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Prologue

he main thrust of this book is to question the entire validity of the official
T record of mankind’s exploration of the Moon, especially the Apollo lunar
landings themselves.

We are not however claiming that astronauts from Earth have never walked
on the Moon. Our personal interpretation of the evidence is that surrogate
astronauts were employed.

It is our further view that the famous named astronauts — for example Neil
Armstrong, Buzz Aldrin and Ed Mitchell — in all probability never left Earth
orbit, remaining in the safe zones below the radiation belts and so avoiding the
exposure to hazardous radiation which (in our present state of technology)
awaits all those who venture into deep space.

The psychological behaviours of the named astronauts in the intervening
years since Apollo — which in our opinion are those of men guilty of silence
concerning the full truth — plus their rude physical health would be evidence
enough for our claims. But the numerous inconsistencies clearly visible in the
Apollo photographic record is quite irrefutable. Some of the many errors we
evidence were due to haste and poor thinking. Others were deliberately
planted by individuals we have dubbed ‘whistle-blowers’, who were
determined to leave evidence of the faking in which they were unwillingly
involved. Probably the most emphatic of these whistles was a bottle that rolled



across the ‘moon’ landscape on the TV screens in Western Australia during a
‘live’ transmission from the ‘moon’.

Yes, our claims in this book do border on the incredible. One can imagine the
first reaction of even reasonable people to our evidence:

“Why would NASA do such a thing? It’s too unbelievable.”

“Surely, too many people would have been involved.”

“What a ridiculous idea, they couldn’t possibly expect to pull it off.”

Such reactions will be even more likely as we unfold our scenario further.

The ‘science fact’ that we have discovered hidden within the Apollo mythos
is as fantastic as any of the science fiction from the pens of Jules Verne or
Edgar Rice Burroughs.

If it is of any consolation to the reader, we too at first could not believe what
we were uncovering as our investigation proceeded. Yet as each new stone
was turned over it revealed a conspiracy of labyrinthine proportions.

Naturally, as in a court of law, we examined, re-examined and cross-
examined all our evidence carefully before reaching our verdict. And in the
book we present our evidence in this step-by-step way so that the reader can
reach her or his own decision upon it. These matters are contained in
“Foreground Action” and “Middle Distance”. These sections and their
evidence stand alone in their own right.

Then in the third section “Background Exploration” we come to other related
subjects which some will find, yes, even harder to accept.

These concern evidence of extra-terrestrial involvement in human affairs —
evidence, moreover, of which certain individuals, governments and military
authorities — including what was to become NASA — were fully aware and
were in part reacting to. The element of urgency in the space exploration
program was certainly a key response to the perceived °‘threat” of ET
intervention.

What then is our evidence for ET involvement? One crucial item is the so-
called Roswell Incident which occurred in 1947, when (carefully placed)
wreckage of a non-terrestrial craft was found at a particular site in America.
Now, let us say at once that this incident has been quite deliberately
surrounded, on the part of the authorities, with a mass of misinformation and
disinformation — so much so (and this, as we will show, was the precise point



of the exercise) that any reasonable person examining the data and the
circumstances will simply throw up their hands and say:

“Oh come on, this is all nonsense”.

So what then are our own reasons for accepting the Roswell Incident as
genuine and meaningful? Well, one of them 1is the fact that the
incident/placement occurred in 1947 — and indeed at the mid point of 1947.

At this juncture the reasonable reader might again throw up their hands and
mutter: “Oh dear. These poor people really are mad”.

Yet we are quite sure that when we demonstrate the significant role played by
the mathematical value 19.47° in astrophysics, alongside all our other
evidence, any doubting readers will retract and reconsider.

Perhaps we should also emphasise at this point that we not alone in making
some of the claims we have outlined so far. Other researchers have also
produced hard evidence concerning massive fraud in the space program and
especially in the cover-up by the authorities of information concerning extra-
terrestrials, not just on this planet, but on the Moon and Mars.

We have, further, made several direct approaches with our findings and
questions to NASA and other institutions involved in these various matters, and
have received widely differing responses from officials.

The first was outrage at our suggestion that the record of these missions had
been hoaxed. Yet when it came to answering our direct and often scientifically-
based questions relating to Apollo, these same people responded with some
very illogical and circuitous answers. The second reaction from the sharp end
— those who actually worked on various aspects of information processing —
was rather different. Confident in their ability to handle anything that was
thrown at them, some of these individuals nevertheless ran for cover when they
could not (or would not) answer our questions. Others were clearly i1l at ease,
and provided answers that were logical enough when received as the sole,
stand alone answer — but were in direct contradiction to the ‘official script’
and when cross-referenced with other responses from colleagues in the same
industry.

It could be argued that capitalising on a position of total power is virtually
inevitable unless a mechanism is in place to regulate accountability. Any group
with the ability to yield real power can potentially take advantage of such



power whenever the opportunity presents itself. Indeed any organisation or
government agency could be formed with the express intention of exploring an
arena (e.g. space) located far from the gaze of the ordinary citizen, in order to
be able to experiment and perhaps even stumble periodically without
practising any meaningful accountability. Such a course of action is only
acceptable if it does not affect the neighbours — NASA’s policies affect us all,
as you will see.

NASA itself has elected not to answer any of our questions unless we can
answer one of its questions first! During an interview with Sky TV (who were
making a news special featuring our findings) Brian Welch, the Acting Director
of Media Services at NASA’s Washington Headquarters, first protested that he
did not have time to look into matters that were nearly thirty years old, and
followed that up by throwing down the gauntlet! Here is the challenge he
issued to us — in his own words:

“I would throw an optical question back at these folks [the authors]. It’s

one piece of tangible evidence that we actually did go to the Moon and it 1s

very simple. [On] several of the Apollo expeditions, the astronauts planted

[equipment] as part of the Apollo Lunar Surface Experiment Package

(ALSEP). They planted retro-reflectors on the Moon for laser beams to be

bounced off from Earth. And indeed, at least one observatory in the United

States (the McDonald Observatory down in Texas) has been routinely

bouncing laser beams off of those retro-reflectors to be able to get a very

accurate distance measurement of the Earth to the Moon.
“How is that possible if we never went to the Moon?”
“Once they have got the answer to that, I will be happy to talk to them.”

By the time we had the answer to Brian Welch’s question we were to
discover much more than he had bargained for, and Brian Welch might regret
having issued such a challenge, given that the organisation he represents has
shown every sign of wishing to be neither accountable nor responsible for its
actions of over thirty years ago.

The US space agency is by no means the first institution to foster the
suppression of information and the denial of knowledge. There is absolutely
nothing new in the organised withholding of newly-found discoveries. More
than two thousand years before space travel was a reality, in the 6th Century



BC, Pythagoras and his group of mathematical philosophers who lived in
Greece found themselves in just such a situation.

The late Dr. Carl Sagan reminded us in his work Cosmos that the
Pythagoreans considered the four regular basic solids made up terrestrial
matter: earth, air, fire and water but they associated their discovery of the fifth
solid with the heavens — it was named the dodecahedron, pentagons making up
its twelve faces (see illustration in Appendix).

A crisis of doctrine also occurred when the Pythagoreans discovered that the
square root of two could not be represented accurately as the ratio of two
whole numbers, for the square root of two was irrational. It was not a whole
number and these people regarded whole numbers as fundamental, as all other
things could be calculated from them.

For the Pythagoreans, this knowledge was difficult to assimilate into their
previous ‘database’, as we would describe it today. This knowledge presented
a serious threat. So instead of sharing in their recently-acquired and perhaps
not completely understood discoveries, the Pythagoreans suppressed
knowledge of both the dodecahedron and the square root of two on the grounds
that 1t was too dangerous for the public and ‘ordinary people’.

The outside world was not to know!

Did history repeat itself (as it has done so many times before) when, instead
of using the experiences acquired during the preparations for manned space
travel to advance our understanding of the Universe beyond this planet, it was
determined to deny access to the findings concerning space and physics that
have been made?

Discoveries that were made both prior to and during our emergence as a
civilisation learning to struggle into space?

Poor decisions and ill-considered actions by the space agencies and their
masters have accumulated over the last fifty years or so and the consequences
of this behaviour still block the threshold of the doorway marked “Progress of
the Human Civilisation”. For even in the late 1990s there are scientists who
are opposed to sharing with ‘ordinary people’ certain scientific knowledge.

The Apollo record, as it currently stands, is not the sum of the whole but only
the part that has been revealed to the public — until now. Irrespective of any
individual opinions as to the validity of the exploration of space, to dismiss the



Apollo Space Project because it was too long ago, or unimportant, is to permit
a history based on a false premise to stand unchallenged. In so doing we
become the slaves of an elite who it seems will stop at nothing to achieve their
aims — and the one firm objective they hold is the domination of this planet via
the medium of space. This is no exaggeration, for as you will read, they have
said as much themselves, the only trouble was that nobody paid much attention
at the time.

In the greater scheme of things, thirty years is no more than the blinking of an
eye, so we should not castigate ourselves for not realising before now that all
is not what it seems regarding Apollo.

We can wake up and wipe the sleep from our eyes whenever we like. We
would do well not to wait much longer.

Update 2003

The response to this book and its companion DVD What happened on the
Moon? has been, as expected, a mixture of sad agreement and furious dissent.
NASA has elected not to respond directly, and NASA’s cancellation of its
specially-commissioned book defending the Apollo record confirms this
standpoint. Interestingly, while emerging pro-Apollo websites often present
differing answers to any given problem the principal theme of Dark Moon has
been virtually ignored.

Our observations and discussions concerning the anomalies apparent in the
Apollo record are only a prelude to examining the prime reasons for such hasty
attempts to get out into space. From that standpoint we argue that despite
politics, ambition, curiosity and fear, until mankind embraces the idea of total
conceptual renewal for future space travel, scientists will make very little
headway in manned exploration of space.

In our view, mankind will acquire very little further understanding of the
essentials of space travel until we release ourselves from the unyielding grip
of Einstein, in particular the notion that the speed of light is a constant. It was
as early as 1993, within the pages of Two-Thirds: A History of our Galaxy that
we first set out our principles for the total conceptual renewal of space craft
and discussed probable variations of the speed of light. In 1999 we repeated in
this book some of that material including the possibilities for a relationship



between gravity and light.

However, if the pro-Apollo faction has ignored the basic tenets of both these
works, NASA has apparently not done so. Despite the agency’s virtual silence
on the question of Apollo, considerable effort is underway to find a viable new
technology for human space travel (and the second Shuttle disaster will only
have accelerated the search). Since 1999 several popular books have been
published that provide some insight into current research — Nick Cook’s The
Hunt for Zero Point (Century, 2001) and Lynne McTaggart’s The Field
(HarperCollins, 2001) are just two examples.

Moreover, articles discussing variations in the speed of light are now
appearing in professional journals and magazines such as New Scientist.

This is a start.

For without investing considerable effort into addressing these matters, in our
estimation, the human race will be going nowhere.

Until all of us have the courage to see space technology for what it was in the
middle of the last century (and still is, as far as human space travel is
concerned) we will never be able to venture safely beyond the Van Allen
radiation belts.

The answer must surely be to develop a method of travel that works
harmoniously with the environment and the universe.

Now that we have chosen to embark upon this exciting and essential journey,
let us forgive ourselves the past, turn around and face the future together.



Part One

FOREGROUND ACTION



Chapter One

Photo Call

Did astronauts really visit the Moon from 1969 to 1972 under the banner
of the Apollo space program? Pursuing the answer to this question, we
examine in detail a number of images from the Apollo record released by
NASA. To determine some fundamentals we meet Eastman Kodak’s
appointed representative and discuss certain aspects of the Apollo
photographic challenge.

Oh, what a tangled web they wove.
eil Armstrong may not have walked on the Moon. The Apollo missions
broadcast to the world on TV may not have been transmitted live from
the lunar surface.

Strong words indeed.

How can we justify these statements? Moreover, if our claims are correct,
why would NASA&Co. go to such lengths to convince us all that twelve
Apollo astronauts landed on the Moon and returned to Earth? Are we, the
authors, completely deluded by yet another ‘conspiracy theory’ run amok?
Naturally, we think not! In 1969 there was no absolutely guaranteed way to
transport men to the Moon — and return them to Earth alive and well. This is
equally true into the new millennium.

We also maintain that if Apollo did go to the Moon and back, none of us have
yet seen a true photographic record of the event. In this chapter we shall begin
our demonstration that the Apollo images released by NASA have been
‘tampered with’ in various ways. Using scientific methodology our findings
show that NASA’s photographic material is full of anomalies and
inconsistencies. This research suggests that the images were both faked, and at
the same time skilfully encoded with deliberate mistakes. In our view these



mistakes were introduced by some of those working on the project in order that
the true scenario might one day be reconstructed. The various individuals
responsible are some of our whistle-blowers.

The diverse aspects of these apparently outrageous statements will be
discussed in the chapters that follow. We will throw some fresh light into the
dark recesses of the records and examine what really happened before, during,
and after the so-called ‘space race’.

Throughout aviation history and space exploration, the prime and lasting
record of our achievements has been preserved as photographic images, movie
film and in recent times, TV coverage. We naturally assume that these records
reflect the actual events as they occurred, disasters and triumphs included.
Perhaps in the case of Apollo all of us have been far too trusting.

1. ‘Apollo 11’ crew.

In space exploration (and going to the Moon is one example) where there are
no independent witnesses to the actual events, we have the right to expect the
record to be genuine, honestly portrayed, and responsibly reported. Taking into
consideration the weight of evidence in this book it is apparent that our
expectations have not always been fulfilled and it would be disastrous if future
space projects were carried out under similar conditions. The reaction in some
quarters to our research findings regarding the Apollo data has been
astonishing and, from NASA HQ in Washington, disheartening.



It brings us no joy to write these words. It was a painful process of
realisation as we gradually discovered the background to the flaws in the data
and information emanating from NASA, and we are greatly saddened that such
a situation could have ever occurred.

Who are the whistle-blowers?

Thirty years after the event, we are waking up to the probability that NASA’s
photographic record, plus all the original film/TV transmissions of the Apollo
program has been modified, or may not even be genuine. Those whom we call
whistle-blowers appear to have carefully encoded the information that would
be needed for us to come to this conclusion. This evidence of encoding is
found in the photography, in the processing and in the final compositing of the
images — moreover, this activity occurred under the very nose of NASA.

It is our claim that the encoding of these pictures took place at each faking
stage in total secrecy — the whistle-blowers involved had representation in all
the production departments ranging from those scripting the action, conceptual
design, photography and lighting, to set dressing, continuity, photo image
retouching and optical compositing. Unhappy with what they were expected to
do, and unable to speak out, some of these people opted to ‘booby-trap’ the
images by encoding clues into the respective areas of their work. This
courageous encoding was not in vain.

Even if it has taken over 20 years for us to finally realise the actual
dimensions of Apollo, the fact is, we all believe what we want to believe, see
what we want to see — or at least what we expect to see. This aspect of human
behaviour is one of the reasons why NASA has succeeded in ‘pulling the wool
over our eyes’ for so long — eyes which were blind to this often subtle but
significant encoding process.



2. Apollo Saturn V launch.

The evidence clearly shows that there are continuity errors and serious
discrepancies between the photographs and the recorded TV coverage of any
given event in the Apollo record. At first the vast majority of us were so
overawed with mankind’s achievement as portrayed, that no one noticed these
‘mistakes’. But over the decades these ‘mistakes’ have increasingly nudged
certain professionals — familiar with the way light behaves. Professional
photographers were best equipped to notice any tell-tale signs indicating the
use of light sources other than natural sunlight.

Obviously you cannot just turn up on the Moon with an Instamatic-type
camera and expect that your photographs will turn out satisfactorily. There
would have been special requirements for the cameras and film stock to ensure
a satisfactory photographic record of mankind’s first-ever visit to another
world.

So we needed to confirm at least two essentials:

« What were the conditions like for still and movie photography on the



Moon?
» What was special (if anything) about the cameras and film taken to the
Moon?

In seeking precise answers to such questions we set out to tackle the experts,
people who had been closely associated with the photographic technology in
the 1960s. Initially we contacted NASA’s film stock suppliers, the Eastman
Kodak Company based in Rochester, New York, USA. Through their main
office in Hemel Hempstead, England, the company put us in touch with the
assistant to the Managing Director of Kodak Ltd during the period we were
investigating. We also travelled to Sweden to meet the executive responsible
for the creation of the Lunar camera at Victor Hasselblad AB in Goteborg.

It is important to bear in mind that at the time of these discussions both
gentlemen had no reason to doubt that the Apollo missions really happened ‘as
billed’. Indeed, at the outset we were simply seeking explanations for the
photographic anomalies that were evident on close examination. Moreover, if
the answers to our enquiries had allayed our suspicions we would have been
somewhat relieved.

Reflex gestures

HIJP (“Douglas”) Arnold was with Kodak in the UK (1966-74) during Apollo.
He kindly invited us to his home in July 1996, and spent some time talking to
us about the photographic challenges of the space program.

The still camera selected for use on Apollo was a Hasselblad — considerably
modified for the task. This converted Hasselblad was a medium format reflex,
using 70mm sprocketed film stock — we should remember that this
photographic kit was going to be taken to an environment totally different from
Earth. The Apollo Command & Service Module (CSM) operated with pure
oxygen for breathing and therefore any electrical spark would be disastrous,
the electrical contacts within the camera had to be secured. In addition, the
leatherette camera finish would ‘outgas’ in the reduced pressure environment,
giving off really offensive and potentially poisonous odours.

Apparently there was to be no glass within the CSM or the Lunar Module
(LM). So the reflex mirror, one of the essential parts of the Hasselblad, had
to be removed but for some reason there was no objection to the lenses that



were made of glass. A number of interchangeable lenses were available for the

special camera, ranging from super-wide angle to various rather bulky long
focal length lenses.

4. Long focal length lens used on the Lunar camera. AULIS

Storyline
The first camera that John Glenn took into space was a virtually ‘off-the-shelf” Minolta Hi-Matic
35mm camera. During Project Mercury, Astronaut Schirra was credited with theintroduction of the
Hasselblad, another ‘virtually off-the-shelf” item.
This theme of the ‘off the shelf” camera, commercially available and eventually redesigned into a
‘made to measure’ camera occurs throughout NASA’s propaganda, from pre-Apollo through to the



Space Shuttle.

Douglas Arnold pointed out that “the Lunar Surface Camera had a Biogon
60mm wide-angle lens which provided a safe field of view. The longer lenses
were usually used for imaging from the CSM by the third member of the crew”.

The Hasselblad was lowered to the lunar surface by means of the lunar
equipment conveyor (LEC), which was a line or pulley arrangement between
the LM door and the surface. This necessitated film magazines being fitted with
a tether ring. The moonwalk (EVA) magazine was designated pre-flight by the
code ‘S’ and after processing the film was given the magazine number 40.
When the EVA was over, the magazine was detached from the camera.!

Interestingly, “the camera body was discarded and left on the Moon, only the
film magazine was brought back,” Douglas Arnold pointed out. Was there a
reason other than marginal weight saving, for leaving the camera behind?

Douglas agreed that for an astronaut standing on the lunar surface the
difficulty of changing the camera’s magazine whilst clothed in a pressure suit
was considerable. And Douglas confirmed that it had always been a problem,
chiefly on account of the very awkward pressurised gauntlets they wore.

“That was why they had wings put onto the camera dials for altering the
aperture and timing, so that they just pushed them with a finger instead of
fiddling with them, which was an impossibility in those gauntlets.” Douglas
explained.

Even with the said wings on the controls the action would have been virtually
impossible when wearing a pressurised space suit. Later we were to discover,
by putting our hands inside even an unpressurised gauntlet, exactly how
impossible that task would have been. We remembered that in 1993 researcher
Ralph René constructed a special vacuum chamber for a demonstration of a
neoprene coated, cotton-lined glove. Once his demo glove ballooned, it
required great effort to move either fingers or hand.?

It was intended that during the EVAs — meaning extra-vehicular activity — the
astronauts would NOT hold the camera at eye level, but would take all their
pictures with the camera mounted on a chest bracket.

Photography by numbers
The Apollo images published by NASA were catalogued by two letters and a series of numbers: for



example AS11-40-5872. Apollo Spacecraft, followed by mission (11), magazine (40) and frame
number.

Example of ‘Apollo 11” 70mm frame.

5. AS11-40-5903 Aldrin Apollo “11° EVA.

“Neil Armstrong told me that it was his idea that the spacesuits had a bracket
for the cameras, instead of holding them in their gloved hands,” said Douglas.

“Since Apollo 11°s flight, whenever | have corresponded with him, he has
always been very helpful but he always struck me as being extremely



businesslike. There is no ‘time of day’ if you like. He responded to the point
raised, and that was it. Quite typical, the thing about Armstrong which
impressed me, is that he was (and is) a very private individual. He has always
kept himself to himself. During the various celebrations he has tended to
appear you might say, as limited as decency would allow. I think he is on
record as saying that he doesn’t want to become an historical event or an
institution. Which one can understand, the publicity exposure in those earlier
years must have been enormous.”

6. Close up lunar camera on chest bracket.

Vulnerabilities

* A planet with no atmosphere or radiation protection is totally exposed to X-rays or any other form
of galactic cosmic radiation, which is constant throughout space. These conditions would fog the
film, seriously affecting the results.

* Excessively high temperatures alter any film’s characteristics, and therefore its performance,
making it difficult to calculate the correct exposures.

* Lunar temperatures in the ‘daytime’(which lasts for approx. 14 ‘Earth days’) can be in excess of
+200°F/93°C.

* In the shade and during the lunar night (which also lasts for approx. 14 ‘Earth days’) the
temperature can drop to below -200°F/129°C. (see Appendix)

» This situation is also applicable to all areas wherever and whenever in shadow — i.e. out of direct
sunlight.

* There is a considerable variation of temperature from the lunar equator to the poles.

“That sequence of photos taken by him with that one camera has never been
bettered, in my opinion. Almost every one of those Armstrong images
appeared to be splendidly composed. You remember the classic, face-on
picture of Aldrin with his visor reflecting the entire lunar landscape including
Armstrong taking the photograph. It’s a marvellous picture.” (emphasis added)

“When the camera was eventually used on the lunar surface, the astronauts



were obliged to guess where the lens was pointing,” Douglas confirmed.
“During Apollo 15, they landed near Hadley Rille, a canyon that threaded
through the edge of the Apennine Mountains. They wanted to photograph the
structure and strata of the area and for that they flew a 500mm lens. This
camera was hand held with the astronaut Dave Scott sighting along the edge of
the barrel,” said Douglas.

We then asked Douglas about taking these irreplaceable images that would go
down in history — they had to be right — some might consider it quite a
challenge to take pictures with a camera that has no viewfinder?

“Well,” retorted Douglas, “I think that they had a reasonable amount of
training. For example: they had been instructed that for geological photos: set
the lens at seven feet, and then according to the Sun angle, set the aperture to
/8, 1/5.6 or f/4 or whatever it was — and then ‘shoot’. Then go to another
particular angle, alter the aperture because of the Sun difference and then
‘shoot’.”

“Being large magazine loads, the film was sprocket driven, and I do
remember that they found stress marks or tears on some of the sprockets, which
presumably could be put down to the pressure differences; and there were, in
fact, film jams (as you would get in any mechanical system) but none of these
resulted from the ‘alien’ atmosphere in which they found themselves,” stated
Douglas.

Any conclusion that the alien atmosphere was a non-contributory factor is
based on data from NASA and/or belief that these images are the authentic
photographic record. And even if the pictures released by NASA were perfect,
such a fact would not automatically mean that images actually taken on the true
lunar surface were originally problem-free, technically.

Heat and dust
Conditions on the surface during a moonwalk could certainly be described as
hostile. A key aspect of the lunar photographic challenge would have been
coping with the temperature extremes. What was Douglas’ view on how the
astro-photographers managed?

“In the sunlight, temperatures can go up as far as plus 200°F/93°C, which is
very hot. And then again, to minus 200°F/129°C in the shadow areas, because



there 1s no atmosphere to equalise the temperatures. Although the emulsion on
the film in the camera could be severely affected by prolonged subjection to
high temperatures, the fact that the astronauts were alternating between sunlight
and shadow mitigated this problem — to the best of my knowledge,” Douglas
responded.

However, the metal casing of these cameras had no special insulation from
the excessive heat in the radiated sunlight nor from the cold of the shadow
areas that would have been experienced on the Moon.

The Apollo mission EVAs were scheduled to take place on the near side of
the Moon and during the lunar day. The temperature variations from minus
180°F to plus 200°F/93°C during each mission would surely have been hot
enough to soften any normal film emulsion after a number of minutes of
exposure and then chill it sufficiently to make the emulsion rather brittle. As
the camera was sometimes in the sunlight and sometimes in the shade, this
sequence was being repeated continually as the astronaut moved backwards
and forwards between the shadow of the LM and his sunlit work sites.

It was intended that all the missions should land during the lunar morning
because this gave them a relatively low Sun angle which then threw long
shadows. But this low Sun angle situation was not the case all the time, as we
will see!

So what was this super film that could withstand the extremes of heat and
cold, to say nothing of the hazards of space radiation and the resultant fogging
of the filmstock?

“The interesting thing 1s,” said Douglas “that with the exception of the Estar
thin base (which enabled them to pack a lot more frames per magazine) for the
most part the film that was flown on these missions was basically the standard
Ektachrome 64 ASA that we used on Earth (nowadays we would say ISO and
not ASA). This film stock had about 100 frames or so of colour or 200 frames
black and white to the magazine. The lunar surface film was faster, 160 ASA
(ISO) because the film was less ‘contrasty’ and with a faster film it was
possible to use smaller stops. You could also ‘stop down’ a bit more, which
gave a lessening of the ‘hard’ shadows in the space environment.”

Apollo film
* The fims used are all made on thin Estar polyester film base. The strength of this enables a



thinner base to be used (0.00025in as opposed to the 0.0052in thickness of normal triacetate film
base) thus doubling the available space in the film magazine for a given film length. The polyester
base also has great dimensional stability.

* Under the low atmospheric pressure obtaining in the spacecraft cabin (one-third normal sea-level
pressure and pure oxygen) a triacetate film base would give off solvents, extremely unpleasant for
the astronauts.

» Kodak Instamatic cameras were among many types considered for space photography, but it was
found on test that under the low atmospheric pressure the plastic film cartridges gave off solvents.
British Journal of Photography 7 November 1969.

One could argue that it would be difficult to obtain any lessening of ‘hard’
shadows on the lunar surface, because there is just as much a vacuum on and
around the Moon as exists in deep space — there was a real paradox here: in all
the Apollo pictures, the hard black shadows of the Moon’s natural landscape
were set against the extra-lunar objects (the LM, the equipment and the
astronauts) which always had detail in the shadows. They were ‘filled-in’ on
the shadow side with extra light from a reflector or an artificial light source
(as we will see later in this chapter). Of course, those man-made items should
have been as ‘hard’ a black as the shaded side of the lunar rocks, and we could
not really understand how the film stock on its own was able to perform such
differentiating ‘tricks of the light’.

For some reason NASA chose to use reversal film, rather than colour
negative film which would have provided a far greater exposure latitude.

“There were two reasons for this,” Douglas explained, “and the matter was
given a great deal of thought at the time. Firstly, when you present the lab with
a negative film for them to produce the positives, they would normally expect
to have some gauge by which to print it. On Earth we would use skin tones, but
dressed from head to toe in a spacesuit, you do not have that availability and
so the labs don’t have a norm from which to print. With a transparency the
colours are locked in the film; secondly you had higher resolution with
transparency film compared with negative/positive film.”

Nevertheless, in our view, negative/positive film could have been used if, at
the start of each roll and especially at each new location, the astronauts were
to have exposed a colour chart (lit by the same light that was falling on the
surrounding terrain) then there would be a very accurate colour reference for
the processing laboratory. This procedure is common practice in the motion
picture industry, which uses colour negative stock and had such film been used



it would have provided greater flexibility.

Milestone mystery
It is absolutely remarkable that a film stock which can withstand extreme temperatures and damaging
X-rays — coupled with an extensive exposure latitude never reached the open market. Surely if
Kodak had released such a product it would have been a commercial success! Perhaps there is
another reason for this reticence to publicise the use of Kodak film on the Moon. Is there a clue in
this extract from Kodak’s company history, that covers the Apollo period?
* 1969 — Construction began on Kodak Colorado Division — a manufacturing unit for films and
papers located in Windsor, Colorado.
* A very special stereo camera made by Kodak accompanied astronauts Aldrin and Armstrong
when they set foot on the Moon.
* Kodak received an “Emmy” award for its development of fast colour film processing for television
use.
* The number of share owners passed the 200,000 mark. KODAK Milestones 1933-1979
What about Kodak film being used for the first time on another world? No mention of this
whatsoever. Did Kodak wish to distance itself from such a project, for reasons that we are only just
beginning to discover?

No spin rate

All these points notwithstanding, it would appear that the Kodak film
performed very well under the difficult conditions on the Moon. Therefore it is
interesting, as Douglas pointed out, “in photographic terms I think I am correct
in saying that there was very little, if anything, that came from the space
program which was subsequently introduced into either earth-bound cameras
or indeed, earth-bound film”. And “from the point of view of film stock
development — nothing that I am aware of”.

Potentially, there was a tremendous amount to be gained out of all this —
going to the Moon is one of mankind’s greatest achievements. And for
companies like Eastman Kodak not to ‘tell the world about it’ to any great
extent does seem rather surprising.
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8. Exposure guide on camera magazine. AULIS
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9. Exposure card, the basic guide for achieving accurate exposures. AULIS

“Now 1 think that the very prosaic reason for this discreet approach,”
Douglas commented “was that although various other brands of film were tried
out by NASA, to all intents and purposes it was only Kodak film that was used
during Project Apollo. One can therefore understand that the corporate
management in Rochester might be concerned about a monopoly situation in the
American market, and decide to play down the reliance of NASA on Kodak
film for Apollo. Personally, although I understand that decision, it is saddening
to think of the opportunities that have been lost.”

So having made it all the way to the Moon with a specially-developed
camera and reliable film how did they manage to obtain correct exposures?
Keeping in mind that these were not modern automatic cameras, apparently
they had built up an awareness of typical exposures which would yield the best
results under certain conditions. Their photographic training documents, and
items like the decals affixed to their Lunar Surface Cameras plus their cuff
check lists indicate that they had generated what were called ‘nominal
settings’.

“Typically,” Douglas explained, “they either had a written table of settings
for certain subjects, or more usually it was presented as a clockface, and for a
given shutter speed, a series of aperture settings was indicated around the
sides of this clockface — /11 taking the place of, say three o’clock etc.; the
astronaut assumed the position of the clock hands at the centre of this dial, and
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could then select the appropriate aperture in relation to the Sun’s position.
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10. HJP ( ‘Douglas™) Arnold with a duplicate roll of 70mm film
from a Hasselblad Lunar Surface Camera. AULIS

Close examination of the recorded TV footage failed to show anyone using an
exposure meter on the lunar surface but there were instances where instructions
came down the line from Houston regarding what exposures to use! We
wondered about shots taken in shadow areas immediately followed by pictures
taken in bright sunlight — or even part shadow, part bright terrain — which were
always correctly exposed. Then of course there was the big question of
radiation affecting the film.

Many of us remember how the early generation of X-ray machines used to
cause havoc to our film stock. So with space photography, either on the Moon
or orbiting around the Moon, what sort of challenges would there have been
from solar and other space radiation?

“That’s an interesting question,” commented Douglas. “There is an enormous
amount of radiation in space, potentially it affects film, and its prime effect is
on contrast. The tests that were done indicated that the storing of the film



magazines in special containers within the CSM (which was itself shielded to
some degree from radiation) was obviously enough.”

This response is based on the information supplied by NASA; however, it
these pictures were not actually taken on the Moon they would obviously be
OK, would they not? And in any event, how could NASA carry out radiation
protection tests that were the equivalent of the lunar surface, before actually
landing anyone on the Moon? To use a probe for that purpose would mean
returning the film to Earth and they were unable to do that prior to 1969 —
allegedly. Even if the CSM and the LM did have special film storage
containers the Hasselblad camera itself was wholly vulnerable as it was
unprotected from solar radiation and X-rays once carried onto the lunar
surface. As we investigated further there were always more things that could
go wrong than could go right, it seemed.

“Most mortals don’t get to see the original films, kept in pressurised and
temperature-controlled vaults in Houston.” But Douglas assured us: “I have
seen the top quality duplicates of the original film taken on the Moon, and there
is no indication of any radiation effects whatsoever.”

Douglas owns a duplicate roll of 70mm film. It was a contact copy of
magazine number 40 from the ‘Apollo 11’ mission.

“This was given to me by the people at the photographic technology division
at Houston, there were a few dozen of these duplicates made at the time and
this 1s quite an historical record which I am delighted to possess.”

And what about the magazines themselves, were they like a regular film
magazines?

“Basically yes,” responded Douglas. “They had to be somewhat modified to
take the longer length of the thinner-based film and also to maximise freedom
from jamming. Though when you have got some ham-fisted individual trying to
load the film, it would jam. Not all the astronauts were good at this manoeuvre
and it did jam quite often.”

Anybody wearing those pressurised gauntlets most certainly would be ham-
fisted to a serious degree — in any location. The astronauts were also required
to remove a thin backing plate and keep it safe somewhere, then re-fit it later
before changing magazines again (11). Which pocket of the spacesuit was
reserved for this exercise one wonders? It is also virtually impossible to carry



out such a manipulation wearing pressurised gauntlets. The stub-ended fingers
on these gauntlets could scarcely be bent at all, much less to the degree
required for such a delicate operation as this.?

11. Hasselblad magazine with thin backing plate/darkslide and wire
handle for removal/replacement while on the lunar surface. AULIS

What was the situation regarding the bracketing of exposures? “Usually the
astronauts were hurrying and they didn’t have time to bracket,” replied
Douglas. (The ‘bracketing of exposures’ is to take several photos of the same
scene, using different exposures to be sure of getting at least one good picture.)

In addition to the Hasselblad, there was another piece of photographic



equipment called the Data Acquisition Camera (DAC). It was a Maurer, a
specially-designed motion picture 16mm film camera. Not really a movie
camera in the conventional sense, it could fire at a variety of rates (or frames
per second) and still images could be made from any one of these frames.
“This camera was fixed in one of the triangular windows of the LM. That’s the
window through which the DAC shot the landing sequences that we always
see,” explained Douglas. “It was all pre-programmed of course, that camera
was simply configured to point at where they were working on the lunar
surface and it was firing all the time, at a very slow rate: one or two frames
per second.”

12. Armstrong and Aldrin photographed from the Data Acquisition Camera.

One of the missions that preceded Apollo was the Lunar Orbiter project in
which Douglas Arnold had been very much involved. “The Lunar Orbiters
were considered as the most successful, comprehensive space program there
had been. This project’s film system was kept very much under wraps, called
the Kodak Bi-Mat Transfer System, it had evolved from primitive spy satellite
technology. NASA flew it from 1966 to 1967.”

This was interesting, because we already knew that the spies ‘on the other
side’ had been using a similar method since Luna 3 was launched from



Baikonour in October 1959.

Douglas went on to explain how this system worked. “The film was
processed automatically on board the orbiter. It passed through a series of
rollers, was developed and fixed and then it passed in front of a flying light
scanner, which moved across the film and read it out in strips of modulated
light back to receivers on Earth, where the film was reconstructed. There was
enormous resolution, marvellous detail, in spite of the scan lines on the film.
The other probes, the crash lander Rangers and the soft lander Surveyors had
TV-type systems.”

We then wanted to define the height from which these images were taken, and
asked Douglas to confirm his information that the Lunar Orbiters were
reasonably near the surface of the Moon.

“Well,” Douglas said, “they could dip to as low as 28 miles off the lunar
surface but one of the cameras had a telephoto lens so that you could see detail
of around 33 feet/10 metres, and they could, via shadow information, pick out
the Surveyors that had already landed on the surface. At the time, the scientists
complained that the Orbiters were used too much for the Apollo landing
project and not enough for lunar geological information.”

It is quite certain that the vast majority of people associated with the Apollo
project were contracted to work on a ‘need to know’ basis only. Although an
acknowledged expert in his own field, Douglas, like everyone else, would not
have had access to the whole picture. Bearing that in mind, we asked Douglas
if he had anything to add concerning the challenges of space photography.
Douglas made the following points:

“On the whole I think that we have a marvellous record of the space program.
Despite that famous joke: ‘NASA — Never A Straight Answer’ — which I think
is quite unfair!” (By the end of this book many readers might think it entirely
appropriate after all!)






The Surveyor craft were equipped with a single TV camera having a photo-sensitive vidicon tube and
a lens which was permanently aimed at a motor driven mirror. This radio-commanded mirror was
able to scan an almost complete 360° circle of the ground or the horizon from a position at
approximately ‘man height’ (5.5 feet).

15. The Soviet’s Luna craft with TV camera that
scanned from about ‘knee height’. NOVOSTI

“As distinct from the Soviet space program where everything was shrouded
in secrecy the NASA-run American space program was done in the full glare
of publicity. And this marvellous imagery was made available to the public.
We have seen hardly anything from the Soviet missions.”

“My one major regret,” Douglas next declared, “is the absence of a top
quality still frame of Neil Armstrong, the first man to touch the lunar surface.
Now I researched this matter in depth and there’s a story to this.”*



“Granted it was the first lunar landing. There was a flight program for them
which called for almost all of the photography to be done by Neil Armstrong
and he did it magnificently.”

“Subsequently, when those films came back to Houston and after the
quarantine period when the films were in the labs, Dr. Bob Gilruth, head of
Houston Manned Space Center, the photographic specialist and NASA’s top
PR man at that time were all examining the films as they were cranked over a
light box.” (see below)

“I have it on first hand account that the quest was: ‘Let’s look for the best set
of pictures of Neil’. Then their faces tended to drop somewhat and by the end
they were saying ‘Well, let’s find any picture of Neil’. In fact there was only
one: of Neil standing near the LM, but it was a distant shot, part of a geological
panorama sequence photographed by Aldrin.”

Looking for needle in a HayShack
Houston’s Astronaut Shack, better known as the Lunar Receiving Lab (LRL) took up 83,000 square
feet at the Houston Manned Space Center. One-third of this vast building (27,666 square ft) housed
the astronauts’ quarantine area through which they entered via a sterile plastic tunnel (remember the
movie E T?). Among other facilities, the LRL contained biomedical labs, computer rooms, data
transfer rooms and storage for the CSM. In all, two-thirds of this $15.8m building was dedicated to
the R&D of the equipment and materials for ‘Apollo 11°.

“Im somewhat surprised that nobody appeared to have realised that there
was not going to be a ‘portrait’ of the first man on the Moon. Because by 1969,
NASA as an organisation was so aware of the importance of these images to
communicate the endeavours of the space program to the public. It’s rather like
Columbus stepping onto the shores of the New World while his shipboard
artist sketches the palm trees at the other end of the beach. History has no
record! There are fuzzy TV frames from the ‘step down’ in black and white;
grotty colour frames from the movie camera in the Lunar Module, but knowing
the quality of the Hasselblad, it is a great regret that there isn’t as good a shot
of Armstrong as that superb picture he took of Aldrin.”



16. Armstrong photographed by Aldrin.
Notice the astronaut is filled-in with light despite the fact that
he is standing in full shadow of the LM.

As we concluded our time with Douglas, we remembered how Andrew
Chaikin, in his book A Man on the Moon, relates that Aldrin only occasionally
got to use the camera and that when he did use it, he photographed the LM and
the terrain around the module — and allegedly — the famous picture of his foot!
Chaikin justifies this situation by telling the story of Sir Edmund Hillary on
Everest, who said that there were no photos of that event as Tenzing did not
know how to use a camera, and that Everest was not the place to teach him.

However, this all rather begs the question. NASA possessed high quality
Hasselblad cameras and apparently the astronauts had been especially trained
in the art of recording their adventures. The entire photographic assignment had
been carefully planned, for this was indeed an historic first in the evolution of
mankind. Our first steps beyond the bounds of this planet, our first steps on
another celestial sphere. The ramifications of such an adventure were to be of
world-wide proportions and yet the proof that we had achieved our aims lay in
the hands of two men — one of whom, Chaikin implies, was not a good
photographer, yet the evidence suggests that NASA probably relied on Aldrin’s
landscape and technical photographs. It would be astonishing if the NASA



machine ‘forgot’ to program in this very important photograph.

Is it not conceivable that Armstrong declined to be included in the ‘official’
visual historical record? The absence of Armstrong’s image might not be an
oversight after all.

Mountain mystery
Before Tenzing died he said that Hillary had reached the summit first, but there are still unanswered
questions as to exactly how that came about. The fact that neither party would speak of the matter,
the attitude of Hillary towards a mountain held sacred by the Nepalese and the fact that what should
have been the highlight of his life was an episode that weighed upon Tenzing up until his death, has
strange parallels with the Apollo program and the behaviour of the astronauts following their
missions.

The lunar photographic ‘brief’

As our studies of NASA’s photographic demands became more detailed, the
absurdity of any individual actually fulfilling their criteria became increasingly
obvious. Therefore at this point we are inserting what is best described as a
‘spoof’ photographic brief to the Apollo astronauts. Whilst this brief may at
first appear to be rather frivolous, our brief is no spoof at all. It details what
would be required of them as astro-photographers during their moonwalks.
The real spoof may have been asking us to accept that the astronauts could
actually deliver usable pictures.

“We are giving you an unusual photographic assignment. Not only do we

expect the vast majority of the pictures you take to be usable, but in particular:

» Photos must be correctly and accurately exposed, in focus, well composed,
and suitable for promotional purposes.

* The rolls of film from your camera magazines will be duplicated and
handed out to various VIPs as souvenirs of the mission, so the pictures
should look convincing when they are all seen ‘together’ on the roll.

» Every three or four pictures are to be of a different ‘set-up’ to the
preceding photographs but each new scene is to be technically acceptable.
We expect you to take between 100 and 150 photos per roll of Ektachrome
colour film, 180 or so when using black & white film stock.

* Although you might find this assignment easier in a studio, we are sending
you to an exterior location where film lighting 1s needed — especially in the
dark areas — but you will be given no lighting whatsoever.



* In fact, you will be working under unique lighting conditions in a place
never visited before by human beings!

18. Could you change filters wearing these? AULIS

» To make it more challenging, even if it would help you to get the exposures
correct, NO LIGHT METERS are allowed!

» A processing ‘clip test’ is only possible once per roll of 150 pictures or so,
therefore your exposures must be spot on.



But we will give you an exposure card rather like the guides on the side of
film boxes — Bright Sun= /11 etc.

