for the Relativists. It isl ¥digsee that Mathis’ interpretation is not the
standard one. Note how the standard concept spatyficonsiders an ‘approach’ to the
velocity of light, and not a decrease away fromvécity of light. But what truly amazes
me is that nobody ever seems to have considerécttiacrease in velocity will cause an
orbit to spiral inwards.
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THE EFFECT OF GRAVITY-VELOCITY ON THE ORBIT OF VENU _S:
6 &* % & % ' % /

| am going to use the orbit of Venus to explairdetail how theorbit-gravity-sim-12.exe
(0OGS12) algorithm calculates the effect of gravigvelling at the velocity of light from
General Relativity. Programming General Relativiyall about determining the direction
of the gravity-origin. This gravity-origin will bdifferent from the position of the bodies in
an orbital structure due to the velocity of thoselibs and the alleged velocity of gravity.

Binary systems have a large difference betweempdisiion and gravity-origin due to both
objects having significant velocity. But even themparatively small gravity of Venus has
an impact on the position of the Sun, oscillatihghétween 6 or 7 km per orbit at a
pedestrian pace of about 86mm per second (whicdbdsit the speed of a tortoise in a
hurry).

Now it takes 6 minutes to travel at the velocitylight from Venus to the Sun. So if gravity
travels at the velocity of light, Venus will be fad to a point about 31m away from the
centre of the Sun. (0.086 més 360s = 31m). Of course, the impact that the sgrality

of Venus has on the Sun is also delayed. So hovd ¢base tiny amounts change the orbit
of Venus?

W Mass alteration has been thoroughly discussedeearliChapter XXVII — ‘Relativity Revised'.
P How this is computed is discussed earlier in Chax¥X — ‘Analysis of GW150914'.

m . .
www.milesmathis.com/rel4.html




Scenarid22] calculates that according ewtoniangravity, if Venus is at a distance of
108940965.221028km after 1 orbit — then it is:

108940965.221242km after 10 orbits — which is aaremargin of:

214mm over 9 orbits (23 mm per orbit).

Scenarid23] calculates that with General Relativity Venus is:
108940972.276101km at the 10th orbit — which redalt
7.055 kilometres outward drift, or 784 metres prvitdor those 9 orbits.

The consequences of gravity travelling at the \gloaf light are surprisingly significant
even for a smallish planet like Venus. The consegeg of this are dealt with elsewhere.
This section is only concerned with describing hbe algorithm actually performs theses
functions.

OGS12 is an improvement on the previous algorith@5®1 Orbit-gravity-sim-11.exgas
regards gravity travelling at the velocity of ligl@GS11 just used &emporal calculation
by first evaluating the time-delay between how léngould take for gravity travelling at
the velocity of light to cover the distance betwedbha two objects. The position of both
body’s orbits are also recorded at every stepttiealgorithm takes.

Then using the time-delay the software calculateskivards in time as to find thgavity-
origin: where the opposing bodwas when the gravity left that body. However, the
computer ‘iterates’ in quantum jumps, and if itlccdates 10 jumps back in time, the error-
margin may be as high as 10%, but if it is onlyuBps back in time that the algorithm is
referencing, then the error-margin may be as ms3B&o.

OGS12 improves on this by using gpatial calculation to find the gravity-origin by
simply drawing a straight line from its current flimen and then reversing its current
velocity to find that previous position. The timekdy between two bodies will result in an
approximate previous position based on a straigktsiather than a curve like the ‘temporal
calculation’ uses.

In addition, OGS12 uses auto-switchso that if the error% in theemporal calculation

is worse than 2% it switches over to tlspatial calculation. That ‘2%’ is a variable that
the user can adjust, but mostly tlspatial calculation is best. Thespatial calculationonly
becomes proportionally inaccurate when the orbitighly elliptical and the direction
change is very large between jumps. In this situiatine curve of the orbit is significant. Of
course it would also be possible to combine botit@sses into a more precise adjustment.
But that would be splitting hairs.

The change tha&pecial Relativitywould have on the orbit of Venus would be very kma
because Venus has an orbit that is more than 98%lai. The result is aimward drift of
about 40m per orbit, so that in no way cancelstloeitoutward drift of 780m per orbit from
General Relativity like so many peopielieveit should.

As has been shown in the other sections, the Jtfite binary drift apart at 760km per
orbit at their nearest — and they drift apart abl86 per orbit when furthest — when
Einstein’s theories are applied to their orbitseTEarth-Moon binary would drift apart at
about 400m per orbit under Relativity. The Alphan@@ri binary is most extreme: They
would drift apart at over 1.4 million kilometresrpgebit under General Relativity. The mass
and velocity of the Alpha Centauri pair are simitar one another: hence the radical
outwards drift.

I have not noticed anyone else make such compnotahbefore. And the real tragedy is that
as | am writing this, the Nobel Prize has just baearded to Weiss and the LIGO group for
‘proving’ that Einstein was correct in theorizirfuat gravity travels at the velocity of light.

But the reader needs to examine the chapter pridhis to see why the LIGO thesis is
riddled with numerous logical errors, blatant cadtictions, as well as historical inaccuracy.



| have to sadly conclude that most contemporamopkysics is little more than sophistry
and pseudo-science, if not blatant corruption. H@xeLIGO may just be a grand test.

10

N-BODY RELATIVITY:
* % % |/
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The algorithmorbit-gravity-sim-12.exanust first determine the exact velocity of a siar
planet, in order to impose the principle from Spé&dRelativity, which decreases the
Newtonian acceleration so that nothing can mowe aeyond the velocity of light.

Special Relativity velocity adjustment: All velocities must be ed as a
proportion of the velocity of light,
U + u so that light-speed is v=1.
— The starting velocity 'U' is added
V — with 'u’ and the resultis 'V*
1 + U * u which is always less than 1.

But any velocity can only be measured by compaitngith a starting reference point of

zero velocity. Now in Newtonian terms, the shapeaaf orbit seems to be the same
regardless of where we take that starting pointwide’'s laws are thus said to produce
identical results in all reference frames. But imgkein’s Relativity where we take the
starting reference point to be, will change mattnsdamentally; most specifically in

systems of numerous bodies.

The simplest way to realize this is to envisioniaaly system of stars moving past an
observer such that the binary system is at a higlocity compared to the observer.
However, in comparison to one another, the two é®dh the binary pair are orbiting one
another quite slowly.

Under Newtonian laws, thehapeof the orbits in that binary system apparentlyndjes

zero in comparison with one another or in comparignthe observer regardless of where
we take the starting reference point to be.

A binary system moves at

P N high velocity past an
P observer satellite
/
.'/' \
/ \
| high |
velocity ‘I
1
/ stationary
/ observer

satellite

] 2 5e

But in Relativity, if those velocities are takerorin the point of view of the midpoint
(barycenter) of the binary pair they would then have much velocity reduction — they
would not spiral inwards by much. They have lowoeitly compared to one another so they
are changed little by the formula: ‘Special Rel#ivelocity adjustment’ (depicted earlier).

However, from the perspective of the observer li®ymoving past at high velocity, their
velocities would both be high and thus reduced nmadécally away from the Newtonian
amount by Einstein’s formula. They would spiral andsmoreif we observe them from the
satellite they are moving past at a rapid raten tifiave observe them from the midpoint
between the pair. Relativity gives us contradictsinapes to the orbits depending on their



comparative velocity to the observer. This is qaitatrary to the claim that Relativity is the
same in all reference framéscertainly cannot be, even though it insistsit i

Now those who have not attempted to construct gorithm with 3-bodies depicting
Special Relativity may decide to disagree here. Y@y choose to believe that the larger
velocity reduction from the perspective of the olise satellite is the same in Relative
terms to the smaller reduction when comparing tie o one another. You will also need
to carefully consider the discussion on the varimethods used to calculate this reduction
in two dimensions in the previous chapter. So ifiyfeel utterly certain that Special
Relativity will yield the same results in all reéeice frames then you should be able to
construct a 3-body solution to Special Relativityan algorithm. Of course you can just
assumehat itmustall add up. But before you do that, first consither following example.

Next we evaluate the formula for time-dilation acting to Special Relativity:

Special Relativity time adjustment

t All velocities must be measured as a
T —_ propoportion of the velocity of light,
1 _v2 so that light-speed is v=1.

(Formula simplified from Ohanian, p. 439) Becausedivide by a number less tharthe
new time T’ is going to be a higher number than the Newtoniare: t'. But because the
faster object records less time, the new tifigé tan only be the time of the external
observer. (Feynman, p. 78. Twin’s Paradox).

Let us apply this formula such that, we considstaating reference point of zero velocity to
be a satellite at the midpoint between a binary phbtars (or planets) in a circular orbit.
This pair then orbits one another at equal but sjgpwelocities according to Newton:

Binary pair in orbit

Planet 1

Observer

satellite

Planet 2

So in Special Relativity time is said to slow dowhen an object approaches the velocity of
light. Using the formula previously, more time passxternally to the object that has
greater velocity.

We are now going to get three different time situa depending on which starting
reference point we use. If we take the satellitthatcenter of the pair as the zero-velocity



reference — then time at the each of the binarywauld run slower than at the satellite —
but time for the binary pair are equal to each othim this instance.

And yet, if we take either one of the stars asigwviero velocity, then time at the other star
has time running slowest because that star is rgd@stest. So if we allow three clocks to
exist in the three positions for a while, and theing them together, which clock will
empirically record the most advanced tirhe?

Well, it makes intuitive sense to take the baryeeat the zero-velocity reference point so
that we can observe the shape of the binary orleistneclearly — so in the computer
algorithm, the barycenter is always taken as tfereace point. If we do this, then we reach
the conclusion that both the stars have the sanasumement of time according to Special
Relativity. But if we consider any one star as zBeo starting reference, then the other has
velocity and vice versa. Thus they have velociffedénces relative to one another, so they
should therefore be suffering from contradictorgeidilation relative to one another!

So Relativity gives us contrary consequences depgrah the reference frame. And it does
this because it tries to apply its formulae ideadticacross any reference frame.

It may also be theorized, that in a circular orlfite distance between a pair is always
constant so they would then have zero time diladiiffierence because they have a relative
velocity of zero. But if they have zero velocitytveen them then gravity should pull them
together. Of course that is wrong because the tyré&viwhat is keeping them at an equal
distance apart due to their mutual binary orbitavements. But that mutual orbit is only a
meaningful concept relative to the midpoint as #tarting reference. They require an
objectively real orbital velocity when compareditwe another to overcome gravity.

Thus we have to conclude that their velogitjative to one another is meaningless as a
starting reference. Only the midpoint as a startefgrence will enable the pair to maintain
a binary orbit. If we start with any one of the Bl having zero velocity then it will
immediately acquire non-zero velocity caused byigyafrom the other body. And this is
just as true in Relativity as it is in the Newtanjsaradigm.

So it is essential to realize, that even a binatyitds not actually a two-body system,
because the barycenter is a third essential poaltipoint. All binary orbits can only be
properly calculated as a three-body system evéheithird ‘body’ has no mass or gravity of
its own. The midpoint (barycenter) is an essermtigéctive positional aspect of any binary
system.

The orbit of the binary pair is only meaningful whebserved to be moving compared to
the objective notion of ‘fixed’ stars. The baryoemand the ‘fixed’ stars thus represent the
same reference frame; without which any lack of ement between the pair will result in

gravity starting to move the pair together — beeabgy would then have no binary orbital
structure.

We have already seen how it is impossibleligectivelymeasure time-dilation from Special
Relativity. Now the Relativists claim that this doaot disprove Special Relativity, but
instead they claim that it proves thatmultaneity breaks downThey are thus claiming
that the laws of physics give different results eteing on the reference frame — at the
same time they also claim thae laws of physics are the same in all refereramés

Now in the previous section, logic forced us toegtcthat orbits must be absolute in the
same sense that axial-spin is absolute. But weralsiized that linear movement is not the
same as orbital movement, so none of those argsretite previous section seem to apply
to objects moving in a straight line due to theimgpropulsion (nor these mentioned here so
far).

F The pedant may wish to point out that moving tleeks$ will change the rate of time dilation. So ither
move them extremely slowly such that this effectagligible, or we record the amount on the clacd #hen
transmit a hard-coded signal in all directionsrig abserver.