You will be expected to photograph ‘into the Sun’ and get the exposure
exactly right — and after changing to the next, different, set-up get that
exposure right too.

There is to be little or no ‘bracketing of exposures’. In other words, we do
not want you to open up the lens stop; or close it down in adjacent
exposures — actions which would ensure that you return with a usable set of
pictures.

We have decided to give you the film type (reversal or transparency or
slide) with the worst tolerance in exposure, as it will reproduce best in
publicity material and magazines such as the prestigious National
Geographic, the organ of one of our sponsors.

It’s not a joke, but there i1s NO VIEW-FINDER on the camera that we are
supplying! We know that this is a minor handicap and the inability to see
what you are taking must make it extremely difficult — but that’s our
decision.

When photographing PANORAMA shots without a viewfinder remember
that we must, of course, be able to join them all up nicely without bits
missing or excessive overlaps. You will be expected to compose and focus
pictures correctly, even after using cameras with different focal length
lenses.

You will be expected to change magazines and mount a polarising filter
onto the front of the camera’s super-wide and/or the 60mm camera lens.
However, with the absence of a viewfinder, there is no way you can see the
effect of this to get the filter into the best orientation, but the rotation of the
filters must be correct nevertheless! Don’t forget that you will have to
calculate your exposures correctly when using the polariser.

You will be wearing pressurised gauntlets — which take away any
sensitivity when handling filters, and will make it almost impossible for
you to bend your fingers. We have made some controls on the special
camera easy to manipulate (but difficult to read) however, we must admit
that we overlooked the problem of making filter adjustments when wearing
these ‘clumsy’ gloves.



The temperature in which you‘ll be working will average a baking
+180°F/82°C. This should not soften the film foo much! We do realise that
the temperature is well out of the designed range of the film stock and we
hope it will not seriously affect your chances of getting the right exposures.
In the shade it will dip to a freezing minus 180°F/118°C, and so we hope
that the emulsion will not become too brittle! We could have insulated the
camera against this hostile environment, but we elected not to do that.

Your worst problem will be this: the area you will be visiting is full of
hazardous radiation. You must not get any of this onto the camera or
magazine, otherwise, as you know, a dose as low as 25 rem will seriously
fog (lighten) the film, rendering it useless.

Do you want the job? We are offering it to you simply because as a non-
professional photographer you qualify.

The bad news is that the location is on the Moon — but the good news is
that you will be using the new Hasselblad 500 EL/70 Lunar Surface
Camera.

Despite the fact that your photos and TV coverage will be the only record
that man has stepped onto the lunar surface, this photography business is
only INCIDENTAL to your trip and you will be under considerable
pressure to undertake many other tasks during your time on location —
broadcasting live TV for instance.”
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19a. Virtually parallel shadows. AULIS

Imagine having to fulfil such a photographic brief (which we consider
virtually impossible); setting up and organising live TV transmissions and
combining these two tasks with the already heavy physiological and
psychological demands placed upon the first humans to set foot on the little-



known territory of a planet beyond their own.

Be sure your sins will find you out
Through detailed photographic analysis of certain NASA images we have
gathered compelling evidence that there was indeed a falsification of the
record and no matter how NASA chooses to justify its actions during the
‘space race’ in our opinion there can be no defence for such a policy.

As we consider a number of basic photographic rules, we will see how the
Apollo photographs stand up to scrutiny.

Photo rule No 1. Light travels in straight, virtually parallel lines at any
given moment. Shadow directions are constant because the light comes
from the Sun — a single light source — some 93 million miles away.

Take a look at (19) and (19a) above, pictures of typical tree shadows. Note
the virtually parallel lines of shadow — and also that the shadow side of the
trees is very dark (19a). There 1s no visible detail there on the dark side, this
is logical and therefore not surprising. Now compare the pictures of these trees
with the panoramic below, allegedly taken on the Moon (20). This is a flat
plain, the designated landing site of ‘Apollo 14°.



20. AS14-68-9486/7 Diverging shadows on the Moon,
al’ lighting.

e - T - 3 = r - ._ ..._. = 2
Close up of section from the above image
indicating the direction of shadows in this area.



One can calculate from the diverging shadows that the source of light is
overhead, within the area of the scene. It is possible to work out where the
lighting was positioned, because the shadows diverge. If the scene was lit from
the left, the shadows ought to be virtually parallel. Nearly all the rocks in this
scene, including those on the left, cast their shadows diagonally towards the
lower right-hand corner of the picture, not horizontally to the right — with the
exception of the LM’s shadow 1n the distance.

On close examination the rocks themselves appear to be illuminated by a
light source that is positioned more three-quarters to the rear than side-on to
the object, as indicated by the diagonal south east line. Compare NASA’s
photo (20) with our computer-modified image (21). The light source in our
composite is located far to the west, and in our demonstration all the shadows
are falling naturally due east.

as they would be if naturally formed by the Sun.

Two more photographs that are worthy of note are to be seen in (22) below.
These two pictures are from ‘Apollo 17° and in this instance they exhibit very
obvious converging shadows. Both examples are rather astonishing for these
results would not occur naturally if the source of light was located at infinity.



Given that sunlight cannot generate shadows like all of those in (20) and (22),
these images suggest that such pictures were not lit by the Sun at all, and were
not taken on the Moon. We therefore offer these as examples of artificial
lighting in a fully controlled ‘studio environment’. Now any top lighting
cameraman or experienced effects photographer could have lit these scenes so
that these diverging and converging shadows were not apparent: and clearly it
is simply not possible to have such extreme variations in shadow direction on
flat terrain (22 lower) within any one picture, if that photograph is genuine.




22. Converging shadows on the Moon.

So is it unreasonable for us to conclude that this handiwork was deliberate?
Daytime on the lunar surface lasts for a period of approximately 14 ‘Earth’
days (noon occurring on the seventh day and night-time starting at the end of the
14th day) but in the Apollo images, shadow lengths vary within the time frame
of any alleged mission and particularly compared to the Sun angle at the time
of the supposed trip. For example, the arrival of ‘Apollo 11’ on the lunar
surface was timed for a Sun angle of /0° above the horizon.

Some 6 hours 38 minutes after Armstrong had announced: “The Eagle has
landed”, the astronauts had exited the Lunar Module (LM) for an EVA of just
over two hours, commencing the moment Armstrong stood on the first rung of
the ladder.



‘Sun’ angle 26° I“"' "

23. AS11-40-5872 Aldrin — ‘Sun’ angle approximately 26°.
Should have been nearer to 14° and camera position is way above chest hieght.

24. TV Frame — Armstrong standing by the LM — the light source
more than double the natural Sun angle.

But photographs (23) and (24) exhibit nothing like the approximate 13.55° to



15° angle we should have seen on that occasion. What we do find are many
pictures with angles of 26.0° (or more) in the published photographic and TV
recorded footage of this time period for this mission.’

Any Sun angles displaying virtually double what should have been recorded
at a specific location on a specific date are totally impossible, so we are left
with no other alternative than to conclude that here are more examples of a
whistle-blower’s subtle manipulation of shadow length in order to encode the
data that reveals the hoax. Should you protest that NASA would have spotted
such a flagrant ploy, ask yourself why you have not noticed these differences
before now.

In (25), initially the viewer is distracted by the bright light above the full
image. One has to look closer. In (26) the close-up, one can see that the
shadows are all over the place. There are long shadows, short shadows, grey
shadows, a few very dark shadows, some rocks filled-in and some not filled-
in. This variety of ‘booby-traps’ undeniably and effectively emphasises the
deliberate manipulation of the image.

el = s

25. AS12-49-7319 — Apollo 12 the complete image.



The two ‘Apollo 11’ astronauts in (27) captured by the Data Acquisition
Camera mounted high on the LM each have very different shadow lengths.
How can it also be that they are not consistent with the approx. 13.55° to 15.0°
Sun elevation for the time they allegedly spent walking on the lunar surface?
Furthermore, they not even consistent with the shadow lengths created by the
26.0° or so Sun angle apparent in other pictures and TV images (see
photographs 23 & 24).

Our only explanation is that these two men are standing in such close
proximity to a large artificial light source, that as either one moves nearer to,
or further away from this light, the shadow of each astronaut changes
accordingly.
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28. TV frame from ‘Apollo 12°.
A higher Sun angle — but a longer shadow.

It is interesting to compare a similar view (28) from the ‘Apollo 12’ mission,
where the astronaut has an even longer shadow length, despite the fact that the
Sun was at a higher angle than the preceding mission! More importantly, in the



‘Apollo 12’ Hasselblad stills, the same astronauts’ shadow lengths do not tally
with those recorded by the Data Acquisition Camera.

29. TV frames depicting a large, close light source
reflected in the astronauts’ visors (compare 29a & 29b).

29a. Pin-point of reflected Sun in visor during an
untethered space walk February 1984 (in LEO).




29b. Ed White during a Gemini EVA (pre-Apollo).

Sloppiness — or deliberate manipulation?

Additionally, there is visual evidence of a large, very close, ARTIFICIAL
source of light. The three TV images (29) show reflections of a light source
occupying at least 25% of the astronauts’ convex visors.

This result is indicative of a light that 1s incredibly large and extremely close.
In our opinion these images could only manifest this result if photographed by
the light of something other than the Sun. Compare for instance the small size of
the reflected Sun in the visor of Bruce McCandless during the first untethered
spacewalk from Challenger on February 7 1984 (29a). An average of 237,800
miles difference between low-Earth orbit and the lunar surface cannot
increase the amount of sunlight reflected in a visor to such an extent.

Photo rule No 2. Light in a vacuum is high contrast — i.e. very bright on the
Sun side, very dark on the shadow side — and on the Moon there is no
atmosphere to help fill-in or soften/lighten the shadows.
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30. “‘Apollo 16°.

31. Mongolian herdsman, naturally backlit by the Sun —
the scene is a silhouette. HO KAN-KEUNG



Photograph (30 above) is one of many examples in which the shaded part of
the astronaut 1s artificially ‘filled-in” with supplementary lighting. Without this
additional lighting, the entire front of the astronaut would be totally black.

We have taken (30) — the original NASA picture — and created image (32) in
order to demonstrate that the only way this scene could look (without
additional lighting) is the way unlit surfaces actually reproduce in a natural
photograph. Now compare NASA’s astronaut in (30) with the Mongolian
herdsman in (31). Despite the fact that this descendant of Genghis Khan has the
benefit of atmospheric haze and airborne dust to help diffuse the shadows he is
still totally blacked out.
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32. Apollo astronaut, naturally backlit on the Moon —
should be a silhouette (adjusted version of 30).



The fact that (30) does not look like either (31) or (32) indicates beyond
doubt that reflectors or other fill-in and/or secondary light sources were
deployed — yet no such equipment was seen to be used in the recorded TV
coverage, which included the setting up of the equipment for these scenes. Such
additional lighting would need to be suspended from some high position, out of
camera shot. A studio rig or gantry would do the trick. And before you ask, the
only tall structure available on this mission, the LM, has no specifications for
providing such a light source. We shall come back to this very important point
later.

Let us look at a terrestrial example that requires the use of reflected light in
photography. When photographing automobiles in a studio an extensive amount
of reflected light ‘bounced’ from various sources (studio walls and ceiling
panels) is necessary in order to avoid unpleasant hot-spots on the paintwork.

Telling tales? ‘Apollo 12’ voice recording, the TV camera was allegedly
faulty: Pete Conrad: “That Sun’s bright, it’s like somebody is shining a
spotlight on your hands!” Pete Conrad: “I tell you...it really is. It’s like
somebody’s got a super-bright spotlight!”

It only required one single element in this sequence of stills (the ‘hot spot” on
his right boot) that could be analysed at some future date to demonstrate that
this series of pictures could not possibly have been taken on the Moon.

33. Typical result of reflected lighting in automobile photography.
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34. Astronaut and car in a 1997 campaign for Toyota.

The automobile in (33 & 34) is illuminated to show it at its best, using
established studio techniques deploying reflected light — but then the astronaut
too, as we have pointed out, was illuminated by artificial reflected lighting at
the time of the Apollo photography, so of course the lighting styles match. That
is why the Toyota advertisement above works as a convincing composite
image.

Every amateur snapper knows that unless you use the flashgun on your camera
(these days wusually automatic) results shot ‘into the Sun’ are often
disappointing. So, by frequently presenting us with exactly this type of
‘contrajour’ set-up, the whistle-blowers are clearly and metaphorically
highlighting the ‘situation’!

‘Apollo 17’ at the Taurus Littrow location (35) is an example of selective
filling-in of shadow detail: The astronaut is filled-in, but the rocks are
untouched — their shadows are totally black. What an absolute give-away that



this image was not taken on the Moon! In our opinion, this was once again
intentional whistle-blowing. A demonstration that the astronaut was filled-in
by an artificial light source or reflector at the time of photography. Because if
the picture had been taken in the high contrast conditions prevalent on the
Moon there would be no detail available in these totally black shadows to
‘bring up’ during any subsequent retouching processes.

35. ‘Apollo 17’ astronaut filled-in with extra light, but not the rocks.
(Composite of two adjacent images)



Filled-in
with light

37. llluminated equipment on the shadow side of the LM.



NASA, together with the suppliers of the backpacks (PLSS) and the
spacesuits were no doubt pleased to see their product clearly, perhaps not
primarily interested in the rocks — no immediate promotional benefits there!
The black rocks also look menacing and thus enhance the bravery of ‘our boys’
and these could be reasons that the whistle-blowers were able to get this
category of image passed for publication without question.

The use of fill-in light is not limited to astronauts. What about the amount of
light required to be re-directed towards the LM? In photo (36), the hatch is
illuminated, the ‘United States’ is visible and in (37) we can even see very
clearly the piece of equipment which is standing in the shadow. All this,
despite the fact that the photographer is shooting directly into the full glare of
what we are to supposed to believe is the Sun.

If this picture were genuine, the side of the LM nearest the camera would be
totally black. Some fed up whistle-blowers in action here, utilising a great deal
of light to counter the intensity of the prime light source, so that detail in the
shadow side of the LM is visible. This photograph is therefore the result of an
entirely artificial set-up.

At this point it is already clear:

» That the Apollo stills do not correspond to images taken with the

appropriate film.

» That colour reversal film for transparencies or slides was used when
colour negative film would have been be best, the latter having a good
exposure latitude.

* The film they used would have to be accurate in its exposure to within half
an f stop or so.

Film Info

1. Negative film for colour prints: Good exposure latitude. Nearly every amateur photographer uses
this film stock. It cannot be used in a slide projector being in ‘negative’ but it’s cheap to make prints
by machine from colour negatives.

2. Transparency, or reversal film for colour slides. Minimal exposure latitude compared to 1. Reversal
processing is also more expensive. This film type is used by serious photographers, prints cost more
but can be of superior quality to 1. Reversal stock is ideal for commercial and professional output.
Transparencies are used by picture libraries who supply professional photographs for journals and
magazines etc.

3. Eastman Kodak’s Kodachrome was always the best for amateurs, now rivalled by Fuji, according



to some experts.

4. Kodak’s Ektachrome produces softer colours than 3, and is good for reproduction in colour
magazines, journals and newspapers. Note: The bigger the ‘negative’ size, the better the print or slide,
because the film area is greater, the lens assembly is physically larger, thereby producing higher
quality results. Some cameras, such as Hasselblads, have removable film magazines (cassettes) so
that the film can be changed according to requirements. Removable magazines are a good alternative
to carrying several cameras.

But reversal film was precisely the right stock for glossy colour photographs
that would reproduce well in National Geographic magazine. It would appear
that without a viewfinder and the benefit of an exposure meter they obtained
accurate exposures — there were some lovely results!

To give an idea of the problems associated with slide or reversal film stock
that would have been encountered by the Apollo astronauts, here is an extract
froma 1966 publication entitled Colour Films.

Regarding exposure latitude:
The exposure of reversal colour films calls for considerably more
accuracy than is required for black-and-white ...and...colour negative
films. Indeed, theoretically, if all transparencies are to be evenly matched
for projection, there is no exposure latitude at all, since the density of the
colour 1mage i1s the direct product of exposure, assuming standard
laboratory processing conditions (emphasis added).
And again:
Reversal film exposure latitude is very limited...correct exposure not only
has to reproduce tone values in proportional densities, but also it has to
start the tone scale with the right minimum density. If this minimum density
is too low, the image i1s overexposed. If it is too high, the picture looks too
dark and 1s unacceptable, even though all steps of the subject brightness
range are on the straight-line portion of the curve.

Reversal film therefore has considerably less exposure latitude than a

negative film. In practice the exposure for best results with transparencies

should be correct within half a stop, and the subject lighting contrast
should not be too great.

If a subject’s brightness range exceeds the recording limits of the film, the

darker shadows will lose detail and in many cases show distorted colours.

There is nothing that can be done about this (other than lighting up the

shadows with fill-in light) since the exposure must be correct to get good



highlight reproduction.

Exposure latitude in the reversal process is restricted by the fact that after
the negative image has been developed to metallic silver, there must be left
exactly the right amount of unaltered silver halide to produce the positive
image.

Appreciable overexposure is therefore fatal, since no intensifier known
can restore an image that has been dissolved away in the course of
processing. Moderate overexposure, for the same reason destroys delicate
detail in the highlights of the picture.

Underexposure in the camera leaves an excess of neutral dye over the
whole picture. With gross underexposure nothing will restore missing
detail in black, empty shadows.

The correct exposure for optimum viewing, as distinct from optimum
originals for graphic reproduction, is normally that which will leave the
highest specular highlight just transparent after reversal processing.

So an exposure meter is virtually indispensable for determining
exposures with a reversal colour film.

In a colour transparency intended for reproduction in print, the highest
attainable standard of technique is essential to reduce inevitable quality
losses in the reproduction process to a minimum. A commercial
photographer just cannot afford many of the compromises that are
acceptable in a colour picture for one’s private pleasure.

Exposure measurements for reversal colour film should be based on
incident light or artificial highlight readings.”
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38. AS11-40-5866 Aldrin descending ladder during ‘Apollo 11° see also 38b.

38a. Close-up of the hot spot on right over-boot.
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38b. Larger image of Aldrin descending ladder during ‘Apollo 11°.
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39. TV frame showing Armstrong in relation to Aldrin when taking (38).
Aldrin: “I’m on the top step and I can look down over the RCU and the landing gear pad.”

Photo rule No 3. Dark, unlit areas cannot naturally be illuminated with
directional lighting emanating from the side and creating strong shadows
or ‘hot spots’.

In our view it would have taken many hours to light this shot, one of several,
allegedly of Aldrin descending the ladder during ‘Apollo 11°. Clearly, from
the TV coverage we could see that no flash, no additional lights and no
auxiliary power were available on the Moon. Furthermore, the astronauts did
not have any time to spend on setting up elaborate lighting during any of the
‘Apollo’ missions. Yet in order to take photograph (38) a light sad to have
been placed near the camera axis.

Snakes and ladders laboratory tested

In an attempt to disprove our own additional lighting hypothesis, Quantec
Image Processing in the UK carried out a series of laboratory tests on a number
of NASA photographs from ‘Apollo 11°. David Groves PhD who founded
Quantec is more than adequately qualified to undertake such a project. He has
a BSc (Hons) Class 1 in Applied Physics and his PhD was in Holographic
Computer Measurement. He is also a Chartered Physicist and a Member of the
Institute of Physics. Initially David Groves was determined to disprove our



theories.

“When they first approached us,” he said, “I thought ‘here we go, a bunch of
people who have misunderstood the nature of the images’. But as a
professional in image processing, I was surprised to find that these pictures are
full of contradictions and inconsistencies.”

This particular photograph (38) was selected by us for a full test. Firstly, we
asked David Groves to investigate the ‘hot spot” of light on the heel protector
of Aldrin’s right over-boot, using the technique of ‘ray tracing’ — a technique
for tracing paths of light. David labelled this photograph D(38) and here is the
summary of his report:®

The source of illumination in the Astronaut Descending Ladder image photo
D(38) 1s located between 23.6cm and 34.0cm to the right of the camera
position, assuming the source of illumination is at the same distance from the
Lunar Module as the camera.
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40. David Groves’ diagram of lighting conditions for the boot hot-spot photo (38). The source of
illumination was between 23.6cms and 34.0cms to the right of the camera. (Distances compressed in this
illustration. )



Armstrong




The best estimate of the horizontal direction of illumination (using the
photograph) can be determined from the position of the highlight on the heel of
the right hand boot.

[lustration (40) shows the position of the (indisputable) illumination source
located to the right of the subject.

So an additional source of light was indeed responsible for the illumination
in this set-up and evidence for this is to be found in the tell-tale ‘hot spot’ (the
bright highlight) on the heel of the astronaut’s right over-boot.

The proof is in the detail

One might have argued that the photographer’s spacesuit was possibly acting
as a reflector for Aldrin descending the ladder. But this could not have been
the case, as the light source is located to the right of the camera.

In TV frame (41), Armstrong is standing at the foot of the ladder, virtually in
the full shadow of the LM. The lighting in the resultant photograph (42) has the
same characteristics as photo (38). We can see Aldrin very clearly. So as
Armstrong is standing in the shade, his spacesuit is unable to act as a
hypothetical reflector. Our conclusion therefore regarding the use of
additional lighting holds firm. Moreover, the introduced artificial lighting is
sufficiently effective to illuminate the entire area, not only into the porch, but
also into the LM itself.




43. TV Frame. Aldrin: “I want to er...back up and partially close the hatch, making sure not to lock it
on the way out (Armstrong laughs), it’s our home for the next couple of hours, we wanna take good
care of it.”

44, Aldrin ‘closes the hatch’.
Note that Aldrin is now approx 25% larger than in frame 42.



45. TV frame.



46. Aldrin ‘fourth rung up...’.
Aldrin: “OK, I’m gonna leave that one foot up there and...er...
both hands [garbled] at about the fourth rung up.”

It only required one single element in this sequence of stills (the ‘hot spot” on
his right boot) that could be analysed at some future date to demonstrate that
this series of pictures could not possibly have been taken on the Moon.

As NASA has indicated (47), the theoretical EVA shadow outline of the LM
at the end of the moonwalk (extending to the left of the LM and corresponding
to about 15°) demonstrates a shadow length that confirms our Sun angle
calculations.

Q: How can so many of the photographs and TV sequences of Armstrong and
Aldrin, as discussed in this chapter, have shadow lengths that are almost
double this figure of 15°?
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47. Part of the map of the EVA photographs taken at the ‘Apollo 11’ landing site.

Q: Why has NASA omitted to include the positions for the pictures of Aldrin
exiting the hatch prior to descending the ladder? Their frame numbers in this
sequence 5862 and 5863 are not even on this plan (47).
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48. Aldrln the ‘classic’ as supphed by NASA 1995. (spotlight added)

Photo rule No 4. Flat surfaces are always evenly lit by the Sun.

Aldrin, standing alone in the famous ‘Apollo 11’ shot we have dubbed the
‘classic’, cannot be standing in natural sunlight, otherwise there would be no
fall-off into shadow in the background. If you were standing in an open field
on Earth in sunlight, all parts of the surrounding area would be equally lit by
the Sun. There would be no reduction in light as you moved across the field or
away from a particular point. Hence it is clear that Aldrin has to be standing in
a pool of local, artificially-generated light that does not adequately cover the
entire area.

Film lighting
Fall-off is the term used for arecas within the frame of a photograph where the light source fails to
illuminate the scene to the same degree as the main arena. It can only occur when the spread of the
lighting is insufficient to cover the entire field of view at the same intensity.

After further careful examination of photograph (48), it is also becoming



clear that the whistle-blowers involved in this set-up have ensured that Aldrin
was photographed from eye level. So probably not by Armstrong then!
The main cross-hair (reticle) 1s centred over the subject’s right ankle,
indicating a camera position much higher than the Hasselblad chest-bracket
level. However, the reflection in Aldrin’s visor is of a photographer
(supposedly Armstrong) — not on a rig, not on a platform and not on a rock —
but standing firmly on the ground with his camera fixed on his chest bracket.
This was the second picture selected for testing by David Groves.” It was
labelled photograph A(48), and David Groves’ report concluded that:
The centre of the imaging plane of the camera was between 1.446 metres and
1.527 metres above the surface when photograph A(48) was recorded. In other
words, it was imaged from eye level as can be seen in the illustration below
(49).



Normal to horizon R
passing through v 9 Horizon
centre of image :

~—  Line across

. TR E 'y R ¥
48a. The ‘classic’ photograph of Aldrin by Armstrong was taken from eye level and not from chest
height. Therefore, the reflection in the visor [which does not have a camera positioned at eye level]
cannot be that of the actual photographer of the image (full report in Appendix).

THE CENTRE OF THE IMAGING PLANE OF THE CAMERA WAS BETWEEN
1446mm & 1527mm ABOVE THE SURFACE OF THE MOON WHEN PHOTOGRAPH
A(48) WAS RECORDED.

The calculations provide an accurate estimate of the camera’s height above the surface, provided all
the assumptions stated in the report are valid. The only assumption which could make a significant
difference if not valid is the assumption that the terrain beneath and between the photographer and
astronaut is flat. This assumption can be tested and a ‘typical’ value for the variation in height of the
surface between the astronaut and photographer can be estimated using the shadow on the surface

of the outside edge of the astronaut’s left leg.

The maximum height of the rise and fall between the astronaut and photographer is in the order of
only 10cm, indicating that the surface’s height beneath both the astronaut and photographer is not
significantly different. David Groves PhD
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49. David Groves’ analysis of camera height of (48) indicating that the photograph was taken from
eye level and NOT from the chest bracket . Full report in Appendix.
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48b. Close-up of visor from the Aldrin ‘classic’ picture. “The reflection in the visor [which does not



have a camera positioned at eye level] cannot be that of the actual photographer of the image”. David
Groves PhD

It has been shown conclusively that the position of the camera above the
surface of the Moon was at the same level as the line of the horizon
extrapolated across the visor of the astronaut imaged in photo A(48). It has
also been demonstrated that photograph A(48) was taken from eye level.
However, the image of the photographer astronaut in the visor, clearly visible
in photograph A(48), shows the camera to be positioned well below this level,
beyond the ‘error’ range stated in the report.

It can only be concluded that the reflection in the visor is not that of the actual
photographer of the image.

So not only was the astronaut standing alone clearly faked. The reflected

image in the visor was faked as well (see Appendix).
The exaggerated contrast version of this picture (50) shows that Aldrin is
definitely standing in the beam of what can only be described as a ‘super
spotlight’, positioned high and behind him to the right of the image, with
another secondary light source or reflector deployed to lighten-up the detail at
the front and to the left, so that we can see him clearly on the shadow side —
which, as we have already firmly established, would otherwise be dark.



Fall-off

50. Exaggerated contrast version of (48).
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51. Close view of a LM leg, exaggerated contrast.

This lighting technique or ‘signature’ was not restricted to astronauts. In
image (51) the leg of the LM was also bathed in a pool of light and there 1s fall
off, both to the side and further back into the picture. According to the way the
sequence was presented by the whistle-blowing compilers of this set of
images, a similar picture of the LM’s leg appears (frames numbers 3 & 4)
sandwiched between the sequence of photographs of Aldrin descending the
ladder (52).
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52. Sequence of images from the ‘Apollo 11°’Hasselblad camera —
a section from magazine 40.

Miles of mystery
Armstrong allegedly declared that he had trouble defining the distances on the lunar surface, that
everything looked nearer than it was. Other astronauts have underlined this statement. Andrew
Chaikin A Man on the Moon
However during a TV panorama sequence Armstrong said: “The little hill beyond the shadow of the
LM is a pair of [garbled] craters. Probably, the pair together is 40 feet long and 20 feet across and
probably six feet deep”.
Q: How could Armstrong make such positive statements of measurement when, by his own
admission, it was difficult to judge distances on the Moon?



Although Armstrong had orders to record the status of the LM after landing on
the lunar surface, it is amazing he chose that precise moment — just as Aldrin
was exiting the LM — to begin that task. Had Aldrin slipped during his descent
we might have missed it! Ostensibly it is a rather mean gesture, implying
somehow that Aldrin’s actions were less important to posterity than the parts
of the machine that Armstrong photographed while he waited. In reality it is
more likely that the real photographer(s) and/or compositor(s) of this
sequence, due to the very unlikely sequencing, could well have been blowing a
whistle. Before we leave this ‘Apollo 11’ scenario, here is an exchange
between Armstrong and Houston concerning the TV camera. It confirms the
fact that without a viewfinder or a television monitor it is very difficult (if not
impossible) to know what is actually within the frame of an image.

Armstrong: “Houston, how’s that field of view...er...gonna be...”

Houston: “Neil this is Houston. The field of view is OK — [actually it is

not OK, the LM is only partly in the TV picture] — we’d like you to aim it a

little bit more to the right, over.

Armstrong moves the camera, this time too far to the right.

Armstrong: “OK...OK that’s all the cable we have...I’ll start working on

the solar...”

Houston (Interrupts): “Er...a little bit too much to the right — can you bring

it back left — about four or five degrees?”

Armstrong makes another correction. Houston: “OK, that looks good Neil.”
Even after all that, the LM is still not central in the picture!

A short time later, Armstrong attempted to line up on the LM after a panorama
(with about an hour and six minutes or so of mission time elapsed).

Armstrong: “How’s that for a final orientation?”

Houston: “For a final orientation we’d like it to come left about five

degrees — over.”

Armstrong adjusts the TV camera yet again, but as before, too far.

Houston: “Back to the right, about half as much.”

Armstrong adjusts the camera, and only then does he finally get it right.

Q: So if this is all so difficult when Houston can ‘guide’ them, how on Earth —
or rather on the Moon — did Armstrong ever manage to compose all those still
photographs so well? How did he manage that?



Spot the difference

Picture (53) is a NASA photo of a space-suited individual photographed from
chest height in a studio and lit primarily from the right of the image. In this
picture the rectangular fill light is clearly visible, being reflected in the visor.
Lighting from the fill side is the only way to bring detail into the left of the
image. Thus does NASA (probably inadvertently) conclusively illustrate the
very same fill-in technique that was used in the Apollo lunar surface
photographs.

However, if the ruse is to work, any unwanted reflected image of the lighting
unit has to be ‘lost’, ‘painted over’ or ‘replaced’ with a false reflection so as
not to give the game away. Compare (53) with (54), a filled-in ‘astronaut’
allegedly on the Moon, and equipped with an ‘appropriate’ reflection in his
visor. Then remember David Groves’ conclusion that: “the reflection in the
visor is not that of the actual photographer of the image”.

53. Astronaut in a photographic studio.



54. Astronaut ‘on the Moon’ — spotlight side.

Photo rule No 5. In perspective views, images produce lines of convergence
(the leaning back effect, as with photographs of tall buildings taken from
ground level).
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55. LM imaged from above eye level.

Standing on the lunar surface and photographing from chest height, it is only
possible to ‘look up’ at the LM as it is virtually 23 feet high. We should
therefore see a form of convergence. This image of the LM (55) was certainly
not taken from chest height. It was taken either from a high camera position
about 12ft/3.7m or by an exceedingly tall astronaut — a giant among men!



Low Camera
Reflection —

56. A high-level imagery during ‘Apollo 12’.

Similarly, as we have established with our analysis of (48) the ‘classic’
picture, the astronauts have to be photographed from chest height. How then is
picture (56) possible? As with the ‘classic’, the reflected horizon in the visor
passes through at the same level as the background horizon, denoting a higher-
than-chest-level viewpoint. And if that were not enough, rather than a camera
held higher, the low or absent camera depicted in the ‘incorrect’ visor
reflection indicates that the reflected astronaut could not possibly have taken
this photograph — yet another whistle-blowing image.



57. Example taken from chest height.

For comparison, (57) shows an astronaut photographed from a ‘correct’
astronaut camera position where the camera is definitely at chest level. Look
at the visor and notice the relationship between the horizon and the astronaut,
the horizon intersects well below shoulder height.

Those who have eyes, let them see



58. ‘C’ Rock close up.



59. ‘C’ Rock full image.
(In another version that appeared in the Concise Encyclopaedia of Science, (61)
the ‘C’ has been made to disappear.)



61. The ‘C’- less rock — air brushed out as published in the 1974
Concise Encyclopaedia of Science compiled by Robin Kerrod.

In the NASA shots ‘X’ never, ever marks the spot! In (58) notice the ‘C’
embossed on this big rock (so that the set dresser could locate it in the right
position). Note the matching ‘C’ on the ground just in front of this rock (we



have enhanced it very slightly just for clarity) This ‘rock’, originally spotted
by researcher Ralph René, gives by the appearance of papier-maché or
material stretched over a frame.

The ‘C’ rock is actually in the lower part of photograph (59). We can observe
its relationship to the full image which also has other anomalies:
The shadow directions are all over the place (60). They do not fall in the same
direction. Additionally, the lines of the Rover’s track are inconsistent with a
machine that has been driven but totally consistent with a vehicle that has been
dragged or placed into position.

62. The ‘jump salute’. TV frame.



62a. Close-up, emphasising fabric arrangement.

Photo Rule No 6. Events taking place SIMULTANEOUSLY happen in
parallel, even when viewed from different positions in close proximity.
Therefore, if they are supposed to have been filmed and actually
photographed at the same time, the recorded TV coverage and the still
photographs have to correspond as to the final result. Rather obvious, is it not?




63. AS16-113-18339 (no footprints) the ‘jump salute’, Hasselblad photograph.

In the TV frame of ‘Apollo 16” we ‘see’ the snap being taken of the ‘jump
salute’ as we have called it. (62) The top of the flag in the TV frame is at
approx. 70° from the vertical. Yet in the still photo of the same event (63) the
flag is at a spanking 90° right angle. There is no way around the fact that it has
to be at the same angle in both pictures. It is not possible to reproduce this
effect relying on perspective convergence (an oblique viewpoint) for a similar
result. In order to explain away this anomaly one might argue that the flag in the
TV image is not square on, it is simply ‘pointing away’. However if that were
the case, the total surface area of visible flag would be considerably reduced.
Whereas in these two pictures these areas are approximately the same, to
within 10%. So in both images the flag is virtually square on. For such an
equivalence, the flag either has to have been moved — or it is not even the same
flag (compare 62a with 63).

It must be remembered that these two images were recorded opposite one
another. The TV camera was on the Rover which can be seen on the far side of
the flag in the still picture (63).

Was the still shot taken on another day? Or perhaps after a lunch break?

When the flag is taken out of the LM and unfurled during ‘Apollo 17’ (let us
call this flag ‘flag A’), the lack of folds indicate that it is different from a
second flag, ‘flag B’.
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64. TV frame ‘Flag A’
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65. The ‘Apollo 17 flag photographic session...



66. TV frame of the moment when 67 (below) was allegedly taken.




67. AS17-134-20384 the claimed resultant photograph, with the folds on the edge of the flag adjusted
in a totally different manner to (65/66) above.

67a. There are other strange anomalies in this image —
after brightening, the ‘sky’ is not black.

‘Flag A’ (64 above) is the flag taken out of the LM. But in the recorded TV
footage, the erected flag is ‘Flag B’, a different flag. The fabric itself hangs
differently in each image, and furthermore, as this flag is taken out of view by
the astronaut who exits the frame to his left (64), the TV camera (on the Rover)
pans round to the right to reveal the flag, already fully erected!

That nifty bit of flag handling is a very tall order. The astronaut is truly taking
giant steps, for although he is wearing very cumbersome gear, he has:

* Left the LM, passing behind the TV camera,;

* Reached the location;

 Selected the exact spot;

* Hammered the lower part of the flag mast into an unknown surface;



* Inserted the upper part of the mast with flag attached;

» Adjusted the folds to best effect,

» Removed himself from the scene.

All this — in just 69 seconds!

Through this use of two flags, this set dressing whistle-blower would appear
to have encoded the fact that the American flag flyers on the Apollo program
were surrounded by double standards.

In this scenario we find another situation in which the American flag has been
used by whistle-blowers to encode clues that all is not well. Image (65) is the
flag on its own. It is important to appreciate that the fold on the right hand edge
of the flag is positive on the TV camera side. This fact is confirmed by the
brightness of that part of the flag and the shadow to the left of it.

The second TV image (66) is supposed to be the moment of photographing
the still picture on the right. Not only is the Hasselblad clearly pointing straight
ahead, but without doubt at such an angle it would be unable to include the
Earth, which we can see framed carefully at the top of the resultant picture
(67).

Still camera side

W

Shadow

TV camera side

68. Guide plan view of lower folds of flag in (65/66).

Most importantly, the flag in this allegedly resultant still photograph is now
billowing positive on the still camera side, where it should be negative (68),
demonstrating that both images cannot be right — they should complement each
another — and sadly, they do not.



Barely any single moment of any recorded TV coverage matches exactly any
still image of any ‘Apollo’ mission! It is as if the TV coverage was treated as
one shoot and the stills as a separate exercise — intentionally. Continuity 1s
sacrosanct in studio work, so in the fact that the flag was altered at all, lies the
clue. Moreover, the inflexibility of the astronaut’s pressure suit and PLSS
would have prevented him from assuming the /ow viewpoint required to
produce the final picture (67). So how did the photographer guarantee that
Earth was actually in the top of the frame without a viewfinder to compose it
properly? (67). Clearly another creative set-up designed to alert us to the
‘reality’ of the situation.

Say “cheese!”
Photographs do not just happen. Much has to be set up. It requires a period of
time to prepare product pack-shots, group shots, even traditional wedding
pictures. NASA wanted and needed high quality posters, postcards, and
essential publicity material including well-illustrated magazine articles as part
of an on-going process to assure further funding.

After a lifetime in the business it is our professional opinion that the time it
would take an advertising agency to get the scene right in (69) would be a
‘long day’ — at least.
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69. AS15-88-11866 well-composed shot requiring
considerable direction before the shutter can ‘click’.

The ingredients of astronaut, flag, LM, (together with an illuminated ‘United
States’ on the shadow side of LM) the umbrella antenna, and the good dog
Rover are all far too perfectly arranged for a mere snapshot. This is a category
of photograph that just does not compose itself. It is not simply a case of
having a ‘photographer’s eye’, the grouping itself has to be directed.
Everything here is just overlapping, to create a very well-composed shot.

This scenario is exactly the same as the official wedding photographer’s
nightmare, yet it was allegedly done in seconds flat! “Turn around, click that’s
it. Next? Walkies, Rover!”

Astro-bloopers
Here, taken from the recorded transmissions, are a few typical astronauts’ bloopers, indicating
unfamiliarity with photographic terminology.
‘Apollo 14’
Astronaut on Moon: “OK Houston, I’ve got a 40 foot zoom now — how does that look?”” Houston: At



first no reply — then “Looks good.”

(Should have been ...”I’ve got a FOCAL LENGTH of 40 on the zoom...”)

‘Apollo 15°

Astronaut on Moon: “How’s a 250th and an 8th look to you?”

Houston: “Sounds good.”

(Should have been ”....and f/8 look to you?” In any event, ‘look’is an inappropriate term.) And
again;

Houston: “I forgot the 16mm. We want you to change out that mag, run the camera at one foot per
second for 10 seconds and then go back to normal.”

(The term is ‘change the mag’. And Houston should have said “One FRAME per second’.
One FOOT per second is absolutely incorrect and totally meaningless.)

‘Apollo 16’

Charlie: “I’'m putting magazine Bravo...OK mag Bravo...is going onto the Commander’s camera.

I’ve just tried to blow off the dust Tony.”

(Very funny, how do you blow off dust through a visor? Or at all?)

At this point you might say: “Surely NASA was allowed a few publicity
pictures?” Then we would ask you to tell us the difference between the
publicity shots and the real McCoy. The substitution of even one publicity
picture in the place of a real Moon image — without such a picture being
clearly labelled as a promotional image — implies not only the purposeful use
of an artificial moon set, and the installation of light sources and authentic
equipment for reasons other than astronaut training (which we know occurred
in just those circumstances). It implies at the very least the wish to dissimulate
certain facts and at the very most, wilful intent to deceive.

You might say: “Perhaps they retouched the pictures to bring up the detail of
the astronauts?” Any retouching of images cannot apply to ‘Apollo 11’
pictures. We have examined a duplicate or copy of the roll of film from
magazine #40 that purports to come from Armstrong’s camera — it is a roll
with well over 100 colour images.

Retouched or publicity images cannot get onto a continuous roll of film. So
none of these images can have been retouched unless they have been
collectively photographed under entirely different technical conditions than we
have been led to believe. Or are the duplicate rolls duplicity rolls? Made up
of carefully selected studio images which could have been retouched as
required and then re-photographed together on a roll?

In taking such actions NASA would have deceived even their closest
collaborators.
Q: Why did astronauts only occasionally need to discuss the correct settings



for their camera equipment with Houston? How did they manage when they
did not consult, and how is Houston in a better position to advise than those
out there ‘on location’? Unless cosmetic chit-chat incidents are just to fill up
the hours of programming that they had to generate? In our view, the dialogue
in these recordings is often an affront to the viewer’s intelligence. It is so
blatantly obvious that either the cast is whistle-blowing or they are thumbing
their noses at the uninitiated — us.

70. Mock-up model of Surveyor I in a “‘moon set’. HUGHES

When first they practised to deceive
Here is at least one serious error or anomaly in all these Apollo images and it
only takes one to be proven a fake. We have demonstrated that there are many



faked or mocked-up images.

This revealing photograph above (70) was really taken in a studio complete
with simulated lunar surface and black background. The studio in this
particular instance is illuminated with ‘flat’ overall (non directional) lighting
to facilitate inspection and adjustments by technicians of the Hughes Aircraft
Company — a corporation founded and headed up by Howard Hughes and a
major contractor to the American Government, including NASA.

From the evidence in these photographs we are led to conclude that the
images attributed by NASA to the Apollo missions were created in similar,
albeit larger photographic studios.

The problem with faking or simulation is that you require a ‘moon set’, in fact
several sets in several studios. The photographers would have needed to
emulate sunlight on the interior sets, and on the larger exterior sets as well,
because in order to get a black sky the exteriors could only been used at night.
These studio sets under their fotal control would enable them to create all the
lunar landing sites and the EVA locations.

These sets would then be illuminated by an enormous, incredibly bright,

focused, single source of directional light to simulate the Sun.
Once the set has been constructed, the script written, the actors familiar with
their lines and their stage directions, the tape machines could roll. As any
writer or movie director will appreciate, whether amateur or professional, the
scenario then begins to take on a life of its own. The actors go through each
scene over and over again until perfect, as indeed the astronauts’ training
program demonstrated.