Thus it must also be demonstrated that when weyap@ adjustments for Special

Relativity to three objects in the context of lingaropulsion, we cause just as many

contradictions as we do when applying Relativityaudital velocity. Consider these 3
spaceships:

0.75c <(ummmm Oc mmmmpp 0.75c

oc s 0.96C

First we take theed spaceship as the point of reference (zero-velpaitg consider alue
spaceship moving to the left, andyaenspaceship moving to the right. If both the outer
ships move at 0.75 the velocity of light away frém centre, then in Newtonian terms the
blue and thegreenare moving away from each other at 1.5 times thiecity of light.
However, this is unacceptable to the Relativiststhey consider that iblue is the zero-
velocity reference point, then tligeenspaceship is moving away frooiue at 0.96 times
the velocity of light using the formula ‘Special IR&vity velocity adjustment’ at the start of
this section.

But if we have three observers situated along it pf this event, each of the outer two
observers being a measured unmoving identicalristaf 0.75C from the middle observer,
then what times are they going to record that tlkéadce has been covered in? We know
that they must record that théie andgreenships are 1.5 light-years apart after 1 year. So
the Relativistic calculation that they are 0.9¢htigears apart simply has to be bad math.
(Though of course, the Relativists are bound tgsirdisagree).
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NUMERICAL RELATIVITY — A POST MORTEM:
& & Z Y %)

Numerical Relativity is a widely published compigaal paradigm with similar goals to
the algorithm used in this chapterbit-gravity-sim-12.exOGS12). That purpose being to
observe and predict the potential effects of Retgtion orbits, most especially binary
orbits. The article titled ‘Black-hole binaries agitational waves, and numerical relativity’
by Joan Centrella and John G. Baker will be thenmaference in this section for why | am
claiming that:

The paradigm of Numerical Relativity is intrinsicBl illogical for the simple reason that
the geometric role of gravity moving at the velgcivf light has been over-looked when
applied to the geometry of all binary orbits — njist super-massive bodies like black-
holes.

Simply put, my claim is that if a binary pair hasgty moving at the velocity of light, then
they will both not be attracted to an opposite ppierpendicular to their movements, but
instead they will attract to a previous point or tbrbit-path. This can only cause an
outwards-spiral to the orbital binary because etiwa is to an angle behind the mid-point
of the system, and not through the mid-point.

! arXiv1010.5260 (http://arxiv.org/abs/1010.5260y2
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Even though it is quite apparent that Centrellaa{phave not even vaguely considered the
geometric effect on a binary system with gravitywng at velocity, let us look at the
premise that they begin with:

1010.5260.pdf Centrella p.3

For a Schwarzschild black hole of mmass M, the innermost
stable circular orbit (ISCO) occursat r = 6M ...

... Imagine that you put
the two black holes on an mstantancously circular orbit
aronnd each other; at that moment they have neither
nonzero radial velocity nor nonzero radial acceleration.

... Black holes at closer separa-
tions would be expected to fall inward, toward the center,
even without radiating angular momentum via gravita-
tional radiation.

So we clearly have two given reasons for the atlagevard movement of the binary black-
holes towards the centre: Firstly, the NumericallaRast concept of gravitational
radiation’ — which is said to result in a loss in mass aetbeity — and secondly théall
inward, toward the centémwhich is the inwards spiral from General Reldviwhich
Hawking measures in electrical heaters:

Hawking p.94

e. The rate of energy loss in the case of the earth and the
sun is very low—about enough to run a small electric heater.
This means it will take about a thousand million million
million million years for the earth to run into the sun, :

At no point does any author even consider thatlayde gravity must have a geometrical
effect on the shape of a binary orbit. Scengir] of theorbit-gravity-sim-11.exelgorithm
(OGS12) shows that a radical outwards spinaist result from gravity travelling at the
velocity of light for a binary system. This scemais at the scale that the Numerical



Relativists suggest. The outwards-spiral is a guiagical consequence, and is a far larger
effect than any other aspect of theoretical physiestioned in the Centrella article or any
other historical reference:

Contrary to LIGO claims, with gravity moving at the velocity of light,
binary orbits spiral outwards. This scenario shows what the LIGO
gw150914 binary black-hole theoretical data should look like when

effected geometrically by gravity traveling at the velocity of light.

7096
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Notice the orbit-path trailing behind the body histimage. This represents the difference
between the position of the body itself and theitfmys of the gravity-origin for the
opposing body. This difference is caused by theaydéh gravity due to it supposedly
travelling at the velocity of light.

The full geometrical details are dealt with at lemgn the preceding chapter, using the
previous algorithnorbit-gravity-sim-11.exe- so | will here only be assessing the logical
omissions made by the Centrella articles when denisig Massive-Black-Holes — or as
they call them: MBH:

1010.5260.pdf Centrella p.5 B . .
When they form, MBH bina-

ries typically have relatively wide separations, and the
gravitational radiation they emit is very weak and insuf-
ficient to cause the binary to coalesce within the age of

the Universe. However, varion

As has been demonstrated previously in detail, evepuite slow moving, radically less
massive binary — as far apart as 5 000 millionrkidtres, such as Alpha Centauri, will
separate at over 1.4 million kilometres every owdien we take into account the hypothesis
that gravitycould travel at the velocity of light. So the binary fgactould never actually
form, or sustain a binary orbit for more than a téausand years — if gravity travels at the
velocity of light.

There is just no evidence whatsoever that anyorsdége me has simply added the
geometrical consequence of gravity travelling atvlocity of light to the shape of a binary
orbit. So if there is a way to compensate for teergetry of BOGVOS (Binary-Orbit,
Gravity-Velocity, Out-Spiral), it would have to la entirely new principle — and not part
of anything from Einstein, the Numerical Relatigisir any other known Post-Newtonian
theory encountered thus far.



But it becomes increasingly important to considewlt is proposed that binary systems
could even form amidst such a dynamic. If no sigaift sized binary pair could sustain
itself for even 1 million years with gravity tralieg at the velocity of light, then what

dynamics could cause such a pair to exist in tis¢ filace?

Here is more detail from the Numerical Relativistshis regard:

1010.5260.pdf Centrella p.5 N . .
When they form, MBH bina-

ries typically have relatively wide separations. and the
eravitational radiation they emit is very weak and insuf-
ficient to cause the binary to coalesce within the age of
the Universe. However, various processes such as gaseous
dissipation and N-body interactions with stars can re-
move orbital energy from the binary and cause the black
holes to spiral together (Armitage and Natarajan, 2002
(Gould and Rix, 2000); see also Berentzen et al. (2009)

12009) and references therein. Eventu-

and fC."_{_)_l_p_i_ _c:_a‘

ally, the black holes reach separations at which gravita-
tional radiation reaction becomes the dominant energy-
loss mechanism. leading to the final coalescence of the
black holes and the emission of strong gravitational waves

(Sesana_et _al), [20091).

The idea of ‘gaseous dissipation’ is an exchangma$s between binary pairs. Of course
this is a ludicrous contradiction for two differestasons. Firstly, black-holes simply cannot
emit gas, becaus®thing is said to escape the black-hole

Secondly a binary pair of non-black-holes needeadry close to exchange gasses. Clearly
any emitted gasses will either fall back to the yood generate a ring system if the two
objects are far apart. So such ‘gaseous dissipatemmot remove orbital energy at large
distances.

So for ‘gaseous dissipation’ to occur, the two otg§eneed to be far closer than is possible
because of BOGVOS (Binary-Orbit, Gravity-Velocit@Qut-Spiral). BOGVOS prevents
orbital binaries from existing at any distance griivity travels at velocity.

N-body interactions of stars causing binary system®rm is an incorrect assumption that
comes about from speculating what N-body systenisashieve — without ever examining
how they actually evolve in an algorithm. (See athms OG6 & OG8). Even when
instant-gravity is used, (and thus orbital binardes at least be sustained), then in the
extremely small chance that a third body can infage a pair to form a binary — the
interaction of a fourth body almost always resuftsthe binary pair falling apart — or
colliding with each other. (See free online evautry algorithms: OG6 & OG7).

The net result is that 50% of third-body-interacti® would need to result in two stars
forming a binary in order for half the stars obsegd in the Universe to be binary-systems.

My observed estimate of numerous N-body interastionalgorithms is that third-body-
interactions cause two stars to form a binary alsogktremely far lesghan one in a
thousand interactions. But of course, if gravigvilled at the velocity of light — then binary
equal-mass systems would always decay from a distaf the orbit of Mercury to a
distance beyond the orbit of Pluto in one thircaahillion years (if their masses are about
equal to the Sun or the Alpha Centauri binary sy¥te

| cannot say it any more clearly than this: Thesezéro evidence that any other Post-



Newtonian theorist ever considered the role that Welocity of gravity plays in the
geometry of an orbit: it causes a prodigious outlsaspiral enormously greater than any

other effect of any other Post-Newtonian theorynast orbits by a factor of roughly about
a million times.

Moreover let us examine the next blatant contramtict

1o10.5260.pdf Centrella p.3 Each black hole is surrounded
by an event horizon. at which the

The event horizon is a global property of
the spacetime, since it is defined by the paths of “out-
going” photons that are the boundary between photon
trajectories that must fall inward, and those that can es-
cape to infinity. The photons defining the event horizon
hover at finite radius at the surface of the hlack hole.

1010.5260.pdf Centrella p.3

Gravitational waves are ripples in the curvature of
spacetime itself. They carry energy and momentum and
hearing the message of dis-

turbances in the gravitational field.

So how is the ‘black-hole’ supposed to emit grawigvelling at the ‘speed’ of light when

the escape velocity is that very speed? Afteradkording to the Relativists, gravity is
‘curved space’ and thus anything moving through Hpece will be attracted regardless of
whether it has mass or not. So any ‘gravitational«V could not evade (or even depart
from) a black-hole because that black-hole hassaape velocity which is greater than the
velocity of the ‘gravitational-wave’. Their misundganding is positively vulgar in its sheer
unthinking negligence.

And what are to make of photons ‘hovering’? (topotg). That is quite a curious
phenomenon in a theory which takes Relativity gseamise. The constancy of the speed of
light implies that the photon cannot slow down dietne hover!

It feels a bit like squashing a dead fly with aasteroller to point out this:

1010.5260.pdf Centrella p.19

The tracks show the effects of ec-
centricity in the early stages of each run; plots of the
separation r versus time show that the initial eccentric-
ity decreases as the initial a'(‘peu‘z:riun@ As the
holes spiral together into the strong-field regime, the ec-
centricity diminishes.

Well, that last one is an ironic blooper, rathezrtta genuine conceptual error. Of course
they meant to say the ‘separatidecreases(as the holes spiral together). But the irony of
that blooper is irresistible, especially since Néeacategorically proved, computed, and
demonstrated that if gravity moves at the velooitlight then the separation would actually
increase
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INTERNAL TIME OF THE PHOTON:
6 ' * % &/

In Chapter XXVII (Relativity Revised) | suggestduht if time slows down due to excessive
velocity from Special Relativity, then this is mathatically the same as velocity slowing
down. So consider an object that moves a distarfcefter time=1. Then consider that
when it becomeeelativisedit would be at distance=10 after time=2. | conelddhat this is
thesameas the velocity halving and the rate of time sigythe same.

Numerous characters using non-de-plums on variotegriet forums claimed that | had
misunderstood Relativity, and that it is only tle internal to the moving object that
experiences time-dilation. The consequence, thaiyneld, is thainternal timewill stop for
any object travelling at the velocity of light ki for example: the internal time of a photon.

But if the internal time of the photon is unchargithen there would be no properties of the
photon which move. Everything internal to the pmosbiould be frozen in time.

But photons are said to have spin, wavelength esgliéncy, all of which are dependent on
time moving from the internal perspective of th@aim. So time cannot be frozen internally
to the photon, if it did then internal featurestlod photon such as photon-spin, wavelength
and frequency would have to be observed as unmoving

This is clear as starlight. But even so, the vé&joaf the photon is still able to be considered
from the inside-perspective of the photon. So therhal parts of the photon would never
have moved if time for them had halted? The surfscthe photon has never moved from
the internal-perspective of the photon? None of pheton moves — from an internal-

perspective!? It is not that simultaneity breaksvde- it is that Special Relativity is broken

— it has never worked — it is in fact almost etyiiBogical.
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SCIENCE OF THE GAPS:
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A common knee-jerk reaction to the planetary-geoynttat evolves in these algorithms
made by the typicalanonymousinternet troll is that: ‘Other aspects of Reldtjvi
compensate’ for the drift that these algorithms pote. It is simply assumed that Relativity
is correct, and that the ‘gaps’ demonstrated is #isisessment are filled in by ‘Science’. It is
deeply ironic how most of the scientific communitymics the naive part of the Religious
community in its assumptions.

God of the gaps. The hostile phrase
applied to theories appealing to the
concept of God to explain anything
science currently finds inexplicable, for
instance, the origins of life or of con-
sciousness. Theologians now generally
regard such appeals as creating only
the illusion of explanation, and provid-
ing no valid basis or support for
*theism. Flew, p.133 - Dictionary of Philosaph

If gravity moves at the velocity of light then Jtgsi would move away from the Sun at
hundreds of kilometres per orbit. The Alpha Cerithimary would move away from each
other at over a million kilometres per orbit — ragity moved at the velocity of light. There
simply is no other part of Relativity that can canpate for this massive fluctuation. The



computational cause of these drifts away from tleevidnian orbit is simply a geometric
consequence of gravity (hypothetically) movingte velocity of light.

Under the same concept, the Moon would move away the Earth at more than 5km per
year. All the other facets of Relativity are mea&slas being in the vicinity of 1mm per
lunar orbit — or less. The difference here is adiaof nearly half a million times. The
outwards movement of the orbit caused by gravityintavelocity (General Relativity) is
actually half a million times greater than any othspect of Relativity in the context of the
lunar orbit.

The gravity of other planets (and the Sun), beieigoind the orbit of the Moon can only add
to the outwards drift of the Moon away from the Earth. So thoseowtny and apply
assumptions of n-body gravity to the orbit of thedv without constructing an evolutionary
algorithm are similarly guilty of ‘Science of thea@s’.

Simply being able to place numbers in a formuladgainly the ‘illusion of explanation’.
Now what about the pervasive claims that GPS uséatiity? Simply: It does not. That is
just a popular internet rumour endlessly regurgitaiy the scholastic mob. It was certainly
demonstrated to be without any logical foundatiorChapter XXVIII which also contains
several references to companies that use GPS sys@mof which refute the use of
Relativity in their operations. That chapter algsrbnstrates numerous other mathematical
reasons as to why GPS could not use Relativity.
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AXIOMATIC EUCLID:
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The ground work of Newton and Galileo in developthg scientific method of Descartes
changed the world. Their philosophical foundatioraswEuclidean geometry which

originated in ancient Greece. Before Einstein iswansidered that Euclidean geometry
was infallible and thus axiomatic.

In the light of this computer algorithmorbit-gravity-sim-12.exe (0OGS12), and the
subsequent analysis of those results that catedigriprove that Relativity is a failed
paradigm for numerous reasons — it can only beladed that the majority of persons in
academia have assumed that the discoveries of p#ieons from previous centuries have
grantedthemwith a position ofntellectual entitlement

The institution of Science is not thenethodof science. These two entities are certainly
moving further away from one another at ever greataounts! But at least Descartes,
Newton, Euclid and Pythagoras have been shown tdabebetter philosophers and
geometerghan almost all the prominent ‘Scientists’ of th@" century. The very word
‘science’ is becoming synonymous with sophistrgtéad the honest philosopher and astute
geometer should reclaim the phrase ‘logical pasitiv. This is a method, and hopefully
well never be an institution of blind dogma thatsce has degenerated into.

It has been widely claimed that Gravitational legswas predicted by Relativity — but not
really. Laplace (Ohanian, p. 440, Section E4) ptedi this 100 years before Einstein.
Newton deeply considered the possibility that gsawias not instant. So Einstein had only
one of two options to choose on the issues of Hvitational lensing and a velocity for
gravity — he was not the original theorist on eitaecount.

So are we to discard all of Relativity? — Perhapt ihe limit on velocity of lightould
still be non-relativistic and thus absolute. | hasteown that the concept of Einstein’s
Relativity causes contradictions in the way that tbservers will see two different inward
spirals if they observe an orbit from different exxial vantage points with different
velocities.



A formula which enforces a limit at the velocity light is clearly incorrect when taken
from any reference point. There is an outside chance kigfarmulamight still work if an
objective reference point can be found.t&at formula still requires a radical revision — if it
is indeed even at best — grossly inaccurate.

If we decide that the Earth cannot be moving inwdodvards the Sun at 100m per year — or
we do not like the idea of Mercury being a Moorveius just 30 million years ago — then
we have not concluded that there is no limit at ¢keéocity of light. But we must then
abandon Feynman'’s interpretation of that limit. @& still apply the limit at the velocity
of light in a similar way to how Miles Mathis sugde — the Special Relativity formula
would then be reversible — so that when the olgjectleratesit regains all its lost velocity.
Then we have to view with extreme scepticism amynelthat Special Relativity has been
verified through esoteric experiments — and wehidn the basis of pure logic.

I am not much of an empiricist myself. | am a légicperforming a purely analytical role. |
can only say which observational claims are log@ycednsistent with other claims; and also
which theories are logically consistent with thewn premises. So if the Feynman
interpretation of Special Relativity’s velocity limis correct, then Scenari¢gl5]
demonstrates that a satellite with a highly ecéeonbit will spiral inwards towards the Sun
— at a rate of more than 50km per orbit at itshiesst extremity.

This hypothetical satellite (named ‘Daedalus’) wbblegin five million km from the Sun
with a velocity of 100km per second. It would th@eve within half a million km of the
Sun’s ‘surface’ to be able to be altered by Reigtiin this way (unless it simply melted
like wax — but | deliberately did not call it ‘loas’).

The famous Michelson-Morley experiment is a prinases that has never been properly
examined in terms of authentic computational anglybhis famous experiment does not
actually prove that Aether does not exist. It ophlpves that light is not moving at its

velocity in relation to an external fixed medium;needium which is supposedly itself

independent of the movement of the Earth. In tkase the Michelson-Morley experiment
does prove that the velocity of a photon is indejeen of an unmoving Aether, yes...

However, now that it is clear that gravity has muoghto do with any of the concepts in

General Relativity — that gravity iastant and NOT curved space (see Chapters XXVIII,
XXIX & XXX) — then the only recourse is to belatgdlesurrect the concept of an instant
gravity field. Now because the gravity-field of tRarth has to be moving with the Earth —
it is a distinct possibility that the photon in thdichelson-Morley experiment moves

through the gravity-field aiss medium.

If the velocity of the photon is always moving hetvelocity of light when measured on
Earth — then the only conclusion is that whateveditmm this photon is moving through is
itself moving with the Earth. The Earth’s Gravity-fieldibg one such candidate, the Earth’s
magnetic field being another; and an entirely newcept: ‘Etha’ being a consequence of
tests failing the previous two candidates (see €mafXVIl for more details on this
theoretical concept).

The notion of the velocity of light being constamtall reference frames — regardless of the
movement of the reference frames themselves -sippinfully awful geometry. It makes a
mockery of the very concept of logic. | realizetttize die-hard Relativists cannot tolerate
giving up their idols, regardless of how illogitebse concepts are.

But what more can be said of those who insist tivatemperor has very beautiful clothes,
when he is dressed only in underwear that is fillha@es? Bigblack holes that give off
gravity that moves at the velocity of light, whdrese black-holes supposedly cannot give
off anything that moves at the velocity of light!

Euclidean geometry is certainly axiomatic. lalmostthe intrinsic self-evident aspect of all
logic. The only idea more resilient than this i thaputan nature of contemporary
academia. If measurements of the interior angles tifangle add up to greater than 180



degrees, then this is certainly reason to proplbaedur notion of space requires another
dimension. But once we include a fourth dimensibepace then the Euclidean principle is
preserved. (Again, see previous chapter XXVII farenon this.)

15

GRAVITY PROVED INSTANTANEOUS
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Because Sum Theory is in disagreement with the lpoparadigm of Relativity, certain

aspects of General Relativity need to be examiwdten investigating how all the various
principles and interpretations of Einstein’s Relidyi could effect the solar system and
planetary orbits, we first need to dismiss as wdgk, the small inwards spiral from
General Relativity which for the orbit of the Eaithsaid by Hawking in A Brief History of

Timeto be:

For example, the movement of the earth in
its orbit round the sun produces gravitational waves. The
effect of the energy loss will be to change the orbit of the

Hawking, p. 94-95

earth so that gradually it gets nearer and nearer to the sun,
eventually collides with it, and settles down to a stationary
state. The rate of energy loss in the case of the earth and the
sun is very low—about enough to run a small electric heater.
This means it will take about a thousand million million
million million years for the earth to run into the sun,

This amounts to an inwards spiral rate of 1mm f0@ Simes the age of the Universe. It
must be noted that thélumerical Relativistsand the LIGO grougould have interpreted
this in a way which is quite different to Hawkirfgy more rapid, but which remains rather
opaque from a purely formulaic perspective in tiagficles.

In the GW150914 experiment they conclude that suclinward spiral when applied to a
pair of black-holes in very close proximity spirafevards at over 3000km per second.
(Vitally this is not the orbital velocity of the paof bodies, but the rate of them moving
towards one another in a ‘radial’ direction). | damd no reference to how they get that
result fromhistorical non-internet sources of General Relativity.

And thus | can only conclude as a matter of forhattLIGO are not using Einstein’s
Relativity to attain such an in-spiral. Insteadséems, their process should be considered as
‘Numerical Relativity’ — another theory entirelylbait based somewhat on Einstein. A
simple energy conservation calculation will serwesthow that the two theoretical claims of
inward spiraling orbits are not the same:

If the combined solar masses of the black-holerlgiaae 20 million times greater than the
Earth, then this would equate to 20 million electieaters (Hawking's unit of
measurement). This is the energy output of a wihjch is certainly not enough to move 66
solar masses 350 kilometers in 0.1 seconds — akl@® experiment suggests. Thus the
proof that the in-spiral of the Numerical Relattgids quite different from Hawking’'s
historical narrative is just sum And it is a sum that checks the two as beingediffit by a
factor with more logarithmic zeros than is eventwaounting.

$ PhysRevlLett.116.061102(PhysRevl ett.116.061102.pdf
arXiv:1010.5260 (http://arxiv.org/abs/1010.5260y2




However, it is widely quoted that Numerical Relétiis in keeping with General Relativity
on most websites. A vital way to see that thera dategoricaldifferencebetween the two
theories is that According to Hawking, it is a lassvelocity that is the source-energy for
gravity, whereas for the Numerical Relativists, tiigect somehow losenassin order to
provide the source energy for gravitational-wavBst the Numerical Relativists make
another glaring historical omission becaas@®o point is Special Relativity even mentioned
in their analysis And for Einstein, Special Relativity is a pritoi General Relativity.

The obvious problem being that in Special Relatjvéin increase in velocity causes an
increase in mass — whereas the Numerical Relatiiave a decrease in mass with an
increase in velocity. It seems entirely contradigtéor Einstein to suggest that Special
Relativity yields an increase in mass with increlaselocity whilst General Relativity
would have a decrease in mass with increased wgldthe did claim this, then that would
show that his two theories contradict one anotinetheir own terms.

That is why | take Hawking's quote of a decreaseéfocity as the source of energy for
gravitational-waves, as being historically corrédbst websites seem to have copy-pasted
the Numerical Relativists error (or re-conceptiaf)the source of gravitational energy
being a loss in mass. This topic is discussed ragtfein the previouChapter XXIX:
Analysis of GW150914

Because my analysis is at odds with most otherrietesources, | am of course expecting it
to be contested and unduly vilified. This is theywmp-physics operates: it is little more

than crudely democratic herd-instinct. Logical ssuare seen as less important than
popularity.

So it is important to realize how | am claiming,slikes everything else, that General
Relativity should have a purely geometric effectavhits thatnobody else has noticed or
even consideredrhis is apurely logical consequence of gravity moving at thelocity of
light. Be careful here, because to counter this, thaistspwill typically try and refocus the
topic of discussion into an area that has nothinda with the geometrical consequence of
gravity having velocity. Stick to the issue!

Let us look more closely at how Hawking explainawational-waves:

out. In the quantum mechanical way of looking at the gravita-
tional field, the force between two matter particles is pictured
as being carried by a particle of spin 2 called the graviton.