Thereafter, with one ‘giant leap’ we go to the Moon, everything in the Apollo
simulation project becomes the event that takes place ‘on the moon’. The
astronauts write about it. The very act of recording and interpreting this event
by the world’s recognised historians and science writers immediately (though
only seemingly) endorses and validates the hoax. Numerous documentaries are
produced covering the event. All these media angels either wittingly or
unwittingly become a part of the very process that they are recording — until the
‘record’ 1s so well woven into the tapestry of our lives that the facsimile
becomes the reality, culminating in the near impossibility of ever ‘reopening’
the scenario for serious re-examination.



One might challenge this statement by asking questions such as:

* “How can you tell the difference between the ‘real’ thing on the Moon —
since you have never been to the Moon — and an artificially created
event?”

» “There is no way that you can tell, so how can you comment?”

We consider that there is another way to find out and that is to analyse the
information that has been made available by NASA and see if it stands up to
close scrutiny.

It would appear that the whistle-blowers have ensured that their message
would be read, as and when the technology to do so became available. Nearly
thirty years on, countless desktop computers have more power at their disposal
than al/l the computational power available to NASA throughout the entire
United States in the 1960s.

We have cracked the whistle-blowers’ encodings, and the computer
technology with which we have analysed some of these images is itself a
development of the space program!

The wheel has turned full circle.

Off the cuff

What else has prevented us from suspecting that anything to do with the Apollo
program might be wrong? Most people are inherently honourable and would
not even consider that such a momentous event in humankind’s development
would be transgressed.

It is important that those who care appreciate the situation that we all find
ourselves in now, thanks to the decisions and actions of a relatively small but
influential group of individuals.

It comes as a distressing shock to realise that the core values of truth,
consideration and integrity have been so completely ignored. Does the fact that
it was so easy to deceive the majority so blatantly mean that we are more naive
than we 1magine ourselves to be?

Not necessarily. It was and is the emotion of the event that forms the glue that
keeps it all together — yet another element that enabled NASA&Co. to pull this
off. Powerful emotions can prevent us from ever doubting an event’s validity.



Moon marks
In a 1994 TV interview, Aldrin related that each time he placed his foot on the surface of the Moon
the dust flew upwards and outwards in perfect arcs, all equidistant from his feet, unhindered by any
atmosphere. Yet we have no clear signs of this movement of dust on any photograph, nor in the
recorded TV material when the astronauts are moving about.
Maybe the set was called ‘the moon’.

We have in our possession a copy of a letter written in June 1996 by the
‘Apollo 8’ astronaut Jim Lovell to Bill Kaysing, who used to work for
Rocketdyne (contractors to NASA). Mr Kaysing was head of technical
publications in the Propulsion Field Laboratory in the Simi Hills, California
from 1956 until 1963. He has been blowing a loud whistle for many years (we
hear from him again in later chapters) and has written a book concerning the
Apollo simulation program, a copy of which he sent to Jim Lovell. In his
response Mr Lovell first advises Mr Kaysing that:

“I have read your manuscript We Never Went 1o The Moon and if there 1s

any fabrication concerning the Apollo program it is in your book!” In the

next paragraph he then declares: “I personally made two trips to the Moon

— Apollo 8 in December 1969 and Apollo 13 in April 1970...”

Now that is rather clever, because ‘Apollo 8’ actually went moonwards in
December 7968 (not 1969). He certainly should remember the occasion,
because the day before they left Earth (December 20), while in pre-flight
routine, Jim Lovell met the man who had so inspired him as a teenager — the
enigmatic aviator Charles Lindbergh.

To forget one life-changing event and its date may be regarded as a
misfortune, to forget two such occasions, looks like carelessness, as Oscar
Wilde nearly wrote! Unless, of course, Jim Lovell does not read his letters
before signing them.!!

The American public, though maybe not speaking directly to Lovell, have
also expressed doubts on the authenticity of the lunar missions. In July 1969
European newspapers questioned the validity of Apollo, but this query was not
taken up by the American national press.

In 1970 a newspaper group polled 1,721 US residents in six different cities
and discovered that 30% were not inclined to believe that Apollo really
happened on the Moon. Today certain top NASA officials admit that
worldwide ‘many millions’ do not subscribe to the Apollo lunar landings and



recent polls show that now, less than 50% of the American population believe
that their government, via NASA, sent astronauts to walk on the Moon.!! These
results are based on individuals’ feelings about Apollo. At last in this book we
are able to demonstrate to anyone concerned that these feelings are well
founded.

The whistle-blowing photographic studio crew within NASA need not have
taken any pictures at eye level! Nor used lights to create such obvious results
but they chose to do so! They need not have recommended the removal of the
viewfinder from the Hasselblad camera, there was already glass in the lens
and in the reticle so what difference would a little more glass make?
Alternatively, they could have recommended a wire frame finder. No finder at
all is the real give-away, it was a ‘set up’ which the chiefs at NASA obviously
did not recognise.

In summary, the still images do not correspond to:

* Any given TV/ film location on the Moon;

* The way sunlight really behaves;

 The appropriate shadow lengths (on flat terrain) for any given mission,

» Images taken without studio lighting and without a viewfinder in the

camera.

The fact that the pre-recorded TV coverage was videotaped in the same lunar
settings and sets indicates that the ‘live’ TV transmissions were also targeted
by the whistle-blowers. There are certainly grave continuity errors between
the two mediums, as we have demonstrated.

With the accumulated evidence we have presented thus far we sadly have to
conclude that:

 Either mankind did go to the Moon — but what we have been shown was

not the true record of that visit.

» Or Apollo did not go to the Moon at all.

An Oscar for Neil?

HIJP (“Douglas™) Arnold has expressed the regret that there was only one
distant shot of Neil Armstrong near the LM. By 1997 Neil Armstrong
apparently was not so sure that this was a photograph of himself. Is this another
case of the Wildian ‘Earnests’, or is it a faint puff at a tiny whistle? How could



Armstrong forget, what about the list of assignments, the mission timeline? Or
was he not there? And 1f he was not there, then was there an actornaut or A N
Other astronaut in that pressurised suit?

If the alleged man on the spot did not know what was going on, then why
should NASA be surprised that we are not at all convinced by their official
Apollo photography?

See Aulis.com for updates, recent articles, analysis and photographs
Charts and Tables
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Chapter Two

Northern Exposures

We continue our investigation into the disturbing situation concerning the
Apollo photographic images and TV recordings. We visit Sweden and
consult the senior Hasselblad engineer who was responsible for building
the special Lunar Surface Camera for NASA. Constellations and
consternations begin to emerge.

Starlight suppressed. . .

he surface of the Moon would be an ideal location for astronomical
Tobservation of deep space. With none of the light pollution we have
created for ourselves on Earth, and no atmospheric conditions to inhibit
imaging, optical telescopes could function far better, as has been dramatically
the case with the Hubble Space Telescope. Radio telescopes would also
deliver far superior results without any interference from Earth-based noise if
they were installed on the far side of the lunar mass.

From our earthbound point of view it 1s difficult to imagine the significant
differences in environment between these two celestial bodies. It is possible to
walk on the lunar surface beneath thousands and thousands of stars, and to be
simultaneously lit by sunlight. A few degrees away from the Sun’s direct glare
the stars and planets would be brightly visible. Observed directly, without the
barrier of a diffusing atmosphere such as the Earth’s, the stars shine down,
unblinking and perfect.

The correct definition of daylight is: sun-illuminated atmosphere. Our
atmosphere creates a ‘threshold’ around the planet. It acts like a distorting lens
and creates the effect of a prism. This effect can for instance bend the starlight
so that it is perceived as having the colours of the light spectrum within it. This
atmospheric aberration also creates the effect of rotating and twinkling stars.



On the Moon there 1s no such sun-illumined atmosphere and thus the ‘sky’ is
eternally dark with both Sun and stars simultaneously visible.

Some photographic experts say that on the lunar surface it is necessary to
expose for either the stars or the sunlit terrain and thus they explain the
absence of stars in the lunar photographs.

We asked Douglas Arnold about this starlight problem. “Of course you can’t
see stars in the bulk of these pictures, for an obvious reason (which
photographers will understand). If you are exposing for an astronaut or an
object in the foreground or taking a shot of the LM from the CSM, you will be
using a fast exposure. As an astro-photographer 1 know that an exposure on
stars will take many seconds, if not minutes. So the stars are not there because
they are under exposed.”

Q: How could the astronauts see the reflected light from the Earth (on average
238,900 miles distant — centre-to-centre) but allegedly not be able to see any
of the stars?

Lack of stars in the photographs will not suffice as an explanation for being
unable to see the stars from the lunar surface. Surely another whistle-blowing
exercise instigated by advisors who knew that NASA did not have the
answers, but allowed the agency to pursue the scenario of “no visible stars” in
deep space in order that eventually someone might understand this rather
complex matter and realise this explanation is false.

The Admiral right-on . . .

In the late 1990s Allan Shepard, ‘Apollo 14’ astronaut, golfer and by then Admiral, told fellow golfer
Peter Alliss that on his visit to the Moon immediately after having collected their contingency samples
(in case they had to leave in a hurry) he had looked up into a totally black sky. He said there were no
stars because there was no reflection from the sunlit lunar surface, there being no atmosphere to
diffuse the light.

What utter nonsense. By his criteria, we on Earth could not receive the 7% or so reflected sunlight
that we do receive from the Moon! Nor would the stars shine in space for us to observe here on
Earth. We do not expect the astroboys to be astrophysicists, but they should ensure their stories are
correct — both in scientific detail and in continuity between their versions — if they really expect such
comments to be taken seriously.

Through a glass darkly
To our knowledge, NASA has never satisfactorily responded to any questions
posed as to why the stars are absent from their space pictures — certainly the



agency has never admitted the possibility of technical deficiencies with their
imaging. It would be perfectly acceptable to experience technical limitations,
especially when functioning in an unknown environment with relatively untried
technology.

* The lunar probes orbiting the Moon in the 1960s sent back star data to
NASA in order that the exact locations of their lunar imaging could be
determined by NASA analysts.

* In 1994 the Clementine lunar probe had two additional cameras which
were actually called Star-Trackers, precisely because they used the stars
to determine the craft’s position.

Q: How can there be any reliance upon star-tracking cameras for orientation
purposes, when NASA spends all its time telling us — and certainly showing us
— that no stars are visible around the Moon?

We suggest that there are other reasons why NASA was obliged to invent and
then maintain its star-fiction scenario. If there were numerous technical
difficulties stemming from other problems, among which is radiation
(including galactic cosmic rays — GCRs — and solar radiation/particle events —
SPEs) it is easy to see why NASA chose to remain silent over this issue of
stars. It is also our contention that there were problems with the real lunar
surface images — if indeed there were any — totally unrelated to NASA’s
technological challenges, which those concerned had (and still have) little
chance of successfully overcoming, given the accepted, current understanding
of physics.

Star Struck
“Wally Cunningham told me a lovely story of a photo taken during his Apollo 7 flight,” said HJP
(“Douglas”) Arnold. “He was over the Gulf of Mexico and the subject was his expended Saturn
staging. This appears to be surrounded by beautiful stars. I looked at this and didn’t understand how
this could be, (with a medium exposure on ordinary film it would not be possible to see the stars). So
I asked Wally Cunningham why the stars were there — to which he replied ‘Them’s not stars, that’s
frozen p***!1” ”

NASA could have thrown open such problems to the scientific community,
but no doubt that would have meant delaying the space program, perhaps by
many years. Such a course of action would have been unacceptable. NASA,
not entirely for political reasons, was determined to ‘get there’ fast at whatever



the cost and no delays were to be tolerated. We shall be exploring the
ramifications of our remarks further on. We suggest that President John F
Kennedy’s message to the American people was the public face of this most
secret and urgent matter.

For the public, NASA would require means by which the agency could
present a totally convincing, ‘photographic record’ of these Moon landings, to
which they were totally committed — failure was simply not an option. With
little idea of what awaited them in terms of human exploration on the Moon,
we suggest that (if only for contingency purposes) the agency decided to create

or fake the Apollo photographs and prepare the pre-recorded TV coverage, as
we have discussed in the previous chapter.

Kodak Kare
An Eastman Kodak brochure from the 1950s: Protection from X-rays
In hospitals, industrial plants, and laboratories, all films, regardless of the type of packing, must be
protected from X-rays, radium, and other radioactive materials. For example, films stored 25 feet
away from 100 milligrams of radium require the protection of 3/2 inches of lead around the radium.
An Eastman Kodak brochure from the 1990s: Protect Film From X-rays

X-rays can fog unprocessed film when the level of radiation is high or when the film receives several
low-level doses, because the effects of X-ray exposures are cumulative.

The stars as seen from Earth would not be usable at all, because they would
be incorrect from the viewpoint of an astronaut on or near the Moon. There are
plenty of expert astronomers who would have been ready to calculate the
correct starfield for any given mission and instantly notice if there were any
inaccurate configurations. These starfields would have been impossible to
reproduce in studio sets. Although according to some sources they may have
tried, and couldn’t get the effect to work, so they left the stars out altogether.

As, for purely technical reasons, NASA had no need to hide the fact that they
couldn’t photograph the stars, the agency’s biggest mistake was to have the
astronauts declare, many times, that the stars were invisible. This strategy
compounded the mistake, because the individual stories were not always the
same. Some astronauts forgot their lines and this ‘non-existent starfield” myth
still pertains today. Some Shuttle astronauts are having to repeat the same
inconsistent stories, for to acknowledge the presence of stars in space would



be to jeopardise the very fabric of the Apollo mythos.

The publicface

“America should commit itself to achieving the goal, before the decade is out, of landing a man on the
Moon and returning him safely to Earth.”
President John F Kennedy 1961

Moonshine

Back in the former USSR this same problem was treated with an extra creative
zing. In 1973, thanks to data from their probes and especially Lunikhod 2 (the
Luna 2’s rover) the Soviets ascertained that the Moon would be excellent for
observational use — during the lunar night. Telescopic observations during the
lunar day would be hampered by a swarm of dust particles that allegedly
surround the lunar surface, “a kind of atmosphere” as they put it. “To have
observational use for only fourteen days every month,” the Soviets said, “was
not considered worthwhile.” To our knowledge these alleged dust particles
had not been publicly mentioned either previously or since!

Q: If there is no atmosphere, and the Moon has little or no magnetic field, how
are such particles being generated and maintained?

Q: Are they due to some electrostatic field, or is all this just moonshine?!

Star quality
Here are a number of extracts from various publications, the first four are from
National Geographic magazine, which further illustrate these contradictions
concerning the visibility or otherwise of stars in space.

» Among the many impressive features [of the Apollo training equipment] is



an out-the-window display which gives the crew a panoramic, make-
believe journey through half a million miles of space. Nine tons of optical
equipment produce this celestial extravaganza so accurately that astronauts
can practice their critical star navigation and simulate their Moon landings
(emphasis added).?
Q: Why bother? Since allegedly astronauts cannot see the stars when in space
or on the Moon!

* Regarding the Gemini missions: In a space not much larger than a phone
booth, the two astronauts would share their space with equipment that
included a complex optical and colour TV system which reproduced the
view of the Earth.

* From 100 miles up, you can see pin-point stars in a black sky and a sunlit
blue-green Earth, stretching almost 900 miles to the horizon.> Commander
David Scott 1971: “I steal a moment and glance straight up into the black
sky. Earth gleams in the abyss of space...” *

e “..in attempting to line yourself up with a large satellite, starkly
illuminated by direct sunlight against the velvet black background of deep
space...” Joe Allen, physicist and Shuttle astronaut 1996.

Shooting themselves in the Moon boots

Other sources including National Geographic magazine, December 1969 credit Neil Armstrong.

Q: If Joe Allen calls the area below the Van Allen belts ‘deep space’ what did
the astronauts call the area of space around the Moon tens of thousands of



miles further out?

Q: The implication of these statements is that the sunlight is so bright that it
drowns out the starlight. If this is the case, then how can the following also be
possible?

* “I will always remember Endeavour [CSM] hurtling through that strange
night of space. Before us and above us stars spangled the sky with their
distant icy fire.” (‘Apollo 15°)

* Ina 1996 UK TV documentary, a female Shuttle astronaut said how much
she enjoyed looking at the stars out in space.

» The Star Trek film crew at Paramount have an ex-NASA astrophysicist
working with them as a consultant — and all the space backgrounds to Star
Trek episodes are full of pin-point stars.

However,

* During the ‘Apollo 16’ scenario, astronaut Ken Mattingley made a point of
saying that he had to lift up his gold visor during his supposed EVA (extra
vehicular activity) in order to see the stars.

Q: Is this requirement of raising his space helmet visor disinformation or
whistle-blowing?

Q: Are they planting the notion that these visors screened-out the starlight?

Q: If Ken Mattingley couldn’t see the stars through his gold visor, then how
could the lunar surface walkers describe the subtle colours of the rocks they
were apparently collecting?

We could conclude that if NASA wishes to imply that gold visors screened-
out the stars, then possibly the imaging equipment also had specially produced
gold-coated lenses or filters! Apparently the cameras had neither, but we did
go to meet with Hasselblad, the NASA contractor that supplied the cameras for
the named Apollo Moon walkers, just to make sure.

The Hasselblad account

Hasselblad, a Swedish company with formidable experience and a proud
history of photographic ‘firsts’, have been at the forefront of photographic
development from the Second World War through to the Space Age. With the
manufacture of an aerial camera for the Swedish Air force in 1941, Hasselblad
has always worked closely with its own Swedish National Defence Industry,
and was therefore uniquely equipped to work on secret developmental projects



with the American Government’s civilian agency, NASA. Hasselblad launched
1ts first civilian camera on the market in 1948 and went on to such commercial
success that i1ts annual accounts have not been in the red since the late 1950s.

3. HK7 hand-held aerial camera for the Swedish Air Force,
1941-45. HASSELBLAD

The learning curve
The Second World War came. The Swedish Air Force needed cameras. But Sweden was cut off
from the world and the need for cameras was urgent. Victor Hasselblad was asked if he could
produce them. He had no workshop but there was a great hurry and he said, “Yes”. That work gave
valuable lessons on how to construct fast shutters which functioned even in cold temperatures, the
value of motor operation systems with interchangeable cassettes and also with roll film, and the value

of fast interchangeable optics with high resolution.
Extract from the History of Hasselblad

Prior to our visit we received press handouts from Hasselblad’s PR
department. From these we learned that the Hasselblad Company had started
life in 1820 shipping a wide variety of miscellaneous items into Sweden
including the first importation of thermos bottles. Manifest curiosity combined
with good business acumen were the hallmarks of a company at the leading
edge of commercial exploitation and development of the latest innovations. Yet
nearly 150 years later, this same company doesn’t even mention a worldwide
“first’: the production of a camera that was specially selected to be taken to the
Moon by the Apollo astronauts.

Surely any Public Relations department would have adored the tag line “The
Camera that was used on the Moon” or “The first camera chosen to be taken to
another world”. Yet, the first-ever Hasselblad camera in space is summarised



in one sentence, “1962 — the images from the NASA Space mission arouse a
tremendous interest”. The Apollo Moon landings are not even mentioned.

After reading these handouts, we contacted the PR department of Hasselblad
who recommended that we meet with Gustav Lagergren, an executive who was
in office at the time of the American Space Program. Now retired, he had been
alerted by Hasselblad that our phone call was imminent. The very first thing
that he said was, “I was dreading your call”.

We attempted to set up a meeting but Mr Lagergren prevaricated, saying that
he would be out of town, that it would be difficult to get together and so forth.
He then requested a list of questions which we duly sent. After a long silence
an answer was eventually forthcoming. He could not meet us after all. Without
mentioning our questions he arranged that we meet Jan Lundberg, the designer
and co-ordinator of the Apollo Lunar Camera Project — who at the time still
worked at Hasselblad.

Our meeting took place on August 30 1996 at Hasselblad’s head office in
Goteborg, Sweden. Soren Gunnarsson, Hasselblad’ historian explained the link
between Kodak and Hasselblad. We asked Soren how long there had been an
association between the Eastman-Kodak Company and Hasselblad.

“For a long time, for a very long time,” he replied. “In 1888 the grandfather
of Victor Hasselblad met George Eastman at a wedding party and they came to
an agreement, which they sealed with a handshake, to import Kodak products
into Sweden. That is how it all started.”

That would probably explain why they used only Kodak film in the
Hasselblads we commented.

“Yes, 1t would,” said Soren. “In 1948 when the first Hasselblad camera was
launched — Victor Hasselblad preferred New York City for the launch — at that
time there was no Zeiss lens on it, it was a Kodak lens. So during the first
years they supplied the camera with this Kodak lens.”

We then went on to talk with Jan Lundberg, the project engineer responsible
for building the Lunar camera. Jan received us in the corporate presentation
area, complete with its impressive glass-fronted display cases of Hasselblad
products. It would be true to say that the peak of Jan’s career coincided with
the most historic time for space photography.



P : |
4. Jan Lundberg, Group Manager Space Projects 1966-’75. AULIS

5. 500 EL/70 (the Lunar Surface Camera) electric drive with Biogon 60mm lens, plus polarising filter on
the front of the lens — the camera’s ‘Polaroid sunglasses’. HASSELBLAD

“Yes, I was responsible for building the Lunar camera,” said Jan. “And
during that period I almost had a season ticket for the Sweden-USA round trip!
I went to Houston and Cape Kennedy very, very often. I was a designer for
Hasselblad and from 1966 onwards I was mainly occupied with the design and
modification of the NASA camera. We started with the electric model in 1967,
and then I had a group building the cameras, seven people in the design
department and two in the workshop.”

“We built all of them, there were hundreds, and we had very good
communications with NASA. There was a lot of paperwork which I



supervised along with the design development, while others were at their
drawing boards or testing models. And that continued until the end of the lunar
missions.”

“Then I think they ran out of money,” Jan continued. “They had the Space
Shuttle project and I think they spent, over the years, many millions of dollars.
However, when they started to fly the Shuttle, the Hasselblad was there all the
time. So from 1963, possibly up until now, we have been on every space flight,
with one or more cameras. We have established a Space Log which goes up
until fairly recently, but now it is all becoming quite banal so we have stopped
doing it.”

5. (left) 500 C 1957-70 (Earth camera) manual operation.
6. 500 EL 1965-72 (Earth camera) electric drive.

Myth Sweden
During World War Two, a German Bomber was shot down over Swedish territory. It contained an
nteresting camera. Swedish Air Force experts sent for Victor Hasselblad and asked if he could

make one like it. “No” he said. “But I can make a better one.”
Extract from the History of Hasselblad

So in what way, apart from the lack of a viewfinder anditems like that, was
the Hasselblad Lunar camera actually different from a production camera?

“Well,” replied Jan, “it was stripped of everything that was considered
unnecessary, which was all the ‘cosmetics’. NASA wanted to avoid too much
plastic and needed it to be metal wherever possible. The main thing was to
make it lighter than the original model.”

The modifications to the selected camera, the manual, non-electric 500C (5),



were carried out at their factory in Sweden. NASA made its initial adaptations
in a sub-basement workshop outside the Houston Space Center.

Jan went on the explain that “originally, NASA made all the alterations
themselves. Then they presented to us their prototype and asked us, ‘can you do
this?” We said ‘Yes, we can and we can do it better’”

“So after that,” Jan continued, “we would present a technical specification
which was approved by NASA and then all the alterations were made in our
factory.”

Jan continued, “while NASA was working on all this, the 500 EL was
presented to the market, and so NASA changed its mind, they said that it would
be an advantage to have this electric drive on the cameras, as the astronauts
complained about winding the film on by hand — cranking all the time. So when
planning for the lunar mission, they decided to use the electric camera.”

7. Hasselblad Super-Wide Camera with Zeiss Biogon 38mm lens,
manual operation (space version). HASSELBLAD

“The 500 EL/70 Lunar Surface Camera had a modified standard 70mm back,
it used a special drop-in film and they got, 1 think as a maximum, 200
exposures per roll. But then the magazine had to be loaded in a darkroom.”

“Would they have had a plate to protect the film in the magazine from the light
until it had been fitted onto the camera, and then would they have removed the
plate afterwards?”” we asked.

“Yes,” was Jan’s reply, “there were protective plates both on the camera and
on the film magazine.”

“How easy was it for them to remove the plate, or dark slide and put it back



again?”

“That was quite easy,” Jan confirmed. “On the other hand the attachment to
the camera was more sophisticated than on the commercial model. They had a
special lock that pulled the magazine towards the body and locked it there.”

9. CDR (= Commander) on the Hasselblad Lunar camera.

We noted that this account was slightly at variance with Douglas Arnold’s
opinion of the problems associated with the manipulation of the magazine
while wearing the pressurised gauntlets.

“Now, on the silver-bodied Lunar camera, we remember seeing some
pictures depicting ‘CDR’ on the side. But looking at your model of this camera
in the showcase, there aren’t any markings on the side at all.”

“It was probably some designation that they made themselves,” Jan
suggested. “We delivered the camera and they painted them silver with
aluminium paint. And made all kinds of strange notes on them, for the
astronauts to recognise.”

“How would they have actually protected the camera from the heat and
cold?” we then asked.

“Well, the original ones were not protected at all,” explained Jan. “The ones
they brought to the lunar surface needed to deflect the Sun’s heat. Because they
had found that the camera’s insides heated up when it was exposed to the very



strong Sun. The cold was not too difficult — so the challenge was, to keep them
cold.”

“Exactly,” we affirmed, “the outside temperature could get as high as
+180°F/+82°C. So how would you keep the film inside cool?”

“In space, in an absolute vacuum, the heat you get is purely from the
sunlight.” Jan then elaborated: “the actual environment itself is quite cold and
if you can reflect most of the Sun’s radiation you will get only very limited
heating inside [the camera]. So what NASA did was to paint the cameras with
this aluminium paint and [the astronauts] didn’t keep them out too long. They
rushed them in or kept them in the shadow. Because as soon as you go from the
direct sunlight into the shadow, its very cold again ... nothing gets heated.”

“Yes, we understand that, but if you look at the live TV transmissions, they’re
wandering around outside with the camera fixed to their chest bracket for
hours on end.”

Temperature and Radiation
When actor Michael Palin’s crew filmed at the Earth’s South pole the exterior temperature was
about -22°F/-30°C. He stated that the cameras were seizing up due to the cold. What chance then
for an uninsulated Hasselblad in the shadow of the LM at temperatures as low as -180°F?
“On the Moon particle radiation would fog the pictures. Radiation would enter through the camera
lens.”
Dr. Percy Seymour, University of Plymouth, England. November 1995

“Well, as far as I know,” said Jan, “they had no trouble with overheating of
the film. The film can take quite a reasonable heat, because they used a
polyester base and very thin coating and I think it worked for them. I didn’t
hear any complaints about the film getting too warm. On the other hand they
might have had some trouble if the film got too cold, because then it would
have cracked.”

“Well that’s exactly the same problem in reverse, because then it must go
down to minus 180°F/118°C in the shade?” we asked.

“Yes,” Jan replied, “so the instructions were, ‘don’t keep them [the films] in
the shadow’. We didn’t hear of any problem.”

On our behalf, SKY TV News had asked NASA’s Brian Welch much the same
question, “What about the film stock, given the temperature range on the lunar
surface, isn’t it extraordinary that all of the photographs should come out the



same, with pretty perfect quality?”

To which Brian replied, “Well, actually the film was specially produced for
NASA by Kodak. It involved the use of thin gels and special emulsions for this
film. The idea was that it would have to stand up to a vacuum, extremes of heat
and cold on the surface of the Moon. Some of this film was tested in the actual
cameras that went to the Moon in vacuum chambers in Houston, before the
astronauts would leave for the lunar expeditions — and we did our job well.”

Brian Welch did not answer our question regarding the claimed performance
of the stock under such extremes of temperature. Bearing in mind the
information from Kodak, the actval film emulsion was NOT specially
produced, so it would appear that the agency was misleading SKY TV in
giving this response.

Jan Lundberg now continued: “Cold was more of a problem in the vacuum,
because you got exposed to static discharges on the film’s surface when you
wound the film on. And since there was no atmosphere, the charges ran across
the film’s surface making tracks, like some dendritic pattern on the film.”

We thought that this point was certainly noteworthy — no mention of this
problem from Kodak’s expert Douglas Arnold. Nor had there been any clear
evidence of dendritic patterning in the published Apollo photographs.

“The other thing,” we continued, “that is associated with heat and cold on the
Moon is cosmic radiation. How did the camera actually cope with radiation
from space, and particularly X-rays, which one certainly doesn’t want to get
onto the film?”

“X-rays,” replied Jan, “do not expose the common emulsion. We could see no
signs of [exposure] to X-rays. So pure cosmic radiation and X-ray radiation,
for that short period, obviously didn’t disturb the film. Nor did it disturb the
function of the camera at all.”

“That’s very interesting,” we commented. “Because when we used to travel
around the world as a film crew, going from country to country, passing our
equipment through those early generation X-ray machines, we only had to go
through six times or so with our film rushes (we were using Ektachrome at
about the same speed as the lunar film stock) and they would get fogged pretty
badly. We had to put the film into lead-lined bags, or make sure that the stock
was hand searched.”



“I think, that compared with the X-rays they used for your luggage,” Jan
responded, “the concentration in space is, I would say, hundreds of times
lower than that because it’s actually what’s reaching you from the Sun and the
concentration is very low.

“Otherwise the people would have suffered too!”

“And so far,” Jan continued, “NASA hasn’t recognised or reported anything
of the kind. I mean you have had these cosmonauts being out for half a year, and
although they are in the capsule, their shielding is not very strong — no lead
used there! But so far, I haven’t heard of any damage caused like that.”

So, because the pictures were OK there were no X-ray problems! That’s a
point to ponder. And similarly for the remark, “otherwise the people would
have suffered too.” We were aware that when he referred to “staying out half a
year” Jan was not talking about the lunar mission but about the cosmonauts in
the Russian Space Station MIR. But this station operates in relative safety
below the Van Allen radiation belts (which we will discuss in the next
chapter), and while not an ideal location, 1s certainly much safer than anything
with which the alleged Apollo missions had to contend. Jan is right about one
thing though: NASA has not recognised or reported any serious problems,
publicly at least.

“As I said,” Jan continued, “the vacuum is a challenge because any kind of
lubrication [in the camera] will boil away, due to the very low pressure. So
that was one of the problems we had to solve, which we did fairly easily.
Partly by using as little lubrication as possible and secondly by making sure
the amount we did use was designed not to leave any residues in the
mechanism, nor leave any residues on the lens surfaces.”

Most people do not get a chance to see a Lunar camera, but looking at the
copy of a 500 EL/70 that went to the Moon, we noticed that there are only
normally-etched scales for adjusting aperture and so forth. As the f-stop
numbers on the lenses and other settings were not any easier to read than on a
conventional camera, surely it would have been virtually impossible to check
the settings whilst fully clad in space suit and helmet on the Moon?

Not actually commenting on this point Jan replied: “We put tabs on the setting
rings, for different functions, the [shutter] speed and the aperture. Normally
they used only one or two aperture settings and as far as I know, just one or



two shutter speeds. They had these large tabs and they had a lot of practice so
that they could feel what the setting was, because once on the lunar surface, in
the pressure suit, you couldn't see the camera. They couldn’t bend their head
that far down to see the scales.” (emphasis added)

“They also had no viewfinder,” Jan continued. “They had to aim by moving
their body. But of course they spent months and months in the Arizona desert
practising this. So the habit was built into their spines!” said Jan laughing at
the thought.

So what about changing lenses, filters and magazines?

“They didn’t change lenses on the surface,” Jan affirmed, “they did that
inside the capsule. So once they went out they had one set for a particular
[EVA] mission, then they went back in, changed whatever they needed to
change — for instance film magazines or lenses and then they went back out
again.”

But that was not actually what we had seen in the TV recordings of the
Apollo EVAs. There was at least one occasion when an astronaut made a
magazine change outside the LM.

“The camera was bolted to a small bracket on their chest,” Jan continued. “In
some of the pictures taken on the Moon you can see it there.”

Polarising filters
A polarising filter is used to photograph a subject clearly through a reflective surface, such as the
windshield of a car (or spacecratft).

“We noticed in your showcase a filter on the front of the lens. What kind of
filter is that?” we asked.

“That’s a polarising filter which the astronauts were instructed to set in three
different settings: left, straight up and right. Which meant that they changed the
polarising pattern through two steps, to be able to analyse the surface through
changes in reflection.”

Then we enquired if they ever removed this filter for normal use, or was it
always fitted to the camera lens.

“It was sitting on the camera.” Jan confirmed.

“So every shot they took was in fact through a polarising filter?”

“Well,” responded Jan thoughtfully. “Yes, if they used that particular lens;



because the filter was not on all the lenses. It was also not permanently fixed.
They could change the lens and take the polarising filter off that lens and
choose to use it [either] on that or another lens. But they never made any such
changes outside because of course the gloves were made so that they couldn't
grip anything smaller than about an inch. And they had little feeling at their
fingertips, due to the pressurisation. They needed to do as little fine mechanics
as possible on the outside.” (emphasis added)
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10. (left) Close-up of 500 EL/70 camera & 60mm lens without a polarising filter.
11. Astronaut Schirra with his 500 EL/70 & 60mm lens without a polarising filter.

We were interested to hear more about the challenges of working with these
pressurised gauntlets. Firstly, we knew that during lunar EVAs the LM was not
pressurised, so the astronauts could not have removed their gloves without first
re-pressurising the cabin.

Secondly (to our knowledge) once outside, none of the astronauts were
scheduled to return to the LM’s interior during an EVA.

Thirdly, the polarising filter uses up light and in its maximum position would
mean the loss of one to two stops of light, perhaps even more.

And fourthly, many of the photographs do not show this supposedly
permanent polarising filter on the Zeiss Biogon 60mm lens as for example in
pictures (10 and 11).



This alleged fitting of a polariser is a real whistle-blowing situation, as use
of such a filter is thwart with difficulties! Due to a polariser ‘using up’ several
stops of light, it requires compensation when arriving at the correct exposure.
This difficult and fiddly manoeuvre of fitting and removal was supposed to
have been done on location, calculating the correct exposure with nothing but a
simple exposure guide. There are even sound and TV recordings of Houston
requesting astronauts to fi¢ a polarising filter during an EVA — whilst working
on the lunar surface.

Moving on to another subject, we then asked Jan: “Did they have any other
accessories such as flash on their cameras?”

“No. Only lenses and magazines,” Jan responded. “The only accessory they
had was a small — what we call a ‘ring sight’ — with a circular finder. This
finder gave very good directional information. But that was not used on the
lunar surface, that was used on the camera they hand-held for photography
through the LM capsule window.”

“And how do you think they managed with exposure?” we asked. “Because
the first time they went with Apollo 11, they wouldn’t have known what the
brightness values really were on the surface?”

“Oh yes they did!” Jan interrupted. “Because the scientists had analysed the
reflective properties of the lunar surface very carefully. And they had a very
narrow register of exposures. I would say, about four different settings. What
setting they would use was dependant upon which way they directed the
camera, with reference to the Sun. And it was successful. I mean, the films that
they used would normally have a latitude of 2, 22 maybe 3 stops and that was
quite enough, almost anything was possible.”

“Oh!,” we replied, rather astonished, “the latitude was 2 to 3 stops?”

“Yes,” asserted Jan.

Such an exposure latitude would mean that it would most certainly have been
possible to register the bright starlight, even while exposing for a lunar-based
subject. Which would eliminate the technical reason for not seeing even the
vaguest hint of stars in the lunar photographs.

“That’s very interesting,” we commented. “Because normally when you’re
using Kodak’s Ektachrome film for transparencies, you need to get the
exposure accurate to about half a stop.”



“Well, what they did was to take small parcels [clips] of film for analysing,”
responded Jan. “They developed everything themselves and they tried to find
methods to modify the development to give them a [greater] latitude. Also if
the astronauts were in doubt about which setting they should use, they changed
the setting between pictures but generally, the light on the lunar surface is very
even and easy to determine. It mainly depends in which direction you take the
photograph, with reference to the Sun.”

This notion of taking a ‘clip test’ is a rather intriguing one as it is only
possible to do one test per roll, unless you wish to risk cutting a unique
photograph in half! But as each roll has 100 exposures or more, and as it was
required of them to take a constantly changing variety of subjects under a
variety of lighting conditions, surely it would be virtually impossible to get all
these combinations correctly covered with the correct exposures.

We continued: “There was something else that Douglas Arnold pointed out to
us. He said that when Armstrong was taking the pictures of Aldrin coming
down the LM ladder, Armstrong being a good photographer, had remembered
to open up the lens aperture as Aldrin was descending in the dark shadow.”
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12. Aldrin emerges without flash or any other lighting.



“Well, yes, it might be so,” Jan replied. “We think that they were fairly good
cameramen, all of them. They did train a lot. They spent days and days
photographing out in the desert. So they had very much built-in responses.
Many of them were very good, they were not only able to handle the camera
technically but also were good at choosing nice motifs. You remember the
famous picture of an astronaut standing against the horizon which is almost
continuing through his helmet, and on this picture, are two people, the one that
is photographed and the photographer reflected in the visor? Considering that
the photographer had to aim by moving his body, I think that is remarkable.”

Yes, it was indeed remarkable, we thought. In fact, Douglas Arnold had said
that he thought the astronauts varied in their ability. We explained to Jan that
we had been studying a particular sequence of Aldrin descending the ladder.
We showed Jan one of the first of the series of still pictures — Aldrin exiting
through the hatch (12).

“This is one of the reasons why we asked you if there was a flash or any
other lighting, because to our eyes as photographers, it looks as though the
scene has been lit. There is light inside the hatch and it’s also catching the
bottom of his Life Support Pack.”

“Yes. That is quite normal,” replied Jan.

“Quite normal?”

“Yes,” Jan continued. “Because the one big reflector that you have is the
lunar surface. Actually light is coming from below [when it’s not directly in the
Sun] and I’ve looked at the shadows and it seems to me that they are working
very close to the terminator, which means that the Sun is very low over the
horizon. The idea was to keep the radiation as low as possible so they always
worked as close to the terminator as they could.”

In fact it 1s the height of the Sun over the Moon’s horizon that dictates the Sun
angle and this is the result of the lunar cycle and not the terminator.

“We understand that,” we commented. “But do not see how the light — if it is
bouncing off the surface — actually gets inside the porch and can create
highlights or hot-spots. And then how the exposure in the shade is actually
matching the bright sunlight in the distance on the lunar surface. Because we
shouldn’t forget that he was coming down in total shadow and if you open up



the stop to expose for him, under normal circumstances you’d expect the lunar
surface to be very burned out (over exposed), wouldn’t you?”
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13. “‘Apollo 12’ art1ﬁ01a11y illuminated in a similar manner to ‘Apollo 11°.
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14. ‘Apollo 15’ mostly in shadow except for astronaut.

“As I said, they possibly used specially designed film. I don’t know which
film they used on this sequence but I know that they had Kodak make special
colour film for them in the beginning. Later on they used more normal
Ektachrome but in the beginning they had both black and white and colour film
made especially for them.” (Same apparently incorrect story here as from
Brian Welch of NASA.)

“Well, let’s say, for the sake of argument,” we said, sticking with the point,
“that it was regular film stock. Relating it to the way people use film on Earth
— and using Ektachrome EF, which is what Kodak say the astronauts were using

“Yes,” interrupted Jan, “but they also had some special formulas made up for
themselves I think they considered it too expensive later on and not necessary,
so they abandoned that policy.” Jan was laughing again as he added: “These
special [processing] formulas never got into commercial production.”
(emphasis added)



15. Black rock. Rock not filled-in with any reflected light.

To abandon the continued use of specially produced film stock “because of
the expense”, on critical Moon missions already costing an absolute fortune
and then fail to commercially exploit this already perfected special film —
made no sense at all to us.

“But even that wouldn’t explain that it looks as though he’s specially lit,
when in fact he is in full shadow,” we persisted.

“Still T know that they had no extra lighting no flash or equipment like that. It
has to be the reflection from the surface. I mean the LM looked like a real
‘contraption’ They didn’t have to take any aerodynamics into consideration
when they built it — they built it the way it was necessary and that’s why it
looks like a flying iron bed, or something like that!”

“Just coming back for a moment to the possibility of the lunar surface
lightening the shadows,” we insisted. “Looking at wide lunarscapes the shaded
part is totally black (15), which is what you would expect in a vacuum. But
then why do we have shadows at all [as Jan maintained earlier] if the lunar
surface is lightening those very deep shadows?”



“Well of course, the lunar surface cannot lighten the shadows on the lunar
surface because the angles don’t match and also the radiated light from the Sun
1s much stronger than the reflection from the surface.”

(Jan appears now to have recanted somewhat on his previous remark.)

16. Illuminated gold foil and equipment standing in full shadow
of the claimed unlit side of the LM.

“The Sun is clearly behind the LM in this picture,” To make our point we
showed Jan pictures of the LM (13) and a photograph of the rocks that we
looked at in “Photo Call” (15). “You’d expect the part nearest the camera, in
total black shadow, to exhibit no detail of the LM’s shadow side at all. After
all, if it were to behave in the same way as the lunar rocks, which are always
black in the shadow side, it should to be totally black shouldn’t 1t?”

We then showed Jan another picture we saw in Chapter One (16), the
illuminated piece of equipment placed on the surface in the shadow side of the
LM. “...But instead, that piece of equipment is conspicuously visible.”

“Well,” responded Jan, “I think because it is standing in the shadow,
indirectly illuminated by the Sun [and] it has a reflective surface. Maybe as it
is rounded it reflects the light from the lunar surface. Yes, that’s the



explanation, that’s my reaction to this picture. It #as to be that way.”

“There 1s no other explanation?” we enquired.

“No. They had no extra light sources with them. Still, the lunar surface has a
very high albedo.”

“What would you say that was?”” we asked.

“Albedo. That is the reflectivity.”

“OK in general terms,” we asked Jan, “would you say the Moon reflected
50% of the sunlight striking its surface?”

“It’s even more, I think,” Jan responded. “It’s between 60% and 70% of the
cooler radiation. The heat radiation is lower, but considering that the surface is
mainly made up of fine dust it absorbs a lot of the long-wave radiation and
reflects the visual light a lot.”

“So in the visual spectrum, it’s reflecting more than half of light?”

“Yes, I believe it does, yes,” confirmed Jan.

Interestingly, most people are generally under the impression that the Moon’s
reflectivity is as high as 60% to 70%, when it is actually nearer to /0% of
70%, namely an average of only 7% or so — the reflectivity of asphalt.

TechnoSpeak

Albedo is the ability of a celestial body to reflect light. It is the ratio of the total amount of light
(reflected in all directions) to the amount of incident light (the light hitting it). Earth’s albedo is 37%.
The Moon’s average albedo is 7% of sunlight reflected, which is about the reflectivity of asphalt —
not a lot! (Black totally absorbs the light spectrum, while white reflects virtually all of it.) The lunar
albedo is calculated as an average because the lunar albedo is darker on the maria (subject of the
photograph being discussed here) and lighter in the highlands. Bearing in mind that 1.0 indicates a
perfectly reflecting surface and 0.0 indicates a totally black surface that absorbs all incident light,
0.07 (i.e. 7%) is actually very different from most people’s estimates.

“Just one final question, here’s another photograph, probably Armstrong’s
most famous picture. Now, what it seems to show is differential lighting
around him. There’s a bright hot-spot of light, then the horizon ‘falls off” in
brightness. In other words, there’s a difference in brightness in the area around
the subject, compared with the background. It falls off very, very considerably
— more than two stops.”

“Yes,” agreed Jan. “Considering the direction of the Sun and the curvature of
the surface, what you see is more and more of the shadow part of whatever
1tem 1s there, the rocks, or whatever. So that’s the reason the 1llumination falls



oft.”

“But in the foreground to the left of this picture,” we pointed out, “it’s darker,
and in the central area there is also what looks like a pool of light.”

“Yes, it seems like he is standing in a spotlight,” said Jan, “and I can’t
explain that. Umm, that escapes me why. So maybe you have to find Armstrong
and ask him! Maybe he is standing on a slope or something — would that be
possible?”

We knew that could not be so, as the ‘Apollo 11’ LM, Eagle, was recorded as
landing on a relatively flat plain of the Sea of Tranquility. Also when Brian
Welsh was asked about some of the factors involved in this ‘classic’ photo of
Aldrin his response was not nearly so measured as his previous replies. In fact
for a representative of NASA, his vocabulary defies belief:
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17. The ‘classic’ photograph of Aldrin, once again AS11-40-5903.



“Yes, it seems like he is standing in a spotlight,” said Jan, “and I can’t explain that.
Umm, that escapes me why. So maybe you have to find Armstrong and ask him!'

SKYTV NEWS: “What about the finding (the fact that the camera is
positioned too high for it to have been taken by a standing astronaut)
considering the horizon level in the visor of the Aldrin ‘classic’ picture?”

Brian Welch: “I think that 1s pseudo-scientific nitpicky claptrap! I don’t know
why we should spend even a moment trying to judge that.”

It is possible however, to judge NASA by that outpouring and come to the
conclusion that something is probably very wrong indeed. Furthermore, we
should remember that David Groves has shown conclusively that the plain near
the LM undulated very little indeed, no more than about 10cm (see previous
chapter).

We then changed the subject with Jan Lundberg.

“When we first contacted Hasselblad they sent us the story of the company
from 1841 to 1991 and we were rather surprised that it doesn’t mention the
Lunar camera at all!”

“That’s because it is the company history, not the product history,” replied
Jan. “There are no products featured on that list, just the company’s story.”

“But surely one of the highlights of the company’s story must be having a
camera that was used on another world?”” we queried.

“Well, sure. I don’t know who made this up. Can you remember who gave it
to you?”

“It came with all the background material,” we replied. “Unless we are
mistaken, this was a pivotal moment for the Hasselblad Company? Yet this
document mentions neither Apollo nor the Moon...”

“It doesn’t mention anything at all as far as I can see,” Jan interrupted. “There
is that single line about the ‘images from the NASA space mission shot with a
Hasselblad camera arise (sic) a tremendous interest’.”

“And that’s 1962,” we commented.

“I wouldn’t call this history complete at all. So we shall try and give you
another one.”

“Thank you, it was rather disappointing.”

“Yes, for me too — because I have been working with all those products. We
were also on the Apollo-Soyuz project (in 1975). We built a special camera,



with a viewfinder,” Jan explained, “and this viewfinder had to be reversible
so that they could shoot over their shoulders. I don’t know why.”

We remembered Douglas Arnold’s view of the 1975 Apollo-Soyuz link up,
which he saw as an exercise in politics: “There was still a Cold War around at
that time and the picture of two adversaries’ first handshake (Stafford and
Leonov) was an historic picture. It was taken with one of the Apollo DAC
cameras (18). It’s a small frame [16mm], blown up, as grainy as hell, and
while a reasonable record it certainly isn’t of the quality that one would expect
now.

“However, the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project was very much a political
breakthrough. Even a political gimmick according to many people. It was a
bridge-building exercise, I think. You had the usual sorts of photos being taken
by the two crews, demonstrating bonhomie in space between the Americans
and the Russians. I remember that the removal of the last door between the two
vehicles was due to take place just over the South of England but I checked the
flight record and thanks to a few problems in actually opening this door, by the
time it happened they were flying over central Europe!”



Cross-hair
behind?

Crossed wires?
Back at Hasselblad we went on to investigate another problem, the case of the
disappearing cross hairs. All Apollo pictures have these reticles or cross hairs
(19). A reticle is set in the focal plane of the camera, virtually in contact with
the film and 1s recorded on the photographed image. So how in heaven, or on
Earth, does an object get in front of the reticle? Putting it another way, how
could any reticles get behind objects? This is a technical impossibility — unless
the photograph has been adjusted or ‘diddled with’ which is very loud whistle-
blowing.

“What 1s the correct technical description of these cross-hairs?”” we asked.

“We call them reticles,” responded Jan. “They are crosses accurately placed,
mapped up to half a micron on the location. They used them to correct for
distortion of the lens and they can measure the distance between the crosses
and determine if the film has ‘curved’ because if so, these crosses will be
slightly dislocated. They did not help [NASA] in judging lunar distances.



20. Full area of the ‘classic’ (AS11-40-5903).
Duplicate 70mm reversal image, as originally supplied to Aulis by NASA and analysed by Dr
David Groves (which subsequently has been established to be incorrectly duplicated by NASA). The
vertical line A-B-C demonstrates the off-centre position of the large reticle that (in any event) should

be in the centre of the image. Thin line reperesents the upper limit of the original frame.

3\

This statement was in direct contrast to NASA representative Brian Welch’s
reply. When asked by SKY TV News (August 1997 interview) to explain the
reticles he had replied:

“Those are there in the photos in order to provide the engineers with the
ability to measure distances. Knowing the way the photo was put together they
would be able to use that to measure things off in the distance.”

“Were these reticles engraved on the film plane?” we then enquired of Jan
Lundberg.

“No,” he replied, “firstly, these reticles were established on the plate by



metal evaporation, at Zeiss. It is a common technique for mapping cameras. It
was almost on the film plane, but not completely, because they didn’t want to
scratch the film. The plate had small ridges on the film transportation edges
which raised it about 800th of a millimetre above the surface of the film.”

When SKY TV asked Brian Welch: “Why is the centre reticle not actually in
the centre of the image?” (20) The reply they received was absolutely
astonishing:

“The exact answer to the question is I don’t really know and haven’t even
bothered to go and find out. The reason is, this is thirty year old stuft.”

But the fact of the matter is that the large centre reticle always has to appear
in the centre of the image — because it is an integral part of the camera. For the
reticle to be off-centre in any photograph is another technical impossibility and
a very loud blow on the whistle (20). It implies that such a photograph was
taken without reticles and that the reticles on this particular image were
intentionally added later.

Garden gnomes
nomon is an island” (astronaut Schmitt).
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The gnomon facilitated the calibration of pictures by providing a shadow and a definition of length,
plus a colour chart — which surely could have been deployed for a guide had negative colour film
been used.

“And lastly,” said Jan, “they had a pole that you have seen in the photos,
called a gnomon, which enabled them to determine the angle of the camera and
the scale in the vicinity of that pole. And this gnomon was held in a universal



joint so that it always hung at the vertical.”

So with that, we had reached the end of our most instructive time with
Hasselblad in Sweden.

Surprisingly, not one single camera used during the Apollo space program is
on display in the exhibition cases at Hasselblad in Goteborg. This is
apparently because all the 500 EL/70 camera bodies taken by the astronauts
were supposedly left on the lunar surface. The space cameras in Hasselblad’s
showcase are product samples that have never left home. NASA has only given
them one ‘souvenir’ magazine from an Apollo trip! However, as we all know,
‘Apollo 13’ allegedly did a round trip, with no stops and was equipped with
three HEDC cameras. Is it not extraordinary that not one of those cameras has
been returned to Hasselblad as a memento? ‘Apollo 8’ and ‘10° were also
billed as journeying around the Moon with several Lunar Surface Cameras on
board and no claimed stops for garbage dumps on the lunar surface.

The next remarkable commercial incident in the life of the Hasselblad
company (mentioned in their press release) was the sale of the distribution
company and retailer network Hasselblad Fotografiska A3 — to Kodak! And
this happened in 1968, the year of ‘Apollo 8’.

In the 1990s more and more Nikon cameras are being flown by NASA. It was
in 1991 that Hasselblad stopped keeping a record of their cameras on board
NASA'’s spacecraft. Too banal, as Jan had said — or not enough of them being
flown?

During our visit we were presented with a glossy booklet, a history of the
company which spans the years between 1941-1991 in photographs. There is
no mention of the 1968 sale to Kodak, just a line on the fact that the deal with
Kodak lasted — until 1966! Is it not extraordinary that the company history is
full of these inconsistencies?

More importantly still, this book makes no reference to the arrival of the first
Hasselblad on the lunar surface, nor indeed to any other lunar mission. A
careful search reveals this:

Hasselblad cameras have accompanied all American space flights since
1962. NASA has chosen Hasselblad because of the high technical quality and
the camera s ability to handle all types of assignments in extreme conditions.

The company has published a second glossy booklet specifically dedicated to



thirty years in space. Out of 41 space photographs, 29 were taken in Earth
orbit; only six depict the Apollo astronauts on the Moon and six more are
bizarre lunarscapes. And the famous ‘classic’ of Aldrin standing alone is
printed the wrong way round! The text is notable for its meagre reference to the
Apollo missions. In this booklet of 63 pages ‘Apollo 11° is linked with
Hasselblad only twice.

The Eagle moon lander came to rest on the Moon, carrying Neil A
Armstrong and Edwin E Aldrin. The parent vessel was called Apollo 11. The
camera was called Hasselblad.

Why not mention the model and type of Hasselblad camera?

The CSM (the parent vessel) is named incorrectly. The mission was named
Apollo 11, the parent vessel was called Columbia.

Then further on it states that ‘Apollo 11’ arrived on the Moon on June 1 1969
(instead of July 20).

How can Hasselblad, of all people, possibly forget the date of ‘Apollo 11°?
Here 1s another extract from this space booklet — after our conversations at
Goteborg and an analysis of their company history it sounds rather like an
extraordinarily loud blast on that whistle:

The ancient rock carvings near Victor Hasselblad’s home carried a
message. Just like the space photographs of our own age. It is up to us to
interpret them correctly and let our feelings and knowledge work in
harmony, as we enter a new millennium. (emphasis added)

We cannot help feeling, that somewhere, something has gone a little awry.
Both Kodak and Hasselblad have acted as though they may be uncomfortable
about their products being used on the Moon. Has their close proximity to
NASA led them to suspect that all is not well with the historical record? Do
they perhaps feel ‘guilty by association’?

More hassles with cameras

The Apollo colour TV camera was designed to military specifications and
built under the direction of Larkin Niemyer, the Engineering Manager of the
Apollo TV Camera Program at the aerospace division of Westinghouse in
Baltimore, USA. (see Appendix) Mr Niemyer, together with Stan Lebar kindly
sent us a copy of the operations manual for this camera.



On ‘Apollo 12’ the mission only returned sound to Earth during its alleged
EVA on the Moon. This lack of television coverage was blamed on a TV
camera failure, just after its installation on the lunar surface. As a clever ploy
to turn the American public away from their screens, we can think of no better
way to generate indifference! Afterwards NASA could say, with some
justification, that the public had lost interest in the Apollo space program.

Copy No.
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22. Apollo Lunar TV Camera Operations Manual.
23. The Apollo TV cameras. WESTINGHOUSE



24. ‘Pre-TV failure’ astronaut descending ladder
as actually seen when broadcast on TV, December 1969.

25. Image from the recorded TV material, frame grabbed during the relocation of the camera at least
45 minutes after the alleged TV camera failure. One can make out images whilst it was being moved
around. This ‘post-failure’ TV frame shows a crater on the left and has lens flare diagonally across
the picture from bottom left to top right.

The Westinghouse press release:
Immediately after the Apollo 12 color camera was lifted from the modular
equipment stowage assembly (MESA) compartment, it was inadvertently
pointed at the Sun. The imaging tube burned and television coverage of the
moon was blacked out.

The only problem with this scenario is that wherever they actually were, the



camera had not in fact failed to function.

Q: If this camera was totally inoperable, how could picture (25) be possible
and how could each of the three images in sequence (26) be different from
each other?

It would appear that the Westinghouse press release is rather misleading or
even incorrect.

Q: Why did Houston fail to instruct the astronauts to ‘pick up the TV camera
and place it on the stand?’ In fact the TV camera was totally ignored — clearly
part of the script.

On page nine of the Apollo Lunar TV Camera Operations Manual for the
B&W camera the following is underlined:

The camera ... should not be pointed directly at the Sun or directly at
bright lamps.

Firstly, the astronauts (including the ‘Apollo 12° crew) were clearly alerted
to the dangers of pointing at the Sun and secondly, this warning equally covers
any studio light sources!

Also in bold print on the same page of the manual, there was this warning:
THE CAMERA CASE SHOULD NEVER BE ALLOWED TO
REACH A TEMPERATURE COLDER THAN MINUS 30°F OR
HOTTER THAN PLUS 120°E

Apparently a thermal control system prevented the temperature of the camera
from exceeding 120°F. But that is still an interesting challenge to astronauts
photographing in the Sun for long periods at a lunar surface temperature of
anything between 180°F and 250°F! The 1969 Westinghouse press release
further stated:

To ward off direct rays of the Sun and the glare from the lunar surface, Mr

Lebar (Manager of the Apollo TV Camera Program) said, the housing of
the camera has a highly polished bottom and top cover treated with special

heat-resistant paint. Other than these simple features, the camera requires

no heating or cooling elements for operation.

Apollo 11 Color TV
Westinghouse also provided the 13-pound camera which will be carried in
the command module during Apollo 11 to televise astronaut activity en

route to and returning from moon orbit.

The variable focus zoom lens on the Westinghouse color camera has a




focal length ranging from 12.5mm to 75mm.

e

26. Three images from the TV camera — just ‘left on the ground’.

One minute of your time . ..

We have listened to these experts, and compared their statements with our own
findings. We have also examined various statements made by the astronauts, at
the time of Apollo and over the years that followed, especially concerning the
photographic aspect of their respective missions. In the next chapters we will
bring still more evidence to support our conclusion that:

 The photographic evidence for the Apollo missions is fabricated.

* We probably did not go to the Moon with any of the named American
Apollo astronauts belonging to ‘Apollo 8, ‘10’ and ‘11 through to ‘Apollo
17°.

* Any anomalies that might have occurred in any real lunar surface pictures,
which no doubt would have rendered many of the real lunar surface images
useless, appear to have been exchanged for major inconsistencies in the
faked Apollo photographic record.



27. Technician fitting a lens to the Apollo TV camera. WESTINGHOUSE

We could ask why one of the twelve US astronauts who are supposed to have
walked upon the lunar surface was not scheduled to take one minute of his
time, place one camera upon one rock, and take one colour picture of the
magnificent canopy of stars under which he was privileged to work? Thus
recording that wondrous view of those ever-present and unblinking
luminosities for all on Planet Earth to see — especially for those who had paid
to send astronauts to the Moon, either with their income, their integrity, or with
their lives.

It might not have been a perfect exposure and perhaps such a picture has been
taken. If such an image does exist, the vast majority of us have not seen it.

As we have already amply demonstrated, the photographic record with which
we are all familiar has been shown to be fake. It is our contention that only a
select few know what the lunar surface really looks like at close quarters, and
how a star, viewed from the Moon, unhindered by an atmosphere, really
shines.

The standard flag
Here is a rare occasion when those involved have admitted to great lighting on
the Moon!
Apollo 11°: Mike Collins (in CSM Columbia): “...How is the quality of the
TV
Houston: “Oh, it’s beautiful Mike, it really is.”



Collins: “Oh, gee, that’s great. Is the lighting half way decent?”
Houston: “Yes, indeed. They’ve got the flag up now and you can see the Stars
and the Stripes on the lunar surface.”

Q: Where else other than allegedly on the Moon is there a sole American flag
marking an important point on a planet in our solar system?
A: Planet Earth, the South Pole.

Ironically the markers at the South Pole mirror the flag A & B system applied
in the production of the Apollo lunar surface photographs.

In the Antarctic there is an official flagpole with the flags of at least ten
nations in a hemisphere surrounding a red and white striped marker decorated
with a dark blue top. This then is the site at which visiting dignitaries have
their photograph taken, endorsing the impression that Antarctica is a truly
international place of scientific research. However, ‘X’ never, ever, marks the
spot! Those who wish to experience the exact 0°S longitude must hike some
way from this multi-flagged arena to find the actual geographic centre of the
South Pole. On arrival there, they will discover an explanatory noticeboard, a
simple wooden marker and a single flagpole. From this pole, a lone but very
large flag 1s flying — is it a symbol of unity, representing the allegedly



international territory of the Antarctic? Well... not exactly. Longitude 0°S has
been quietly claimed by one nation alone, and the flag that flies there is the
Stars and Stripes!

Dr. Donald’s SFX trickery
SFX is the film industries’ term for special effects and throughout this book,
there will be sections entitled Dr. Donald’s SFX trickery, which will deal with
film, TV or media events relevant to the matter in hand and for the most part
involving ‘special effects’.

LUSITANIA STRUCK BY
THREE TORPEDOES.

1,400 INNOCENT LIVES
SACRIFICED.

Ficrge e TR Ba=l

The three-card trick

Early on in the history of the moving picture business, documentary film
images were doctored for political, sociological and commercial propaganda
purposes.® The American media were right there from the very start.

For example, a significant battle during the American Civil War was later
recreated in film studios with model ships filmed against a painted backdrop
and with the film cameraman’s wife making simulated cannon fire — puffing
cigarette smoke on cue. This faked footage was then palmed off on the
unsuspecting public as the authentic record. On a tabletop, Edison faked film
sequences of the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake that outsold the authentic
footage of the disaster. The British media were not far behind the Americans.



Direction of
primary lighting

Secondary
light ?ource

31. ‘Apollo 16’ image featuring a camera intended to take pictures by ultra violet light, seen here on a
stand in the centre of the photograph. This piece of equipment was placed in total shadow — so it
should be absolutely black. However, a secondary source of illumination was deployed, on this
occasion emanating from the left of the camera position so that it would be visible. Yet another
example of an image laden with inconsistencies.

In the can
In 1834 Roget (of Thesaurus fame) explained the relationship between the brain and the eye and
demonstrated how the Zoetrope toy worked.
Invented by WG Horner, the Zoetrope consisted of a series of pictures on a rotating drum which
appeared to move.
Niepce, Daguerre & Fox-Talbot pioneered photography.
In 1877 Eadwearde Muybridge set up a series of 24 cameras that photographed in sequence and so
was able to record the motion of a moving horse.
Ottomar Anschutz then devised an apparatus to view such images.
Etienne-Jules Marey designed a single camera for the same job and in 1884 George Eastman
invented celluloid film.
In 1891 Thomas Edison (together with his assistant WL Dickson) introduced 35mm film with four



sprocket holes per frame to advance it.

» This film was used inside a peepshow, viewable by one person at a time. Indeed this type of film
stock is still standard in the Motion Picture Industry.

* On December 28 1895 moving film was projected for the first time to an audience in Paris by the
brothers Louise and Auguste Lumicre, a surname of destiny surely? Lumiére is the French word for

‘light’.”

On Wimbledon Common, (a London suburb) actors in costume were filmed
thrashing about in the pond and then struggling into a lifeboat, the director
exhorting them to dramatic gestures of desperation throughout the several takes
that it took to get this footage ‘right’. This film was then presented to the public
as being authentic newsreel of real survivors of the sinking of the Lusitania.

Nobody questioned this item originally because the general public did not
know what technology was involved in capturing those images and where the
bounds of possibility lay. It did not occur to the audience that there had to be a
cameraman in a boat to film this scene and that producing these images was
beyond the bounds of circumstantial possibility.

We suggest that exactly the same situation existed with regard to the Apollo
images. Until recently we were all ignorant of the cinematic challenges
inherent in space photography. With the advance of analytical technology we
can now understand how something we had previously considered a
possibility 1s in reality an impossibility — that 1s, within the stated
circumstances of the lunar exploration allegedly carried out by NASA.

Reverting to past history, where the audience had some experience of the
event, they were quick to spot anything that was a fake. There is the classic
example of a boxing match that was rigged up by the newsreel makers, who
were not able to film the event itself. The audience, familiar with the sport,
spotted the inadequacies of the actors hired to represent the boxing champions,
and immediately denounced the whole film as a hoax. In the early days of
commercial aviation, George Bernard Shaw, roped in to authenticate its
usefulness, cheerfully announced to the audience: “You think that this 1s a real
event. It isn’t — it’s all a fake — a set-up for the camera!” Today, we would
recognise and acknowledge that he was in fact participating in an
advertisement.

Yet in the early days of factual movie making, when the Newsreel was an
integral part of the cinema programme, the audiences were given to understand,



and indeed believed, that everything they saw on the screen was actually
happening — the real thing. That is precisely what we were given to understand
by those who created the pre-recorded Apollo TV material and still images.

In a sense, in the 1960s we were as innocent in our response to media
manipulation as were those very early movie audiences. Is it not also true that
rather than a truly objective view, our daily dose of TV news stories, our radio
and our newspapers essentially reflect the views of the journalists and the
policies of media networks and in some cases, governments? For example, did
any newsreels produced by the Allies during WWII ever show footage
depicting the heroism of individual German or Italian soldiers?

With the ever-expanding art of cinematography, developments in still
cameras, movie cameras, and latterly video cameras and their attendant
technology, the ordinary person has gradually become far more familiar with
the use of effects and trick photography in the making of motion pictures.

We all understand that certain scenes have to be ‘cheated’. But even now, as
then, we expect the SFX trickery to occur only in dramatic films — never in
national and international news items and absolutely not in documentary
material.



32. Astronaut on the ‘moon’ Astronaut on a moon set.

Heat and Radiation
David Groves PhD conducted tests on Ektachrome ISO (ASA) 160 Professional colour reversal film
to see how it would stand up to radiation exposure and temperatures of +180°F/+82°C on the lunar
surface. Groves found that even a modest radiation dose to the film — 5 rem of ionising radiation —
(8MeV X-rays) would produce significant reduction of contrast and image density in the

resulting transparencies.
Extended exposure to the higher end of NASA’s anticipated temperature range on the lunar surface

may be expected to significantly decrease the image density thus adversely affecting the
quality of the resulting Ektachrome transparencies. Full report in the Appendix.

See Aulis.com for updates, recent articles, analysis and photographs
Charts and Tables

Appendix



http://www.aulis.com/
http://www.aulis.com/dm_charts-tables.htm
http://www.aulis.com/dm_appendix.htm

Chapter Three

Radiant Daze

“Radiation is a key issue — one of the biggest show stoppers in mankind’s
exploration of the Universe!” — according to an expert at the Defence and
Research Agency, Farnborough, England. We explore the natural barrier
that would challenge the United States when attempting to achieve its
declared aim: to send NASA’s named Apollo astronauts to the Moon and
bring them home again — safely.

R is for Radiation

‘ x J hy did NASA feel obliged to fake the lunar photographic record? Was
there more than one reason, or even a galaxy of reasons, for the

unfortunate actions of this government agency?

The three Rs are generally considered to refer to reading, ’riting and
‘rithmetic but we have taken this old adage, applied it to other equally
essential principles (which we shall explore further on) and added a fourth
‘R’: an invisible but potent component with which space travellers must
contend — radiation.

It is unsurprising to us, the authors, that one of the most taboo subjects
associated with the Apollo missions — galactic cosmic rays and solar radiation
— 1s one of the ‘biggest show stoppers’ ever. After all, in 1871, a full 98 years
before ‘Apollo 11’ supposedly set forth for the Moon, Ralph Waldo Emerson
had already got the right idea when he wrote: “A man should not go where he
cannot carry his whole sphere or circle with him — not bodily but
atmospherically”.

Just as a human baby is protected by the maternal environment of the womb
so are we, on Earth, protected to an appreciable extent from the effects of
radiation by the physics of our planet. We benefit from an environment which



is the ideal requirement for the evolution and maintenance of life as we know
it. We are all protected and clothed in our atmosphere and shielded from
harmful radiation by the Earth’s magnetic field. A baby generally does not
leave the womb until around 272 days after conception, at a point when it is
mature enough to survive outside that safe environment. Premature babies have
a very tough time, needing incubators and careful human nurturing, and even so,
many do not survive.

However, we are all expected to believe that the Apollo astronauts have
boldly travelled into deep space full of known and unknown hazards, beyond
the safety of our naturally created environment, without suffering any harmful
consequences. Yet radiation will alter anything that it strikes.

As early as 1958 it was acknowledged that cosmic rays would penetrate
metal hulls effortlessly. Depending upon their composition, metals were
affected by radiation to different degrees. Glass was found to deteriorate when
subjected to cosmic radiation and it was recommended that any windows in
spacecraft would need to be tinted and equipped with filters.! (Of course
recording images through tinted windows would surely add to the challenges
of taking acceptable colour photographs.)

The Good, the Bad, the Rems and Rads
Firstly, we need to have some ‘basics’ simply established. As this is not an
academic textbook, we’re attempting to deal with a complex and very technical
subject in the simplest way possible. Our intention is to look at the very real
dangers of space travel and see how they were (and are) addressed by the
space ‘experts’. At this stage we ought to grasp the jargon used by scientists
when dealing with radiation evaluation. Currently, there are several terms —
rems, rads, ergs, rens, sieverts, millisieverts and bequerels are all employed —
to the great confusion of the uninitiated who generally stop asking questions at
this point.

Maybe that is the general idea, as author John Davidson who is an expert on
radiation with a degree in biological sciences from Cambridge University has
written: “Nobody fully understands how radioactivity harms us, what levels —

if any — are safe and why its effect varies from person to person”. 2

As a guide to radiation terminology:



* One rad is the measure of the actual amount of radiation absorbed by living
tissue. It is used to measure all types of radiation and is a unit of energy
equal to 100 ergs delivered to 1 gram of tissue.

* One erg is a basic unit of energy in which all other energy units such as
watts, mass, etc. can be expressed.

» Radiation doses expressed in units of rem are called dose equivalent.

* The rem is an acronym from Roentgen Equivalent Man and is a unit of
biological response to the radiation dose, derived from adjusting the rad by
the quality (Q) factor.

* In the late 1980s the rem was generally replaced in Europe by the term:
sieverts, cSv (centi-Sieverts) or mSv = milli-Sieverts. All these units
(rems and sieverts) take account of the Relative Biological Effectiveness
(RBE) of the particular kind of radiation.

The amount of radiation that is naturally present on the surface of the Earth
and absorbed by a human being is about 1 rem per year. For reasons not yet
fully understood by scientists, we all tolerate radiation to varying degrees but
generally for a short exposure (which would include solar flares) 118 rem is
considered lethal to 10% of human recipients and a dose of 345 rem lethal to
50% of humans.?

Rads, Rems and Q
A radiation absorbed dose (rad) is an absolute measure of energy absorbed by tissue exposed to
radiation.

Different types of radiation are found to produce varying degrees of tissue damage for the same
absorbed energy dose. It is the irradiation of the nucleic acid in the DNA that kills cells. The
absorbed dose of each type of radiation is multiplied by the Q factor (Q) to obtain the dose
equivalent. The Q factor has nothing to do with James Bond. It means the Quality Factor.
1. X-rays, gamma rays and beta particles: Q factor 1.
2. Slow neutrons: Q factor 2.5.
3. Fast neutrons and alpha particles: Q factor 10.
4. Heavy nuclei (GCR): Q factor 10-15.
The rem (dose equivalent) is an expression of ‘harm done’ by the radiation.

1 Sv =100 rem

1 cSv=1rem

I mSv =0.1 rem (or 100 mrem)
J R Murphy Medical Considerations for Manned Interstellar Flight JBIS 1981 Vol 34

Arthur C Clarke’s quote (below) notwithstanding, there are consequential



effects of radiation during space travel on the purely physical body which can
be categorised as ‘stochastic’ and ‘determunistic’. Stochastic effects are the
longer term consequences that occur following exposure to radiation — cancers
and similar issues. The study of deterministic effects is based on any
disablement or impairment that occurs immediately after exposure to radiation.

Up above the Clarke belt
“Space itself, to the considerable surprise of most people, has turned out to be a benign environment;

It is only the planets that are hostile.”

Arthur C Clarke Sri Lanka 1980.4

Leaving aside the hazards to crew and environment from man-made nuclear
reactors on board spacecraft, there are three primary sources of natural space
radiation:

1. Van Allen belts — a specific doughnut-shaped region of space encircling

our planet which traps high energy particles.

2. Solar particle events (SPEs) as the name suggests emanate from the Sun
(these were previously called solar flares). SPEs consist of protons, alpha
particles and small fluxes of heavy nuclei.

3. Galactic cosmic radiation (GCR) is the radiation ever-present in deep
space, the background radiation in the galaxy containing extremely high
energy protons, alpha particles and heavy nuclei.’®

In June 1997 we were privileged to talk with Professor Clive Dyer, DERA
Senior Fellow at the UK’s Defence and Research Agency, Farnborough,
England about the effects of radiation. The numerous framed certificates lining
a wall of his office testifying to the long-standing and close relationship
Professor Dyer has with NASA.

We first asked Clive Dyer if he could describe the typical immediate effects
of radiation.

“The immediate, or deterministic effects,” said Clive Dyer, “mean being
disabled. You have experienced so much radiation, for example, that you
vomit, you have diarrhoea, the lining of the stomach is destroyed, and cells are
destroyed. These are the obvious immediate disabling effects from nuclear
radiation.”



“Do these symptoms start occurring after a dose of — say 75 rem?”” we asked.

“Oh yes,” replied Clive. “Cataracts come in at that sort of level. But you do
realise I am not a medical expert as such.”

“Yes, of course,” we responded. “So if you get ‘zapped’ at the agreed
minimum level (as an astronaut in your craft on your way to Mars, for
example) you are going to get quite poorly — albeit not permanently — would
that be correct?”

“Yes, for sure,” said Clive. “With so many critical functions to perform,
somewhere around the 100 rem mark could be potentially disabling.”

After such information we might be forgiven for suggesting that the principal
reason why none of our space craft travelling beyond the safety boundary of
our planet’s atmosphere and magnetic field are currently manned, is due to a
very simple fact: We do not know how to cope in a practical sense with the
effects of solar or galactic cosmic radiation, neither during the voyage nor
upon arrival on another celestial body.

The deterministic chart to be found in Charts and Tables pinpoints the very
real dangers to which the authorities were prepared to expose space travellers
— allegedly. We cannot emphasise enough how fortunate the named Apollo
astronauts were to have apparently escaped the dangerous game of ‘Russian
Solar Flare Roulette’. It is our conclusion that NASA’s named astronauts —
introduced to us as the Apollo program’s lunar visitors — did not venture
beyond our safety boundary — for otherwise they would have run the risk of
becoming very ill or even of dying.

Next to this little-discussed basic radiation problem, the much-discussed
subject of the lengthy duration of future interplanetary voyages pales into
insignificance. The plight of manned space travel in the late *90s is still the
equivalent of that premature baby trying to survive, equipped only with a
primitive incubator, an unreliable life support system and tended by an
incompetent nurse!

(See Charts and Tables at Aulis.com for the expected immediate
(deterministic) effects of acute radiation doses.)

b

The what’s what of ‘out there’
In terms of aviation, avionics and the development of its associated
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technologies, humanity has progressed so fast that it is difficult for many of us
to realise that from the late 1940s through to the ’60s, we knew very little
indeed about the safety of the environment beyond a distance of 25 miles above
the surface of the Earth.

Even today our real knowledge of the effects of space radiation is still
relatively scant and certainly inadequate in terms of navigating safely and
freely through the oceans and currents of space. In the 1950s matters were even
more conjectural. Primitive rockets and high altitude unmanned research
balloons had revealed initial data suggesting that a major problem facing space
exploration was the presence of cosmic rays. These are now called galactic
cosmic rays or GCRs.

2. An early view of the Earth from the edge of space.



3. Space mice

During the early days of space exploration both the Soviets and the
Americans experimented with animals such as tortoises, mice, rats, dogs, and
monkeys. These animals were put into orbit relatively near to Earth. Yet,
whatever the physical metabolic equivalence between animals and human
beings, there are still considerable differences between the psychological
requirements of an animal and a human being travelling through space.

The unfortunate animals subjected to these tests were examined for the effects
of radiation. In one experiment two colours of mice were subjected to cosmic
rays, a test that was apparently painless (though how did the experimenters
know that for sure?). The black mice returned with their hair streaked through
with grey so obviously it was not a stress-free experiment for the mice. The
white mice did not register a colour change; presumably their hair already
being a whiter shade of pale had something to do with that. Mice not being
known for speaking up about their finer feelings, these colour changes were
remarked upon but not taken into consideration and these tests were considered
successful.b
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4. Solar radiation field lines and solar wind. After SMART 1988

Near the surface of the Earth, there is, as we know, the Earth’s atmosphere.
This name from the Greek for ‘vapour’ and ‘ball’, designates the gaseous
envelope surrounding a celestial body. Our atmosphere consists of twelve
layers, ranging from the troposphere (about 18 miles thick at the equator,
thinning to about 4 miles above the poles) up to the exosphere (about 311 miles
above the surface and 62 miles thick). Each of these layers has different
characteristics, which many physics books will go into in great detail, here we
are concerned with the overall protective capacities of these twelve layers.

* The Earth’s atmosphere provides a radiation shield equivalent to about

32ft/10m of water.

» The atmosphere, together with the Earth’s magnetic field, reduces the space
radiation dose rate for a human being standing on the Earth’s surface to
about one-third of the typical total dose rate.

» The typical total dose rate incorporates an evaluation of dosage from



radioactive material both on the Earth’s surface and within its crust.
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5. Earth’s protection by its mag field and atmosphere

So now we know how protected we are, let us see what exactly might be ‘out
there’ that can hurt us. The early space scientists of this century discovered that
space is a hard vacuum, which means it is relatively pure with no oxygen (or
any other gases) available for breathing and no protection against solar
illumination, high radiation levels and the hazards of micrometeorites. In fact
these scientists found that, from the point of view of ‘getting up there’ and
moving through it at speed, space started much nearer to the Earth than we had
previously imagined, affecting the human metabolism in a variety of ways.

If our atmosphere is thought of as an ocean, then we can liken ourselves to
fish living on the floor of such an ocean. The pressure on this ‘ocean’ from the
weight of air 1s at its greatest at the bottom, as is the case on the true ocean
floor. On our planet we can only breathe comfortably because our bodies are
specifically designed for this environment. As a matter of fact we would die if
we did not breathe air at this pressure. As we inhale, the chest wall expands



and the diaphragm pulls away from the lungs and exhalation, the inverse of this
action produces the deflation of the lungs. Atmospheric pressure then forces air
into the lungs which inflate. A pressurised spacesuit in the vacuum of space
replaces the action of our atmosphere and obliges an astronaut’s lungs to ‘drink
their fill’ of his or her ‘in-house’ oxygen system.

Exosphere
Thermosphere
lonopause
lonosphere

F Region

E Region

D Region

6. The Earth’s atmosphere.

Back here on Earth, when climbing to high altitudes, the quantity of oxygen



present in the air remains roughly constant, but the air pressure and its density
decrease so that insufficient air is forced into the lungs. As we go even higher
we find we cannot survive without artificial help. From 49,000ft/14,934m lack
of oxygen to the brain would kill a human being within seconds, and from
63,0001t/19,200m the lack of pressure means that the blood would boil, tissue
would expand and then burst. Those exploding bodies from sci-fi horror films
would become reality. Working in the United States, Dr. Hubertus Strughold
considered that these two altitudes were significant, representing what he
described as “the physiological conditions of the total space equivalence”.
Hubertus Strughold also stated that: “The conquest of the outskirts of the
atmosphere and eventually space, is a revolutionary event, comparable only to
the transition of the aquatic animals to the land in geologic times” (sic).’

Minute traces of our atmosphere can be found up to approximately 600 miles
above the surface of the Earth — but from 15 miles up the air contains ozone
which is a form of oxygen that rots rubber, corrodes metal and poisons human
beings. (The molecules in 0zone contain three atoms instead of the two found
in the common form of oxygen.) Thus a further need for designing pressurised
spacecraft equipped with air-locks is emphasised.

Up and down in space
The presence of an atmosphere makes returning to Earth a hazardous procedure due to air-friction
heating. On the other hand, the absence of an atmosphere makes landing on a planet even more
hazardous due to the lack of aero-dynamic support.

The remarkably elastic Van Allen belts
After all these hurdles we next encounter the wall at the boundary of the park —
the Van Allen radiation belts.

These two radiation zones within the magnetosphere were named after Dr.
James Van Allen who, together with his colleagues, was the first to register his
findings and is therefore credited with the discovery of these bands of
magnetic radiation. He received these data from the US satellites: Explorer 1,
launched February 1 1958 and Explorer 3, launched March 25 1958. (Explorer
2 March 5 1958 failed to reach orbit and fell to Earth 2,000 miles downrange
of its launch site.)



Dr. Strughold

Dr. Strughold served as Chief of the Aero-Medical Research Institute in Berlin during WWII. He
was responsible for horrific tests and experiments on human beings held in the Nazi extermination
camps, using mobile laboratories to tour these camps. Principle colleague of Wernher von Braun, he
became Head of the Air Force Department of Space Medicine at Randolph Air Force Base, Texas in
1955. Carsbie Adams, author of Space Flight wrote that the American Astronautical community
owed a lot to the German aerospace medical scientists who developed the fundamentals of present
day space medicine during WWII. He added that many of them were now in America and that they
were a curious blend of the engineer, astronomer and physician. Adams was a personal friend of
some of the German scientists, which might explain why he ignored the details as to how some of
these scientists carried out their wartime experiments — facts which were kept very quiet by those in
authority who did know the backgrounds of these people.

7. Based on Dr. James Van Allen’s original illustration for the
belts of trapped radiation around the Earth.

William J Walter, author of Space Age® states that Van Allen and his team
together with Wernher von Braun (and allegedly behind the backs of most of
the authorities involved in space policy) had been preparing a scientific
payload to be deployed, should such an expedition ever be sanctioned. It was —
and the rest is history — but that may not be the entirety of the matter. Walter
maintains that the discovery of the Van Allen belts was a first ever for a space
probe. However according to one report, as early as November 1957, the
Soviet scientist Vernov had already discovered much the same data from
Sputnik II. The Soviets were unable to formally register this information due to
a transmission failure between Sputnik I and ground control® — yet other



sources state that this matching data was received by the USSR.

8. Sputnik II: Full scale replica, Moscow. AULIS




Solar radiation detection equipment fitted in section number two in Sputnik II.

1) Protective cone

2) Solar radiation detection equipment
3+4) Instrumentation

5) Animal chamber.

Sputnik II was equipped to evaluate cosmic radiation and solar radiation, so
no doubt the effects of radiation were being evaluated on Laika (the dog
passenger) as well. Officially, the effects of zero gravity on her circulation and
digestive system were monitored as were data on breathing, blood pressure,
pulse and psychological reactions. Also officially, Laika died painlessly when
the oxygen supply ran out, but since 1957 another version of events has
emerged.

New information available in 1988 states that the insulation ripped away
from the satellite at the moment of its insertion into orbit around Earth and that
the rapid rise in temperature within the satellite would have caused Laika to
suffer a painful death. However even this statement is not entirely correct.
Made of ceramic materials the nosecone of the Sputnik — designed to protect
the satellite from atmospheric heating during the ascent from Earth — was
programmed to be discarded when orbital height was attained.

Trapped radiation is harmful
“Our planet is encircled by two zones of high-energy particles, against which space travellers will

have to be shielded.”
Dr. James A Van Allen 1959. Scientific American Vol 200 No 3

My mind is made up — don’t confuse me with the facts
Prior to 1957 NOBODY on Earth had any idea that such a high level of
radiation existed around our planet. The only way that these belts were
detected was by their negative effect on data-collecting instruments within the
space probe — they failed to register the radiation, not because there was none
present but because there was too much. The instruments went ‘off the scale’,
and it took a little while for ground-based scientists to work out what had
occurred.

Given that between scientists at least, there were relatively few, if any,
secrets withheld from either side, it is more likely that the Soviets had indeed



discovered these belts, shared the information with their American
counterparts and that the ‘unofficial’ preparations by Van Allen and his team
were, in fact, the very official beefing up of scientific instruments better able to
register the mighty force of the planet’s radiation zones — a level with which
the Sputnik II’s instruments were incapable of dealing comprehensively.
Science prides itself on stating facts. Which makes our following discovery
all the more problematic: since the initial release of the data concerning this
zone of intense radiation, right through to the present day, the evaluation of the
depth of the Van Allen belts varies dramatically according to the source of
information. There are significant differences of opinion, not just relating to
understandable discrepancies of a few miles but to thousands of miles.

(cross section)
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9. The two Van Allen radiation belts. While there is no clear interface between the two Van Allen belts,
they do constitute two distinct regions which are often referred to as the lower (inner) and the upper
(outer) belt. These names stem from the order in which one reaches them from the surface of the Earth.
It is more accurate to use the term ‘inner and outer belts’ as the lower belt is actually surrounded by the
upper belt.

Let us have a look at why that should be so.



* In Spaceflight and Rocketry: A Chronology David Baker has an entry

dated March 20 1959 for an announcement of further radiation belt data
from Professor James Van Allen, stating that that the inner belt extended
from 1,500 to 3,000 miles, the upper belt from 8,000 to 55,000 miles. This
information was based on data received from Pioneer 4 (launched on
March 3 1959 and destined for a lunar flyby — incidentally, it failed) but
was tracked for nearly three and a half days to a distance of 407,000 miles
from Earth.
Yet in that same year, in the highly respected Scientific American James
Van Allen stated that the radiation zone actually extends to a distance of
64,000 miles out. This is an increase of 9,000 miles over the Pioneer 4
data and a difference of 41,000 miles compared with the received wisdom
still bandied about by the scientific community today.

* An American sci-fi movie in the late 1950s featuring the Van Allen Belts as
part of its plot gave 300 miles from the surface of the Earth as the lower
limit of the radiation belts.

* In 1997 NASA web sites quoted the starting point of the Van Allen Belts at
between 250-750 miles from Earth. Hardly a start point, more of a vague
zone!