Hawking p. 74-75
rbit the sun! Real gravitons
make up what classical physicists would call gravitational

waves, which are very weak—and so difficult to detect that
they have never yet been observed.

So it is quite clear that regardless of whetherame looking at Quantum Mechanics or
Relativity, gravity is still a force measuredhtewtons— and it is still holding you down on

the Earth. Of course, since then the LIGO grdugve claimed to have detected
gravitational-waves and determined the speed ofitgra



Hawking, p.94

General relativity predicts that heavy objects that are mov-
ing will cause the emission of gravitational waves, ripples in
the curvature of space that travel at the speed of light. Tl

So regardless of descriptions such as ‘space-ti@eheral Relativity is still certainly
claiming (in the above quotes) that gravity i®ece traveling at the ‘speed of light’. And, it

is abundantly clear that Relativity is thus alsadwertently claiming that there will be a
delay in the gravity — because gravity is saidravel at the'speed of light! It is truly
astonishing at how many people have mindlesslyarsieel the incorrect notion that General
Relativity is not claiming that gravity is travefjnat the velocity of light. Nobody ever
seems to consider how tepeed-of-rumois much faster than the speed of reading an actual
book!

Now this delay of gravity occurs in both directidretween any pair of celestial bodies. It is
an effect which the Sun has on the Earth and &lsdetsser gravity which the Earth has on
the Sun. This delay has an increased effect vidod#im objectdravel at higher velocities and
at larger distances apart.

Scenario[1] in the algorithmorbit-gravity-sim-12.exe(OGS12) is a hypothetical pair of
dense white-dwarf stars orbiting anti-clockwiseciose proximity. This shows the effect of
gravity-velocityat it most visibly pronounced scale:

0107888 T torbody |
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Gravity
Origin

Scenario [1]

1 0.0137613386873 1 00 1 pz.0
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3269242
4137.987
5243064
6403369
7678990

It is astonishingly clear that if gravity is delayehen it will pull in the direction, that the
opposing bodwas and not in the direction that the opposing boctyally is. That is why
there is a clearly marked difference between fbsition and thegravity-origin in the
graphic above.

This difference is demonstrated in the OGS12 allgori(orbit-gravity-sim-12.exg which
generated the image above. The orbit-line is thegioled as visibly trailing behind the
center of the star by 107.858km in this snapshatmple because: gravity is delayed. The
result of this delay on the geometry of an orbi isoncept that has been ternBdGVOS
Binary-Orbit, Gravity-Velocity, Out-Spiral.



BOGVOS:
Binarv-Orbit Gravity-Velocity Out-Spiral

Binary pair orbiting
anti-clockwise.

Barycenter

If gravity is propagated at velocity in a
binary pair, then that implies that the
direction of the force of gravity is from an
origin off-center; at an earlier position.
This will cause an out-spiral.

Now the example in Scenarja] is fairly extreme (albeit nowhere near as extrermehe
LIGO GW150914 binary). Both white-dwarf stars arery dense; only 600km across,
whilst weighing each twice the mass of the Sun & amly a few thousand km apart, and
they are thus moving at 1.3% the velocity of liglihat is why the effects are clearly
observable — this hypothetical pair would spirahards enormously.

As we saw earlier, in the context of the orbit tdret Mercury, this same outward spiral
from the gravity-velocity of General Relativity moes much smaller than the inward
spiral for Special Relativity. This is because éfifect of Mercury’s tiny mass on the Sun is
very small, and only barely able to be calculatddrcury shifts the Sun by a tiny amount
on each orbit attaining a very small velocity.

Mars is in the same category as Mercury in thismgg- a low mass body in an eccentric
orbit. Scenarig15] of the OGS12 algorithm depicts a hypothetical IBEtenear the Sun
called ‘Daedalus’ which is a more extreme examgdleéSpecial Relativity overpowering
General Relativity’s effect on orbits.

For all the other examples in this study: VenusitiEalupiter, the Moon and the Alpha
Centauri binary — it is the outwards spiral caubgda delay in gravity traveling at the
velocity of light that is the dominant Relativistéfect. In these examples all of the other
various principles of the Relativities in orbitaluctures have been computed to have
considerably less effect than gravity moving abedy.

It is important to realize that this effect is signp logical consequence of gravity traveling
at the velocity of light. It is not a theory itself is proof against Relativity because it shows
that Relativity fails the test of internal logicednsistency. It is proof that gravity can only
be propagated instantaneously. In all the exangitesr than Mars and Mercury (consisting
of Venus, Earth, The Moon, Jupiter and the Alphat&eri binary) BOGVOS overpowers
every other aspect of Relativity. Often as much agillion times over.

The only way to attempt a rescue of Relativity véblok to invoke the ‘science of the gaps’,
either by suggesting that this analysis is incotepla its assessment of Relativity or by
actually fabricating new Relativist principles. Thet result would be to claim that all these
various Relativistic processes cancel one another This reminds me of another idea
called: Banana gravity. Here we take Newton’s fdanand add a banana. Then after doing
this, we subtract a banana and the net resultvisralrous new theory on gravity which can
only work for direct descendents of monkeys.
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The first[30] Scenarios of the algorithwrbit-gravity-sim-12.exg (OGS12) examine how
orbits are altered from the Newtonian paths bypteciples from the various theories and
interpretations of Relativity. For the first timtese simulators now also had flexible scales
for both time and distance. After constructing thigorithm it became instantly compelling
to test other theories in astrophysics: specifjctile time it takes for stars to hypothetically
form out of gas-clouds; and similar to this, theoept of ‘critical density’ needed to be put
to the test. Both these ideas are related bechageate concerned with the time it takes for
objects to coalesce because of gravity.

In order to examine how stars may have formed figam-clouds several premises are
assumed as starting foundations. The first suclmigee is the average density of the
Universe: which seems to be widely accepted as188g / km”3 or expressed as:

Density ~"19 3 -8 N
of the 10 kg/ klll (10 l{g/ mr )

Universe: Por 2 07)(10_18 kg/k1113

The age of the Universe is taken to be commonlgpted as being about 13 700 million

years — and | can see no clear or obvious reaseoorttest that. However the estimates of
the rate of expansion and the size of the Univarsequite different depending on where

you look. The shape of the Universe is also an ap&stion, it seems, so there is far more
foundational labour to be undertaken before it bantested how stars may coalesce at
certain densities.

Strangely, many adherents of Einstein’s limit & welocity of light have no problem with a
Universe that has been expanding at a rate fdserlight. It seems quite an obvious point
of pure logic to me that if the Universe were exgiag faster than the velocity of light, then
the famous microwave radiation from the early Uréeewould not be able to reach us. If
we were moving away from the origin at a speedefaitan light, then nothing from that
origin would ever be able to get here. After dlk first principle of any reasonable theory
should be that it is at least logically consisteith its own principles.

But this process of expansion hinges on the rod¢ tihe shape of the Universplays in
terms of the relationships between: time, radigssity, volume, and mass. The common
error is to assume that the Universe is a 3d-sphiéris is similar to the assumption made
by ancient people that the Earth is a flat surfécgtead we have to comprehend the tricky
notion of a 4d-hypersphere.

It would be wise to realize that original notiorfstloe Earth not being flat would have been
very difficult to comprehend at first; even thougbwadays such ideas are taken virtually
for granted. A further vital realization | havepoint out here is that thé"4limension isiot
time, nor is it space-time, it is just another disien of space. (Details of this conclusion
are in previous chapters).

The shape of the Universe is a fairly recent isanel, for a long time most discussions on
the matter had accepted that the Universe beingHtiBion years old, had to be 13.7 billion
light-years ineither radiusor diameter, and that it has been expanding no félstar the
velocity of light. This would have the neat reghiat at half its current age, the density of
the Universe would be 8 times greater — so lorth@smount of matter was the same.

Now there are several ways of describing expansain: as an increase in distance
(diameter) over time; or as a proportional incréaseolume over time; or as the amount of
4-dimensional hyperspace filling up the hyper-bafiof the Universe — over time.



Some would have it that earlier expansion rateevastest. A new idea is that expansion is
fastest recently, even though for quite some tinubhite’s observations had been that the
expansion was a direct relationship between distamcl time (Ohanian p.337 Section D4).
But if the expansion is consistently the same imntes of diameter over time, then this rate
of increase must decrease proportional to volumeiotime.

It also needs to be considered that if the amo@idtdohyperspace inflating the Universe
could be at a constant rate — equitable to enerther the earliest change in diameter is
greatest. None of the articles | have seen eveaches this subtle difference of description.
Whether it is volume or diameter that is constagitem seems to be considered — and none
of those who claim alternating rates of expansitat(l have seen) seems to venture an
actual formula as to how much this rate is changing

So let us draw the analogy of a balloon inflatiffgthe amount of new air blown into a
balloon flows at the same rate, then the earlyestagppear to inflate fastest, and the
diameter increases less towards the latter staheo@se this does not mean that actual
expansion is slowing down in purely energy termgt Bis slowing down in linear-spatial
terms. It will always carry on expanding — jusesaer decreasingroportions

The physical irony being that if the amount of @iranalogous to the amount of energy
required to expand the Universe, then we violat¢ thost sacred of principles of physics:
conservation of energy. In order for any expangbrthe Universe to take place, new
energy must be entering or altering the Universaha time. But if the amount of new
energy is increasing at the same rate, then at leashave something of theeneerof
energy conservatiof.

But the problem is more nebulous than this bec#@ussems to me that there are numerous
basic misunderstandings taking place in most teeoifhe notion of gravity beingurved
spacehas been demonstrated as illogical in Chapter XXfék numerous quite different
reasons. Simply put, if nothing travelling at thedocity of light can escape a black-hole —
and if gravity travels at that velocity — then thiack-hole can only give off zero gravity.
Thus it can be seen how most theory blatantly ewitts its own principles. This is a
calamitous error that has eluded every theoristifedast 100 years including a growing list
of Nobel Prize winners.

But most discussions on expansion of the Univeake place under the false notion that if
gravity can pull all the objects of the Universgdther, then the Big Bang can be reversed.
The role taken by the simple shapeodfital structuresis something that has been entirely
overlooked, because two objects in orbit aroundhesdber will never contact one another.
Even the notions from General Relativity and NuwwriRelativity that offer Post-
Newtonian dynamics of inward spirals are almostagisvess than the rate of the expansion
of the Universe.

The notion of a Critical Density beyond which theitkrse collapses can quite easily be
disproved. If this Critical Density is said to B&L0"-17kg / km”3then the Solar System is
certainly more dense than this. And yet the ratehefirds spiral from General Relativity
for the Earth and Sun is said by Hawking to be:

Hawking p.94

. The rate of energy loss in the case of the earth and the
sun is very low—about enough to run a small electric heater.
This means it will take about a thousand million million
million million years for the earth to run into the sun,

This amounts to 1mm for every 500 times the agéhefUniverse. So the concept of a
‘Critical Density’ has not taken into account tlgfavity causes orbits to return to their

© Even God may need to take a breather!



origins. It only considers gravity that will causepacts of bodies iradial terms — which is
perpendicular to any potential orbital movements.

So let us consider thsimplistic examplehat the expansion could be uniform — at the
velocity of light, such that when it was 1.37 hlii years old, the Universe was ab©000
times denser on average than it is now. The mosbob problem is that at this earlier time,
the Universe was substantially more dense thariGhigcal Density’. It does not matter
what the rate of expansion is because at earfigstj it is going to be substantially denser
than the Critical Density. (One way around thisljpeon, would be if mass is entering the
Universe with expansion.)

So this is always my strategy: If we apply the dgorequired to construct an evolutionary
algorithm, wenearly always find that we do not need to resort to agmy empirical claims

— that by assessing all the various claims fordalgconsistency the result is one working
model, and numerous other models that contradéchtielves.

I will use the colourblug, to signify that which | take to be logically castent with
common empirical claims, and thatdrneywhich causes contradictions. Of course we might
find more than one logically consistent theory, hotmally we simply do not.

Our chief tool is metaphysi¢sWe must appreciate that there are categoricafferdnt
ways as to how we acquire information. We can olessphenomena ourselves empirically;
we can assess observations logically (math & coatjmur), or we can acquire claims
hermeneutically. This last method is the most desvidecause it often disguises itself as
one of the other two methods.