* Also in 1997 British university students were informed that the Van Allen
Belts extend from 621 to 3,107 miles for the lower belt and that the upper
belt only continues to a mere 12,430 miles!!”

 The above distance is even more astonishing, with the upper belt
apparently ending 51,570 miles short of Van Allen’s own data.

» According to one source there is a discrepancy of 32,000 miles in the
claimed limit of the upper belts!

May the Force be with you
A few more very significant points:
* Below 6,200 miles within the lower radiation belt, the trapped particles
consist mostly of rather low energy electrons (a few MeVs) and protons.
e In LEO (low-Earth orbit) the flux of electrons and ions heavier than a
proton is “appreciable only at low energies, and is easily shielded against”
so states the United States’ Naval Research Laboratory. This laboratory



1.

claims that “trapped protons and their secondary nuclear interaction are the
only significant hazard at this orbital level” [LEO].

Matter, which mostly consists of minute particles called atoms, interacts by
packets of energy (quanta) being thrown back and forth which transmit their
force.

Energy and matter can be converted into each other.

It 1s generally recognised that there are four fundamental forces in nature:
The Weak force —which causes radioactive decay.

2. The Strong force — which binds the atom together.

3. The Electro-magnetic force (electro-magnetism underlies all chemistry).

4. Gravity (which is considered to be the weakest force of all).

These forces can be arranged diagramatically to illustrate the four levels (see
illustration 10).

Radiation belts
(All measurements taken at the equator)
The radiation trapped within the Van Allen belts is most intense from 620 miles above the Earth’s

surface through to a height of 18,634 miles. !!
There are peaks at 1,863 miles and again at 13,665 miles. 12 (Other sources state 5,945 miles for

the first peak. 13)
At these specific altitudes, the intensity of radiation exceeds the peak intensity of the largest solar
energetic particle event ever recorded by human beings.

To summarise: Starting at a height lower than 300 miles from the Earth’s surface there is a
continuous zone of at least 54,000 miles of hazardous radiation. (The geosynchronous orbit at around
22,300 miles is within the upper belt.) While a solar event is sporadic and impermanent, the radiation
in the Van Allen Belts is constantly present and is the gauntlet to be run on our way to deep space.

Upon the discovery of the belts Van Allen’s colleague Ernie Ray proclaimed:

“All space must be radioactive”.#



10. Our hierarchical representation the four forces of nature.

The great barrier grief

As the information concerning the dangerous areas within the Van Allen belts
differs depending upon the source, we asked Professor Clive Dyer for his
opinion.

“What about the challenge of the Van Allen belts?”” we asked.

“That’s a very intense zone,” replied Clive. “No one lingers in the middle of
that region for long. The Shuttle and the MIR space station are located at about
250-310 miles/400-500 kms up, which only gets the inner lower fringes
several times a day. The belts are nearest to Earth over Brazil. Craft flying
inclined orbits in LEO intersect this dominant-dose region — called the South



Atlantic Anomaly.

“The Apollo manned missions went through the radiation belts very quickly,”
Clive continued. “What they did was park in low-Earth orbit (the equivalent of
where the Shuttle orbits now) and when they had rearranged their spacecraft,
they travelled through the Van Allen belts at a great rate so they didn’t pick up
too much of a dose.”

“But they would still have spent about an hour or so in the belts?” we
queried.

“Something like that...that’s acceptable,” responded Clive. “I have a lot of
Apollo dosimetry data, I worked on some of the later Apollo missions myself
and its not too bad at all, quite acceptable.”

“So what would be an average background level in the belts?”

“It varies by many orders of magnitude,” replied Clive. “The worst place to
be is the heart of the lower (inner) radiation belt, measured from the Earth’s
surface, that is about 1.5 earth radii out [2,000 miles from the surface].

“The upper (outer) belt peaks at about 3.5 to 4 radii out [between 10,000-
12,000 miles from the Earth’s surface] and if you were to stay there too long,
you’d get rates which are lethal to electronics, let alone humans.”

“Compared with say 50 rem per year (the average cosmic radiation level)
what would it be in the belts?” we asked.

“It would be worse that that, a lot worse than that,” responded Clive. “There
is no question of men sitting there ... it could be ten times as bad.”

“So that would be 500 rem?”

“Typically with electronics,” said Clive (not directly answering the
question), “if you were to sit in those worse situations and don’t shield enough,
you are getting tens of kilorads — tens of thousands of rads per year.”

“So you want to get through them pretty quickly?” we continued.

“You do, yes!” Clive confirmed. “But there is no real problem though.”

We wondered at this point why it is that so many experts and consultants to
NASA freely admit and acknowledge the severe dangers of this radiation, but
at the same time advise us that there 1s no real problem with these levels?

“And what about X-rays and their affects?” we asked Clive.

“The X-rays themselves don’t go very far, they are stopped by less than a
centimetre of aluminium, so they are not really a hazard.”



Q: If less than a centimetre of aluminium can stop X-rays then why do
radiologists take the precaution of leaving the room and use lead-sheeted
aprons when taking X-ray pictures?

Q: If less than a centimetre of this material 1s so effective, then why are
radiographers’ aprons not manufactured from aluminium, lighter to wear and
far cheaper to produce?

Q: Astronauts have varying degrees of difficulty in walking after even fourteen
days in space, a problem currently attributed solely to the problems of zero
gravity. Could the effects of radiation be playing a part in this incapacitation?'

It is rather obvious from all the data we have studied that when passing
through the intense trapped radiation of the Van Allen belts, astronauts would
experience problems if not provided with adequate protection. Despite the
publication of many scientific papers on this subject, we question whether
there is currently sufficient public debate regarding the factors involved.

David Baker writes: “It was feared that the intensity of radiation would
prohibit astronauts from spending long periods within the lower zone”.!¢ And
that is our bone of contention: NASA has always emphasised that the
astronauts travelled through the belts very quickly, staying less than an hour
within these intense zones of radiation.

These radiation belts, extending to at least 54,000 miles out, are in fact over
twice the depth compared with the data generally available from NASA.
Therefore, any Apollo astronaut travelling through these belts would have
spent over two hours in each direction within the belts, absorbing high levels
of radiation for a total of approximately four hours.

At this juncture we could ask if NASA’s statements concerning these dangers
are based on ‘doctored’ information as to the true extent of these belts? If these
zones of radiation were not a real threat to living organisms and if adequate
protection from the hazards of radiation was not beyond the capacity of
NASA’s technology, then perhaps there would be no need to ‘adjust’ the data
and there would therefore be only one official version of these figures. (See
NCRP Report in “Slaves of Limitation™.)

In fact by the time a human being has travelled 24,000 miles beyond the
surface of this planet he or she will have encountered all the medical problems
that space travel embraces,



GCRs, SPEs, micro meteorites and of course, weightlessness. Needless to
say, all the above factors have to be taken into account and counteracted by any
who wish to stand on the airless surface of the Moon.

In sickness
NASA infers that ‘Apollo 8 astronaut Frank Bormann suffered from nausea and diarrhoea after his

passage through the Van Allen belts.
A Man on the Moon Andrew Chaikin
As NASA wishes to maintain the scenario that all these astronauts really made it to the Moon and

back, it is still hard to believe that out of the 27 named US astronauts who are supposed to have
travelled through the Van Allen belts only one suffered any noted radiation effects, and he is still alive
and well, living in Las Cruces, New Mexico.

Magnetic charms

Now we need to understand how the Van Allen Belts interact with the solar
wind. The Sun is the generator of the solar wind which was first detected in
1962, after Kennedy’s announcement that the Americans were going to the
Moon. The Sun’s activity carries a continuous outward flow of a tenuous
ionised gas (called plasma) from the corona of the Sun, so the word ‘wind’ 1s
somewhat a misnomer. The solar wind extends throughout the solar system.

11. The Sun and the solar wind — the area beyond the ring
(ultraviolet light photograph). ESA/SOHO

This relentless solar windflow is first intercepted by the Earth at the



magnetosheath: a turbulent magnetic field beyond the magnetopause enclosed
by a shockwave — the bow shock. The magnetic field lines of the Sun and the
Earth reconnect across the sunward surface at the magnetopause.

This magnetic reconnection allows energy and particles to transfer from the
solar wind to the magnetosphere, and these charged particles are henceforth
under the control of our planet’s magnetic field. Our magnetosphere (see
illustration 5) extends to 37,267 miles on the sunward side of the planet, but on
the side of the planet away from the Sun, as the solar wind continues on its way
through the solar system it pulls the magnetosphere into a magnetotail
stretching many times this distance (12).

BowShock Mag'héhtopause

12. The solar wind and the magnetopause around Earth.

Within the magnetosphere, these charged particles, consisting mainly of
protons and electrons, are trapped by the Van Allen belts. The outer Van Allen
belt contains charged particles of both atmospheric and solar origin. The



protons of the outer belt have much lower energies than those of the inner belt,
and their fluxes are much higher. The protons of the inner Van Allen belt
originate from the decay of neutrons produced when these high-energy cosmic
rays from outside the solar system collide with atoms and molecules form the
planet’s surface and the Earth’s atmosphere.!” As the particles approach either
of the magnetic poles, the increase in the strength of the field causes them to be
reflected. On account of this so-called magnetic mirror effect, the particles
bounce back and forth between the magnetic north and south poles of our planet
spiralling around Earth’s magnetic field lines. Superimposed upon this
spiralling motion are the slow drift of the positively-charged protons
westwards; whilst the negatively-charged electrons drift eastwards.

The Earth’s magnetic field protects astronauts from potentially lethal GCRs
and SPEs for distances up to 500 miles above the Earth’s surface. The year
1958 was one of extreme solar activity, one reason it was declared an
International Geophysical Year. During the Apollo era, 1969 and 1970 were
also years of high solar radiation — perhaps not the best time to venture out —
given the lack of knowledge at that juncture.

The fact is that if the named astronauts really had been sent to the Moon
during those years, they would all have suffered from exposure to solar
radiation at one of the highest levels in the eleven-year solar cycle. According
to one of our whistle-blowers, all of the test bio-organisms sent beyond our
500 miles safety zone have died from radiation exposure.'® However in reality,
we were not that ignorant, as we have seen from the amount of information
collated by both the NASA and Soviet satellites. Does the remarkably elastic
nature of these Van Allen radiation belts, on paper at least, merely reflect basic
ignorance or a loss of innocence?

Goosey goosey gander



13. The Russian Space Station MIR
The Space Shuttle and the Russian space station MIR do not fly or orbit much above 248 miles from
the surface of the Earth. After 45 years of space exploration this is as far as we are capable of
putting a living organism or indeed a human into space and bringing him/her back (relatively) safely.
Indeed, solar activity has been known to adversely affect satellites and has destroyed at least one TV
satellite. It was relaying Star Trek at the time!

Micrometeorites and other macroproblems

In 1958 Carsbie Adams stated that small meteorites striking a spacecraft
would explode upon impact and might penetrate the hull. Large meteorites
would pass through the craft “as if it were made of cheese”. Adams also
concluded that if the craft were to enter a meteorite swarm, then the hull would
be punctured faster than the crew could repair it — if indeed they had that
capacity.

Constant etching by micrometeorites would destroy any exterior protective
surface and reduce reflectivity which would of course increase the heat of the
craft. A puncture by even one meteorite would ensure explosive
decompression of the ship with the loss of all life aboard. Aluminium was
found to be particularly susceptible to penetration while stainless steel fared
rather better.

At the time of these assessments, it was understood that to build a craft strong
enough to resist all impacts would be impossible. It came down to a decision
based on how much of the rocket needed special protection, given that every
square foot of hull added 21bs of weight to the craft. Adequate coverage could



then run into tons, mass which the Americans certainly were not capable of
putting into orbit. So in the late 1950s it was thoroughly understood that any
good size meteor, to quote Adams “would be fatal or near fatal”, and he drew
the parallel with the Wright brothers. “They might have been able to make their
aeroplane a good deal safer,” he wrote, “but then it would not have flown,
being too heavy for their engine’s capacity”. The same could be said for the
American’s space craft.

Astonishingly, it was conveniently estimated by NASA that the chances of
meteor impact were relatively small, despite the fact that with the exception of
the known meteor showers, (such as the Perseids) these objects arrive totally
unexpectedly. Another category of space projectiles is accumulating at a rate
of knots. Lost clothing (yes!) and tools, old pieces of satellite and booster
rockets eventually collide with each other and create even more pieces. It is
estimated that there are many thousands of such items of space junk, from the
substantial through to the microscopic.

Radiation hazard
Astronaut Michael Collins stated in 1988 that: (on the way to Mars):

“...Radiation from solar flares could kill the crew, if unprotected, within a couple of days”.
National Geographic magazine Nov 1988

Trash in the geostationary Earth orbit (GEO — 22,300 miles/35,888 kms up)
can stay there for centuries. Objects in LEO (around 300 miles/480 kms up)
eventually decay (fall out of orbit) but can nevertheless survive for months or
years. A particle the size of a speck of paint has actually caused a small pit
0.02 inches wide on a Shuttle window (7th mission). A slightly larger speck of
paint, about an inch in diameter, travelling at high speed, could in fact endanger
the lives of the crew.



14. LEO and GEO Satellite orbits.

The vacuum conditions encountered in space demand that we encapsulate
both our apparatus and our passengers in a vehicle and/or create equipment
that can operate without an ‘air’ environment. For example, it was found in the
early days that the cooling and electronics systems became problematic in
space and that any moving mechanical parts required special lubricating
systems. These tended to ‘stick together’ when operating in the vacuum of
space.

The sunlight that arrives on the surface of Earth has been filtered through all
the protective layers that we have been discussing. In space unfiltered sunlight
— solar radiation — can cause illuminated portions of a spacecraft to rise to
very high temperatures, while simultaneously the shaded portions often fall
well below the freezing point of liquids such as water and storable rocket
fuels. On spacecraft all fluid containers and fuel lines are commonly equipped



with electrical heaters, while the overall temperature of the craft is moderated
by rotating the craft along an axis perpendicular to the spacecraft/Sun line —
officially called passive thermal control. The popular astronaut’s term is
‘Barbecue Mode’.

Unmanned space probes to the inner planets have to be equipped with
parasols to deflect unwanted solar heat. Those sent to the outer solar system,
or to the lunar surface (where one night lasts for two of our Earth weeks)
usually use radio-isotope heaters. (In other words they contain nuclear
products.) The Apollo scientific packages allegedly set out on the lunar surface
by the named Apollo crews were nearly all powered in such a manner. These
items supposedly travelled to the Moon fixed to the outside of the craft and
were set in place on the packages by our intrepid friends who had been
specially trained in the manipulation of these hazardous items.

Information from Kodak’s 1950s Color Data publication
Protection from Heat

* Neither regular nor tropical packing is heat proof. Regardless of the type of packing, do not leave
films near steam pipes or other sources of heat. In warm weather, do not leave them on the top
floors of uninsulated buildings or in closed automobile compartments.

* During summer heat (over 75°F/24°C) in temperate or tropical zones, store films in moisture-tight
packing in iceboxes or mechanical refrigerators, preferably the latter.

* When intended for professional work, films in moisture-tight packing should always be
stored in a refrigerator. (emphasis added)

* Where possible, the maximum storage temperature should be 60°F if the films are to be used
within three months, and 50°F/10°C if it is necessary to store the films for a longer period of time.

» Keeping effects can be arrested almost completely for long periods of time by actually freezing
the film in one of the freezing units commercially available. Storage in a unit of this type at zero°F
is an ideal way to keep films, provided they are in moisture-tight packing,

* When special storage precautions are not practical, it should be borne in mind that a moderate
temperature and relative humidity, such as 60°F/15.5°C with 40% relative humidity, are better than
a low temperature with high relative humidity, such as 40°F/4.4°C with 80% relative humidity.

‘Die Meister Tinkers’

Satellites in LEO are protected by the magnetosphere from the solar charged
particles and a large percentage of the cosmic rays arriving from space.
Vehicles operating on interplanetary missions or at GEO receive the full force
of this radiation. NASA’s Skylab orbited in LEO, 270 miles above the Earth
from May 1973 to February 1974. Yet when a solar panel failed to deploy,
Skylab was unable to operate its protection against the already intense solar



heat. The astro-mechanics who went to rescue the overheated ship (with ‘string
and tape’ in true NASA style) found “that all the stored film stock was
ruined”’. In practical terms this means that either it was fogged or that the high
temperature conditions had rendered the emulsion useless."

It has been recorded that during solar storms (periods of intensive activity on
the solar surface affecting the solar wind) a space version of ‘static electricity’
builds up, resulting in electrical sparking that causes severe problems with the
a spacecraft’s on-board electronics. Better design, the fruits of experience, has
reduced but not eliminated the effects of these influences.

‘X’ does not mark the spot
We have already heard from Douglas Arnold about the effects of radiation on
equipment. Here 1s what Professor Clive Dyer had to say on the subject:

“And things like cameras,” we asked, “would they not be subject to X-ray
problems? For example, after the accident in Chernobyl the on-site
photographer found that his film was fogged.”

“There are problems with those things [cameras and imaging equipment]
from all types of radiation,” replied Clive Dyer. “X-rays are quite readily
shielded, but if they did get in through thin optics, yes, they would fog any film.
But all these particles we are talking about, the cosmic rays and the solar
particles produce effects in CCD (digital) cameras and on regular
photographic film. There is a background level of bright spots you get all the
time.”

Interesting! We were not aware of any such background level of spots on any
Apollo duplicate transparencies that we have examined.

“Again,” Clive continued, “the cosmic rays [GCRs] are pretty acceptable but
when you get those huge flare enhancements, Star Trackers and other systems
such as the Hubble Space Telescope and probes like Galileo get confused, go
wrong, and are unusable for a period of time. During the peak of a flare, even
the Hubble Telescope is pretty near unusable. There are times when you have
to forget about the data, and just throw it away.”

We were well aware that the Hubble Telescope orbits below the Van Allen
belts.

“So the X-ray situation actually varies?” we then asked.



“Compared with these [solar] particles,” Clive responded, “solar X-rays are
not very penetrating and are readily stopped. However, they are often
signatures of solar particle events, during which you might not have a usable
system. These SPEs are most definitely a problem, their penetrating radiation
goes through many centimetres of material. In fact sometimes it gets worse as it
goes through material.”

Solar prominence

Centre: 1973 Skylab image of a sunspot leaping approximately
376,00 miles/588,000 kms out into space.

We knew that the Apollo missions were all scheduled at around a time of
solar maximum and that at such a time, fifteen of the daily quota of solar flares
emitted detectable X-ray energies.

“So radiation really is a problem for electronic equipment and cameras?”

“Right, it 1s, yes,” Said Clive. “For example in the MIR Space Station (13),
on average three times a day the laptop computers crash.”

“So how would you categorise the type of problem that would be
encountered?”” we enquired.

“The background noise problem really,” replied Clive. “The background
level of events. Average flares last a couple of days and come along
approximately every month. But the real big ones are only two or three per
solar cycle.”

In recent years, minimum shield thickness recommendations for manned
spacecraft have been published, particularly in reference to long journeys to
Mars.



Just passing through

Cosmic rays have been known to penetrate integrated circuits in spacecraft autopilots and to alter
data and commands! These rays can also deliver a radiation dose to the human crew. When galactic
cosmic rays pass through matter (inanimate or animate) the atoms in their path become agitated in
relation to the radiation frequency — leaving the atom either positively or negatively charged. The
electrons can become so agitated that they can either eject from their normally stable orbit further
from the nucleus or even eject from the atom altogether, leaving behind an ionised atom. This
creates a free radical. Ionised atoms are chemically reactive, and within a living cell exposed to such
radiation, the molecules are subject to these chemical changes. The DNA is then capable of genetic
mutation.

15. Radiation penetration.

Nature ignores statistical averages and disabling SPEs can occur during any
voyage at any time. Provision for a storm shelter within the spacecraft is
required, with shielding more than four times the minimum recommended
amount. This is the density considered to be adequate enough to protect the
human body in a worst-case scenario, i.e. a maximum dosage of radiation.
According to leading American radiation experts: “Not even 30 cm of
aluminium prevents astronauts from receiving a disabling dose (above 1,000
mSv/100 rem) from the conceivable, but highly unlikely, worst-case event”.
Remembering that the British John Davidson considers 100 rem quite enough



to kill rapidly, any scenario worse than that is hard to imagine.
These American scientists also report:
From the viewpoint of radiation protection, the most hazardous space
environment we have discussed is free space, unprotected by magnetic
fields, atmospheres, or planetary bodies. Long-term exposure to such a
space radiation environment can be expected on the long-duration mission
to Mars and its moons, and on space stations in Geosynchronous orbit. In
this environment astronauts will receive a dose of 200 to 500 mSv [20-50
rem] per year (depending on solar activity) from galactic cosmic radiation.
In addition, radiation doses up to, or exceeding, 400 mSv [40 rem] can be
anticipated from solar energetic particle events.
About 7.5 cm of aluminium shielding is required in all habitable areas of
spacecraft on long-duration missions if we wish to ensure that astronauts
receive a dose less than 500 mSv [50 rem] per year.
During the August 1972 solar flare the radiation dose would have been
about 960 rem with no spacecraft shielding. This falls to 40 rem with 9 cm
of aluminium shielding. The higher dose is lethal, while the shielded dose
would have resulted in no short-term health problems for astronauts in
general.?!
For short exposures, a dose of about /18 rem is lethal to 10% of human
recipients, and about 345 rem to 50%.%

Other American scientists have this to say:
The worst-case solar flare dose suggests that there is a potential for all
human activity in free space to be interrupted, at infrequent intervals,
unless extreme measures are taken to protect astronauts and space
workers.?

The art of prophesy
As we can see, these complex reports dissect various frameworks with much
talk of the size of a storm shelter in relation to total inner volume of the craft.
These reports also calculate to what extent radiation dosages can be affected
by the astronaut spending specific portions of time within the storm shelter,
irrespective of the solar flare activity.

As one cannot predict solar flares, would it not be preferable to calculate all



spacecraft protection requirements in terms of the worst-case scenario,
independent of the length of the trip? After all the chances of an SPE for lunar
travellers 1s no less due to its relative nearness to Earth, compared with Mars’
distance from Earth. And lunar travellers of the 1960s were in no way
protected from any such event, despite this vain attempt to justify the good
health of the named Apollo astronauts from Brian Welch of NASA:
“Regarding the supposition that the film should be fogged from cosmic
rays, well indeed there were cosmic rays in space [during Apollo] and you
have the radiation flux that you have to deal with out there. We understood
that, we monitored the Sun very, very carefully, we did not send
expeditions to the Moon at times when there was the possibility of a
particle event on the Sun. We didn’t want to subject the astronauts to any
radiation from a solar flare or a prominence or an event like that, we
thought it through very carefully. We planned our way through that.”
Yes, it does appear that NASA planned its way through that part of the script!
In 1958 Carsbie Adams concluded that the rule of thumb should be: to protect
things that cannot be repaired in space together with the people who ride in the
craft, so that they could fix the problems. This fundamental principle seems to
have been overlooked. Was NASA therefore playing ‘Russian Solar Flare
Roulette’ — with its first space travellers to another world — ‘pulling the
trigger’ once per day? Or could it be that these particular astronauts were not
really going into dangerous territory, so there was no need for any such
precautions?

Radiation reality
The mtensity of space debris and radiation has been considered to be so low that no special

protection has been built into manned spacecraft so far.
Your Spaceflight Manual David Ashcroft & Patrick Collins 1990

Alternative radiation reality
“Cosmic particles are dangerous, come from all sides, and require at least two meters (6 ft 6 inches)

of solid shielding around all living organisms.”
Prospects For Interstellar Travel John A Maudling 1992

Another Galactic Ghoul for NASA

Some of the scientists who work on NASA’s unmanned spacecraft projects
such as the Mars probes have blamed equipment failures on the ‘Great
Galactic Ghoul’. A large cartoon mural of this ghoul featured in at least one TV



documentary on the Jet Propulsion Laboratories, NASA/JPL, California,
where the design work for many space probes is undertaken. With an uncanny
resemblance to NASA’s attitude towards radiation, when we mentioned this
‘ghoul’ to Bill Wood, our Goldstone/JPL contact, he pleaded ignorance
regarding the existence of this mural .>*

Concerning this particular galactic cosmic radiation ghoul, in the late *90s
scientists currently assume that these GCRs are generated from sources within
the galaxy and confined within it for tens of millions of years by its complex
and weak galactic magnetic field. These GCRs, the most energetic of the three
principal types of radiation, are of the lowest intensity but have the largest
fraction of highly ionising heavy nuclei — such as oxygen, neon, magnesium,
silicon and iron. Irregularities in the flow of these GCRs accelerate these
particles, which travel at nearly the speed of light (as currently expressed).

Lunar reality

Solar Wind

Solar Wind

The Moon totally unprotected from solar wind and SPEs.
The US Lunar Orbiter Explorer 35 July 19 1967 mission confirmed:
* the near total absence of a lunar magnetic field;
+ the absence of radiation zones or belts:
* the absence of an ionosphere.
These findings indicate that there is no protection from the full force of the solar wind for anyone
whilst standing on the lunar surface — and that means anywhere on that surface.
The solar wind is carried throughout the solar system and is present even when sunlight is not
actually striking the lunar surface.



16. NASA/JPL’s Great Galactic Ghoul.

Travel — a nasty dose of medicine

Returning to Professor Clive Dyer again: “When we spoke about eleven
months previously Clive, you said that radiation is ‘the biggest show-stopper
affecting mankind’s exploration of the Universe’.”

“It’s a severe hazard that needs to be taken into account,” confirmed Clive.
“The galactic cosmic rays are pretty well known, they [NASA] know the solar
cycle effects on them. Unshielded they are something like 50 rem a year, which
is pretty severe.”

“What about solar flares?” we asked. “Solar flares are the real nasties,”
replied Clive, “GCRs are bad enough, but what is worse, if intense solar flares
come along, they are potentially very harmful in the short time scale.”

“The ability to predict solar fares seems to be very...”

We had hardly finished our question when Clive interrupted: “...it’s very
poor! Yes it is! What you can say is that you are likely to get, say two or three
very severe flares each solar maximum, somewhere spread around that
maximum.”

“But apart from the big solar flares,” we continued, “there are small solar
flares daily or weekly aren’t there? Surely, solar flares occur all the time?”

“Not all the time, no,” said Clive. “There are small radio and optical



emissions, but they are very much grouped around the solar maximum period.
However, there are solar flares and then there are solar particle-producing
flares. Solar particle flares are a subset of general solar flares. These solar
particle flares don’t occur all the time, they are also very much grouped in the
years around solar maximum. You do tend to get four quiet years out of eleven
when you don’t get any worth speaking of. So those would be the years to go
for if you were travelling in space.”

On the grouped solar flares chart we have highlighted the month of each
claimed Apollo mission. The italicised numbers highlight the ideal times for
venturing into space: from December 1974 to May 1977 and from September
1984 to March 1987. There is a very high count of 839 flares for ‘Apollo 10°,
an average of 27.96 flares per day! We know that quantity does not equate with
quality, for although that May 1969 count is around 300 events higher than the
515 flares registered for August 1972 we also know that it was during the
August 72 minimal period of solar activity that the greatest flare ever
registered by human beings erupted, rating 960 rems. Instant death!

Individual flares are basically random occurrences, superimposed on the
11.6-year cycle.

Nonetheless:

» There can be a high flare count for short periods, even during the low of

the cycle.

» There can be a low count for short periods during the peak of the cycle.

e Immense proton and X-ray emitting flares can randomly occur at any

portion of the cycle.

* It is virtually impossible to predict solar flares!

Despite these four facts, the named Apollo astronauts (allegedly) sauntered
out into space at a time of high solar activity and all of them escaped without a
hair on their heads being harmed. They must have been issued with a special
password because the solar energetic particles associated with larger events
generally last one or two days.

But some of these flares can deliver more energetic particles in a few hours
than GCRs could deliver in 10 years. That is potent and quite enough for a
lethal dose, under flimsy shielding conditions!


http://www.aulis.com/dm_charts-tables.htm

Official opinions appear to differ as to the damage potential. Here is a
paragraph by the US Naval Research Lab published in 1987:%

Most solar energetic particles are of low energy, below 100 MeVs
protons, but heavier nuclei are present.

A statement which is in direct contradiction to the following from John H
Mauldin PhD. With a Masters in Physics, Mauldin is a member of the
American Astronautical Society and a consultant to NASA on the Voyager
space missions:

Solar flares can deliver GeV protons in the same energy range as most
cosmic particles, but at much higher intensities. Increase of energy
accounts for most of the increased radiation danger because GeV protons
or their products will penetrate several meters of material.?

In the grouped solar flares chart we can see that the accepted theoretical apex
of the 20th solar cycle was from December 1968 through to December 1969.
Around this period Apollos ‘8’, ‘10, ‘11’ and ‘12’ allegedly left the protection
provided by the atmosphere and the Earth’s magnetic fields and entered deep
space.

The record states that the Apollo missions spent approximately one hour
travelling through the increased radiation trapped within the belts. (This time
period is calculated on the narrowest width of the belts). Yet this exposure is
minuscule compared to one big solar flare. Here 1s John Mauldin again on this:

Solar flares (or star) flares of protons, an occasional and severe hazard on

the way out of and into, planetary systems, can give a dose of hundreds to

thousands of rem over a few hours at a distance of miles from Earth. Such
doses are fatal and millions of times greater than the permitted dose. Death

is likely after 500 rem in any short time, whereas 500 rem spread over a

lifetime is not likely to cause problems although clearly not safe (emphasis

added).”
And here is an extract from a paper by Dr. Percival D McCormack, the
Manager for Operational Medicine, in the Life Sciences Division of NASA:



In the case of...deep space, the greatest acute threat to humans is the solar

particle event (SPE) — that solar flare actively associated with the

emission of high-energy ionising particles. SPEs are transient in nature,
occur randomly (and almost exclusively during the solar maximum period)

and consist of protons and alpha particles with energies in the range from a

few KeV to several hundred MeV. The anomalously large event (AL) can

deliver over 600 rem to the blood-forming organs (BFO) which would be
acutely lethal. Such events occur at a frequency of 1 to 2 every 4 years. The

AL event of August 1972 would have delivered 960 rem with no shielding.

The other important source of energetic particles outside the Earth’s

magnetosphere is solar flares. Flares deliver very high doses over short

periods (a few hours or days). Without shielding, exposure to anomalously
large events would be deadly to astronauts. Exposure to an anomalously

large event particle flux during EVA in a ‘soft’ space suit would result in a

lethal dose.

Regarding the “difficulties of prediction of SPEs” McCormack says:

The capability of predicting individual solar fluence rates and of

anticipating which flare will produce energetic protons escaping the

vicinity of the Sun and reaching the orbit of the Earth [or Moon] has not
advanced to the point of being able to predict the precise day an event will

occur at the Earth [or Moon]. The ability to predict the occurrence of a

SPE and its subsequent peak fluence, is still in a primitive stage of

development, particularly for events originating from flares in the eastern

solar hemisphere.?®
Q: How did NASA predict that there were not going to be any solar flares
specifically during these missions, when by their own admission, they were
unable to predict solar flares at all? How could a vomiting, vision-impaired
visitor to deep space have performed his duties?

After looking at the radiation effects above, it is clear that it would only
require one flare delivering a dose as low as one or two hundred rem (2 Sv),
to pose a potentially serious risk to an Apollo astronaut on the way to the
Moon.? Surely, even with the best rockets in the world, if their astronauts
were getting zapped by radiation, it was not going to be worth the effort!



Here is Michael Collins again, of ‘Apollo 11’ writing in the National
Geographic magazine November 1988:

Radiation poses a major concern. Human response to harmful radiation can

range from nausea and vomiting to fever and death. Long term effects,

which may not arise until years after exposure, include cataracts, tumours
and leukaemia.

The named Apollo astronauts are, however, a remarkably healthy bunch
considering that during the nine alleged trips to the Moon 1,506 solar flares
were recorded — an average of 16.92 per day per mission. J A McKinnon
NOAA expert on solar flares states that 10 to 20% of solar flares could be
considered a Medium X-ray emitter event and 1%, the deadliest of all, a Class
X event.*® So these astronauts should have encountered from 16 to 33 Class M
events and at least one Class X event on each mission.

The Oscar for the category ‘meeting misfortune during Apollo’ goes to the
mission combining the highest number of recorded solar flares during the
greatest amount of time spent in space. And the winner is — ‘Apollo 15°.

Their mission occupied 14.6% of the overall Apollo profile of 89 days and
the average of 268 solar flares recorded during that time was 17.7% of the
total number of flares that actually occurred during the Apollo period.
Considering the inability of the agency to clad its craft against lethal radiation
— and with figures like these — how long each astronaut actually spent on the
surface of the Moon, exposed to lethal radiation, is fairly academic.
Nevertheless, anyone with an inclination for statistics will find a chart for the
lunar EVAs 1n the Appendix.

Of the twelve men who allegedly spent time on the lunar surface, to date
(June 1998) only one has since died. What are the odds on this outcome, after
the evidence presented in this chapter concerning the dangers of radiation?
Officially, we are informed that the alleged maximum dose experienced by any
astronaut (to 1987) was only about 18 rem!*! Which may well be true, but may
actually be readings taken from astronaut dosimeters functioning in LEO well
below the Van Allen Belts, as we will show shortly.

When astronaut Jim Irwin died on August 8 1991 aged 61, the cause was said
to be cardiac arrest. Interestingly, Irwin had agreed to talk to whistle-blower
Bill Kaysing about his Apollo experiences but the meeting never took place, as



he died in the meantime. Jim Irwin had previously told Andrew Chaikin that on
the Moon he felt the presence of God. He also felt strongly that the special
crystalline rock that he had discovered sitting on a pedestal of rock, had been
prepared for him.

When he made that statement was Irwin blowing a whistle?

We shall never know.

If all goes well. ..

This section title is one of NASA’s stock phrases. The likelihood of all
actually going well with the rocket riders when it comes to radiation is getting
slimmer by the page. As it only requires a dose of 35 rem to induce vomiting,
nausea and diarrhoea, and 75 rem to result in 10% fatalities, surely any Apollo
astronaut, without protective shielding is playing ‘Russian Solar Flare
Roulette’ (or should we say American Solar Flare Roulette?) Will he or won’t
he become incapacitated during his journey to and from the Moon? Clearly, any
of these named Apollo astronauts could have become very ill at any time with
the resultant incapacity to perform his duties.

Q: Can you 1magine Aldrin or Armstrong so sick that they are throwing up into
their spacesuits and suffocating on their own vomit?

Q: Can you imagine watching them dying?

Q: Would you take the chance on live TV broadcast to the world that
everything would go well?

Q: Is not this circumstance alone sufficient for NASA to have taken the
decision to fake the entire Apollo record and adopt the Surrogate program?
Q:What would your decision have been?

Ironically, that ‘Barbecue Mode’ we mentioned earlier — rotating the
unprotected craft — actually would have ensured that the Apollo astronauts
were like chickens on a spit: cooked, fried, baked, radiated (call it what you
will) on all sides! The crew would have been better protected from solar
radiation by not rotating the CSM and using an appropriate shield on the
sunward side of the craft. However such protection provision would have been
incompatible with the payload capability of the Saturn V, as we shall see in the
next chapter.

Here is another extract from the Aerospace America paper published in
October 1987:



Aluminium shielding thickness is most effective at stopping primary heavy
nuclei, the type of cosmic radiation that causes the most damage to living
tissue. Components of the annual cosmic-ray dose equivalent vs. shielding
thickness are shown below at a time of minimum solar activity. High
energy protons interact with shielding material to generate additional
secondary particles.

With about 7.5 cm of aluminium, the normal dose equivalent is reduced
from 50 rem to 35 rem. Calculations for a very large solar flare series, like
events of August 1972, show that the lethal unshielded dose of about 1,000
rem is reduced to 40 rem with 9 cm of aluminium shielding.*

However, the named Apollo astronauts did not enjoy the benefits of any
aluminium shielding to help protect them from SPEs during their Apollo
sorties.

............
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17. Aluminium Shielding thickness (cm) required at solar minimum.
Rein Silberberg, Chen H Tsao, James H Adams Jr — US Naval Research Lab, and John R Letaw —
Severn Communications Corp.



Anyone for another game of American Solar Flare Roulette?

Sir Bernard Lovell

For another expert opinion on this serious matter of radiation dangers we

contacted Sir Bernard Lovell of The Nuffield Radio Astronomy Laboratories

at Jodrell Bank, England. He told us:
“In the 1960s I was a frequent visitor both to the United States and to the
Soviet Union and I was surprised by the attitude to this danger [of solar
radiation] by the authorities in the two countries. In America one of the
principal medical advisors to NASA was unconcerned and dismissed the
idea that there should be a concern for the relative [sic] short astronaut
flights to the moon then in prospect. The Soviet attitude about radiation
danger and, indeed, to the whole problem of the safety of cosmonauts was
in marked contrast. If one asked about their manned lunar plans the
response was always that they would attempt a manned lunar landing when
they were confident of securing the safe return to earth of their

cosmonauts.”?

If advisors to NASA ‘dismissed the idea that there should be a concern for
the relative short astronaut flights to the moon’, could it have been because
they already had fully evolved their ‘Plan B’ — namely the Apollo Simulation/
Surrogate program?

“It was easier to tell everyone that the radiation levels were OK!” said one
of our whistle-blowers.



18. Sir Bernard Lovell with Professor Alla Masevich of the Soviet Union
at the Jodrell Bank Radio Telescope in February 1960. PRESS ASSN

The midas touch

When we were talking to HJP (“Douglas™) Arnold, previously employed by

Kodak, about radiation and film stock, he made some comments concerning

crew safety.
“Radiation is more of a problem than anything else,” said Douglas. “NASA
took this into account when planning the Apollo missions and they had
physicists around the world carefully monitoring the Sun’s activity during
the missions. Fortunately, because nature can do unpredictable things, a
solar flare never happened. They were protected against normal levels of
radiation by the CSM of course. Though on the Moon they would have been
totally unprotected outside the LM. However, a form of cosmic ray did
sometimes enter the module. There are famous stories of the astronauts
‘seeing’ a trail go across their eyes, as it were. It was the impact of a



cosmic ray. Actually I remember Buzz Aldrin talking about this in

particular.”

The Biomedical Results of Apollo lists these flashes as “High energy cosmic
rays entering the spacecraft and passing through the astronaut’s eyes”. Buzz
Aldrin asserted several times that he had seen these flashes in the darkness of
the capsule, much to the annoyance of Armstrong.>*

Q: Was this event actually experienced by Aldrin, or was he voicing
information on this phenomenon that had been gathered by other means?

Q: Was Aldrin making sure this information got onto the official Apollo record
as validation for their mission?

Q: Why would mention of this event during a post-Apollo debriefing annoy
Armstrong to the extent that the historian Chaikin would feel it worth
recording?

Farouk El-Baz, a NASA geologist of great influence at the time of Apollo,
during an interview with Saga Magazine, stated that tests made on the
astronauts (no specific names mentioned) ascertained that these cosmic rays
penetrated the skull, the brain and the optic nerve. Later in the same interview
he contradicted himself and stated that these rays only penetrated the optic
nerve. Many astronauts had seen flashes when they closed their eyes, he said.
He then added insult to injury by inferring that Ken Mattingley (‘Apollo 16°)
had a physical constitution different to that of his colleagues! “...His optic
nerve, whatever — was such that he was not able to record the light flashes that
the other guys had been recording.” Forgive us, but this vagueness concerning
a tested medical phenomenon does rather smack of make-believe. The use of
the word ‘whatever’ is an Americanism whereby one word usefully fills out
for the rest of an unspoken phrase.

Space balls

Remembering that these astronauts are always orbiting below the Van Allen radiation belts, 1996
space scientists have analysed Shuttle astronauts’ helmets under an electron microscope. They
found that laser-like paths had ploughed through the Perspex visors, and through the back of the
helmet. If this is the trail of atomic destruction in a relatively safe zone, rays ploughing through the
eyeball and then the skull, surely would have wreaked far more serious damage to the brain tissue of
the named Apollo astronauts. Just as age restraints are being relaxed for astronauts, doubts are
emerging about the effects of cosmic radiation on the older astronaut.

In July 1996, Dr. Bernard Rabin of Maryland University, maintained the 1955 Dr. Herman Schaefer
scenario, namely that one’s life expectancy is shortened if one travels in space. Cosmic radiation



damages nerve cells and Dr. Rabin postulated that the older the astronaut, the greater the danger.

Following Douglas Arnold’s spontaneous comment concerning cosmic rays,
we asked him for his opinion on the dangers of radiation and its effect on the
astronauts.

“Who knows how exposure to above normal — if not lethal — radiation levels
have affected the Apollo mission astronauts over the years? But, to the best of
my knowledge, in a potentially very, very bad scenario, no major radiation
incident affected the Apollo astronauts. However, you are absolutely right,”
continued Douglas, “if there had been a major solar flare during an Apollo
mission to the Moon it would have been extremely serious to say the least —
and not just for the film stock. In fact it would have been lethal [for the
astronauts]. So far, [ am not aware that we have a technology which can protect
the astronauts, even during minimal solar flares.”

Q: If such technology was not available in 1996, when this remark was made,
then how could it possibly have been available in the 1960s?

Now consider this quote from Andrew Chaikin, who is either whistle-
blowing or being too poetic about the ‘Apollo 16’ mission — Mattingley had
left the CSM ‘Casper’:

The Sun was so staggeringly bright that Mattingley immediately pulled

down his gold-plated visor...in [Casper] he had seen stars: where were all

the stars?

Charlie Duke [standing in Casper’s hatch looking after the 50 foot

umbilical line attached to Mattingley]| kept saying, “My God, it’s dark out

here.”

Mattingley was sure that the ‘disappearance’ of the stars was due to his

gold visor. The doctors had advised him to leave the reflector down, /est

he be exposed to harmful solar radiation, but he couldn’t stand it any
more. He blinked the visor open just long enough for the Universe to show

a familiar face. (emphasis added)?®

Just long enough to risk damage to himself too. And just long enough to imply
that this is a fairytale. Perhaps the Universe was showing the familiar face of
Mother Earth not 200 miles beneath him? Or could it be that this is an attempt
at a whistle-blow by an otherwise muzzled astronaut? And how did image (19)



— (from a TV recording) get passed for release — is this yet another whistle-
blowing set up? For here is Schmitt allegedly walking on the surface of the
Moon with his visor up and staring full into the ‘sun’ (or more likely some
other light source). There is an interesting piece of dialogue that accompanies
the NASA TV recordings of this particular mission:

Houston: “Hey, er Jack — we see your gold visor up — you may want to put

1t down, out here in the Sun.”

Jack: “Well, I think I might...I can’t see with it down — it’s scratched!”

Q: Why does Houston say, “Out sere” and not “Out there?” Could it possibly
be that Schmitt is not some two hundred and forty seven thousand miles away
from the lights, camera and action but on the same planet as once trod that
legendary director with the same name? We are of course referring to Mission
Control in Houston!

Q: In any event, how could a scratched visor prevent Schmitt from being able
to see?

In true NASA contradictory style, the Apollo transcripts revised and edited
by one Eric Jones (of whom more later) have Schmitt commenting on his
scratched helmet within the LM cabin, three hours before rendezvous with the
CSM.

185:55:11 Schmitt: “Let’s do it. (Pause) I got a scratch on my helmet!”?’

19. TV frame depicting Schmitt with NO gold visor during an ‘Apollo 17> EVA.



Q: Has this line of dialogue been inserted in order to ‘retrieve’ the situation?
Q: Since when has clear perspex been an adequate protection (especially for
the eyes) against solar or galactic cosmic radiation?

Q: In any event, surely it is absolute folly to walk on the surface of an
atmosphereless planet with nothing more to protect the body from radiation and
the further the risk of an unexpected solar flare than a linen-based space suit, a
helmet that has an additional gold-coated perspex visor (but not used), gloves
and plastic over-boots? And nowhere to hide should even a moderate solar
flare occur.

If Schmitt really sad been standing on the Moon, and there was a solar flare
that had delivered a dose even as low as 35 rem, he could have been very
unwell indeed whilst on the lunar surface, live on TV for all to witness. If
there had been a more energetic flare he (or any astronaut in that position)
would have been fatally affected.

Q: Would that situation have been good for NASA’s image and its assurance of
continued funding?

Q: Do you think NASA was really prepared to take the risk of such a disaster
striking at any time?

Hop along Conrad
There is a story of Conrad during ‘Apollo 12’ allegedly walking around on the surface they called the
‘moon’ in a pressure suit that was a fraction short in one leg.
Why? Well, apparently during a last minute suit fitting, he was not allowed to wear used tubed-
underwear inside the space-ready suit. He therefore wore ‘space-ready’ long johns without tubes and
had to guess how much shoulder room his water cooling tubes would take up, and he failed by 4 inch
on the right leg.
Yes, we too think it sounds rather ridiculous!

All dressed up and nowhere to go

In December 1969 an article in the National Geographic magazine stated that:
Part of the space suit assembly, the Thermal Meteroid Garment, also
shielded the astronauts against those very high energy nuclear and electro-
magnetic particles that speed throughout the universe and would have a
deadly effect when they strike human tissue — if there were no atmosphere
to slow them down and stop them.
There 1s further description of ‘Apollo 11°s suits as: “many layered marvels



of engineering that work like thermos bottles (remember Hasselblad?) and can
stop micro-meteoroids travelling at 64,000 miles per hour, 30 times the speed
of a military rifle bullet” .3

Remembering that there is no atmosphere on the Moon and that micro-
meteoroids are massless particles and can pass through anything, including a
space craft, an astronaut’s skull and out through the other side of the space craft
again. As another doubter has put it, NASA tell us that their layers of cloth,
doped with silicon rubber, aluminium and a coating of Teflon, could stop
particles that may be up to 2 gigavolts (2 billion eVs) of power.*

These suits were part of an inventory that included “heavily corrugated
plastic over-boots that can resist temperatures from +180°F down to -180°F.
Gloves that were covered with a fine mesh of chromium and nickel alloy to
protect the glass-fibre and Teflon material of these gloves from abrasion.”

20. Cernan’s right over-boot — original. AULIS



21. Apollo space suit — replica. AULIS

‘Lunarnaut’: ““...We quickly discover locomotion on the Moon has its own peculiar restrictions...I
learn to get under way by thrusting my body forward, as though I were stepping into a wind. To stop,
I dig in my heels and lean backward”.*3

When pressurised to 3.5 lbs per square inch the suits were as hard as a
football and added 190 lbs to the weight of a man standing on Earth — due to
the gravity differential, this meant a burden of 31.66 Ibs on the lunar surface. It
also meant that their centre of gravity was altered and their activity hampered.
Bending down would have been almost impossible.”*

But in the 1989 publication detailing the ‘true’ story of the ‘Apollo 11° Moon
landing we are informed that ease of movement was a factor in the design of



these suits and that when Armstrong was suited up and still in the Houston
facilities, he dropped a film cassette on the floor and “...fairly easily bent
down and picked it up”. 4!

There are no signs of any movement problems on any recorded TV coverage
that we have viewed. So who is telling the truth? Why do the accounts differ so
dramatically and widely?

Q: Had Armstrong not already discovered and learnt that during simulation
practice on Earth?

Q: If these suits were so effective, then what could they do in an atomic
reactor? There are no signs of our nuclear workers being equipped with such a
useful, life-enhancing spin-off from the ‘space race’. Obviously when the
Russians sent inspectors into the Chernobyl disaster area they were

inadequately clad.*



22. Clearing up at Chernobyl — due to the radiation the
photographer’s film was badly fogged. NOVOSTI

In 1968, the ‘Apollo 7’ space suits weighing 15.21 Ibs were 6.21 lbs heavier
than the original Apollo design but apparently far more flameproof. These
suits, more flexible than their predecessors were manufactured from layers of:

A. Aluminised Kapton.

B. Neoprene-coated Nylon.

C. Beta cloth (flameproof).

D. Sections of Chromel-R at the knees, elbows and shoulders. (Chromium &
Nickel alloy heavy duty protection as in the gauntlets.)

David Shayler gives us another recipe for the ‘Apollo 11° suit.* He is
working from the outside in, so we have inserted the relevant layer letter in



order for you to compare with the above list.

1. Five oz inner layer of Nomex.

2. Two-layer fire resistant, filament-coated Beta cloth, with extra protection
at knees, elbows and shoulders (C&D).

This weighed 35 lbs and is the version for intravehicular activity which
Collins wore within the CSM. While Armstrong and Aldrin donned theirs with
another 20 1bs of material comprising:

3. Two layers of neoprene-coated Nylon. (B)

4. Seven layers of Beta/Kapton spacer laminate. (A)

5. One layer of Teflon-coated Beta fabric.

They also wore overshoes to protect the soles of their spacesuits from
damage while transferring from Houston to the spacecraft. So Shayler in his
account has an inside layer and an exterior layer unaccounted for in the first
version.

The pressure helmet at that time consisted of a transparent polycarbonate
shell attached to an aluminium neck ring designed to connect and lock onto the
matching ring on the neck of the body suit. The helmet contained a feed port at
the front and a vent port at the back through which the oxygen would flow to
the face area.

23. Apollo space helmet



The close-fitting hats that the astronauts wore underneath these pressure
helmets were nicknamed ‘Snoopy Hats’ and look much the same today as then.
In 1968 they enclosed communications equipment consisting of two
microphones, two earphones, a dosimeter pocket and a 21-pin electrical
connector.

24. ‘Snoopy hat’.

While this suit was more bulky than the earlier models, the elbows and knees
were fitted with ‘bellows’ so that movement was easier for the astronaut. Two
versions of this suit were developed by ILC (the International Latex
Corporation in Dover, Delaware, USA) the intravehicular and the
extravehicular. The extravehicular suit being strengthened with ‘additional
protection from micrometeroids’ by having an Integrated Thermal Meteroid
overlayer. However, for ‘Apollo 7°, with no EVA scheduled, only the
intravehicular suit was used.



25. Getting into a space suit in the 1990s

26. Long John underwear with tubes attached across the back, as worn in the 1990s.

By 1969 the spacesuit had acquired seventeen layers of material but the



Shuttle spacesuit of 1996 had dwindled to only nine layers. This suggests that
whoever may have gone to the Moon was apparently given the best chance, in
theory at least.

So what happened to the intervening layers? Apparently all the materials
currently in use were existent at the time of the Apollo missions. Space has not
changed its physical attributes and decreased the amount of danger it presents
to the 1ll-equipped. The reason why the Shuttle astronauts need fewer layers is
that they are not travelling outside their protective planetary environment.

27. (left) Soviet Krechet lunar space suit. 28 Recent Soviet space suit

Breathing space

In the closed circuit system of a spacesuit, carbon dioxide (the waste product
of used air) expelled by the astronaut has nowhere to go, and excessive build
up of this CO, would be toxic. Therefore a chemical ‘scrubber’ is inserted into

the Personal Life Support System (PLSS). Lithium Hydroxide molecules were



introduced which reacted with the CO, molecules. This system, we are
informed, had the advantage of being light in weight and only required a little
water to work at its maximum and provide several hours of PLSS time. The
astronaut provides this amount of water through his natural body evaporation
(sweat) within the confines of the spacesuit. The disadvantage of this system is
that there 1s no possibility of recycling the end product, lithium carbonate. It
therefore has to be expelled from the suit.

Q: Where are the signs of this discharge around the Apollo astronauts during
EVAs? Surely sometimes we should see the ‘vapour’ of these expelled lithium
carbonates making contact with the exterior environment? NASA does not
address this point. But why do they feel the need to be coy about the
elimination of these and other waste products? Surely every astronaut should
be accompanied from time-to-time by a small personal ‘exhaust cloud” which,
of course, would not make for exciting photography. We might not be able to
see the flags on their spacesuits!

In addition, the result of the astronauts personal cooling process, steam
(according to rocket expert Bill Wood) or expelled ice particles (according to
writer/researcher Ralph Ren¢), would also have been visible periodically as it
was forced outside the spacesuits and vaporised. If these were genuine images
from the Moon we should see evidence in the photos of cooling discharges and
other elimination from the astronaut’s spacesuits.*

It would appear that we have been given a false representation of what it is
really like for astronauts to be on the Moon. Perhaps the depiction of expelled
waste, steam or ice particles in an Earth-bound studio was impossible to fake
so, like the stars, they ignored them altogether.

In 1996 NASA spokesman, Glenn Lutz, the sub-systems manager at Johnson
Space Center assured us that NASA are still using the lithium hydroxide
system, as the advantages of recycling do not match the disadvantages of
carrying extra weight which any other method would require.*’” We suggest that,
given the limitations of the Saturn V launch vehicle, any increased payload was
not an option in the 1960s either.
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29. Main PLSS systems.

In any event, one fastidious researcher has stated that there was something
seriously wrong with NASA’s description of the Apollo PLSS. It was, it would
seem, too small for the job.*

The internal capacity of the PLSS was a mere 2.7 cu ft. and designed to last
four hours on the lunar surface in terms of its oxygen supply, CO, scrubber,
dehumidifier, two water bladders, heat exchanger, body temperature
conditioning, communication systems to Mission control, four litres of water
and electrical power for everything. Close call for ‘Apollo 12’ then, with a
lunar EVA of 3 hours and 56 minutes!

These units had to warm up the astronauts when in the cold of the shadow
regions, perhaps averaging minus 180°F, and instantly alternate with cooling
capabilities when in 180-200°F sunlight. For these ridiculously small PLSS



back packs to have really operated as claimed, they must, as Ralph René has
so beautifully put it, “have been fabricated by the Wizard of Oz”.%

We know that the lunar surface is an utterly hostile environment for human
beings. Astronauts would need to wear their pressurised space suits at all
times, without which it would take no more than thirty seconds for their blood
to boil. If the suit were to lose pressure no astronaut would be ‘usefully
conscious’ for longer than twelve seconds. Safety measures could never be
broken, without incurring extreme danger.

Current evaluations of the amount of protection required from the dangers of
radiation, for colonies of people living on the Moon require that they live
underground at a depth of at least 32ft/10m. Even then, scientists would not
guarantee against genetic mutations of the DNA which could result in physical
deformities in future generations of ‘Moon Humans’.>® We cannot say whether
this calculation is based on realistic and honest information or if it is a
continuation of that old chestnut, left over from the 1945 A-bomb tests: “Two
foot of the good earth will protect you, soldier boy”.

“They say Manhattan”
The American National Council on Radiation Protection (NCRP) has
established a scale of dose equivalent limits:

General population: 0.5 rem per year

Radiation workers: 5.0 rem per year

Volunteer astronauts 50.0 rem per year

Idem, with a limit of 200.0 rem/10 years

You might ask: If the Apollo astronauts were ‘volunteers’ does that also
imply that there were also conscripted astronauts? If so, would they ‘benefit’
from these limits or were they expendable? It is certainly a good question,
because history shows that when new technologies are being developed the
interests of the individual are often sacrificed for the ‘project’, as was the case
during the development of the WWII A-bomb Operation Echo.

In 1955 the stated expert opinion on galactic rays was that our atmosphere
shielded us to the equivalent of a three-foot thick lead plate. We now know the
correct model is more like 32ft/10m of water. Hence the 32 feet of soil for a
lunar base. Upwards of 23 miles from the Earth’s surface there is total



penetration by all these cosmic rays. Additionally, some primary rays could
penetrate the atmosphere down to about 13 miles. However, we are assured
that most of this primary atomic radiation is believed to be “within accepted
dosage limits”. But the truth of that statement depends upon who establishes the
limits and for what reason those limits are defined. Are these stated limits to
protect the astronaut, or are they there to sanction space travel at any cost?
Does the end justify the means to these limit definers? The general scientific
viewpoint on the radiation problem suggests that it is probably not critical — at
least during ‘limited flight periods’. It has also been admitted by the US
Military that shielding of craft would be impossible, on account of the
unacceptable launch weight problems that would be engendered.

The German scientist Hermann J Schaefer, an expert on radiation assigned to
the American Navy, upon his arrival in the States after WWII reminded his
new masters that there was both immediately discernible damage to the human
body as well as genetic damage, which would emerge much later.

In the mid 1950s, nobody knew if these GCRs would affect the brain, the
reproductive glands or the retina of the eye — allegedly. In the late *90s we
now know these statements to be incorrect. This information was known. The
research scientists had made it their business to take the data and derive
information from extensive tests that they had conducted on their own (often
unwitting) people.

Old McDonald had a farm
The fact that the Americans were well aware that no other nation was
developing an atomic weapon is often glossed over in the historical record of
the development of the A-bomb. In 1943, the vast amount of funding for this
development was initially granted as a result of ‘rumours’ that Germany was
already working on such a bomb. Well before the end of the war, the
Americans knew this statement to be untrue but by then their desire was to be
first with THE deterrent — and never mind the consequences. That at least is
the consensus version of events.

Codenamed ‘Manhattan Project’, the development of the A-bomb was one of
at least two super-secret projects of the last World War. The research and
development for this A-bomb was established at a location inhabited mainly



by scorpions and centipedes, and decorated with Yucca plants. Omnisciently,
the local name for this site had always been ‘Jornado del Muerto’ — the
‘Journey of Death’ or dead man’s trail. A pavilion-like homestead in the
middle of the site area belonged to one David McDonald. This the US Army
leased for use as a Field Laboratory and Military Police Station. Rather sadly
they called their new headquarters Trinity. Preliminary tests were carried out
in New Mexico and Nevada — and the final result, the A-bomb was first
exploded at the Trinity site.”!
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30. The Trinity Test Site.

In their pursuit of knowledge concerning the results of nuclear weapons upon
human beings, the Americans ran Operation Echo. From 1945 through to 1963,
the American Military subjected over 235,000 of their personnel — both male
and female — to the effects of radiation from A-bomb testing in the Nevada
Nuclear Test Site, north of Las Vegas (the Ranch or the location known as Area
51 is part of that Nevada base).



A-bombing Japan
“...When we didn’t need to do it, and we knew we didn’t need to do it, we used them [the Japanese]
as an experiment for two atomic bombs.”
Brigadier-General Carter W Clarke >4
It was on Independence Day 4 July 1945, that under the Quebec Agreement the British gave their
approval to the Combined Policy Committee for the bombing of Japan with the A-bomb.

31. Observers entering trenches at the test site.

Around 25,000 experiments were carried out and the tolerance dose to which
the army personnel were subjected was steadily increased from 5 rem to 8 and
then up to 14 rem. This test data was achieved by placing the troops nearer and
nearer to Ground Zero (the site of the blast) and/or by providing them with
ever-decreasing levels of protection. Few of these personnel were fully



cognisant of the dangers they were facing, having been told that two feet of
earth or soil would keep them safe from the effects of an A-bomb explosion —
if they were lucky enough to have trenches.

It was only in 1955 that it was publicly acknowledged that the lens of the
human eye actually concentrated the glare from an A-bomb explosion and the
retina was then burned. These nuclear tests were euphemistically called
‘medical school research’ and we are cosily assured that ‘safe’ viewing
distances and the other protective measures had been established by the medics
of the Randolph Air Force Base in Texas. Because this fact has been
demonstrated as being manifestly untrue, it is clear that the decision makers
behind the Echo project treated these people as cold-bloodedly as the inmates
of the concentration camps had been treated, and were as indifferent to their
induced stress as they were to the fate of the animals they also used in these
nuclear tests. This is an attitude, or policy if you will, which we consider has
continued throughout the space program, which could also be called ‘space
medical school research’.

Interviewed in the 1990s about the tests, one soldier, who was aged 22 at the
time, recounted how he and his friends were utterly shocked by the experience
of being in such close proximity to the detonation of an A-bomb. They had
been told to keep their right sides towards Ground Zero and to raise their right
arms in the ‘ward off” position. Although he was in a trench, when the flash
went off this young soldier could see the two bones inside his forearm, and he
felt utter fear. When the loudspeakers ordered them out of the trenches and
instructed them to walk towards the mushroom cloud, none of the soldiers said
a word — they were all in such a state of shock.



32. Military personnel ordered to advance towards a test A-bomb explosion.

After this harrowing experience, they were brushed down by a man with a
yard broom — supposedly if you removed the dust, you removed the radiation.
The American Army personnel had been informed by some of their medical
advisors that they were putting their troops too close to the detonation site, but
the Army went ahead and did it anyway. The American Atomic Energy
Commission’s information issued to towns neighbouring the test sites was
initially believed to be in the population’s interests. However, these same
trusting citizens found themselves with abnormal numbers of mentally and
genetically defective children, only nine months after the fallout from testing
had swept over their town and have since expressed the feeling that “they now

dare not trust their government any more”.>?

Searing truths
The American civilian public apparently perceived the A-bomb as ‘the bringer
of peace’ and assumed that the Japanese would capitulate under such a threat.



The American public did not perhaps appreciate that for the potency of that
threat to be understood a demonstration would be needed. However the use of
the A-bomb, even the making of such a bomb, did not have its roots in the
conflict with Japan. “It was not a military decision,” stated General George C
Marshall. Although President H S Truman always maintained the use of the
bomb against Japan was dictated by military necessity, the evidence uncovered
since those days reveals that this was not the case.

Nearly all the top brass in both the US Army and Navy were against the use
of the bomb as a means of forcing the Japanese to surrender. General
MacArthur, Supreme Commander in the Pacific, did not believe in using a
military weapon against civilian populations. General Dwight Eisenhower told
the Secretary of War, Henry Stimson, and President Truman not to use this
weapon. General Carl Spaatz of the US Army Strategic Air Force did not
know why the second bomb had been used and Averril Harriman, wartime
Ambassador to the Soviet Union, was able to concur with this opinion as he
had heard it in 1945 expressed by others within the Air Force in Washington.

So who was actually making the policy decisions in the United States at that
time? With hindsight, the decision to design and build the A-bomb, and then
use it, had far more to do with the conquest of space. It must be obvious to any
thinking person that dropping the A-bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki
provided the Americans with the opportunity to gather first-hand knowledge of
the deterministic effects of radiation upon human beings. And it enabled them
to evaluate the stochastic development (the after-effects) over the decades that
followed. The Americans started monitoring the Japanese victims of their A-
bomb attacks at least as soon as the Emperor surrendered on behalf of the
Japanese nation. Through both the photography and medical examination of
these individuals American scientists were able to add their conclusions to the
results already obtained from the previous experiments on their own people.

After Hiroshima in 1945, the American nuclear physicists estimated that it
would probably take from three to five years for another power to create their
own bomb. This deduction was made in the full knowledge of the state of the
nuclear fission art in the Soviet Union.>> However in May 1947 the British
Joint Chiefs of Staff sent this top secret report to the British Cabinet:



All our intelligence sources indicate that Russia is striving, with German
help (referring to the scientists that were shared out between the Allies at
the end of WWII) to improve her military potential and to catch up
technically and scientifically. We must expect that from 1956-57 Russia
will be in a position to use some atomic bombs that she may have
developed.

Robert Oppenheimer
Head of the A-bomb Project, watched the initial test at the Trinity Test Site and quoted from the
ancient Indian text, the Bhagavad Gita: “It flashed through my mind that I had become the Prince of
Darkness, the destroyer of universes.”

33. Aftermath of the Hiroshima A-bomb, August 6 1945. ARCHIVE

We find the discrepancy of timing interesting. If the Americans thought that
another power — and the Soviet Union specifically — could make a bomb from



scratch twice as fast as the British estimate, did the Americans know
something that the British did not? Was there perhaps some kind of done deal?
In other words, were the Russians given an ‘unofficial” helping hand? We have
reason to think so0.% As it turned out, despite the overtly covert spying that went
on around the Manhattan Project and whatever other help the Soviets might
have been given, the Soviet Union only started assembling their scientists,
building special research centres and infrastructures to support their effort for
developing atomic power during 1947 and were not ready to explode their first
A-bomb until the early Autumn of 1949. The American estimates were
accurate to within a year, either way!

One could say that without WWII the Americans would not be attempting to
head out into deep space today. It would appear that several elements of WWII
were specifically designed, an overall plan into which were written key
components that would form part of the scripted scenario.

It is important to remember that today the academe of science flatters itself
that it has everything under control. But the unbridled forces of nature which
include space radiation are not at the command of man. Our scientists are
totally unable to second-guess nature.

We have endeavoured to paint a realistic, truthful picture of the immense
challenges to be faced with regard to the chronic problems of space radiation.
As Clive Dyer stated, radiation surely must be the showstopper preventing
mankind’s exploration of the Universe. And surely that includes NASA’s
ability to venture forth safely with its named Apollo astronauts on short term
flights. Until a totally different method of space travel is developed, the agency
is destined to traverse the most hazardous parts of the Van Allen radiation
belts.

Our firm conclusion on this subject has to be that with the prevailing
capabilities at the time of ‘Apollo 11’ we were (and still are) unable to shield
ourselves sufficiently against the potentially lethal radiation of space. Could it
be that NASA was in fact unprepared to take these very considerable risks? It
would be reasonable to decide against taking such a chance, with the entire
world looking on. However, this would not excuse opting for the total
fabrication/simulation of Apollo, employing surrogate astronauts, and/or any
number of other permutations, instead of owning up to the problems.



We also suggest that the majority of the difficulties encountered by NASA in
attempting to land a man on the Moon and return him home in one piece would
not have been overcome without many more disasters and possible deaths than
has been officially recorded.

But to acknowledge such matters would jeopardise the very future of space
exploration.

What a quandary!

See Aulis.com for Charts and Tables
Appendix
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Chapter Four

Rocket Rackets

From Snoopy to Droopy — thanks to a Prussian Baron. How space
development progressed from the V-1 to the N-I and earned the ‘award of
the lemon’ within a period of thirty years. We delve into the turbulent
adventures in the development of rockets and rocketry and discuss why
there is much more to the business of lifting a payload off the ground than
a roaring engine with clouds of smoke. We meet experts in this field who
help to explain the technological difficulties involved in manned deep space
travel.

his chapter is for any of us who have never given a thought to the

mechanical miracles required to get tons of metal aloft, out of its orbit
around the Earth, on its way to the Moon and at the same time ensuring that the
occupants stay alive and well. We have demonstrated that without adequate
shielding, human beings would not survive for very long in the hazardous
environment that lies beyond the protection of the Earth’s atmosphere and its
magnetic field. But manoeuvring in space is also hazardous to any machines
we might send forth — be they satellites to orbit the planet or probes to explore
the solar system.

In the first instance, these vehicles have to be launched into space. In the
USA, the principal launch sites are located at Cape Kennedy in Florida,
Wallops Flight Center in Virginia and Vandenberg Air Force Base in
California (2).



1. The Chinese were the human inventors of the very first solid fuel rockets
used for aggressive purposes, way back in 1232 AD.

Spacecratft often suffer severe jolts at lift-off and the launch itself sometimes
aborts. Even if they survive that initial process, craft can fail to reach the
required orbit or bypass the orbital path and continue on into space, to be seen
no more!

When the probe or satellite achieves its destined path, it will still be on the
receiving end of numerous hazards lying in wait to challenge any space
mission. For example solar flares can alter its trajectory and affect its primary
functions, wisps of our outer atmosphere can affect its speed, gravity fields of
the Earth, Moon and Sun influence its path and sunlight itself can also have an
effect on a satellite.



Wallopﬁfhg it ente"ﬁ-.--.
o '1 illlrglhla‘

_J.-

2. United States Space centres.

However, these matters are not the real problem. Rockets themselves are the
problem. In order to provide adequate protection for the Apollo astronauts the
appropriate materials necessary for optimum radiation shielding would have
created very significant weight increases. This protection would have been
needed for the CSM as well as the LM. In turn, these specially-protected
modules would have required an exceedingly powerful launch capability — a
far more powerful rocket than anything that the US has so far developed. The
truth of the matter is they could not have launched an adequately protected
spacecraft out of the Earth’s gravity ‘well’ and on course for the Moon.

To put it bluntly — they couldn’t get it up!



3. A-bomb mushroom cloud.

Having to ‘make do’ with this somewhat ‘impotent’ rocketry concerns our
past as well as our future. So we shall begin by digging around at the
development stages of the space program. In a practical sense this first took off
towards the end of WWIIL, by which time scientists had devised some fairly
diabolical ways for killing people. The climax of mankind’s barbarity to
mankind, occurred on the 6th and 9th of August 1945, when the two A-bombs
were unleashed over Japan.

As this chapter focuses on the ‘hardware’ — the technology that led to the



Apollo period, of necessity we will only mention the events of WWII in order
to follow the timeline. In the next chapter we will go back into this period in
some detail and examine the ‘software’ — the personalities and their intricate
backgrounds which would influence many of the policies behind the space
programs of both the United States and the Soviet Union.

Dropping A-bombs was not the only activity involving explosives of a
hitherto unparalleled brutality. Desperate to rebuild their army after the First
World War, the Germans had spotted a loophole in the restrictive conditions
concerning rearmament laid down by the Treaty of Versailles at the end of
WWIL. Having realised that the manufacturing of rockets had not been
envisaged by the architects of this treaty, the Germans went into action and
developed a rocket fuelled by liquid propellants. The V-2 model which they
used against England and mainland Europe during WWII was the most
advanced in the world.

In April 1937, two years before the official declaration of war by Great
Britain, the Germans transferred all their rocket testing sites from
Kummersdorf and Berlin to a newly established secret rocket base on the
1sland of Usedom, situated at the mouth of the Peene River off the Baltic coast.
This site was selected by one Wernher von Braun who then used it to create
and test the Vengeance Weapons — the Nazi’s official name for the V-I
aeroplane and V-2 rocket.
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4. The Peenemunde 51te, Germany.

Although spurred on by the news that the Nazis were also developing a V-3
for launching against the eastern coast of the United States, it was not until the
end of March 1945 that the Allies finally eradicated this threat to their
respective countries. In truth, rocket scientist Hermann Oberth was the
intellectual impetus behind the practical beginnings of German rocket science
and, by extension, the instigator of practical space flight including the V-2.
However, it 1s Wernher von Braun, the Technical Director at Peenemiinde, who
is generally regarded as the driving force behind both Peenemiinde and the
subsequent American missile and rocket program.

The series of weapons created at Peenemiinde, of which the V-2 was the
fourth weapon developed, was initially codenamed Aggregate. This explains
its other code name: A-4, adopted by the Soviets as the ‘base’ name of this
rocket.

The V-2 would become the starting point for development of the American
sounding rockets used for research into upper atmospheric conditions. The
later Viking and Aerobee rockets were also based on this V-2 technology.! In



attempting to thwart the German V-2 rocket development and manufacture,
Peenemiinde had been the target of attack by Allied air raids between 1943-45.
So consequently the Nazis spread their technicians and manufacturing bases
further afield and worked underground.

5. (left) V2 production at Peenemiinde 6. Test stand at Peenemiinde in 1942.

The spoils of war — Air Matériel

The result of the final phase of the war — the capturing of these German rocket
bases and their equipment — was quite simply the transfer of the Nazis’ most
precious assets to the Allies. Although the French and the British benefited
from this Operation Overcast, as designated by the American Army, the lion’s
share of the technicians, blueprints and remaining weaponry were assigned to
the United States and the Soviet Union. Most of the Nazi weapons bases were
within Soviet occupied territory. On taking over these bases the Soviets
worked on-site or removed the assets — lock, stock and barrel — back to the
Soviet Union. Sometimes there was a mixture of both methods, with materials
initially being worked on in situ and only later being moved to the Motherland.
A number of technicians were also taken to the Soviet Union at this time where
they comprehensively transferred their skills to Soviet technicians.?



Wernher von Braun, born March 23,1912
1930-32 — Demonstrated his proficiency with rocketry to the German Army at Kummersdorf.
1932 — Received a Bachelor’s degree from Berlin Institute of Technology, aged 20.
1933 — Adolf Hitler came to power. The German Army Weapons Department, GAWD(!) formed
under General Walter Dornberger provided a research grant to WvB & his colleagues.
1934 — Gained his Doctorate of Physics from the University of Berlin, aged 22. (Very short degree
course!) Used the Island of Borkum, near Emden, for his secret experiments.

The Americans were also busy — in contravention of the terms of the Yalta
Agreement — parts and blueprints for about one hundred V-2s were shipped to
the United States under the aegis of Operation Overcast. The Yalta Agreement
expressly stipulated that it was illegal to remove any captured technical
equipment from its location in occupied territory. Nevertheless a special team
of four American Army personnel, together with some ex-Peenemiinde
engineers organised the shipping of this material to the United States via
Antwerp, Belgium. The first shipment left from the underground rocket works
at Nordhausen in Bavaria on May 22 1945 and nine days later a total of 341
freight cars had made the journey to the coast. The cargo was then shipped
over to New Orleans in 16 Liberty ships.



7. V-2 rocket on a rail launcher. ARCHIVE

Belgium and New Orleans have the French language as a common bond. Is
this how the army designation ‘Air Matériel’ came about?® Was the naming of
this particular cargo an ‘in-joke’ that stuck?

Either the Yalta Agreement was not worth the paper on which it was written
or there were wheels within wheels operating, for this cargo had been
removed from Nordhausen Mittelwerks with the full knowledge, but not the



active participation of the US Transportation Corps. The American Army’s
‘official” smugglers removed the ‘Air Matériels’ from Nordhausen only days
ahead of the Soviet occupation. Moreover, they had removed the Peenemiinde
blueprints and documentation from their hiding place near Dornten in the Hartz
Mountains only hours before the Soviets and the British were to occupy the
area.

It is hard to believe that such barefaced lack of attention to a vitally important
international agreement could have been carried out without the approbation of
all parties involved. If there had been serious competition for these spoils of
war, why then did the Soviets not press forward to reach Peenemiinde — as the
Germans had anticipated? Even though it was within their grasp the Soviets
took their time; and when they commenced reconstruction the Mittelwerks at
Nordhausen in the south, they did not complain that all the toys were gone.
They found plenty left for themselves.

It is our contention that they already knew what their share would be. The US
Transportation Corps may have feared remonstrations by the other parties to
the Yalta Agreement, but further up the chain of command the overall plan was
falling into place very nicely. For the men in black knew very well that in the
battle for political and military supremacy, those who controlled space would
control the political future of this planet.

They knew that rockets were the first step towards that ultimate control.

The ‘Rockettes’

In an extension of Operation Overcast, the selection of the captured technicians
was carried out under the codename Operation Paperclip. How precisely that
came about would seem to depend upon the source of information consulted
and how much any given source wants to convey. Generally the military (Nazi)
aspect of this affair 1s played down, the emphasis is on ‘scientists caught in the
maelstrom of war’ — which is somewhat inaccurate as we shall see.

Having read numerous histories of this period we have come to the
conclusion that either the United States selected the top engineers from the
Peenemiinde base, or that the US was allocated the top planners. One thing
however is certain. Every member of the chorus line sang his heart out to their
interrogators, and just weeks after their best efforts had been focused on



attempts to annihilate the forces of their captors, the ‘Rockettes’ of Germany
were removed to a new country of residence.

B

8. V-2 test flight at White Sands in the late 1940s

. ARCHIVE

Wall games

As the Nazi Rocketteers settled into their new regimes, the resultant products
of the clandestine Manhattan Project were flown out of New Mexico and
dropped onto the Japanese towns of Hiroshima and then Nagasaki. The nuclear
age had truly arrived and, thanks to that most influential of film directors
Stanley Kubrick, to many of us it is inextricably linked with his Dr.
Strangelove’s view of the world. Or should we really say Strange-Glove?



Gunter Anders, addressing the International Students Conference on Nuclear
Disarmament in 1957 described the event as “The End of Times”. The
possibility of planetary annihilation now became a reality and overshadowed
every single person’s life. This shadow only marginally began to recede at the
‘official”’ end of the Cold War in the mid 1980s.

9. Ernst Stuhlinger, Hermnann Oberth, Wernher von Braun and Eberhard Rees (with Commanding Officer
Major General H Toftoy, Operation Paperclip) working at the Army Ballistic Missile Agency, Huntsville,
Alabama in 1956.

From the end of the 1940s those who were of an age to understand would
never forget the tension created by the fact that one single misunderstanding
between the protagonists of the Cold War could have meant the end of human
life on this planet. This state of affairs was in fact fostered by the authorities,
and actually reinforced by such events as the construction of the Berlin Wall in
1961 and the Cuban Crisis in 1962. In retrospect perhaps now we should ask



ourselves if the Cold War was ever real? It would appear that there was a
different scenario for each segment of the population, with only a very few
ever having had sight of the original ‘script’: in much the same way that a large
multinational corporation with many subsidiaries has employees who do not
necessarily know the senior executives and the CEO at Head Office, only
being familiar with their particular department within the structure of their own
company subsidiary.

Wernher von Braun
1945 — WvB and over 100 engineers were interrogated, then offered contracts with the US Army.
Research was initiated at Fort Bliss, Texas (near White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico) then at
Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, Alabama. Army ballistic missiles were developed between 1945 &
1958.

1958 — The Redstone rocket (modified) placed the first US satellite into orbit.

1960 — July 1 WvB and his team were drafted to NASA, WvB became Head of the NASA
Marshall Space Center, Huntsville, Alabama.

1970 — WvB resigned from the Space Program aged 57 and became Deputy Associate
Administrator for Planning at NASA, Washington DC, working on ‘advanced programs’.

1972 — Six months before ‘Apollo 177 WvB resigned completely from NASA to become Vice
President of Engineering and Development at Fairchild Industries, Germantown, Maryland, USA. An

old friend, astronaut Ed Mitchell, arranged a meeting with WvB in order to introduce Uri Geller.*
Meeting held at Fairchild Industries August 29 1972. WvB was most impressed by Uri Geller’s
talents. 1977 — WvB whose lifelong dream had been to send men to the Moon, died aged 65.

Q: Why did WvB resign from a program in 1972 that apparently was achieving his lifelong aim? Had
he only fulfilled the technical requirements of his role, i.e. built a Saturn V? Were these requirements
at odds with his real ambition?



Once the basic principals of ‘need to know’ are understood, together with the
resulting manipulation of information, it is easy to observe this process in
action — indeed every day, via our media, we are led by the nose along the
‘required’ path and we generally go quietly, because we have been well
trained.

It 1s entirely possible that many of our historic events reflect this general
pattern, including the establishment of the doctrine of communism in specific
arenas around the globe.

Quid Pro Quo 1
Quid is the old English word for its currency, the GB £ sterling. £ is written as pound, a word also
used to denote weight — where it is expressed in ‘shorthand’ as Ib.

However, there are two sides to every quid coin! It was the resulting tension
from the post-war Dr. Strangelove era, for example, that brought forth the
eruption of the ‘peace and love’ movement in the 1960s, as a public counter-
reaction to the political circumstances established by our ‘leaders’. That
decade became the benchmark for change and in 1968 when the shockwaves
hit France via the students’ revolution, that country (symbolic of maintenance
of the status quo, despite its declaration: ‘Libert¢ Fraternité¢, Egalité’) was
forced to its knees by its own youth, and subsequently underwent some
profound changes on many levels. So clearly tensions engendered by dreadful
circumstances can also bring about change for the better — which gives us all
some grounds for hope.

The Strangelove era, we suggest, came about as a direct consequence of the
redistribution of the Peenemiinde ‘Rockettes’. That single event back in May
1945 engendered a situation that i1s still an issue today. The odds that this
division of labour was simply an accident of fate are unlikely in the extreme.
Documents surfacing in the 1990s belie the notion of a Cold War between the
top brass in the USA and the USSR as it was then. Indeed, by the end of this
chapter we shall see that there is every reason to believe that the Soviet
Union’s retreat behind the Iron Curtain was merely a dramatic marionette show
run by puppeteers who manipulated the emotions of their childlike audience
(us all) with every jerk of the strings. For it is quite clear from a close analysis
of the documents pertaining to the race to space that very early on in the



development of rocketry, the space agencies in the two countries shared
information between themselves. This is not surprising, for scientists are not
generally given to putting politics first — and research second. Furthermore, the
majority of the rocket technicians both in the USA and the USSR had come
from the same place — Nazi Germany. However, when the Peenemiinde
‘Rockettes’ were reorganised, the ‘planners and public relations’ people
resurfaced in America and the ‘movers and shakers’ of the world of rocketry
went to ground in the Soviet Union.

What state of affairs would these whiz kids find in their new places of
residence?

Charades
Sounds like Zond
The American term sounding rocket is the acoustic twin of ‘zond’ — the Russian word for ‘probe’.
The Soviet Zonds were developed as interplanetary probes (1962-1965) then as lunar-flyby and
return-to-Earth probes (1968-1970).
Sounds like ‘mooner’
It is also interesting that there is such a parallel in the sonority of the orbiters names: Lunar (USA)
and Luna (USSR). Fun and games or just coincidence?

10. Robert Goddard. ARCHIVE

Mexican jumping beans

In America, Robert Goddard was considered to be the father of rocketry.
Inventor of a bazooka during WWI, Goddard published a paper on rocketry in
1919 and began experimenting with liquid propellants in 1921. On March 16
1926 his first liquid-propelled rocket achieved a height of 41ft and landed



184ft from its launch stand, having travelled at 60 mph on liquid oxygen and
gasoline. In May 1935, Goddard launched a rocket to a height of 7,500ft from
his research site near a town that would become forever linked with the
military, nuclear warfare, rockets, astronauts, NASA, space and ET-Roswell.

Monkey business

With the arrival of the boys and their toys in 1945 the US military literally set
to work with a vengeance and by June 1948 Wernher von Braun and his newly-
formed team of German and American rocket scientists were ready to use the
V-2 rocket to launch small monkeys and later chimpanzees (in the 1950s) into
space. These early launches were to experiment with the then unknown effects
of space flight dynamics on living organisms — this first series of tests was
called Project Blossom.

11. Space monkey that rode an Aerobee rocket to a height of 36 miles.




12. Ham, the first Chimpanzee in space.

These poor animals were often wedged into a space actually smaller than
their physical body length, For example, Albert 1 was anaesthetised and sent
aloft with his head nearly doubled upon his chest. It is hardly surprising that he
suffocated. Anthropomorphised with names such as Albert, Patricia or Michael
these experimental animals were officially described as ‘Simulated Pilots’. In
the early stages, the researchers were seemingly able to emotionally insulate
themselves from the effects of their treatment on the animals. Since those first
experiments with rockets many different sentient life forms have been used for
scientific research into the biological effects of space flight.

It is claimed that these flights have contributed to the definition of an
astronaut’s basic requirements: the necessity for an oxygen system of a
sufficient size to last throughout the entire mission; a chemical-based system
designed to cleanse the waste products of exhalation; medical monitoring
systems for each individual. The astronaut’s backpack, which became known
as the PLSS (Portable Life Support System) was designed to fulfil all these
established requirements.

While these animals returning from trips into space provided dramatic
publicity photographs, it was not an especially scientific methodology and a



machine could have been constructed to provide the required data faster and
more economically.’ But it did make it look as if NASA was doing something
towards getting ‘out there’. Sometimes just getting up was a nightmare for the
animal. In January 1961 Ham the chimpanzee was sent aloft atop a Redstone
rocket — which unfortunately consumed all its fuel five seconds too early. This
accident resulted in the spacecraft being shot higher and faster than its designed
trajectory. Ham experienced more than twice the expected amount of gravity
(Gs) and apparently inside the craft itself nothing worked properly. Each task
Ham performed was rewarded with an electrical shock instead of a banana
pellet. He ended up crash-landing in the ocean over a hundred miles from the
planned landing site. When he was finally rescued he was a half-drowned,
very angry chimpanzee. It was also made clear by this event that NASA had a
long way to go before sending a human astronaut safely into space. As a
postscript to this incident, Spaceflight, published in 1995 by the Smithsonian
Institute, had the temerity to state that the flight passed off without incident.
History had been rewritten — yet again.

Quid Pro Quo 2
Quid Pro Quo in English means “something for something”. in French as qui proquo it means:
“misunderstanding”. In the 16th century this phrase was wused by Apothecaries
(Pharmacies/Drugstores) to denote a substance that was substituted for another, either openly and
deliberately in error or FRAUDULENTLY.
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13. The Mercury-Redstone (1961).



At sixes and sevens

Having analysed the photographs together with all the recorded TV coverage
published by NASA and then having investigated the problems caused by
radiation hazards, another factor puzzled us. There were some tell-tale signs
that the rocketry involved in the Apollo project might not be quite as
wonderfuel(!) as we had been led to believe. As with any new technology the
space program would have its developmental problems but for a greater
insight we needed to consult some experts.
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Thor-Able Star (1960) 79 3ft long, 72,000 Ibs thrust 1st stage.

Mercury-Atlas (1962) 95.3ft long, 367,000 Ibs thrust 1st stage.
Gemini-Titan II (1964) 109ft long, 430,000 Ibs thrust 1st stage.

Our enquiries led us to the doorstep of Bill Kaysing, an established whistle-
blower concerning Apollo. Kaysing is an authority on rockets and their
propellants, with engineering qualifications and a degree in English literature
from the University of Southern California. He worked for Rocketdyne, a



division of North American Aviation, for seven years (from 1956 to 1963).
Employed as a technical writer and later head of technical publications for the
Rocketdyne Research Department, Kaysing held both Secret and Atomic
Energy Commission clearances at the time Rocketdyne was developing Apollo
program technology. Bill Kaysing confirmed that the building blocks of such
missiles as the American Redstone and Thor rockets were really the tried and
tested engines of the old German V-2 rocket. (The Mercury-Redstone derived
from the Redstone MRBM was 831t long and generated 78,000 lbs thrust in its
first stage.) Subsequent designs evolved into the American Atlas and Titan.