Hermeneutical information is that which we acquiem words or the accounts of other

folk. History is evaluated almost entirely hermetigally, and most internet research,

library research, and scholastic examination, fispf hermeneutical. So when someone
claims ‘Relativity has been proven empirically’ethwould need to have actually done such
an experiment themselves — because if they thememefe an academic paper or website
claiming empirical proof, then that is simply notgirical.

They would then need to also direct the reader howerform such an experiment
personally. If this is not possible, for whateveasons, and they insist that we should accept
their claim as being empirical, then they are d¢elgaguilty of not understanding what the
word ‘empirical’ actually means. Such a person ook guilty of esoteric belligerence:
dogma.

Now often all the information we have access toeige-say, so it is not that Hermeneutics is
bad or wrong. It is just often unreliable. But ba$ have the broadest scope. Empirical
observation and logic are both slow and narrow. Amdalmost always have to use the
Hermeneutical method as our first step before we lbagin the arduous process of
observation and measurement which philosophicalbften called: Logical Positivism.

Now when empirical claims are beyond the reacthefdrdinary person, we still have the

powerful process of logic to be able to determirgéctv accounts are internally reasonably
self-consistent to their own claims. In this waygit is the most vital method — because
anybody can use it to see which claims are falem evhen they do not have access to the
esoteric émpirical claims typically made by copy-paste theorists.

So let us get back to the physical Universe, and hawill be easily proved that a wide
variety of other theories are illogical; except farm Theory This is because nobody else
seems to have applied the basic principleSafnsto those essential parameters of the
Universe that one must be certain of, before coatjort can begin. And these are: density,
mass, volume and radius. Inherent within these eptsds theshapeof the Universe.

f Metaphysics is not paranormal physics — it is tiseubsion as to how it is possible to assess wshatis not
physically true. Paranormal physics may be assdssetktaphysics, or be part of such a discussiginsdis
normal physics part of such a discussion.
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SHAPE OF THE UNIVERSE
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The Universe has an unusual shape to it. To uradetsthis shape, we have to consider
ancient people trying to comprehend the Earth bspigrical. For them, the Earth appeared
flat. But the real shape of the Earth could bedvatescribed as a flat 2d-surfame top ofa
3d-sphere.

By the same token our Universe is a 3d-hyper-sarfag top ofa 4d-hyper-sphere. Now
where Sum Theory differs from Relativity, is thahé is not considered a true dimension.
Here, time is immaculate — it is not conflated wéfface in the same way that the Relativists
use the term ‘space-time’. So in Sum Theory, tiffe dimension is actually another
dimension of space. Time is something else entifjs 4" dimension of space is not quite
the same as the 3 dimensions that we commonly wskight and gravity move along our
3d-hyper-surface, and are only very marginallyratieby the curvature of the"4patial
dimension.

In this sense, Sum Theory is certainly easier toprehend than Relativity because there is
no bamboozling conflation between space and tiketliere is in Relativity. So to picture
how Sum Theory conceptualizes the shape of the ddsiy all we have to do is envision
how the Earth appears to be flat, but is in factphere, and then simply add another
dimension of space. That is much easier to do madtieally, than it is graphically,
because we are very bad at being able to imagineething that we have not clearly
observed before. But, like most things, with tinmel @ractise — it does get easier.

The reason why Sum Theory replaces space-time 4dthpace, is discussed at length in
previous chapters. Here, all we need to appredateat when astronomers observe that the
most distance galaxies are retreating from us ghdst velocities — the analogy of the
inflating balloon is most apt. So by similar analod the Earth was hypothetically inflating
then the further away an object was from the oleseithe faster they would appear to be
moving away from each other. So no point on théaseris at the ‘centre’.

Of course light and gravity would need to bendhtligwith the 3d-hyper-surface. In Sum
Theory light and gravity are both confined to thet8/per-surface. We know this because
light and gravity both obey the inverse of the squaw. If light or gravity were transmitted
through 4d-space then they would obey the invefsecobe law

So our 3d-Universe is trapped ‘on top’ of a 4d-ghamuch the same as a 2d-surface is
fixed ‘on top’ of a sphere. Thus, in order for thaiverse to expand, it must be constantly
increasing ithyper-volumen truly 4d terms. The big assumption | make &t tthe amount

of ‘4d-stuff’ that is inflating the Universe is daj so at a constant rate. This may prove to
not be constant, but the discrepancies in theafa¢xpansion are so varied that | can see no
solid reason to consider it one way or the other.

Adjustments may be required when the data becomigsrbbut for now we’ll just assume
it inflates at a constamtate of energy The 4d-stuff inflating the Universe, is thus adty
one aspect of dark energy. It appears as if dagkggnconsists of two different features —
because | have already demonstrated that dark yereedso ‘spin’. This was the only way
that uniform orbital structures could appear thioug the Universe: if the mass of the
Universe was spinning at an increasing rate avéng beginning. (See previous chapters).

The possibility of an open-ended Universe congistihendless 3d-space, also needs to be
considered. This is the obvious observation, mikehit is obvious that the ‘Earth is flat’. If
we take this as a premise we reach the conclubimntie rest of the Universe is receding

d See Chapter XIV — ‘Stephen Hawking's Dog’ for a sndetailed discussion on this.



from our particular vantage point, making us thete of the Universe due to the
increasing red-shift of galaxies furthest from us.

Whilst not illogical, we can safely conclude th&ist is unlikely for purely inductive
reasons. That is why the only alternative has tthaethe Universe is a 4d-hyper-sphere —
because then the ‘edges’ of the 3d-Universe muaparound in 4d-space much the same
way that a 2d-surface has no edge if it wraps atd@arform a 3d-sphere. That the Universe
is expanding, leads to the apt analogy of an imfighalloon.

Now one of the features of an inflating balloorthatif the air isentering at a steady rate
then it appears from the perspective of diametat tie early stages expand most rapidly.
And at the later stages, expansion seems to slewn.d8o it is a matter of perspective as to
whether or not the rate of expansion is slowing mlowr increasing. The key question
being: Are we considering this from the perspectWediameter over time; or from the
perspective of volume over time; or energy overefnNone of the other theories seem to
account for this detail.

So there are two vital formulae for calculating sfrape of the Universe:

4d-Hyper-volume
2
v=1kr of a

4= 2 4d-Hyper-sphere

3d-Hyper-surface
V3 =2 Hz r3 of a
4d-Hyper-sphere

You may wish to compare these two formulae to thenfila for a 3d-sphere and the
formula for the 2d-surface of a 3d-sphere. They tm@ysimilar but they are not the same.
So at this point we need to consider the next asgebe size of the Universe: its density.
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DENSITY OF THE UNIVERSE
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A central reason why it is difficult to determirfgetdensity of the Universe is that its shape
is quite confusing. Contemporary theories as todimesity of the Universe all seem to rest
on the starting premise of ‘Critical Density’. Gedl Density hinges on the notion that

below a certain density, the Universe will contrdae to gravity, and above this density,

the Universe will expand forever.

Sum Theory postulates that the Critical Densityhaf Universe is irrelevant to whether it
will expand or contract. But before analysing thiti€al Density, we must look at how the
density of how the Universe eithep”-19 kg/km”3or 3x107-18 kg/km”"3

Density ~"19 3 . o 5
ofthe 10 kg/ km?® (10 kg/m?)

Universe: ? or 2 -7)(10-18 kg/k1113

To assess this we need to first approximate_tieal Galaxy Densitywhich is the mass of
the Milky-way dispersed over a volume of space mdieg to the neareshajor galaxy
(Andromeda). 6x1072Kgper 2x10719km (linear) is distributed over 3d spawhich
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becomes the mass of the Milky-way per 8x10"57kn8@&.the average density within our
local cluster of galaxies is aboutx10"-16kg/km”3

Next we examine the average distribution of gakuiiethe Universe, and after perusing
numerous accounts of the matter | reach an estilraterage that suggests that typically
Andromeda is abou.5 times closer than the average distance betweear rgajaxies:

This is because galaxies congregate in clusterbeBause we are examining 3d-space, we
divide the Local Galaxy Densityby 6.5*3 which means that Sum Theory reaches the
answer that the Universe has a density of abott10"-18 kg/km”3
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CRITICAL DENSITY OF THE UNIVERSE
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There are several reasons as to why | claim tleaptpular concept of a Critical Denéfity
to the Universe is simply wrong. This is quite iist from the assessment as to the actual
density of the Universe itself, and also differaatto how the Critical Density is calculated.

. ~-17 3
Critical Density 2x10 kg/klll 2or
of the Universe: SX 1()-17kg/k1113 .

#1: The most obvious misunderstanding of the Critidahsity is that at some earlier time,
the actual density of the Universe is going to beramthan the Critical Density of the
Universe, regardless of the amounts concerned. Mkaims are made that the Universe is
currently at that Critical Density. So how coula tbniverse have expanded to the current
density from a state that was denser — if that niease state would have made it
impossible for expansion to occur?

#2: The role of orbital structures has simply beerorgd. The concept of Critical Density

typically hinges on radial attraction between bedi#f two masses are in an orbital
structure, they will not pull together into a siegéntity; they will orbit one another

indefinitely. Previously | examined the role thhetvarious theories of Relativity play in

this. But regardless of that, the actual matherabficocess by which Critical Density is

arrived atsimply ignoresll orbital structures completelyThis type of error occurs because
of fixation on regurgitating math in scholastic a&aws’, rather than individuals wilfully and

freely constructing observable computer algoritthesmselves — which requires a wider
scope for the imagination toontextualizethe math into a single over-arching logical
structure. If the motive for study is personalstdauthentic. The alternative is academic
toadying.

#3: In the previous section the conceptlafcal Galaxy Densitywas introduced. If we
distribute the mass of the Milky-way over a voluofespace extending to the nearest major
galaxy then the density of the local region of theiverse is7.5x10"-16kg/km”3 So if
Critical Density prevents expansion, then the lagalhxies should have contracted into a
single entity a long time ago.

#4: The density of our solar system itself is far méman the Critical Density of the
Universe. But because our solar system dvé#al structure — the planets do not simply
collapse into the Sun. Instead the planets orbiSin.

A Ohanian pl11 has it as about 7x, but various recent ordgwunts suggest 5x. Discrepancy could persist
between what is a major and what is a dwarf gal@ikis aspect has the greatest amount of wiggle-room

£
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#5: A 4d-structure makes Critical Density unworkakBmnsider the balloon with gravity
attracting only along the surface. Because all aibjattract all other objects, every pull in
one direction is counter-acted by a pull in anoftiegction. Critical Density hinges on the
notion of escape velocity. Escape velocity imptiest there is empty space that the object
can escape towards. Objects in a Universe thatsaaegund have no space to escape into.
So escape velocity for the whole Universe is meglass if we have a closed Universe.

#6: Even if we ignore the previous arguments, and birfgok at how long it takes for
bodies at the Critical Density to coalesce undewity, the amount of time is higher than
the age of the Universe. So regardless of thealetiontext and philosophical reasoning,
their sums are just plain wrong anyway.

So we let us examine how long it takes for 1kg cftter at the ‘Critical Density’ to
coalesce when dispersed over space.

To do this we invert the Critical Density and therbe root that volume:

Distributing the Critical Density of the Universe Sum Theory: Distributing the 'Critical'
into 2 objects separated by linear space: Density of the Universe into linear space:
-1 : -17 3 —

2x10"7 kg/km? = 5x10™7 kg/km?® =

1 17 3=
2Kkg per 107 km® = 5Kg per10'7 km?® =

16 3 —
= lkg per volume of 5X1016 km3 1kg per 2X10 km =
The cubed-root of the volume leaves a The cubed-root of the volume leaves a
linear distance between the 1kg objects of linear distance between the 1kg objects of
3.’7)(105 km (370 000 km) 2 7X10° km (270 000 km)
How long do the two objects take to attract together under gravity?

The two objects of 1kg each must be placed aboditti3dusand kilometres apart according
to popular astrophysics to counter the expansioth@fUniverse, whereas Bum Theory
they need to be just 270 thousand km apart. Thésteibdtions in linear space thus
represent the claims to Critical Density. Then el gravity and we wait and sékeit
takes the age of the Universe for them to pull toge

There is a beautiful and neat feature of how gya&iid density interact that needs to be
elucidated. Scenarif31l] and Scenarig32] of the OGS12 algorithmo(bit-gravity-sim-
12.ex@ both represent the Critical Density accordington Theory

However in Scenari@31] it is a pair of 1kg objects 272 400 km apart, wherin Scenario
[32] the pair of objects are 1000kg at a distance aat724 million km. They both give
the required time of about 13.7 billion years toaait. The amazing thing is thathen the
density is the same, the time it takes them toaattrtogether is also the same.