The hardware for these military rockets therefore became the platform for all
subsequent rocket systems and the designs selected were always based on
engines that operated with liquid propellants. At that time these propellants
were considered to be the way of the future but they had a very serious
drawback — combustion instability. A problem that exists to this day.

Rocket propulsion system
Is the engine or powerplant that produces thrust by ejecting propellant, stored within a vehicle. These
rocket propulsion systems are classified according to these criteria:
1. Energy source — chemical, combustion, nuclear, solar etc.;
2. The amount of thrust produced;
3. The type of vehicle supplied — missile, sounding rocket, space craft.

Combustion instability results from hundreds of pounds of propellant being
burned in a very short space of time (called a high flow rate). The result is a
‘continuous explosion’ which has a side effect; it engenders acoustic
resonances, called ‘acoustic transients’.

The type of propellants used, combined with the fact that they are burning up
within a very short time period means that noise levels as high as 150 decibels
can cause anomalies in the burn. Standing waves flash back and forth within
the rocket chamber and these waves can concentrate high temperatures at
certain points within the chamber, burning the thin walls and causing total
failure of the engine.

Bill Kaysing saw many, many such failures, blow-ups and premature engine
cut-offs at Rocketdyne’s Santa Susana Laboratories in California. It was
announced by the US Department of Defense on April 20 1964 that the Atlas D,
E and F rockets endured thirteen consecutive failures during the summer and



autumn of 1963.

The ranch

North of Las Vegas, in the Nevada desert, there is vast area known as the Nellis Air Force Range
and Nuclear Test Site. Within the test site a location called ‘Frenchman’s Flats’ was used for a series
of night-time A-bomb tests which were seen by the Las Vegas casino gamblers, some 75 miles away.
North of the test site a remote USAF facility on the ancient bed of the dried out Groom Lake boasts
the longest runway in the world. This facility is commonly referred to by UFO spotters either as
Area 51, The Ranch, Watertown Strip, or Dreamland. The USAF do not refer to it at all, except to
post signs around its perimeter stating that the area is off limits to the public.

If NASA did have UFO-type technology the agency would have no need to experiment with nuclear
engines. Notwithstanding the testing of NERVA, this site has seen much testing of materials
designed to be radar proof and radiation proof. In its attempts to conquer the Van Allen radiation
zones, NASA and Co. are still endangering lives and this research alone is a very good reason for
keeping the general public well away from this area.
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15. (left) Nevada test site. 16. Groom Lake, Nevada, USA

If the Atlas rocket was still unreliable after almost ten years in development,
one may well ask how was a further development, the Saturn series going to
be any better? All these rockets had emerged from the von Braun academy, but



the Saturn rocket was it — the state of the art for Wernher von Braun. It had
taken him from 1958 through to January 1964 to achieve the Saturn 1’s first

launch with all stages working.
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17. The Saturn 1B.

(The Saturn 1B was 2244t in length and powered by B-1 engines producing
1,640,000 Ibs thrust in its 1st stage.)

After several modifications, the Saturn V emerged some three years later.
With its five F-1 boosters, it was larger and more powerful than any launcher
previously built for NASA. Test-launched in 1967 and 1968, the record states
that it performed flawlessly throughout the entire Apollo program.

But the early Saturn V F-1 engine tests were absolutely disastrous, with
catastrophic explosions on the test stand. This was a rocket designed to carry
astronauts into space and to the Moon, not to blow up on the launch pad — and
time was ticking away. Yet according to whistle-blower Bill Kaysing, as late
as Spring 1963 (although it was widely believed to be due to combustion
instability), Rocketdyne were still trying to establish the specific causes of
these engine failures.

Naturally — and as we had come to expect — the NASA public relations
machine kept a very low profile on these serious problems. When we asked for
copies of the F-1 test data, we were advised that the data is unclassified but
unfortunately ‘not available’. Obviously freedom of information is a selective
process.

We needed the opinion of a rocket engineer on these matters and so we paid a
visit to the United States to meet William (Bill) Wood during 1996.

Whistle-blower Wood has a BSc in Aerospace Engineering, an MSc in
Mechanical Engineering and Degrees in maths, physics and chemistry. He
knows a great deal about rocket technologies, having worked on US Air Force



rockets, including the Minuteman ICBM (Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile)
from 1964-1968 as a munitions specialist. Wood was then employed on
classified projects for the US Navy under secret security clearances. From
1977-1993 he worked on numerous secret and top secret US Government
rocket programs. He also worked with MacDonnell Douglas on the Delta
Satellite launch vehicle and with many of the engineers who had worked on the
Saturn V. Bill Wood has published classified and unclassified papers on
rockets and ramjet propulsion and served as Chairman of the ASME
Propulsion Technical Committee. Since 1993 he has also acted as consultant
on a number of non-governmental rocket programs. We cannot doubt his
credentials. Therefore it is very significant that he has strong doubts
concerning the authenticity of Apollo, basing his opinion on thirty years of his
own investigations. He also agrees with many aspects of Bill Kaysing’s
independent findings, and considers that, at launch, the Saturn V highlighted
some very ‘interesting’ anomalies.

The Saturn V

Five F-1 motors (as displayed at the Kennedy Space Centre) were the first-stage engines for the
Apollo missions to the Moon, allegedly producing 1.5 million pounds of thrust, each. That is a sum of
7.5 million pounds thrust at take-off.

Information from one of NASA’s sponsors, the National Geographical Society, stated that the Saturn
V launcher had the most powerful engines in the world and used 15 tons of kerosene and liquid
oxygen per second. Please wait for the section on Soviet rockets before accepting everything as
gOSpel! (See also updates regarding recent Saturn V findings at aulis.com)

18. The Saturn V.

“Film footage of the Saturn V launch records the five F-1 motors producing
an 800 foot long highly fuel-rich exhaust plume together with extensive
atmospheric after-burn,” Bill Wood says. “These exhaust plumes are dark for
the first eight feet from the end of the nozzle, then ignition of a very fuel-rich



exhaust occurs in the atmosphere. The recorded effect is not typical of other
known rocket engines utilising the same propellants. So could it be that the
rocket motors in this Saturn V were in fact the smaller B-1 engines, inserted
into the centre of an F-1 motor shell?” Bill asks.

“These B-1 engines were proven rocket motors with lower thrust, originally
used in the Saturn 1B rocket.” He continued: “These substitutes would then
have had extra kerosene injected into the annular space between the rocket
motors. This fuel would then be vaporised and burned in the atmosphere.
While it would not provide much increase in thrust, it would have been
reliable, and would also account for the ‘flame-thrower’ effect visible at
launch.”

Bill paused at this juncture for his own ‘effect’ to sink in.

“Why would this be done,” we asked?

“The reason would have been to make the rocket appear to be more powerful
that it really was — and we all know that flamethrowers produce very little
thrust!” Bill responded.

His reply certainly sank in.

lesting Saturn V
At the Apollo 4 testing of the Saturn V rocket:
“Compressed air battered on the roofs of broadcasting vans near the press stand, reporters clapped
their hands to their deafened ears, some bowed over close to the ground, trying to escape the rising
volume of noise — noise so loud that it pressed against the human rib cage and seemed to move right

mside the chest. From the CBS News van the usual calm, controlled dialogue of Walter Cronkite

broke down ...”7

A game of pogo

The problem of combustion instability which caused what was is known as the
‘pogo effect’ (the industry term for those internal oscillations we mentioned
earlier) was in evidence from early testing of the Saturn rocket right through to
the ‘Apollo 10’ launch — after which everything worked perfectly!

Apparently this very real problem was solved by “cutting off the centre of the
five first-stage rocket engines, before the pogo oscillations were likely to
begin”.® But is this not utter rubbish? If you cut off the central engine to restore
stability, you diminish the thrust capability; surely the Saturn V then becomes a

‘Saturn IV’ and even less effective.



Other chroniclers of the ‘space race’ infer that the problem was solved by
cutting out this central rocket engine during the second stage and letting the
other four rockets burn a little longer to compensate for the consequent overall
lack of thrust. How would this help? The pogo effect occurred during the first
stage. Within these variations perhaps we find back-up for Bill Wood’s
observation of the odd fuel mix emanating from Saturn V’s rocket exhaust.

Chart (19) NASA Failures has a list of failures from a NASA index to the
year 1970, but these many and various catastrophes did not stop with the
advent of the Apollo phase of the space program. So how did the Saturn V
suddenly come right, delivering the Apollo astronauts safely into space without
another single incident? After all the people and the technology were still the
same, and Bill Wood tells us that the Saturn V was supposed to contain over 2
million separate parts, surely a virtually impossible challenge to fulfil, mission
after mission?

Project Apollo

The Apollo program, the section of the American space program designed to
actually deliver the astronauts to the lunar surface, started not with a bang, nor
with a whimper, but with a tragedy. On January 27 1967 Gus Grissom, Ed
White and Roger Chaffee all died high up on launch Pad 34 at the Cape from
asphyxiation — caused by fire in the cockpit of their test capsule, probably
triggered by an unshielded electrical switch in an oxygen environment. There
are several in-depth accounts of this saddening event.” We mention this
accident here to emphasise the accumulating problems that were developing
within the Apollo program. The urgency to get out into space seemed to be
dominating a timetable which should have been dictated by the technical
requirements.

Deeds not words
As late as 1967, the Apollo spacecraft was still considered dangerous by the astronauts. The
spacecraft had clocked up 20,000 systems failures — of which 200 belonged to the environmental

control system. 10 1 early tests a thruster nozzle had shattered on being fired. This vital nozzle would
place the craft in lunar orbit and then be required to set the craft’s return course to Earth. On
another occasion the heatshield split open and the $35 million dollar craft SANK to the bottom of the
pool over which they were carrying out a splashdown test. Such had been the state of affairs when
Gus Grissom walked away from the test craft leaving a lemon perched upon it, representing his very
low esteem for the vehicle.


http://www.aulis.com/dm_charts-tables.htm

Baron vs. Barons

The North American Aviation quality controller Thomas Baron, working on the
Apollo Program since 1965, was convinced that “the Apollo CSM was a lethal
machine and unsafe for men to fly in space”!! and Baron put it on record in
1966, producing an itemised written report to the CSM contractors (North
American Aviation) on December 23 1966.

Quality controllers were used to inspect and evaluate all aspects of
workmanship during the installation procedures involved in the assembly of
space craft. This process included the adhesion of the work force to the on-site
safety standards and procedures, during both installation and astronauts’ tests.
Their checklists were the result of carefully established criteria, and the
comments made by these men were respected by the authorities. Among this
group of observant men, Thomas Baron was considered a fastidious inspector,
a perfectionist; and he had earned the nickname D R (Discrepancy Report)
Baron.

North American Aviation should have been happy to have such a good
inspector on their side. This was obviously not the case, because on January 5
1967 — twenty two days before the fatal flight test, Baron was suspended from
duty.

Later, at the official hearing regarding the Pad 34 accident held in April
1967, Baron testified detailing the evidence that he had accumulated, presented
in two reports of 55 pages and 500 pages respectively. Incidentally, two years
previously, in December 1965, a highly critical report of manufacturing
standards, workmanship and timekeeping had been sent to North American
Aviation by the Director of the entire Apollo program, Major General Samuel
Phillips of the USAF. The Baron Report and the Phillips Report were very
similar in their criticisms. The following letter had been sent to NAA from
Major General Samuel C Phillips one year before the fatal fire that took the
lives of Grissom, Chaffee and White.

A Miracle
“No fire fighting methods have been developed that can cope with a fire in pure oxygen.” So wrote F
J Hendel of North American Aviation in Journal of Spacecraft & Rockets, 1964. Yet three years
later the same company created a miracle: a pure oxygen environment that stifles air! “Flammability
tests within a model of the redesigned CSM proved, that once begun, a fire would actually extinguish



itself in pure oxygen,” reported North American Aviation after a test on an Apollo 7 module, May
1967. A publication on ‘Apollo 11” states that after the fire on Pad 34: “All aspects of flammable

equipment and hardware were addressed and corrected. 12 Instead of the nitrogen/oxygen mixture on
Earth, the crew breathed pure oxygen with a pressure of 5 Ibs/sq. inch compared with an Earth
surface pressure of 14.7 lbs/sq. inch.”

Why does this author attempt to gloss over the fact that the Apollo 1 cabin was filled with pure
oxygen? This fact is exceedingly well known and his description is disinformative. Therefore, the
breathing mixture had NOT been corrected, it was exactly the same mix.

NASA Washington 25, DC
December 19, 1965
Mr J L Atwood President
North American Aviation, Inc.
1700E Imperial Highway
El Segundo, California

Dear Lee:
I believe that I and the team that worked with me were able to examine the Apollo Spacecraft and 5-1I stage progress at
your Space Information Systems Division in sufficient detail during our recent visits to formulate a reasonably accurate
assessment of the current situation concerning these two programs.
I am definitely not satisfied with the progress and outlook of either program and am convinced that the right actions now
can result in substantial improvement of position in both progress in the relatively near future.
Enclosed are ten copies of the notes which were compiled on the basis of our visits. They include details not discussed in
our briefing and are provided for your consideration and use.
The conclusions expressed in our briefing and notes are critical. Even with due consideration of hopeful signs, I could not
find a substantive basis for confidence in future performance. I believe that a task group drawn from NAA at large could
rather quickly verify the substance of our conclusions and might be useful to you setting the course for improvement.
The gravity of the situation compels me to ask that you let me know by the end of January if possible, the actions you
propose to take. If I can assist in any way, please let me know.

Sincerely,

(Signed)

SAMUEL C PHILLIPS

Major General, USAF

Apollo Program Director

There was one notable difference between these two plain-speaking
individuals. As a consequence of his courageous speaking out, Thomas Baron
did not survive the process, he was eliminated from the Apollo program. The
hearing officially concluded that an electrical failure caused the fire in the
capsule — using language that left little to the imagination when referring
specifically to the appalling state of the wiring.!3

Following this enquiry, NASA renamed the Apollo tests so that the ill-fated
flight was memorialised as Apollo 1 in honour of the three deceased
astronauts. From the similar findings presented by General Philips and Thomas
Baron it was clear that the Apollo program had not improved its technical
abilities to put a manned mission into space in the intervening months between
their assessments, nor had that situation improved by January 27 1967 when



the three Apollo astronauts were killed. It is less widely known that on January
31 1967 — four days after the tragedy that killed the Apollo 1 crew — two
airmen, William F Bartley Jr and Richard G Harmon were killed in a flash fire
within the pure oxygen environment of a high altitude chamber at Brooks Air
Force Base, Texas. Details concerning this fire were sent to the Apollo 1
investigation team and on February 1 1967 NASA finally called a temporary
halt to manned tests in pure oxygen environments.

Cobweb of deceit

In 1997 Journalist Piers Bizony published an article in which he asserted that,
during the Washington enquiry into the Pad 34 fire, NASA Administrator James
Webb basically protested that he had never seen the Major General Samuel
Phillips December 1965 report.'* On October 7 1968, Webb quietly resigned
from NASA and Tom Paine took over. Webb’s resignation (accepted with
alacrity by President Johnson on the very September day that it was offered)
became a reality only four days before the departure of ‘Apollo 8’, the first
manned mission scheduled to travel beyond the Van Allen radiation belts.

Bizony also catalogued another sorry tale: in this rather complicated saga the
Senator for Oklahoma was a figure of some significance. Owner of both Kerr
McGee (an oil and nuclear fuel corporation of consequence) and the Fidelity
Bank of Oklahoma, Senator Kerr had helped Webb get his job at NASA. He
was officially appointed by President Kennedy as NASA administrator in
1961. And guess what, previously Webb had been a senior president in Kerr
McGee. James Webb was a political animal and used his energies to keep
Congress in line, deploying any means at his disposal.

Enter a certain Fred Black, an influential lobbyist (especially concerning the
space program) and owner of Serv-U Vending Machines. North American
Aviation — those guys again — did a deal with Kerr to build factories in
Oklahoma, thus boosting Kerr’s chances of re-election. According to Bizony,
Senator Kerr then apparently authorised not only an enormous security-free
loan of $500,000 but also a valuable contract to install vending machines into
North American Aviation’s premises — to one Fred Black!

A further demonstration of this particular ‘web’s’ efficiency is apparent here:
Initially NASA had given the Command Module contract to Martin Marietta,



but apparently Black heard about this, phoned Kerr and informed him of the
situation. Consequently, Webb overturned his NASA manager’s decision and
awarded the contract to North American — despite the fact that they were
already up to their necks trying to build a Saturn rocket that would work.
Apparently subsequent investigations by the FBI revealed Black to be the
linkman between Kerr, Webb and North American Aviation. Chaikin tells us
that James Webb had “an uncanny knack for knowing where congressional
skeletons were hidden”. We would suggest that he also had Fred Black at his
beck and call. Like us, Bizony feels that the ‘space race’ had nothing to do with
the Cold War contest. He considers that it had more to do with corrupt big
business. We agree that big business was right up there but we suggest that
monetary gain was the inevitable fall out from the larger scam we are
describing.

However, partially as a result of all these shenanigans, one-third of the
Apollo spending program, Bizony tells us, was in the hands of North American
Aviation. He asserts that its management team was incompetent and its
engineers good at the talk but evidently not so good at the walk.

No wonder poor Grissom hung that lemon on a command module one sad day
at NAA.

New name, same game
Just to help us all to forget what had happened, several names were changed following the accident
on Pad 34. North American Aviation was merged with Rockwell-Standard Corporation and became
North American Rockwell. Token scapegoats, one each from NAA and NASA, were removed from
their managerial posts.

And consider this
“Think of all the thousands of parts and instruments — many of them furnished by the lowest bidder!
— that had to work properly.”
Stuhlinger & Ordway Il Wernher von Braun Crusader for Space

Following the Apollo 1 disaster and inquiry, major overhauls were also
instigated ‘on the ground’. The Apollo capsule had 5,000 changes made to its
design within a period of just 21 months. That was at rate of 8 changes per day
for the entire 21 months period! But still Apollo tests 2 through 5 had hundreds
of technical failures. Whistle-blower Bill Kaysing tells us that Apollo 6 was
an unmitigated disaster, even by NASA’s standards!



» The second stage did not light;

* The vehicle did not achieve Earth orbit;

» There were over 20 major failures in the flight.

Apollo 6 testing was intended to ‘man rate’ the Saturn V rocket (‘man rate’ in
this case means testing for its capacity to carry humans safely) and this it
clearly failed to do.

* No significant changes or improvements were made between Apollos 6
and 7. Yet, within six months, the very next testing — Apollo 7 was pure
perfection!

* Nothing in the basic structure of the American space program was
redesigned between Apollo 7 and ‘Apollo 17°. Yet a mere 23 months after
the fire on Pad 34 we are expected to believe that ‘Apollo 8’ went on a
jaunt around the Moon and back.

‘Apollo 8 was scheduled to re-enter our atmosphere at a rate that gave it a
specific kinetic energy twice as high as Apollo 7’s Earth orbit re-entry. But
even more dramatic, this flight was billed as performing an exercise that had
never been tried before: the re-entry manoeuvre through our atmosphere of a
spacecraft containing human beings. For some reason, NASA was in such a
hurry that the agency did not even send a trial unmanned craft of an
equivalent weight to test this re-entry procedure first."

* Yet in defiance of the laws of probability, statistics and just simple

mechanics, everything had changed.
Q: Is it possible for a program to become ‘perfect’ virtually overnight without
the addition and implementation of real technological advancements?

More monkey business

As late as June 28 1969 and after the ‘Apollo 8 mission, NASA launched a
biosatellite containing a 14 1b monkey, scheduled to spend 30 days in orbit.
Officially, the mission was ‘not considered a success’. In order to verify what
had really happened during this test, we were obliged to cross-reference a
number of space histories. Only by digging deeply were we able to establish
that the monkey had died very early on during this low-Earth orbit (221 x 241
miles) flight. The satellite was brought down into the Pacific on July 6 after
just 82 days. An autopsy report dated July 8 1969 concluded that the animal
had died of a heart attack, brought about by the problems associated with



weightlessness and a lower than normal body temperature.
Q: Why did NASA provide different researchers with variations of the truth,
and very economical variations at that? What is wrong with stating clearly “the
monkey died”?
Q: If, when testing monkeys on long space flights such animals could not
survive eight days or so, why should any of us give credence to the claim that
the astronauts of Apollos ‘8 and ‘10’ survived the full duration of their flights?
Moreover, how are we to believe that less than a month after this biosatellite
failure, ‘Apollo 11° left for its much-publicised successful voyage to the
Moon?

After these ‘made in USA’ trials and tribulations, how were the ‘Rockettes’
getting on over in the Soviet Union?

Back in the USSR

As early as 1833, Konstantin Tsiolkovsky had calculated that a rocket would
work in the vacuum of space. The man was a visionary, detailing many of the
requirements of a space age which would only begin to take shape decades
later. In 1895 he published an article postulating space travel as a possibility
and in 1898 published findings that were to be of the greatest importance:
namely that liquid propellants would be more efficient than solid propellants
and that of these, a mixture of either of oxygen and hydrogen or of oxygen and
kerosene, would be the most suitable for rocket engines.



21. Konstantin Tsiolkovsky.



22. Konstantin Tsiolkovsky’s statue in Moscow. AULIS

In 1903 Tsiolkovsky published a treatise on space travel, which included the
basic premise that still applies today: the need for the cosmonauts to recline at
take off — in order to withstand the forces of acceleration, the necessity for a
pressurised double-skinned hull to prevent meteoroid damage and that staging
rockets (rockets that fire in sequence dropping away as soon as their fuel is
spent, the next then firing and so on) should be used. In this way deadweight
would be reduced and greater acceleration achieved within a shorter time
period. Thereby rocket-fired craft would be able to leave the gravitational pull
of the Earth.

Tsiolkovsky also recognised that gyroscopes and thrusters (small stabilising
rockets) would be necessary and he proposed that people eventually living in
space stations needed to do so in spinning habitats which would create



artificial gravity.

The first of the ‘firsts’

Tsiolkovsky’s work was somewhat eclipsed by the German Zeppelin’s work
on dirigibles, and subsequently WWI as well as the Russian Revolution
slowed any practical research into rocket technology. Such would remain the
situation until the emergence of the Soviet Union from the ashes of the Tsarist
regime.

The Soviets have always been pioneers in space flightt When the
Transylvanian Hermann Oberth (later to join the Americans) published a book
on rocketry in 1923 — hailed as the “first of its kind” — the Soviets protested
that this was not so, for Tsiolkovsky had already been published in the
preceding century!

To honour of Konstantin Tsiolkovsky, the most significant volcanic crater on the lunar surface was
named after him. About 120 miles wide, it is situated on the far side of the Moon at between 19° and
22°8S.

Baikonur, ‘city’ of the double image

Until the mid 1990s it was difficult to evaluate the Soviet capacity at the time
of the Apollo phase of the space program because all information in the public
domain was coloured by the Western attitude, which of course favoured NASA
tiber alles. Fortunately, that situation is now beginning to change. Nevertheless,
the cosmonaut launch sites of Baikonur Cosmodrome, the Volgograd Station



and the Northern Cosmodrome were the scenes of a series of successes in the
domain of space exploration never equalled by the Americans.

23. Soviet launch sites.

The name of the Soviet Union’s space base in southern central Kazakstan was
a code name designed to confuse Westerners as to its exact location, taking the
name of a town some 200 miles distant. This doubling of names initially
caused much confusion for Soviet observers not ‘in the know’. Used for the
manned missions throughout the 1960s, this base was built on the north bank of
the River Syr near the old town of Tyuratam in 1955. The Soviets always
referred to their launch complex at that location as Tyuratam, not Baikonur. For
ease of use we shall use the name Baikonur. A new town named Leninsk (now
known as Korolév) was constructed to provide the housing and facilities for
the Baikonur Cosmodrome and the railway system extended to service the
base.

It is said that for the Soviets, a prime advantage of the Baikonur site was the
fact that it was allegedly beyond the reach of American intelligence listening
posts based in Turkey. However, Bill Kaysingrecalls working on Soviet rocket



data that emanated from these very listening posts, or at least that was the
information passed to him. The task was so secret that not even his own
superior was aware of what he was doing. Kaysing knew of other American
scientists who were working on secret data supplied by the US intelligence
network, albeit utterly frustrated as they were not given sufficient data to fulfil
their job specification.

The bias of the Western reporting of history painted the Soviet Union as the
big bad bear in the eyes of the American public, while reassuring the West that
their technology was better than that of the Soviets.

However, the facts speak otherwise. Contrary to the desires and the
information released by Western propaganda, the Soviets have a/ways had the
most powerful rockets on the planet, rockets capable of launching exceedingly
heavy payloads. Even after the premature death of Korolév in 1966, the
Soviets continued to achieve feats in space technology well beyond the
capabilities of their American counterparts.

Baikonur briefing
In 1995 it was announced that Lockheed Khrunichev Energia International, a Russian-American
commercial venture, was spending $23 million on updating the Baikonur Cosmodrome.

Korolév, Chief among the Indians

"~ The individual primarily responsible for the development of
Soviet rocketry during the main thrust of the Soviet space program, was their
chief engineer Sergei Korolév, the rocket wizard. The large number of
prestigious technological achievements that he realised for his country is
nothing short of stunning. He was kept pretty much hidden as were most of the
activities at the Baikonur Cosmodrome. This secrecy applied as much to the
common Soviet people as to the uninitiated Western observers. We are told as
many misleading stories about Korol€v, as we are about the base of Baikonur.

Sergei P Korolév was born on December 30 1906. He became a rocket



engineer in the 1930s but as he would not become a communist, Korolév was
sent to a gulag in Siberia during the Stalin purges. This valuable, unknown
genius was kept in a special prison where prisoner scientists could work on
special military projects — laboratories surrounded by bars. By 1945, with the
recruitment in Eastern Germany of the Peenemiinde ‘Rockettes’ he was
released to oversee the organisation of these men and to lead, as the chief
designer, what was to become the Soviet space program.

24. Sergei P Korolév with Yuri Gagarin. SMITHSONIAN

Following the death of Stalin, Korolév was personally in contact with Nikita
Kruschev, his successor. Then at the peak of his career, Korolév died on the
operating table on January 14 1966. According to Western sources of this
information: “Korolé€v’s plans for sending probes to the Moon were frustrated
by engineering failures” and “the first successful automated landing did not
happen until two weeks after his death”.

No mention of the successful crash landing of Luna 1, no mention of the
successful imaging of the far side of the Moon, no mention of the fact that
Korolév’s probes reached the Moon.

The Americans at that time had failed to get two Rangers even into Earth



orbit. Their first fly-by was three years later and three times further out from
the Moon than the Soviets; and the Americans only began obtaining near-side
photographs of the lunar surface the year before the Soviets finished imaging
the entire far side!

It is little known outside the aerospace industry that back in 1957 at the time
of launching both Sputnik satellites the Soviet rockets were already lifting
loads far in excess of anything that the Americans could manage. The satellites
designed by Yevgeni Frolov of the Korolév Bureau and launched from
Baikonur were launched by an R-7 (AKA A-1).!° These Sputnik launches were
announced months in advance, but nobody in the West took them seriously.
Some of the photographs that we reproduce in this book were first issued by
the Soviet Embassy — in 1957. So much for the ‘secrecy and competition’
storyline. Sputnik I weighed 223 lbs and was eleven times heavier than
anything that the United States was capable of launching at that time (their
maximum being about 20 lbs — (for the Vanguard and Explorer satellites).
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25. Korolév’s house in Moscow, his desk and hat just as he left them before going into hospital in

January 1966. In 1966 Sergei Korolév asked his Doctor how long his heart would last. The reply was
“about twenty years” — to which Korolév replied: “Ten years will be enough”. AULIS

Gravity wells
The escape velocity for leaving Earth is 6.83 miles per second or 24,588 mph. In order to leave a
planetary body it is necessary to travel at a speed fast enough to release the rocket from the planet’s
gravitational field. The required speed is called the escape velocity and accurate calculations related
to this speed are naturally crucial to the amount of fuel carried by the craft. The LM used hypergolic
fuels and these take up weight and space. During the design stage all the components of the Apollo
spacecraft to be launched by the Saturn V had undergone Operation Scrape — the elimination of all
superfluous weight. This exercise included the LM. The escape velocity for leaving the Moon is just



over 1.138 miles per second or 4,097 mph.
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26. Soviet space rockets to 1966. The SL13 (far right) with 2,355,000 Ibs thrust was 50% more
powerful than the USA’s Saturn 1B (with only 1,640,000 Ibs thrust).
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27. USA space rockets to 1966 (Saturn 1B on the far right).

Sputnik IT launched a month later on November 3 1957 weighed in at 1,117
Ibs, five times the weight of Sputnik I and fifty-five times the weight of
American launch capacity. This second Sputnik contained Laika the dog.

The heavier the craft, the more powerful the launcher needs to be. Contrasting
with the American desire to make lighter and lighter spacecraft, the Soviets
were launching aloft much heavier payloads. Either they had less access to
certain lighter materials then available in the USA, and/or their superior launch
capacity was due to something else — better engineering.

Around the rugged rock . ..

The first Soviet in space was also sent aloft on top of an A-1. The A-2
launched the Voskhod I and an uprated version of this rocket launched the
Soyuz spacecraft. Western information records that the Soyuz 1 crashed to the
ground, killing Cosmonaut Komarov when the drogue lines became entangled —
this matter allegedly leading to the delay of the Soyuz and Lunar programs.



However a comparison of both countries’ lunar timetables demonstrates how
very neatly the American flights slot into the Soviet gaps. Even the above
Soviet ‘gap’ is not as large as we are led to believe because despite delays,
throughout 1968 one Luna mission and two Zonds were flown.!”

28. Soviet A-2.

In 1964 — two years before the Americans developed the Saturn 1B — the
Soviets were using a launch vehicle equal in lifting capacity. The Soviets
called their rocket the D booster and this craft was capable of lifting 20 tons.
Both the size and the power of the Soviet launch vehicles was increased with
the advent of this Proton D rocket, which was used for the launch of the Proton
satellite as well as the Cosmos, Zond, Luna and Salyut programs.

It is now known that in 1965, the Soviets started building a launcher
equivalent to the Saturn V that America would eventually build. It was planned
to test fly the N-1 craft in the latter part of 1967. Referred to by some as the
‘Super Booster’ this rocket generated 10 million lbs of thrust — from 30
engines in the first stage alone — somewhat in excess of the American’s 7.6
million Ibs of thrust from their Saturn V.
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29. Twenty engine nozzles visible on an A-2 launcher at Bikonur.
ALLGEMEINER DEUTSCHER NACHDIENST

The N-1 rocket engines, were codenamed NK-33 and the prospective Soviet
lunar craft was codenamed OK-L-1. It was claimed that the vehicle had a
unique and safe structure. In all, five hundred organisations and twenty six
ministries and government departments were involved in the development of
the N-1 vehicle.'8

30. The Soviet N-1.

The first flight was officially re-scheduled for February 21 1969. Many
writers are at pains to state that the Soviet ‘Super Booster’ did not work and
that the Soviets had to abandon their chances of getting to the Moon for the
want of a capable launcher, in addition to internal politics within their space
program. We feel that these stories of the launch problems of the N-1
throughout the years of 1967-1970 could well be the product of organised



disinformation.
Key points in the program were:
* On February 21 1969 the Soviets first test-flew their N-1. It used liquid
kerosene and oxygen, had a weight of 9.1 million lbs, produced 10 million
Ibs of thrust, had 30 first stage engines and stood 307.5 feet high with a
base diameter of 52.5 feet. We are informed that a fire in the tail
compartment shut down the engine 70 seconds after launch. The second
firing in July 69 also apparently failed. The N-1 was tested again in June
1971 and November 1972.
« Suvorov’s diaries disagree with these dates.!”
* In 1994 we learnt that the Russian N-1 engines were currently being tested
for use in American rockets! Now that was an apparent turn around!
 The Japanese had N-1 main engine(s) and a number of strap-on boosters.
« Data published in 1995 indicated that since 1965 more than 200 Proton
craft have been launched.
* In the late 1990s a Proton could take aloft a payload of 9 tonnes.
Q: If the Soviets had been so unsuccessful in their quest to build powerful
rockets, how can it be that the Russians are currently providing rocket
technology to various countries, including the US, and charging commercial
rates for space launches? (See Illusory Apollo at Aulis.com)

. . . the ragged rascals ran

The Soviets built their machines for functionality and not for show business.
These machines were tougher, more efficient and had greater durability than
their American counterparts. Soyuz, flown in 1967 (at the same time as the
Gemini phase of the US program), was still functioning 15 years later. If Soyuz
allegedly did not perform and killed their cosmonauts, why did the Soviets
continue with its use? Of their manned craft, Voskhod 1 was capable of taking a
crew of three. It was a major advance over the first series, being 1,500 lbs
heavier and containing many technical improvements. It was considered so
safe that cosmonauts did not need to wear their pressure suits during flight. The
Soviets considered that an accident serious enough to split the crew module
would kill the cosmonauts anyway, so that it was irrelevant to provide
spacesuit environmental feeds, except for EVAs or whenever the cabin was to
be depressurised.?’ Our information is that the Voskhod cosmonauts used


http://www.aulis.com/illusion.htm

drogue parachutes and retro-rockets to land on the hard surface of Earth,
compared with the Vostok pilots who had to parachute from their spacecraft.

The Soviet crew command module design of 1967 was a bell with flattened
sides and a hemispherical heat shield across the base. It was designed to carry
three cosmonauts in a shirt-sleeve environment of nitrogen and oxygen at sea-
level pressure.

The Soviets used this nitrogen/oxygen mix in their manned craft instead of the
pure oxygen environment that the Americans favoured. In the early days of
Apollo, Charlie Felz of North American Aviation wanted to use this two-gas
mixture as it was safer than the very hazardous pure oxygen. NASA overruled
this request because considerable technical problems would have arisen,
including the need for instrumentation developments before such a mixture
could be used.

One wonders how the Soviets managed so well!

It is our contention that the Soviets have always been at the forefront of
rocket development and that they never did abandon their intention of going to
the Moon. We suggest that much of the propaganda released by the US
regarding the Soviet space program was just that — propaganda. Costly
failures, management insisting that missions be tried without enough testing,
technical problems with solar panels during flight, tragic accidents which
affected the schedule with the entire program were virtually dependent on just
one major item.

For the Soviets, their rocket launcher.

For the Americans, their lunar lander.

Both countries’ space scenarios appear to have been written by the same
script writers.

Drama doctoring

During the ‘Apollo 16’ mission the record states that the astronauts
experienced technical problems, even during the first stages of separation of
the LM Orion from the CM Casper. The drama of this landing was heightened
by their tardiness, they were six hours late when they finally touched down at
their designated lunar site. According to space historian Andrew Chaikin, had
the flight been much further behind schedule, the landing would have been



reprogrammed for the following morning (Earth time). This action was
considered an impossibility due to the lighting conditions.

The foregoing statement is totally absurd.

At the time this actual arrival was scheduled the Sun was at 10 degrees of
arc, a delay of between 12 to 24 hours would only increase the Sun angle by 6
to 12 degrees or so. If an entire lunar mission costing billions of dollars is
jeopardised by a brief delay of six hours, then it does not say much for the
planning department at Houston, who would appear to have selected either the
wrong site or the wrong time of the lunar month — or both! But from a purely
creative point of view, the script writing was excellent, the whole episode
made for a great adventure with plenty of dramatic tension. A great ending for
a storyline featuring a craft designed as a lunar lander and which was an
equally dramatic prop!

L for LEM
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The Lunar Excursion Module later known as the LM,
(pronounced /em) was an excellent piece of set dressing, a vitally important
component in the unfolding NASA space drama. The LM was basically an
arrangement of two engines and their attendant fuel tanks. Even hypergolic
fuels take up space, and during the design stage, the LM (which used such
fuels) — like all the other components of the Apollo spacecraft to be launched
by the Saturn V — had undergone Operation Scrape, the elimination of all
superfluous weight. Created uniquely for the astronaut’s descent to the surface
of the Moon from the Command Module, the LM was specifically designed to
function with either a one-man or a two-man crew,?! although two astronauts
were very hard pressed to be comfortable in such conditions, as we shall
discover. This machine would sit on the surface during the EVA and “if all
went well” as NASA were fond of saying, it would leave the Moon and re-join
the CSM. The Lunar Module design in some ways is equivalent to a wigwam.
Both have two apertures (one in the side, one at the top), flimsy supports, thin



walls and a central fire!

This ‘flying wigwam’, specifically designed for functioning uniquely in a
vacuum, was totally incapable of supporting its own weight on Earth, and
certainly incapable of surviving the heat of re-entry into the Earth’s
atmosphere. Given its inability to travel anywhere once down on the lunar
surface, NASA at an early stage decided to drop the word ‘excursion’ from its
title.

So how would the LM perform in the environment of space and on the lunar
surface? Before ‘Apollo 11’ allegedly landed on our satellite, the Moon, no
LM had ever been tested to its full functionality in space.

This means that:

* No LM had ever been in manned lunar orbit lower than a distance of nine
miles above the lunar surface. This height was allegedly reached during the
‘Apollo 10’ test flight of May 1969;

* No LM had ever touched the lunar surface;

* No trials had ever been made for the ascent from the lunar surface, either
by a remote-controlled or by a manned LM. That at least is what we have
all been told.
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32. A wigwam no North American Indian would be seen dead in



Given the number of unknowns inherent in these manoeuvres, would it not
have been advisable — or rather absolutely mandatory — to test these
procedures with a remote-controlled LM before risking the lives of human
beings in one? Even more so since NASA and the Soviet Union had both
experienced disturbing gravitational anomalies during lunar orbits involving
their respective unmanned craft.

The LM was the culmination of many years of design and research. It was
constructed for NASA by the Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corporation and
its affiliated contractors.

Founded in 1930, Grumman’s expertise (much like that of Hasselblad) was
acquired through the necessities of United States’ national defence industries.
Builders of naval aircraft such as amphibious aeroplanes, hydrofoil boats,
seaplanes etc., Grumman also produced 17,000 combat aircraft during WWII,
including the Hellcat, Wildcat and Avenger series.

The company only began making commercial (i.e. civilian) aircraft after the
war. Space was a domain into which they first ventured publicly in 1960 with
the contract for a series of astronomical satellites designed for Earth orbit.
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33. Lunar Module in the US National Air and Space Museum. (See also Appendix)

Although they were not to sign the contract with NASA for the LM
development until 1962, Grumman had been investing time and money in LM
design principles and requirements since 1958. From that date until 1965,
Grumman worked through three variations on a basic theme, before finalising
the design into the ‘flying wigwam’ (or spider as some have called it) that we
are familiar with today. Their final design was remarkably similar to RA
Smith’s original 1947 proposal (see further on). That first concept
incorporated the principals of liquid propellant technology, a base supported
by legs and vertical ascent from the lunar surface.

Q: Why is it that most space chroniclers consider that Grumman only worked
on the LM from 1962 onwards?

Q: Have they been deliberately mislead?

Q: Were Grumman philanthropists or speculators, that they used their own time



and money to develop a product for which they might never receive a contract?
A: No.

Q: Then whose money was used to finance the Grumman LM in-house studies
from 1958-19627

A: They received development funding,

It is usual for potential contractors to produce a written proposal of a size
and detail commensurate with the allocated program budget. For example the
LM program was evaluated at $6.9 billion. That is a very large sum indeed
and was worth a great deal more back in the 1960s. A budget of that size
would normally require a program proposal of anything between 5,000 to
86,000 pages. Whistle-blower Bill Wood informs us that ten other proposals
he had examined for programs of that $ value averaged over 38,000 pages.

Yet Grumman produced a Lunar Excursion Module program proposal
totalling only 110 pages! This size of document would have been appropriate
for a mere $1.4 million project.

Q: Why was Grumman’s LEM program proposal so skimpy ?

Q: Could it rather be that they already knew in advance that they would secure
the contract and therefore didn’t have to ‘bother’ with the very detailed
proposal normally required to secure such projects?

Q: Or could it be that certain key individuals were advised that this craft
would actually not be required to perform to its full official specification?

Reservations
The LM was basically a pair of flying engines, designed to carry the astronauts
from the Command Module orbiting around the Moon down to the lunar
surface. The LM would be their ‘home’ for the duration of their visit, and
would then ascend from the lunar surface and rendezvous with the Command
Module. An ambitious program certainly, but theoretically feasible. In order to
achieve these aims, the flying wigwam consisted of two sections: The descent
stage, which provided the power for the first part of the mission; and then the
ascent stage which housed the crew of two astronauts, became their base
camp while on the Moon and then provided the propulsion and control systems
for their return to the orbiting CSM.

With the redundant descent stage remaining on the Moon, the departure from
the lunar surface required the provision of separate fuel tanks and ascent



engine. This was a good design feature. During the descent period, the LM had
the potential to abort a landing and fire the ascent stage from mid-descent,
should there be a malfunction or an impediment to landing. This capability of
course was only available down to a certain height — after which it would be
too late to obtain the required impetus from the ascent engine — the LM would
then crash-land onto the Moon. Another advantage to the dual stage concept
meant that the LM could be much lighter overall, and less fuel was required on
board than if the whole apparatus had to be returned to the Command Module.

The lander was entirely constructed around the engine housing and fuel tanks.
Two astronauts stood in front of the engine housing (located on top of the
ascent engine) and were surrounded on all four sides — front, back, left, and
right — by fuel tanks. At the angles between these tanks were the triangular
storage bays for the scientific equipment, geological specimen returns, and
other necessities. These, together with eight radio systems, life support
systems, cameras and other instrumentation gave the LM of ‘Apollo 11’ a
launch weight of 14.82 tons. This was increased to 16.18 tons on later LM
models. The LM was stowed, fully loaded with its hypergolic fuels, on top of
the third stage of the Saturn V rocket.

The British Interplanetary Society

The society was founded in 1933 specifically to evaluate how three men could be landed on the
Moon and returned safely to Earth (does that remind us of anyone else’s words?). Many of this
Society’s original concepts, including the LM, have been incorporated into aspects of the space
program.

R A Smith, the designer of the first lunar lander had already designed a spaceship by 1939 — many
aspects of this craft appear to be rather more sensible than those ultimately put into practise by
NASA.



Left, British Interplanetary Society Lunar Spaceship concept 1939.