The actual volume and mass make no difference dotithe it takes for them to attract
together. So long as the volume and mass are atthe proportion, the time to coalesce is
identical. | am uncertain if anyone has noticed théfore, so I'll just call it th8eautiful
Attraction Principle.

So when | place the popular astrophysics amour@riaical Density into Scenarif33], |
am really just being thorough. | do this becausevthy in which popular ‘Critical Density’
has been calculated seems to ignore how easyatastually determine what it should be.
Certainly, all the other ways for determining Qi Density seem to suggest that it is
important to know the volume and mass ofénére Universe.

All that is actually required is the age of the Wmse and a simple calculation. But, of
course Critical Density is actually a failed concér reasons #1 to #5 outlined earlier.
Nevertheless, when we take the Critical Densitypopular astrophysics to be«107-17



kg/km”3 (or 2x107-26 kg/m”3)we get the result that it will take the pair okd objects at
370 thousand km apart an enormous 21 billion yeacempletely attract one another.

And it is this feature | have called tBeautiful Attraction Principle that makes everything
so much easier. Because it does not matter how sp@te and mass we are dealing with.
Regardless of whether it is 1 kilogram, 1 ton, lbthee mass in the Universe — if the density
is the same, the time it takes to coalesce is icEhBut of course, this is only true for
horizontal linear movements and does not at all take intmaaic orbital structures or
collisions. A small amount of contrary velocitigertically, leaves them in an orbit that
never contacts one another! So the time to coalesmeis a minimum time. The real time
will always be more than this anyhow.

Next we have to consider the rate of expansionThe. OGS12 algorithm and the ordinary
formulae (in the section to follow) only computetatic un-expanding Universe. But if we

consider that some expansion in the past countartbas some expansion in the future, we
still get the Critical Density fonow.

So let us double-check all these results using eational formulae:

20

TIME FOR TWO BODIES TO ATTRACT IN NEWTON'S GRAVITY
7 Y % (

There is something of a disagreement on varioussitesbas to what is the correct formula
for calculating the time it takes for two bodies attract under gravity. The formula
following is in perfect agreement with the OGS1g@oaithm (orbit-gravity-sim-12.exe):

Time for 2 bodies 3
to collide under t — H r
Newtonian gravity - SG(M i m)

(physics.stackexchange.com)

Most websites offer this incorrect formula:

Wrong formula for
Time for 2 bodies to collide

under Newtonian gravity ’J G (M )= m)

So how do we decide what is the correct formula® ¥We OGS12 algorithm uses the most
ordinary equations for gravity (g=m/r*2) then simplllows time to compute in a purely
evolutionary manner — and this program gives egoéllresults to within a matter of
millimetres for the orbits of the Moon, the Eartideother planets — even when not running
at its most precise rate of computation.

So if we consider the data from the previous sactand place it into the correct exact
formula so that we can establish:

{A} How long it will take for gravity to attract a paif 1kg objects if they are:
272 400 km apart — the answer is 13.7 billion years

{B} How long it will take for gravity to attract a paif 1kg objects if they are:
368 400 km apart — the answer is over 21 billicarge



Now for {A} themass-per-volumes 1kg per 2x10°16 km"3,
and for{B} themass-per-volumes 1kg per 5x10716 km"3.

So if we invert those amounts we see thawvtiiame-per-masss then:
{A} 5x10"-17 kg/km”3
{B} 2x10"-17 kg/km"3

Be careful of the detail in those last two conwansi When we are converting the amounts
from mass-per-volum# volume-per-massve should do this one step at a time like this:

{A} 2x10%° Km3 per kg
= 2 km?3 per 107 kg
now divide 100 Kg 1y 2

= 5x10"7 kg/km?

'Critical Density' - Sum Theory

So because we have determined the Universe ishilioh years old, the critical density
can only be5x107-17 kg/km”3{A}, whereas{B} yields a density that will coalesce in a
much longer time than the age of the Universe.

But this is a redundant calculation anyway becdusmes not take into account orbital
velocity structure or collisions! This is easilyrdenstrated by inserting the mass of the Sun
and the Alpha Centauri pair, with a distance ofrftight-years, into the formula for
calculating the time it takes for them to attractler gravity.

It was a fair surprise to realize that it wouldddkss than 17 million years for the Sun to
collide with Alpha Centauri. So the Sun and Alphan@uri have to share an orbital
structure of some sort, or this sort of attractimyuld make collisions between stars a fairly
commonplace occurrence, and | have never heandcbfevents locally.

However, Alpha Centauri is receding from us at 26kso in a million years it would be
well over 60 light years away. And it is this nadial velocity which completely
overpowers the very concept of ‘Critical DensitWe can also see here, just how weak
local gravity is in comparison to orbital velociiy the galactic scale. Where did that orbital
velocity come from? Not from gravity, because giais far too weak.

Another amusing example we can use is two 75¢g thjgdcm apart. They would take
about 3 hours to attract together due to gravitgwiheBeautiful Attraction Principle (see
previous section) shows us that if two objects, oh@00kg, another of 50kg, are 1 meter
apart, then under gravitational attraction it woaldo take about 3 hours for them to make
contact. This is the same for two 75kg objects temapart. Or, an object at 85kg and
another at 65kg at 1 meter would yield an identieallt. All of which sounds about right if
you know what | meaiinudge-nudge-wink-wink)his is because the density in all these
examples is identical.
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VOLUME OF THE UNIVERS
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The shape of the Universe has been establishe®asgper-surface of a 4d-hyper-sphere.
But if we are dealing with a 1d-Universe on theed§a 2d-disc, or instead of this we also
consider flatland: a 2d-Universe on the surfac@ &d-sphere; then the ratio between the
diameter and the circumference is $Ril(pi). So it stands to reason that this same Htm

is still perfectly good for a 4d-hypersphere.



However when we look back to the origin of the Wmie, we are not looking back directly
along the radius. We are looking outwards, and thack. Consider this diagram very
slowly and carefully:

Imagine a disc-Universe
expanding. We do not look
back directly at the center,
but along a curve. Because
we observe away from our
[ 13.7 own position, the radius is
billion less than the distance that
years  lightis observed to travel.

W Il gl and-spin com

sight

The inhabitants of a disc-Universe live on the thelisional edge. If the light could travel

directly along theradius of expansignthey would see themselves in the past. But idstea
they see objects a distance away from them on xpangling edge. So the light cannot
travel directly from the centre to the edge aldmgradius of expansian

This may be difficult to comprehend at first, butce you see it, then it should be fairly
easy to conclude from this premise that: The raditbus 13.7 billion light-years divided
by half of pi:

Radius = 8.72 billion light-years @r26 x 10"25meters.

Calculating the volume is a bit trickier because meed the formula for the 3d-hyper-
surface of a 4d-hyper-sphere. Of course the 4d+hypleime is not the same as this because
that would be a measurementirt4, whereas a 3d measurement results’.

4d-Hyper-volume

2
v=1r of a
4= 2 4d-Hyper-sphere

3d-Hyper-surface
V3 = 2 []*r3 of a
4d-Hyper-sphere

This is also not the same as a simple 3d-volunteeltecause our Universe has no visible
3d-edge to it like all 3d-volumes do actually have.

So the volume of the Universelisl x10779 m"3r 1.1x10770 km”3

Veolume of the 1.1x 1070km3 ( 1079m3)

Universe:




Although, some would claim that 4d-space is an naitée idea. So is it meaningful to
postulate the possibility that space is just ondindd-space? In this sense, the galaxies
would all be receding from our current positioroiain endless void. In this scenario, all the
mass in the Universe (3x10"52kg) could have at spoiat been contained in a small
spherical volume of space smaller than the distémtiee nearest star. At this point it would
have had the average density of water. But theeshape velocity would have been 70 000
times the velocity of light. The obvious problenrénés that such a theory would not be able
to allow for the Relativistic notion that velocitannot exceed the velocity of light.

But what would the radius of the mass of the Urseeneed to be, such that its escape
velocity is equal to the velocity of light?

Formula for

escape velocity V = 2(}_m
T

Radius of 3d-Universe 2G—m

with escape velocityat I’ = —F

the velocity of light C

And it is quite a surprise to find that the massha&f Universe would need to be 4.7 billion
light-years in radius to have an escape velocitthefspeed of light. If you are a die-hard
Relativist may need to think about that in the eahbf how you have conceptualized the
Universe when it was less than 4.7 billion-lighag®in radius.
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MASS OF THE UNIVERSE
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Previously we calculated that the volume of thevdrse isl.1x10"70 km"3
And the density was seen to h&x10"-18 kg/km”"3
So the mass must b&x10752 kg

Mass of the 3)(1052 kg

Universe:

The reason whysum Theorydiffers from all the other theories is that heradg, Density,
Volume, Radius, and thehapeof the Universe all add up precisely. If | hadfiduanother
theory which had done this completely, | would h&ee nothing to say on the matter. The
key features here are that the shape of the Urivémes not seem to have been adequately
appreciated to be a 3d-hyper-surface of a 4d-hgperg. And also the straight-line radius
is not the same as the curved distance light laa®led to reach us from the origin. (See
previous section).
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SIZE OF THE UNIVERSE
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The circumference of the Universesié.8billion light-years.
This implies that the 4d radius&s/2billion light years.
The shape of the Universe is3d-hyper-surfaceon top of a 4d-hyper-sphere.



The relationship between the radius and the obdedistance light has traveled (13.7
billion light years) appears paradoxical. This ischuse the light has not traveled in a
straight line through 4d-space, even though it appéo have traveled in a straight line
through 13.7 billion light-years of 3d-space. lstelight travels in a 4d-curve. (See
sections previous).

The volume is1.1x10"70 km"3
The density is abou®.7x10"-18 kg/km”3
The mass is3x10752 kg

| am most certain as to the accuracy of the volumidéist other theories of the mass seem to
get the same result as | do. Though | have nosgen any other account that offers details
on how this is attained.
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HOW DO BINARY STARS FORM?
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Half of stars exist as binary pairs. The issuehatdentre of Cosmology and astrophysics
that is almost entirely overlooked by all otherdhes is that star-formation and galaxy
formation hinges intrinsically on how binary stastems form. And only Sum Theory has
even ventured an entirely non-contradictory ansaéiis question.

The algorithms OG3, OG6 and OG7 have clearly shthvan if two bodies have no pre-
existing orbital structure — then they caever form a binary structure as a result of just
their own momentum and gravity. Some other forcébady is required to interfere and
makethem form an orbital structure.

Furthermore, binary systemalmost neverform in randomly positioned object-dense
scenarios. On the very rare occasion that a bipaitydoes form due to interaction with a
third body, then a fourth body will inevitably desf the binary orbit\Vitally, celestial
bodies cannot simply ‘capture’ one another.

The odds that half ddll stars would form binary pairs due to chance entarin stellar-
dense space are too impossibly remote to even latdclEven if this remote chance is
reluctantly taken to be a foundation premise, andry star-systems and solar-systems had
formed from randomly moving small particles in ttleaotic aftermath of the ‘Big Bang’
then planetary orbits would be highly eccentricd aften at right-angles to one another —
and that is only if a ridiculous set of coincidesiemabled them to form at all.

If small asteroids collide, they should shattebounce off one another on more occasions
than combine. This is because small asteroids kewe little gravity which would cause
tiny amounts of attraction by comparison to theoeil required to frequently bring them
into contact with one another. That is why plangtdéngs and the asteroid belt have not
formed moons or planets. Gas clouds cannot coal#goebinary pairs anymore than
throwing a handful of sand in the air can resuit falling to the ground in two neat piles.

Certainly it had been proven to me in OGS2 thargftanets have formed, a solar system
structure with neat gaps between the planets dat adliptic plane can sustain itself much
more easily if every second orbit is in a counteckwise direction. This is because bodies
in this structure would spend less time in the eaafjgravity that is strong enough to pull
them together. (You will probably need to experitmeith orbit gravity simulatorsto
appreciate this). But it is certainly clear thabits at right-angles to one another will attract
each other less than orbits on an ecliptic plansymmetrical solar-system like ours is thus
the least likely result of just gravity and randass.

Even the axial rotations of celestial bodies arstigauniform in direction, and a reasonable
degree of symmetry in their rates of rotation hesrbobserved, such that larger planets like
Jupiter and Saturn rotate much faster than smalbelies. If planets had formed from



random collisions of smaller bodies then such ax@htion would cancel out after
numerous random collisions. Thus random collisisimuld yield the largest bodies as
having the slowest axial rotation.

Moreover smaller bodies would rotate less uniformhen compared to one another if they
formed from random collisions. Compare the striksimnilarity of the axial rotations of
Mars and Earth, for example. Now compare the shitjlan axial rotation of Jupiter and
Saturn. Such uniformity can only come about if thaegmilar planets formed from similar
origins.

Careful study of orbital structures in computeraaithms has shown that a uniform solar
system with such neat orbital directions could dolyn if one of a binary pair of stars had
gone ‘nova’ — or disintegrated through other medr® formation of numerous uniform

orbital systems of moons all on the same ecliptam could only result from the Sun’s
dead twin having been spinning rapidly at the piiféll apart — perhaps even falling apart
due to excessive spin.

So the question now shifts from how planetary systéorm — to how binary stars form.
The only conclusion from years of constructing aillpons depicting orbital structures has
been that they started as a single object thatiadhalf due to (or in addition to) a massive
amount of (possibly increasing) axial rotation. Tgr@blem here is that a newly formed
binary pair of stars in close proximity needs aso#ato expand further apart.

If we take the expansion of the Universe as thasoe, then we need to find a reason for the
stars to slow down proportionally to the distaroeytdrift apart. Because if they maintain
the same high orbital velocity that they partedhwithen as they drift apart due to
expansion, they will eventually reach escape veldobm one another.

So it seems that when binary stars form they dim sbe midst of large amounts of stellar
gas, which slows down their velocity at a proparéibrate to that with which they drift
apart. That is quite a neat coincidence. And ys, i all quite vague still, and it will be
explored properly in a computer algorithm at sor@ipin the future. The point for now
being that: the orbital structures required to gige to so many binary pairs has never been
fully understood. The odds of even 2 in a 1000sskaing binary systems due to random
interactions is actually virtually impossible.

Inherent in understanding how binary orbits fors, how galaxies form in such well-
structured shapes so early in the Universe. OBlyn-Theory has offered a non-
contradictory solution for this from what | haveese

Let us scratch this surface somewhat. Considerailnagalaxy near its birth had a diameter
of about 50% wider than the solar system. Heretbéo-galaxy would have a density equal
to water, making it marginally less dense thanSha is currently.

At this point it would have had an escape veloafy30 times the velocity of light. So

according to the Relativists this could not haveuled in it expanding further. Of course
the Relativists have not noticed this, and quitpplis theorize that the entire Universe at
one point was indefinitely small. Actually the eatMilky-way galaxy would need to be of
a radius more than a light-year to have an escalpeity less than the velocity of light.

But it is the structure of the proto-galaxy which $o vital to discover. Common

observations of the early Universe have galaxiesiftg within a very short time. Thus star

systems — and by implication binary star systenveould also have to have formed very
early on. The theoretical answers postulated satfthmeed further development, and this
section is still vastly incomplete. But it still mares far beyond any other theory on the
matter.

Most other theories simply assume that random gestiwill form the known celestial
structures purely from the force of gravity. Andtlis the ‘science of the gaps’ at its most
crude. That anyone can assume such answers wittopaoputational algorithms and a



solution to n-body Newtonian gravity fields is ab@s weak as any theorizing can get on
the matter.

Future algorithms will endeavour to show that timsveer as to how binary star-systems
form; is the fundamental sub-structure underpintiog it is that early galaxies have such
non-random shapes. | can not see any other viabledition for this, other than binary
pairs forming out of a single body, by separatiare do (or in addition to) excessively
increasing spin.

But if one of a binary pair of stars goes novanthesolar system will certainly form from

the debris. And such a solar system will have gkaead numerous moons orbiting in the
same direction, on a flat ecliptic plane, with daniaxial rotation to one another. The
amount of randomness would have to be proportipnadly small in comparison to the

inherent spin of the structure. That much is cerbeyond any doubt even at this primitive
stage in the formulation of the theory.
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PROJECTS FOR STUDENTS OF SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT:
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Here is a list of orbital gravity computer simutats already built and some still to be built:

1) A simple algorithm with one body in orbit aroundoétmer in real-time.

2) A binary pair of stars in orbit around each other.

3) Three or more solar bodies interacting with threenore gravity fields. (This requires
a solution to the n-body problem for Newtonian ggv

4) A solution to the problem of rotation curves ofaaés.

5) A Sun, Earth, and moon system. Such that the effiettie Sun’s gravity on the moon
should be realized as a pull away from the Earttis hould not be to a correct scale
in order to be more easily observed.

6) How the Solar System could have formed due to actéon between bodies of various
sizes. Use random starting positions here.

7) How the Solar System probably formed due to one loihary pair of stars going nova.
The orbital velocity of the nova star gives risdtte orbital structure of the planets as it
breaks apart.

8) How would the orbits of planets look around a byraair of stars?

9) Examine how quantum time changes an eccentric athierihelion. Is this quantum
gravity?

10) Gravitational lensing. Demonstrate how the diractid parallel photons is changed by
gravity such that gravity magnifies an image.

11) Examine the claims of the LIGO binary-black-hole rgeg in an evolutionary
algorithm. This should have a scale with a 10%remargin.

12) How does General Relativity and Special Relatigiyange the shape of the orbits of
the planets in the solar system? Also show howigrawoving at the velocity of light
from General Relativity changes the orbital struetof a binary star system like Alpha
Centauri. This requires sliding scales for distaand time with accuracy better than
one part in a million-million.

13) An evolutionary algorithm of the solar system with accurate sliding scale for time
and distance which demonstrates an n-body solutoNewtonian gravity which is
accurate to better than one part in a million. phecise pull by the Sun on the Moon'’s
orbit should be demonstrated, as well as how Jugitenges the orbit of Mercury.

14) Binary Star formation.

15) Planetary ring formation.

16) Gee

17) Trojan asteroids.

18) Lunar orbital eccentricity. Is it a real or an aigfomic phenomenon?

19) Demonstrate aspects of the Big Bang in an algoriiowing how galaxies attain
structure amidst the chaos of an explosion (oichabs).

20) Simulate the movements of galaxies, and how theyast with one another.



21) Do it all from the beginning again, but this tinme3d-space or even...
22) 4d-space.

The first 12 steps | have completed. How far ane W Critic?
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RELATIVITY SIMULATOR:
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Critics have typically attacked this type of softaveon the basis that it runs at fairly
mediocre pace, only 60 iterations (or sides to plwdygon-orbit) per second. Other
programming languages like C or assembler wouldable to perform the same task
incrementally faster. However, such criticism isvays made by those who have not
constructed such an algorithm. The crucial poimtdp¢hat the time it takes the programmer
to construct the algorithm was never considerethbycritic.

This entire chapter, more than two dozen web-pagjes, coding and testing of the
algorithm, as well as the theoretical physics ftideds been completed inside a year by one
person. If the user needs to wait a few minutestHerorbit to evolve, then that is preferable
to the programming process requiring decadestdayns of programmers as has been
attemptedby the Numerical Relativists.

And because the broth cooked up by the NumericktRists had so many cooks, the meal
was spoilt because thaommitteenever noticed the physical geometrical logic tpatvity
moving at the velocity of lightnust have on a binary orbit. They used the fastest and
biggest tool instead of the most efficient tooldahus their time and concentration was
wasted by solving programming problems instead alf/isg physics and geometry
problems. It must be reiterated that no other @garin existence factors in the time delay
that gravity travelling at velocitwould have on the shape of an orbit.

The Numerical Relativists neglected to realize tpavity moving at the velocity of light
would cause a binary orbit to distort away from #itepe of an ellipse in the region of a
million times greater than any other aspect of Es#tonian theory. They simply failed to
conceptualize BOGVOS. No doubt this was the resulbem using advance programming
tools before they had completed the conceptuakidiea more user-friendly programming
language like Visual Basic 6.

Why this is a better process was because at novtiasel solving programming problems.
All my focus was on understanding the geometry, rotdranslating Physics theories into a
computer language. The software development wagaanless process, because after
decades of experience in one language, one bedturees to the point where the computer
code virtually vanishes from one’s thoughts. Ak tfocus is on astrophysics, Cosmology
and the imagination.

BOGVOS is in retrospect so obvious and so overddothat it is simply a case for the
Numerical Relativists of not being able to seewl®d for the trees. The full impact on the
scientific community for the utter lack of rigour applying their scientific method could

itself take decades to be realized in academicpsydhological terms. Once tunnel vision
sets in, humans have this tendency to not lookrbpy have completely ignored the details
of any claim that even remotely suggests that tiaese erred.

Or was it that their error was a deliberate edocati tool? A method similar to reverse-
psychology designed to show up the copy-paste astiolmob for what it is? Given how
the norm in academia is a mindless herd-instirictvauld not surprise me at all if
Numerical Relativity is an educational ruse. | a@rtainly recall catching out students
following blindly with a similarly devious methodyself on more than a few occasions. Be
aware that there is a vast difference between liysigs itself — and the psychology of the
process whereby the physics is imparted.



Most of the physics regarding debunking Relatiigd already been worked out in the
previous algorithm OGS11 (orbit-gravity-sim-11.ext#f)e details of that are explained in
the previous chapter. The consequences in thatethage actually far more profound in a
truly positivist sense than the concepts here.

This chapter merely takes the role of a more easdglained narrative. It is a more

accessible and accurate computational analysis avithider scope of application to a

broader set of more everyday examples: our solstesy and the Alpha Centauri binary.

The next chapter and algorithm will possibly bectonbine the precise scales for time and
distance developed in OGS12 together with my smiutd the N-body problem from earlier

algorithms like OGS8. It will then be determined gisely the effect that Jupiter will have on

the orbit of Mars and Mercury. Also, can the Sugging at the orbit of the Moon around

the Earth justify NASA’s famous 38mm per year cldon outwards movement away from

the Earth?

It may be that exploring how binary stars form vii# more inspiring than demonstrating
the precise formation of planetary rings, astetmtts, and the uniform orbits of moons. N-
body gravity for the solar system will eventuallyrh a single seamless evolution. It is
likely that such a process of development will ureroother gravity interactions not yet
imagined.

Section 25 of this chapter suggests a wide vaoétyotential algorithms. It may be that
other ideas come to light after publishing thisatka But for certain, such theories will
never be complete. What OGS13 will look like, | miat know exactly. What OGS42 may
look like is my wildest dream.

Here is a brief summary of each Scenario in the OCG&gorithm:

[1]: A binary pair of white dwarfs; each the mass cuhs Note how General Relativity
causes a gravity delay, which results in a visithiéerence between the gravity origin
(orbit-line) and the center of each star (positidije out-spiral is clear on this scale.

[2]: Alpha Centauri binary with General Relativity.

[3]: Jupiter with Newtonian gravity.

[4]: Jupiter + Einstein's General Relativity.

[5]: Mercury + Special Relativity.

[6]: Moon and Earth according to Newton; at a highlgat measurement.

[7]: Moon and Earth according to Newton.

[8]: Moon and Earth with General Relativity. The mawould drift away at about 400m per
orbit if traveled at the velocity of light.

[9]: Moon and Earth with Special Relativity.
[10]: Earth: Orbit around Sun of combined Earth-Moorybanter.

[11]: Earth: Combined Earth-Moon barycenter orbit athi8un according to Einstein's
formulae applied from both General and Special Réta

[12]: Earth: Combined Earth-Moon barycenter orbit acb8un with Special Relativity.

[13]: Contrary to LIGO claims, with gravity moving dtet velocity of light, binary orbits
spiral outwards. This scenario shows what the LI@&150914 binary black-theoretical
data should look like when effected geometricalfy dravity traveling at the velocity of
light.



[14]: Jupiter + Special Relativity.

[15]: Satellite 'Daedalus' approaches the Sun.

[16]: Mars with Newton.

[17]: Mars with Special Relativity.

[18]: Mercury + Newton.

[19]: Mercury, Special Relativity and General Relayjivit
[20]: Mercury and General Relativity.

[21]: Earth: Combined Earth-Moon barycenter orbit atb@un. 1 hour process for 1 orbit;
to demonstrate scale accuracy.

[22]: Venus orbits the Sun according to Newton.
[23]: Venus orbits the Sun according to General Retgtiv
[24]: Alpha Centauri binary and General Relativity witkreased accuracy.

[25]: -Alpha Centauri binary with applied equationsnfrdrelativity, starting 100x closer
than in reality (inside the orbit of Mercury apart)

[26]: Pseudo-Alpha Centauri binary with Relativity,rétey 100x closer than in reality, but
with less eccentricity.

[27]: Pseudo-Jupiter + Einstein's General RelativitgrtSat Earth's orbit for good measure.

[28]: Earth: Combined Earth-Moon barycenter orbit acb@®Bun. 10 hour process for 1
orbit; to demonstrate scale accuracy.

[29]: Alpha Centauri binary with Newton.
[30]: Centauri binary with Special Relativity.

[31]: Sum Theory's Critical Density - static Universzgas clouds each 1 ton.
Density = 5*10"-17 kg/km”3. How long before carttdue to gravity?

[32]: Sum Theory's Critical Density - static Univeregas clouds each 1 kg.
Density = 5*107-17 kg/km”3. How long before coritdoe to gravity?

[33]: Critical Density test: 2 stationary gas cloudstelkg.
Density: 2*107-17 kg/km”3. How long before contdaie to gravity?

You can alter these scenarios as you require, lsiwgcdhe various theories on gravity on or
off so that you can see the results yourself. Ndha planets in the solar system have been
analyzed, but eventually all the major bodies Wil spliced into one single algorithm.
There is nothing at all preventing that here cohealy speaking, because the code has
already been worked out. Prioritizing what to datrie quite a challenge.

The gravitational constant was a thoroughly fagaigaproblem and | could easily write an
entire chapter on just that. But the small charigg& make no difference to the principles
in this chapter because everything is proportioAahuge amount of trial-and-error was
endeavored due to the numerous various claims oy mabsites as to what the parameters
of the planetary orbits actually are.



The most reliable data should be the orbit of tleetiEand that should set the tone for
determining G for the rest of the orbits. Howewgspite much searching | could find no
website that took into account how the Moon altbesEarth’s orbit. Typically if the Earth
is at its furthest from the Sun during either fuibon or new moon, this would result in a
large difference of more than 9000km.

No website encountered even mentioned this diffsxenhen offering their version as to
what the maximum and minimum distance from Eartlstm is. The upshot is that | used
four different quantities for G in various scenaridepending on which gave the results
closest to commonly published data. Future stuch@simprove on this if better articles can
be found for historical data of the Earth’s or8it G could be near any of these amounts:

G= 6.67408 6.67392 88y 6.67384
USING OGS12:
; & & % $

Most of the features in the OGS12 algorithm (ogvavity-sim-12.exe) can be understood
by running the program then simply holding the nespeinter over various buttons,
numbers, or features. A ‘tool-tip’ will then pop-wffering a more detailed explanation as
to what that feature actually is.

Using OGS12 optimally requires firstly an appreiciatas to how the software allows the
user the most amount of flexibility to alter pardems. The user can thus inadvertently
generate much larger margins-of-error than inten@dy by reading the full article will
the user appreciate all the functions that cantitiead. But | will outline some of the main
features using this screenshot infage

Physical Cosmology — The most interesting featsr¢hat the user can turn Special
Relativity and General Relativity on and off evehem a scenario is in mid-process.

The lines that the orbit follows will evolve in tleentre of the screen. The orbit-line of
the body may not coincide with the centre of th@yin order to demonstrate the

X . .
Colors have been inverted to save ink.



gravity time-delay — if the option is selected wétwy gravity travels at velocity
(General Relativity). The dots around the centre tbé body represent the
circumference of the body.

Click the numbers to begin each of the scenarios.

‘Drift’ is the distance between the pair at maximgon minimum) for first 8 orbits.
Subsequent orbits will be found in a text file:ifddata.txt’ which gets saved in the
folder the software operates in, on your computer.

Distance-scale will expand if the bodies move b# screen.

Time-scale can be speeded up, or it can be slowreldetter accuracy. Note the option
‘Scenario Time’ will use the preset time-scales dach scenario. If clicked, this then
changes to ‘User override’ which will impose theetls choice of Time-scale when
each scenario is started.

Movement error% will alter depending on the numtsiecalculations per orbit which is
a result of the Time-scal€), Speeding up the process causes a larger mairgimea.
These buttons link to the various full-length osliarticles describing the results and
details of this analysis.

Gravity-delay is the distance between the gravitgin and the body’s position when
gravity travels at velocity. Instant gravity wilatie no such delay. The time that gravity
takes to cross the space between the pair is gegplaext to the option ‘gravity delay
details’.

Most vital to understanding how quantum gravity keolis to appreciate the difference
between purely Newtonian orbits (as they are comediged using calculus) — and how
they are computed in an evolutionary algorithm. phevious chapter on ‘Zeno and Planck’
is essential to this understanding. Simply put,nqui theory has time moving in distinct
guantum jumps because otherwise we end up in Zgeoalox which is fundamentally that
if we can divide time into infinitely small unitserend up with a division by zero error.

But when we compute our quantum-orbits, we do ratehcomputers than can operate
anywhere near Planck-time which divides time intutss impossibly small. Thus the
algorithm causes an error-margin which is propogldo the number of steps in the orbit.
This error-margin is demonstrated most easily \hith following graphic which evolved in
an algorithm which has deliberately large jumpsiider to exaggerate the error so that it is
easier to observe, understand, explain and denad@str



The less the number of sides in a polygon-orbitidinger such deviations as depicted above
will be. Interestingly the error-margin eventualgps back so that after many orbits the
furthest point eventually loops back to whereatristd.

| tried to explain how this occurs in the sectionMars’ orbit earlier. The polygon-orbit not
only fluctuates its eccentricity but the apheliovd gerihelion themselves also shift position
by advancing on previous orbits. By increasingrtbeber of iterations (quantum jumps) in
each orbit, this error-phenomenon diminishes toomtpfar smaller than the Relativistic
adjustments. Fully appreciating such fine deta#ssential to ensuring that the process has
been rigorously examined.

Do not be afraid to put this algorithm through jtaces. It has been programmed with
Microsoft's most robust programming suite, and auyfind any bugs, or if you have any
suggestions, | would be glad to hear from you ndtenéhow advanced or tentative you
consider your speculations on the matter to be.
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The real revelation here is not that Relativity haen almost completely disproved. The
shock is that one can spell out the details, stepainful logical step — patiently spoon-
feeding the doubters these precise details. Analyaedst everybody finds it easy to accept
that corporate academia is correct despite beiatptily illogical. For the majority of
people, the sheer weight of popular opinion is gnadfle than just plain logic. The fear of
being unpopular is more powerful over the mindslofiost everybody than reason is. And
that is the essence of Democracy. Or as sometcBéémonocracy.

How many know that Relativity is actually wrong,tlawe just too feeble to acknowledge it
publicly? How many are just incapable of recogrgzimhat logic actually is? How many
mindlessly repeat the premises of Relativity likenadieval religious mantra? These are
profound questions of ethics, psychology and pdlithore deeply troubling than any aspect
of Astrophysics or science. Because it is suchedpgsness and ignorance that is at the core
of what enables the likes of nazi Germany, fasit&@y and apartheid-affirmative-action
South Africa to possess the very Soul of society/tanmn people into a mindless mob.



How so, you may ask? How can bad Cosmology anch8eienake people evil? There is a
monumental quote from the movie ‘Sin City — A DatoeKill For’ that goes like this:
“Once you got everybody agreeing with what theywrno their hearts ain’t true, you got
‘em by the balls.” As crude as that is, | cannotifa better expression for the process at the
core of brainwashing. Mob-instinct is fuelled bypstonscious fear of the unknown.

It is no coincidence that the same person who igngrthis thesis was also at the very crux
of a deeply personal battle against the apartheicermmment. My actions in February of
1990 were that of a single isolated radical pregpaoetake that battle to the most extreme
state of war without worry about the consequenoeasny physical person. | had no fear of
their murderous threats. How easy by comparisahdbwar, it is now to simply disprove
Einstein.

When, in turn, | made my own metered intimidationtite apartheid military, | was little

more than an unarmed child without any weapons saweiit. | had little fear as they tried

to coerce me under threat of murder or worse 1o floéir evil mob. They had no real idea
how isolated | was. Yes, | did threaten to wipe ¢néire Afrikaner race off the face of the
Earth or die trying. Yet the only thing | was gemely afraid of was simply being in the
wrong. | was not wrong.

Three days after | declared my own blood-thirsteim, it was announced that the ANC was
to be un-banned, that Mandela was to be freed. Agatched De Klerk make that
announcement on the television in the mental asyhanl had been briefly incarcerated in,
| suddenly became free ali fear. | laughed so purely then. How I laugh nowhatpathetic
replies to my internet articles. How it amuses meefad the morass of frail fearful emotive
responses to pure logic. How | remember the nunseotiier occasions that | stood in the
space of Truth whilst most others simply wiltedward me. How easily they capitulated to
their own fears rather than simply standing up \idrat is True — regardless of peer-
pressure-review.

It is just not feasible for me to examine everyailaif all the sciences. And yet in the light
of this analysis it is clear that as a method, remebarely exists any longer. It has
degenerated into a bureaucratic pyramid-schemeaeTdre numerous other instances where
| have not had time to point out the many failinggopulist scholastic reckoning. So | am
hoping that this narrative will serve as a bluepahmethod for others to use in the many
other suspicious organizations involved in subjettsh as materialist biology, medicine,
genetics, biochemistry, law, politics, neuroscienggharmacology, psychiatry and
psychology to name but only a few.

After all, Astrophysics has always been the firsaraple as a model for the scientific

method. It takes this position because of its dieitgl when compared to other areas of
study. And seeing as it is utterly clear that Aghysics has been so badly misunderstood;
then the prima facie case against most other stshigcolossal.

‘Science of the Gaps’ is actually the dominant atiwe underpinning so many forms of
intellectual corruption. If it is not absolutelyear what any particular process entails after a
concerted effort, then it is most likely pseudcescie and fraud. How easy it is for fraud to
conceal itself within misunderstanding of theoryiieh is itself hiding behind the doubts of
the scholar as to his own capacity.

To honestly say ‘I do not understand’ is the fstp in pointing out that a given theory is
not understandable because it is actually wrongs iBhwhere writing one’s own computer

algorithm forces one to think in proper logicalntesrin such a way that pencil-and-paper by-
rote memorization simply cannot do. Until you hameccessfully deployed a software

algorithm of a million precisely placed charactei@,) have no real proven logical ability.

A prime example of mindless repetition of pseudiessce is the war-on-drugs which is a
Luddite atrocity on the same sordid scale as ap@krthnd the holocaust. Underpinning that
racist legal-medical corruption is the same procekdelligerent intimidation that all



autocratic organizations follow. Relativity is justprime example of how ignorance has
taken the guise of reason, and how gullibility isrenthe norm than integrity is. It has
always been thus, and perhaps it always will bé8sbif you are not willing to die or worse
for the sake of Truth, then you will be coerceaicrporuption

Has God graced I? Or is it just that | have choBerth before all other ideals? Perhaps, in
February of 1990 | was less isolated than it apmEaMWho can tell? But it matters not how
many were on my side, because all that matterahst is right, and what is wrong; and
what is courage and what is cowardice.

It matters not how long it takes, neither how mang against you, nor how they can only
reply withad hominenmarguments, ‘appeals to Authority’, groupthink, andright garbled
sophistry. Because all atrocious regimes eventualliapse under the weight of their own
lies and fears, regardless of how real or imagitede fears actually are. And that is the
essence of faith.

There is a distinct possibility that | may never lggyond the astrophysics in this chapter,
although | dearly hope to do so. As | write thisugh Africa is degenerating into civil war
as affirmative action does its utmost to replicaltehe myopic racist fascism of apartheid.
Sometimes, unfortunately, more mundane problenisbigisome a greater priority than the
beautiful mysteries of the wider Universe. And Ipalag such duality is at the core of any
authentic philosophy.

< % % o #) (

#H##HP%0 & & '$
% + % )9 . % R
% # ) * &+ & S

-