Right, Lunar Exploration craft BIS member R A Smith’s 1947 design. The BIS had already
considered that chemical scrubbers would be necessary for the removal of carbon dioxide and water
vapour from the astronauts’ breath. Founder members of the BIS include Arthur C Clarke.

Being uniquely designed to fly in the vacuum of space, the Lunar Module’s
structure was so delicate (according to many sources) that it could not
support its own weight in an Earth environment.



34. Artists impression of LM landing and clearly producing a very obvious exhaust.
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36. LM Tramer/simulator.

Yet that same LM would have had to endure the maximum thrust of the Saturn
V’s first and second stage at full acceleration, an imposition of at least 7Gs —
that is an equivalent weight of 103.74 tons. If the module could not even



support its own weight, then it would certainly have required some very
special support or suspension during lift-off from Earth!

Just before he died, Gus Grissom had noted that NASA’s inability to
adequately communicate between their spacecraft and ground control — while
still on the launch pad — did not bode well for the missions themselves. When
Armstrong was nearly killed during a training exercise on the LM simulator
and had to eject before it crashed to the ground, he was unable to hear anything
from the control tower through his headphones, due to the excessive noise of
the jet engine.

How can it be that the pressurised interior of the LM was virtually silent?
The thunderous noise inside this pressurised flying wigwam should have been
tremendous, with the rocket engine roaring just under the occupant’s feet, yet
the sound recordings on all the alleged direct communications with Houston
are unhindered by any vibration or significant sound in the background
whatsoever. They are also miraculously unhindered by any breakup in
communications, not many of the “...Say again Houston?” lines in these
carefully-written scripts!

Armstrong was standing immediately above a rocket engine producing
10,000 Ibs of thrust! And we hear nothing? — silent whistles!? And then what
about the total lack of shake, or stress in his voice? — the heat and vibration
transmitted to the entire frame of the craft would surely have been an utterly
bone-rattling nerve-shattering experience.

NASA described the LM descent engine as being covered with a Titanium
shield, made to contain the radiating heat estimated at nearly 2,000°F/1,093°C)
according to some sources, or even as high as 3,000°F/1,649°C.??

With the best will in the world, it is difficult to conceive of the silent, shirt-
sleeved environment that we were presented with on the Apollo missions —
except of course, as seen in movies such as 2001: A Space Odyssey.

Cranky Yankees
Jet engines make a great deal of noise. For sake of a comparison, the noise of a single jet taking off
from an aircraft carrier can reach 140 decibels, roughly the amount of noise generated by an
orchestra of 75,000 musicians. Above 145 decibels, the human body vibrates from the intensity of
these sound waves. Long exposure to such an intensity of sound, creates physiological and
psychological stress. During the early days of aircraft flight decks, catapult crews wore special
earmuffs, which filtered out the high frequency noise but these crews still suffered from stress and



depression.

37. (left) Interior view of a LM. 38. Cernan and Schmitt during training in a LM.

Pushing the envelope — of our gullibility

NASA shows us Aldrin aboard the LM Eagle in his coveralls. Some technical
sourcebooks assert that the LM was designed for the astronauts to fly in light
coveralls, in a pure oxygen environment of 248 mm Hg.? Others state that the
astronauts were required to be clad in their pressure suits as the oxygen feeds
transited through the suits and then through the cabin environment.

Chaikin relates that Armstrong and Aldrin took six hours to put on their suits,

while the astronauts of ‘Apollo 15° were supposedly the first astronauts not to
have to wear their pressure suits within the LM.?* They said that it was a
pleasure to wear coveralls while they slept.
Q: If you really were travelling in an untested craft, when the slightest problem
might cause your immediate demise, would you be doing it in your shirt
sleeves? Would you travel thusly, when apparently, you could maximise your
chances of survival by wearing the protective clothing that went with your
ticket?



In Europe, we insist that motor cycle riders wear crash helmets at all times
and on construction sites hard hats are compulsory.

However, astronauts, travelling at speed in a virgin and reputedly tricky craft,
through an unfamiliar environment, on an untried trajectory to an unknown
landing surface are supposedly doing all of this just in their pilot’s coveralls!

Back on Earth, before launch, each astronaut was suited up by several

attendants, working in a spacious arena. Yet we are expected to believe that the
astronauts were able to dress and undress themselves in the severely restricted
interior of the LM. We are also advised that they slept in their space suits and
some of them allegedly felt the cold whilst the LM stood on the lunar surface.
So much for the claimed complete environmental system that these suits
afforded the wearer.
Q: How could they possibly become cold in a cabin standing in the Sun of the
lunar day. In a cabin that supposedly had been thermally insulated, pressurised
and specifically designed for their requirements?? If anything they should be
too hot, with outside temperatures of around +180° to 200°F, and at least one
half of the cabin exposed to the full blast of the Sun.

Whichever account you read of these astronaut’s LM adventures, there is only
one certainty — they never, ever tally. Not ever.

LM precautions
The complete descent stage was protected by a thermal and micrometeoroid shield, the top and side
panels having an extra tough nickel mesh protection. The engine temperatures radiated by the
descent engine would heat the engine compartment, and so titanium was used as a protection. Mylar
and H film blankets were fitted to distribute heat from the Sun and absorb the energy of tiny
micrometeorites. There was also a Teflon-coated titanium blast shield to deflect engine exhaust from

the ascent stage when it took off after separating from the descent stage, which was to remain
behind.



39. “‘Apollo 11’ the shirt-sleeve environment of the LM Eagle.

Grumman’s wigwam

At the heart of the LM — the habitable area was of aluminium alloy fabrication
using conventional aircraft construction techniques. This cabin was surrounded
by cylindrical propellant tanks, altitude control thrusters and all their
associated ‘plumbing’. The drum shape of the ascent engine protruded into this
‘living’ space. The peculiar shape of the LM was due mostly to the aluminium
‘stand-offs’, which contoured these propellant tanks and plumbing and also
supported the thermal blankets. These blankets were made of at least 25 layers
of aluminised Mylar (or H film).

There was another layer external to this Mylar, supported by an extension of
the standoffs. This second layer was an anti-micrometeoroid shield, a flexible
skin of sheet aluminium. It was this flexible outer skin that gave rise to the
legend of the LM’s fragility, where an astronaut could “put his foot through the
wall” at any moment.

The front section was equipped with the two triangular windows, and there
was a larger rectangular window in the roof of the LM. During the testing of
the first LM, aluminium shades were lowered over these windows. Why did
they not test the windows as they would have been used by the astronauts — i.e.



without covers? Or conversely, should not these windows have been covered
by aluminium at all times, bearing in mind the GCRs and particularly the solar
radiation problems with which NASA were continually grappling?

It has been acknowledged that micrometeorites can traverse the Perspex and
polycarbonate helmets worn by the astronauts, and it is known that cosmic rays
have also penetrated craft. One of the LM’s triangular windows had a camera
fitted behind 1t. Yet we have no evidence, actual or admitted from NASA, that
any film stock, exposed or otherwise was ever damaged or exhibited any
effects from any of these ultra high speed particles.

More drama doctoring

Having created this machine the real question was: could the LM even land on
the Moon? The record states that during the alleged ‘Apollo 10’ testing of the
LM both in orbit around the Moon and continuing down to nine miles above the
surface, the LM suffered from wild gyrations, which were later put down to:
“an abort switch that had been snapped on, unnoticed”! Another official
comment on this incident was: “the Lunar Module had performed far beyond
what (sic) engineers believed would ever have been demanded of the skittish
machine”. A machine does what it is supposedly designed for — in this case,
goes to the Moon and descends near enough to simulate some of the conditions
required for landing, then departs and re-joins its Command Module — and its
engineers are astonished! However, given that it is highly unlikely that this trip
was a manned mission these descriptions could be script writing, whistle-
blowing or even a bit of both.

We note that the machine was still considered to be ‘skittish’ two months
before ‘the big one’ — nevertheless, when this flying wigwam apparently went
to the Moon it behaved perfectly — as it did thereafter on five subsequent
manned lunar landings!

Those engineers were right to be astonished! Because leading up to this
manned ‘Apollo 10’ flight (wherever it actually flew) Grumman had been in
serious trouble with the development of the LM. The LMI test did not fulfil
expectations, with the Ascent Propulsion System (APS) bursting into flames
and breaking up as the two stages separated. The computer also became
confused and malfunctioned, depleting the propellants from the thruster system
and, on a second firing of the APS, closed down systems which then forced the



LM into an uncontrollable tumble. Yet, astonishingly, this result was
considered by NASA as satisfying minimum test operations. The LMI
‘officially’ passed this test with flying colours — so much so that NASA thought
another unmanned test unnecessary! They then skipped to the testing of LM3.
But among other difficulties, all the LMs experienced wiring problems to
varying degrees and naughty Grumman were told to be more careful.

The boggle factor

During manufacture, stress corrosion cracks began to appear in the aluminium structures of some
LMs. Grumman’s inspectors checked the LMs in the areas accessible to inspection, but did not
disassemble any module — apparently for fear of dropping behind with their delivery dates. They
gambled that, as they had not found any cracks in the accessible parts, the chances of corrosion
happening in the hidden parts of the structure were: “Sufficiently low to assume there were none!”
They hedged their bets by switching to a different alloy for subsequent LM fabrication. We have
been unable to find any trace of this alloy swap in the history records available. Is this ‘drama
doctoring’ or plain commercial greed?

So history repeats itself once more: in mid 1968, some 14 months after the
fatal electrical faults that killed Grissom, White and Chaffee we are again
hearing of electrical wiring installation and malfunction problems in a major
component of the Apollo program. Two near disasters were announced in that
year, one of them in the very month that ‘ Apollo 8 was scheduled to leave for
its mission. Theoretical flight simulations were held between the Cape and
Houston. Physical flight simulations took place at Ellington Air Force Base.

The physical LM simulator had a centrally-placed jet engine which shot it
1,000 feet into the air. The astronaut then threw a switch which throttled back
the engine to compensate for yths of the LM’s weight. The remaining 6th weight
made the vehicle fall at just the correct speed towards the ground and the pilot
used his thrusters to manoeuvre and balance the LM’s descent.

There is film footage of Armstrong’s ejection from the LM simulator in May
1968 when it ran out of attitude control fuel for the thrusters. The machine
became totally unstable to the point of almost killing Armstrong. This problem
was declared a design flaw and not an operational blip. For a design flaw to
result in a lack of fuel is pushing Operation Scrape a bit far, is it not?

In December 1968 test pilot Joe Algranti also had to eject from the LM
simulator due to an (unspecified) aerodynamic problem. When the ‘Apollo 8’
flight around the Moon was scheduled for December that year, no LM was



considered flight ready.

The box of tricks

It was on July 20 1962 that James Webb said NASA needed a real time computer complex (RTCC)
at the Manned Spacecraft Center in Houston, thus unifying existing computers with the Space Task
Group at Langley, Goddard and the Cape.

IBM was given the job and the transfer of Mission Control from the Cape to Houston was completed
three years later by the time of the Gemini IV flight on June 6-7 1965. Although primitive by today’s
standards, at the time of Apollo the US computing technology was the most advanced in existence —
and this was the vital adjunct to their rocket technology.

Yet all the computing ability in the world would be of no consequence if their spacecraft’s computers
were unable to handle the radiation of the Van Allen belts and thereafter in deep space. In the
Scientific American of March 1959, Dr. James Van Allen wrote that any craft containing astronauts
would require shielding against radiation. If their computers were unable to deal with this hazard, then
what chance would a bio-organism have?

The sixties bug?
An interesting explanation as to why the ‘Apollo 11’ astronauts had alarm bells ringing 5 mins 38 secs
mnto the descent to the landing site: Mission Control was unaware, as were the astronauts, that the

LM’s computer was incorrectly programmed for the descent trajectory down to the lunar surface!?®

Cryogenics and Hypergolics
Cryogenics: The management of temperatures from -238°F/-150°C down to absolute zero.
Molecular motion at absolute zero is as close as possible to ceasing completely.
Hypergolics: Fuels which ignite upon contact with each other, thus requiring no external aid.

Wonderfuel

Whistle-blower Bill Kaysing has evaluated, as have others, that the LM was
under capacity in fuel provision for the claimed descent to the lunar surface.
He infers that the LM neither landed on the Moon nor took off again according
to the scenario published by NASA. The LM consumed more than half its own
weight during the descent stage, which should have brought the amount of
propellants to around 8 tons for the LM Eagle’s descent. Eagle’s descent fuel
tanks held 8 tons of propellant while the ascent tanks stored 2.3 tons.?’” Neil
Armstrong apparently landed with about 2% of available fuel remaining.?®
(Each published account gives different figures and even different actual
weights for the LM. One cannot blame the various authors for these
discrepancies, but it does help to fudge the record, contributing to the
continuance of the notorious Never A Straight Answer policy.)” Armstrong
overshot the lunar landing site by 1,000 feet, which apparently cost an extra 40
seconds, leaving 400 Ibs of fuel in the descent tanks. If 400 lbs is 2% then



100% 1s 20,000 Ibs which is around 9 tons. That makes one ton more fuel than
they started out with at launch. (Those rumours must be true then: ‘They’ are
out there, running a Cislunar filling station!)

Grumman’s engineer

In June 1996, we talked to George Pinter previously of
Grumman Aerospace who was actively involved at top level in the
development of the cryogenics for the Lunar Module.*

40. George Pinter at Grumman Aerospace, September 1970. G PINTER

The company had formal discussions with Rocketdyne in California
concerning the development of a helium-injected engine. Rocketdyne had been
awarded the contract to develop the LM’s descent propulsion system (Bell
Aerosystems were awarded the Ascent Propulsion System) on January 30



1963, but they had run into difficulties. Pinter was so valuable that for a period
he was seconded to Rocketdyne to help them out. For this project was
considered as a ‘pacing item’ around which the whole Apollo program would
revolve.

The Manned Spacecraft Center had drawn up the specifications for this
descent engine and stipulated that it should have a throttleable range of 10:1.
However, Grumman put out to tender the Descent Propulsion System again on
March 14 1963, this time requesting an alternative design, using mechanical
throttle linkage rather than chemical thrust reduction as in the helium system.

By May 1 that year, Grumman had authorised Rocketdyne to proceed with the
Helium concept and selected Space Technology Laboratories (STL) to proceed
with the mechanical engine. Money was certainly not in short supply! STL
carried out its first (we are advised successful) test firing of this engine in
January 1964, a year after the Rocketdyne contract had been agreed. By April
1964, STL had established a new facility for the Lunar Module DPS at San
Juan Capistrano, California and in July they were testing out at Reno, Nevada
— using simulators to run tests up to a theoretical 24 miles altitude.

Back at Rocketdyne, in January 1965, two years after their contract had been
awarded, Rocketdyne was ordered to cancel what was now interestingly
termed “their competitive concept”. Was this role reversal or parallel
development of two systems for two different purposes? And were these
parallel contracts designed to discretely slow the pace of the space program?

Whatever the real reason for this shift of approach, one thing is certain: a
great deal of money had gone to North American Aviation as a result of that
successful tender.

On June 15 1996 we were very fortunate to be able to put several questions
to George Pinter. He was now retired and in delicate health but there was
nothing wrong with either his mind or his memory.

An Associate Fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics, his work involved the technical supervision of the specialists as
well as the management of the project. With numerous qualifications and four
patents to his name, George Pinter was recipient of a Grumman ‘Certificate of
Excellence’, plus a NASA ‘Apollo achievement award’.

“Why do you think that the makers of the film Apollo 13 produced a red



exhaust from the LM engine when there was no such exhaust in the ‘real
thing’?” we asked.

“It was theatrical license,” George replied.

“But the LM used hypergolic propellants,” was our response, ‘“therefore
there should have been thick, dense, opaque, dark red smoke in ‘the real
thing’.”

“It was white smoke,” George insisted.

“But there were always red exhaust gases produced during the tests in
California,” we pointed out.

“Oh! The red gases were the tests for the chemicals used for the attitude
control thrusters,” responded George.

41. Close up detail of a LM thruster. ] COLLIER

We knew that George Pinter was highly qualified to answer such questions
and he was certainly in full possession of the facts. Being intimately involved
with the cryogenics for the LM he had to be fully aware that his answer was
glaringly incorrect and that we would easily be able to establish that it was
‘wrong’. It would appear that George Pinter was blowing a clear, albeit
discreet whistle.



42. Hypergolic tests in the Simi Hills, California which produced
thick, dense, opaque, dark red smoke. W KAYSING

“Well, let’s move on to another point. How could anybody see anything out of
the window of the LM during landing on the lunar surface, with this totally
obscuring hypergolic exhaust smoke belching out of the engine?”

“There absolutely could not be any smoke,” replied George, “because they
had to see to land. They just picked up a little dust.”

This crucial question of the lack of exhaust from the descent engine (and from
the ascent engine as well) is absolutely fundamental to the veracity of the LM
lunar landings.

We wondered if George Pinter was saying that the lack of the thick, dense,



opaque, dark red (or even white) smoke is a clue that hypergolic fuels were
not used?

Or rather that there is something altogether in error with the record of the
landings? Was he, in effect, agreeing that hypergolic fuels do produce the
effects mentioned, but that Armstrong did not see smoke through his window,
because Neil Armstrong had to be able to see and therefore Armstrong did not
land on the Moon?
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43. Artists impression of LM’s ascent stage taking off, producing an obvious exhaust.

The single common factor in all these alleged events would have been the
emissions from the LM’s actual exhaust, no matter where the landing
location.“These hypergolic fuels burn with thick, dense, opaque, dark red
smoke, through which, at close distances it is impossible to see.”!

Therefore we must conclude:

NO EXHAUST = NO HYPERGOLIC FUELS = NOT A TRUE RECORD
OF AN ACTUAL LUNAR LANDING.



44. Actual TV frame of ‘Apollo 17° LM ascent stage apparently taking off,
generating NO SMOKE OR ROCKET EXHAUST WHATSOEVER.



producing an obvious exhaust. NGS

We returned to this key question with George Pinter. “There is another point
concerning the landing of the LM on the lunar surface,” we said. “When the
space agency [and Grumman] were preparing their early ‘artist’s impressions’
of future landings on the Moon they had the artist include the red exhaust gas
and a crater underneath the LM. So why was there no crater in the real thing?”

“That’s a good question. You should write to the American Consulate and ask
them,” George suggested. We thought that this cratering aspect was crucial so
we asked George about it once again.



46. Grumman LM and generated crater. GRUMMAN

“Just to press the point — by what circumstance is it possible to hover and
then land on rock with an engine burning at 3,250°F/1,788°C (when throttled
back to 65%) and neither affect the rock nor MELT the dust directly under the
engine, let alone ‘not dig a hole’. And wouldn’t that also have damaged the
gold Mylar on the legs and deposited dirt on the LM’s footpads?” we asked.

“Two more good points. You should write to the American Consulate in
London for the answer to those questions,” was the firm reply.

“During the take-off from the lunar surface why were no exhaust gases and
smoke from the ascent engine visible?” we queried.

“In a vacuum the gases must disperse very widely and these gases must have
become so thin that they were invisible”(!) George responded.
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47. Artists impression landing on the Moon with a large crater beneath the LM.

In this last answer, George Pinter was of course admitting (wittingly or
unwittingly) that there are indeed visible exhausts from a hypergolic engine
when operating — even in a vacuum.



48. No lunar dust whatsoever displaced onto the LM’s footpads.

However, he had not thought of this answer earlier on when he had said:
“There could not be any smoke”. In a vacuum, these thick, dense, opaque,
exhaust gasses would certainly be visible, no matter how widely they had
dispersed.’ But to comply with his own earlier answer and the recorded TV
material of the alleged ascents of the LM modules, these gases would have to
disperse instantly — a very tall order. On take off, we should have seen the
exhaust generated by the engine. In fact we saw nothing, just a special effect
rather like a champagne cork popping.

We maintain that there were no exhaust gases visible during take off, because
the TV footage is not a true record of an actual take off from the Moon. A
take off which might never have occurred — even if there were any surviving
astronauts.

Manoeuvring difficulties
In its Orbital Manoeuvring Subsystem & Reaction Control System, the Space Shuttle uses the same
fuel and oxidiser as the LM — clearly visible when firing.



“The forward primary thrusters sound like exploding cannons at thrust onset; and during their firing,
jets of flame shoot out from the orbiter’s nose. The orbiter reacts to the primaries’ shove by shaking
slightly and moving very noticeably. For the crew on board, a series of attitude changes using
primaries resembles a WWI sea battle, with cannons and mortars firing, flashes of flame

shooting in all directions, and the ship’s shuddering and shaking in reaction to the salvos.”

The above account posted on the Internet by David Wozney in 1998 is an extract by
Joseph P Allen, better known as Apollo astronaut Joe Allen.

The LM ascent and descent engines used hypergolic propellants. Nitrogen tetroxide the oxidiser and
Aerozene-50 the fuel, both stored in separate tanks: Aerozene-50 is a blend of hydrazine and
unsymmetrical dimethylhydrazine. This mix was identical to that used for the LM thrusters.
Hypergolic fuels ignite upon contact without external aid.

Q: What is the difference between a wigwam and the LM — apart from the fact
that a wigwam cannot fly?
A: A wigwam has ventilation for the white smoke from the central fire. The
LM apparently did not create any ‘smoke’ at all.
Q: Why does George Pinter tell us to ask the American Consulate in England
for the answers — an act of absolute whistle-blowing in his case. Firstly “go
and ask another American official” is a very good response from someone
‘unable’ to speak out. Or could it be that the American Consulate in the UK
would equally be unable to enlighten us as to why there was no sign of
hypergolic fuels being used in the Apollo LMs?

Very sadly, George Pinter died a few months after our conversation but we
followed his recommendation and wrote to the American Consulate, who



acknowledged our letter. The Consulate stated that they were not in a position
to help us; they therefore had forwarded our questions to the appropriate
departments in NASA.** That was in 1996. Not surprisingly, to date we have
had no response whatsoever on this serious matter from NASA. We concluded
that George had foreseen such an outcome and that in waiting for a reply which
would never appear, we would then query why George had indicated this
particular Embassy. Was George really telling us that the Apollo lunar
missions had international political connotations to which he was bound by his
oaths of secrecy (for the defence of the United States) not to reveal? For we
discovered that the American Embassy in London is the only American
Embassy in Europe with an extensive legal library. A library that specifically
contains the treaties entered into by the United States during the last two
hundred years.

50. Rock melted at 1,800°F/1,000°C during the
Mount Etna volcanic eruption in 1986. AULIS

No smoke — only dust
Apollo 11: “At 115 feet the thrust from the engine begins to disturb the loose dust on the surface.
The intensity of lunar dust cloud increases sharply making the out-of-the-window observations



difficult.” Apollo 11 D Shayler (Yet from the same source, at 65 feet Armstrong is apparently
hovering and looking for a place to land!)

Apollo 11: “During the last forty feet or so, the rocket engine exhaust sent the dust of the Moon
flying. Not billows of dust; instead the disturbed particles flew out at low angles and high velocity, like
rays of light, with no atmosphere to buoy them or impede them.” National Geographic magazine

Apollo 11: “Much like landing through light ground fog. The moment the engine shut off, however,
the view out of the window was completely clear again.” Neil Armstrong
Apollo 15: “As Jim Irwin and I wait for the dust to settle ...” National Geographic magazine

Apollo 15: “Sixty feet above the Moon the blast of our single rocket churns up a gray tumult of lunar
dust that seems to engulf us. Blinded, I feel the rest of the way down on the gauges. With an abrupt
jar the Lunar Module strikes the surface and shudders to rest.” National Geographic magazine

Apollo 15: “When they landed they had the now usual experience of dust blowing up from the
surface and visibility was totally obscured 60 feet from the ground (emphasis added). A Man on
the Moon A Chaikin

There is no fire without smoke

Rock melts at approximately 1,800°F/ 1,000°C. Whistle-blower Bill Wood
confirmed that the heat of the descent engine would have a combustion of
around 5,000°F when it left the chamber, (and even if the engine was throttled
back to 65% power, burning at 3,250°F) it would still be intense enough to
actually melt the rock.

We must point out that not only would there have been a localised area with a
changed appearance beneath the engine, we should have seen the markings of a
trail of melted dust and softened rock as the hovering craft neared its touch-
down point.>* Another important detail left out by the creators of the visual
record.

Sumerian summer

In the Summer of 1996, at White Sands Proving grounds, New Mexico, tests on
the Delta rocket (DC-X) were carried out, with the rocket landing in a vertical
descent onto a specifically prepared site of highly compacted gypsum.



51. DC-X exploding after falling over on landing.

The idea of this project was to design a reusable vertical take off and landing
craft. This engine produced a two foot-deep crater underneath the rocket and
lumps of gypsum flew up and impacted the sides of the Delta rocket, causing
significant damage. The crater was so wide there was concern that the rocket
would fall over into it. And hey presto! During a subsequent test, this DC-X
rocket did in fact keel over, and then exploded.



52. DC-X Vertical take off rocket 1996.

In contrast to the alleged successful deployment of four long legs on the LM
in 1969, the DC-X failed to deploy one of its relatively short legs. We
understand that the developmental DC-X project was subsequently abandoned.
This DC-X experiment is one example of the state of our capabilities in
respect of landing a vertical craft (unmanned) in the mid-to-late 1990s.

NASA is still trying to find a team of engineers who can get a rocket to land
safely in a vertical descent — 27 years after Apollo is supposed to have done
exactly that, not only six times in succession, but without leaving a physical
trace of such a landing! And while there is not the slightest hint of softened
rock or melted dust in the lunar surface still and recorded TV pictures, nor
even a speck of material covering any of their LMs, let alone any signs of
damage to same, by contrast, images of the 1975 Viking lander on the surface
of Mars clearly show a quantity of debris collected in its footpads.
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53. Drawing found at Uruk, Sumeria.

Gypsum
Gypsum is a hydrated calcium sulphate mineral, found in desert soils, among other sites. It can be
combined with sand, water and organic fibres, and then used in the making of plaster-like materials
for casts, moulds, sculpture and the coating of architectural surfaces or cements. The dense fine-
crystalline type of gypsum is known as alabaster.

Speedy spider

It has been said that it took just 18 months for Grumman to reach the definitive
external form of the LM. The implication being that American industry is the
ultimate, that even an extraordinary concept such as a lunar landing vehicle can
be built quickly, employing the genius that is behind NASA&Co. The numerous
technical problems were quietly ignored and the public reassured that its
money was being well spent and that the United States would beat the Soviets
to the Moon.

We are beginning to see that as far as the space program is concerned, the
reported facts are not necessarily the complete story. In this instance building
an external shape amounts to the wrapping paper around an empty box, and a
package without the contents is generally a disappointment. The reality of the
situation is that it took Grumman and its associates at least 11 years (from 1958
through to 1969) to construct a machine — founded on a previous British design
dating from 1947. The three-year period from the Grumman/NASA contract



signature in 1962 through to initial approval of the first basic design in
October 1965 was only a small part of the whole LM enterprise.

54. LM 10. Note the clear rocket engine exhaust.

In January 1965 Dr Robert R Gilruth, at that time Head of NASA’s Manned
Space Center near Houston, in an article in the National Geographic,
described the LM flying simulator based at Edwards AFB as a “jet powered
daddy longlegs” that “performs here on Earth as it will on the Moon”.

Q: How could Gilruth know that fact for sure, when the article was published
nine months before the approval of the first basic design?



55. Surveyor tests, Earth 1966. HUGHES AIRCRAFT

When we examine the developmental problems experienced by the American
rocket engineers and especially when we take note of details from the
interview with Grumman’s George Pinter, we come to the sad conclusion that
it did not matter if the LM worked or not, it was not going to bring anyone back
from the Moon — but it had to behave as if it was. Notwithstanding that, the LM
was always going to be a showcase craft for NASA. Its much-vaunted
temperament would enhance the ‘courage’ of the astroboys. Whether intentional
or not, giving it the same characteristics as a wigwam, albeit remoulded by
the technological requirements of the day, could be seen as a statement.
Twentieth century progress was allied to the fact that these incomers (who now
considered themselves as the rightful owners of their own land) were once
again appropriating a territory and all that went with it. This time it was our
Moon, not a country and as we shall see, it was for their own purposes — not
for all mankind.

As a post scriptum to the possibilities of landing safely on the lunar surface
and the fact that the images of the LM are apparently fake pictures, let us just



remember the historical record relating to the Surveyor ‘soft landers’.

In 1966, following the June 2 landing of Surveyor 1 on the lunar surface, the

space historian David Baker wrote that these craft used a solid propellant main
retro-rocket to slow its speed from 5,000 mph to 290 mph in 40 seconds. Then
small liquid propellant variable-thrust vernier rocket engines brought it to a
quasi-standstill 13 feet above the Moon, from where it went into a free fall at a
rate of 10 feet per second to the surface. This high free fall was made ‘to
minimise surface contamination and disturbance from exhaust gases’, Baker
wrote. The 649 Ib Surveyor (Earth weight, 108 1bs lunar weight) bounced and
oscillated slightly but came to rest undamaged. Its footpads dug about an inch
into the lunar surface.
Q: If a Surveyor, weighing a mere 108 lbs went into free fall from 13 ft 7o
avoid damaging the surface with its exhaust gases, then why did not the LM
contaminate or disturb the surface with its exhaust gases, not to mention
severely altering its configuration by producing a crater? Especially when the
LM had a lunar weight of over two tons and no engine cut off until — only 5f¢
8ins, less than 2m, from the lunar surface.

When Surveyor 3 had landed on the Moon it had bounced into the air twice,
once to a height of 33 ft and then to a height of 9.8 ft, its radar apparently
confused by highly reflecting surface rock. Rebounded probably would be a
better choice of words for leaps of such heights! Yet this probe had landed on a
dusty surface out of which it was allegedly scooping soil samples — to a depth
of 7 inches. So where were the mirror-like surface rocks?

Then, just to confuse the issue even more, ‘Apollo 12’ astronauts inform us
that the geologists had warned them to expect a soft, thick dust blanket at
Surveyor 3’s landing site — yet they apparently found firm ground and a good
footing. Photograph (56) shows two of the Surveyor’s imprints and the footpad
resting on the surface beside the second imprint.



56. Imprints of Surveyor’s ‘bounce’ on landing.

‘Apollo 12°
From Astronaut Pete Conrad on landing the LM: “Just like Neil, I didn’t dig any crater at all!”
And from Al Bean: “Look at that descent engine it did not even dig a hole!”

Apollo 12’ astronauts say that the Surveyor was no longer white when they
found it but a light tan colour. They wondered if they had covered it with lunar
dust when they landed. (But then how could they have done that when, in their
own words, they “hardly disturbed the dust™!) Of this landing, Andrew Chaikin
wrote: “Six hundred feet away, on the crater rim, the Lunar Module Intrepid
looks like a tiny scale model...” Spot on, Mr Chaikin, so it does. The more one
studies his book, the more one hears the whistles 4e appears to be blowing —
intentionally or otherwise.



57. Note the lack of dust on the Surveyor and the careful placing of the ‘Apollo 12° LM exactly on
the horizon so that it stands out clearly against that black sky! It would be mnteresting to know who
actually took this picture — taken from a considerable height, as the astronauts were allegedly
standing on the surface!

Whether there are Surveyors actually on the Moon or whether they too were
simulated landings, we cannot say. However, the discrepancies outlined here
are more evidence of inconsistencies within the NASA record of its Moon
missions. And as for the sharing of scientific information during a period of
Cold War, here is a further example that backs up our claim that there were no
secrets within the space programs of America and the Soviet Union:

What Surveyor saw after it landed, was of course, not totally new. Three

Ranger spacecraft had sent back pictures.

Russia’s Luna 9 landed on the Moon last February and took a handful of

close-up photographs.

The above statement implies that NASA could well have seen these
photographs. And why should the American author refer to the Soviet Union as
Russia, unless the political differences between their two regimes were



considered irrelevant to the matter in hand — the exploration of space?
What is certain is that at least one surveyor craft — Surveyor 3 — associated
closely with ‘Apollo 12’ — is seemingly featured in a studio version of events.

Faked footage
Apparently, as ‘Apollo 12° LM was coming in to land on the Moon, the astronauts had the capability,
the miraculous capability (despite being restricted to very limited vision through the small triangular
window) of panning the camera to maintain a shot of the Surveyor — which lasted for at least 10
seconds — allegedly on the lunar surface.

This sequence was filmed as one continuous shot (requiring a panning capability) and taken from the
small triangular forward-facing window of the ‘Apollo 12’ LM.

To obtain such a shot on Earth would require a special camera and mount — to give plenty of
sideways camera movement while the craft maintained level flight. Either a camera and mount fitted
to a helicopter with its door removed, or a control rig in a studio would be necessary. In our opinion,
this material is absolute whistle-bowing and this particular scene totally faked. But then if the
astronauts had not been near the Moon but were credited with having filmed the Surveyor during



their mission this sequence would have to be specially created, would it not?

A new stage

Fifteen years after the development of the Saturn V, and two years later than
scheduled, the Space Shuttle was launched, using a rocket three quarters the
size of the Saturn V.

The Shuttle then spent nearly three years in redevelopment following the
Challenger disaster. In 1990s terms each Shuttle launch costs over three times
as much as a Saturn V launch. Yet the Shuttle can only carry 6th as much
payload as the Saturn V.

Q: Why, nearly 30 years after Apollo, are the Americans unable to build a
rocket equalling the claimed performance of the Saturn V?

Q: In other words, if the Saturn V was so good why was it abandoned?

Q: Why not use the Saturn V as the launch vehicle for the Shuttle? The initial
development costs had already been covered — the Saturn V was ‘bought and
paid for’.

Q: Equally, why was the Shuttle not designed to be used with the Saturn V
launching system? It would have been economically viable and technically
feasible.

58. Mock up of the Space Shuttle with its Saturn V launcher — never to be.

Space Shuttle costs
The price tag on each Space Shuttle launch? Over three times as much as a Saturn V used to cost in
today’s dollars. Whistle-blower William (Bill) Wood

Q: Why is the US using a system so lacking in performance compared with the
apparent capabilities of the Apollo program?



Q: Can the answer to all these questions support our claim that there were
serious technological problems with the Apollo Saturn V?

If there were shortcomings with the Saturn V as Bill Wood has suggested,
launching the heavier mass of the Shuttle even into a lower orbit would have
been a problem.

Was the Saturn V impotent, had it never been able to get it up?

“One more reason for not producing any more Saturn Vs would be if they did
not work in the first place,” said Wood. “If their claimed performance was a
hoax, then there is no point in making any more of them. That’s why they might
have started all over from scratch, with something that was going to work!”

It has become clear to us that the roots of this story went back further than the
1960s. It 1s our understanding that the Soviets had far more success with their
rocket technology than the Americans, quite simply because they had the better
engineers. Furthermore, the Soviet’s machines did not have to ‘look good’,
they were built to function in space. The Soviets did not have to justify either
their expenses or their failures to their citizens and they could work and
experiment in relative privacy. It is of course quite normal to have failures
when developing wholly new technologies but the American way does not
really tolerate a succession of visible failures to be an inherent part of the
struggle towards evolution. The Soviet Union’s list of successful breakthroughs
allowed the Americans to ‘use’ that success rate as the carrot to dangle in front
of the American Congress, largely responsible for approving/allocating funds
to the space program.

Publicly, NASA sneered at the Soviets’ failures, and masked its own. It is our
belief that NASA privately partnered the Soviet space effort. The
American/Soviet space timetable demonstrates how carefully progress in
space had been shared out between them, with alternating monthly flights in
some cases. This can only have been the result of close planning and
continuous liaison at the very highest levels. (See Appendix)

Bearing this situation in mind, together with the problems posed by two basic
factors, solar radiation challenges and rocket engineering difficulties, we come
face to face with another problem.

Q: Why did a relatively small cabal esteem it necessary to adhere to the
announced agenda of landing on the Moon by December 1969, despite the



many and obvious technical problems encountered along the way?

Q: What had stimulated such indecent haste? The American journalist Walter
Lippman writing in Newsweek, on February 13 1967 after the fire on Pad 34
made some particularly pertinent comments:

“This competitive timetable [the December 1969 deadline of putting a man

on the Moon] has not been set by the scientists themselves...”

“The risk of explosive fires is only one risk in this artificially accelerated

program...”

“At the risk of their lives, these men are being sent on a mission for which

the scientific preparation is far from adequate.”

Whistle-blower Bill Kaysing estimated that there were 85 completely
separate manoeuvres involved in a lunar landing. Statisticians have calculated
that the chances of completing this set of manoeuvres six times, without a
single failure, were totally beyond the realms of probability.

In 1967, Sir Bernard Lovell (the Director of Jodrell Bank Radio Astronomy
Laboratories in England) was quoted as saying that:

“The risks of being placed in Earth orbit are so enormous that an entirely

new degree of human courage has been demanded.”

For the technology involved, given the difficulty of launching the required
weight into space from the Earth’s surface, launching from LEO would be more
practical, cheaper and enable greater weights to be sent into deep space. It
would also grant more freedom of action to our space heroes to behave as they
wished. Hence the requirement for a space station.

Attaining LEO creates enormous risks, so what would be the risk evaluation
for landing on the Moon and returning home safely — gargantuan or plain
impossible for the technological resources available at that time? If orbital
procedures concerning the Moon are not finely tuned, then the craft will miss
the Moon and continue onwards, forever. Sir Bernard Lovell:

“Apollo will be hurtling towards the Moon at a speed of over 6,000 miles

per hour. At a time which must be correct fo a fraction of a second the

firing of retrorockets will slow down the spaceship so that it enters a lunar
orbit at a height of about 60 to 100 miles above the lunar surface.”

Then there is the question of the re-entry of the craft into our atmosphere.
Excessive drag and deceleration produced by approaching Earth’s atmosphere
at too steep an angle creates G forces that could injure or kill the crew. Sir



Bernard again:

“On the return trip to Earth if the craft enters at too steep an angle it will

burn up. If the angle is too shallow the craft will skip out of the

atmosphere and be lost forever in space.”*’ (emphasis added)

Sir Bernard Lovell concurred with Walter Lippman when he too, stated that:

“The project has never had the unanimous backing of scientists — indeed

astronomers, whose science might be expected to be the chief beneficiary,

have been almost wholly opposed.”

It 1s the contention of Bill Kaysing, Ralph Ren¢, ourselves and others, that
well before 1967 it had been decided that simulation was going to be the
modus vivendi of the Apollo program. Secret intentions, even if verbalised
between very few people, have a way of spreading their energy or
‘atmosphere’ around the project to which they are related. At some intangible
level, this decision would necessarily have taken the ‘edge’ off the attention to
detail. Technicians such as Thomas Baron, unaware of such an audacious plan,
would understandably be astonished at the amount of laxity in the work place.
Bill Kaysing cites several technicians who have told him that they ‘knew’ as
soon as they arrived at their work sites, that the entire Apollo program was a
fake. This situation was never verbalised, they could just ‘sense’ that it was the
case.

Walter Lippman expressed the thought that the Space program should: “Rid
itself of the destructive intrusion of propaganda and public relations”. There
would be no chance of that happening, for those two elements were the ‘soot
and whitewash’ of the Space program, as integral to it as the dark and light
surfaces of the Moon itself.

But then these dark and light surfaces were also integral to the whistle-
blower’s subtle denunciation of Apollo, and the discovery of the encoded
messages within these pictures led us to further questions that would not go
away:

» Why go to all the trouble and expense of simulating or faking an event that

was really happening — unless such an action was absolutely necessary?

* Why construct a number of extraordinarily equipped studios, requiring

virtually unlimited budgets to simulate lunar conditions?

* Why accept the consequential obligations:



» Namely that those who participated would become inextricably obliged to
contain and defend (albeit tacitly) this action indefinitely — unless that
action was absolutely necessary?

* What (and/or who) was it that drove this program?

» What was the real agenda behind all this?

We had come to the point in our research where we realised that the roots of
the real Apollo story went back much further than the 1960s and that as
fantastic as it might seem, we had to consider that the game of ‘space racing’
was in fact a script acted out by the principals and supported by a cast of many
thousands. Of this great show, it would be true to say that most of the people
involved were totally unaware of the actual intentions and objectives of the
program. Only a very select few at the heart of this dark structure, knew (and
still know) not only the full extent of the hoax but also the real reasons for
which it was being carried out. In other words — the answers to our questions.

As they were obviously not about to tell any of us their secrets, we decided
to go back into history in order to go forwards in our understanding of the real
scenario behind Project Apollo.

See Aulis.com for Charts and Tables
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Chapter Five

‘masters of infinity’

In Rocket Rackets we dealt with the technology created by the rocket
scientists and engineers Wernher von Braun, Sergei Korolév, Hermann
Oberth & others. Now we are going to look more closely at the ‘software’
— the people involved — with a view to adding more background detail and
colour to this portrait of Apollo.

The canvas
he results of our own research have shown us that it is unsurprising that
NASA, while protesting greatly, is not particularly concerned by the
accusations of ‘hoax’ when it comes to the Moon landings.

Such a reaction is similar to that of any sophisticated and highly intelligent
group — the accused — under interrogation. The interrogators, convinced that
they have pieced together many facts of the case, are attempting to extract
confessions from the accused. However, the ammunition for the questioning is,
in part, based on disinformation and so the accused sits there, quietly amused
at the interrogator’s ineptitude. The accused feels secure in the knowledge that
ultimately their group cannot be convicted because, as both parties know, there
are missing parts to the picture.

The levels of disinformation and inconsistencies concerning Apollo and
indeed this planet’s entire space project are complex and layered. When
thinking people voice their concerns that something is wrong with the Apollo
record, NASA merely side-steps such observations.

As researchers are generally armed with facts initially provided by NASA,
they tend to fall into the traps placed in their path by the very people they are
accusing. In order to manoeuvre around the edge of such hazards it is necessary
to examine the surrounding terrain, to see exactly where the ground has been



disturbed.

We put our trust in those we elect, who all too often usurp that trust and
exercise their power to become the manipulators of our ultimate fate. NASA is
an organisation ostensibly run by those in power — the American Government —
and with regard to Project Apollo NASA simply refuses to be accountable for
its actions. Nor 1s NASA acting with responsibility in its reluctance to answer
our claims that the Apollo record is full of inconsistencies. This utter disregard
for these two most fundamental requirements for any institution appears to be
‘company policy’. NASA’s attitude is all the more worrying, considering it is
supported by US taxpayers and also by avowals to ‘represent all mankind’.

Yet similar behaviour played a role in a regime of recent times — one that
spawned some of the individuals responsible for the very foundations of the
Apollo technology. That was of course, the Third Reich when Adolf Hitler
adopted the title of Fiihrer or supreme leader of the National Socialist German
Workers party — remembered by the entire world as the Nazis. This matter is
entirely relevant, for without the remnants of Hitler’s war machine, our first
steps into space would probably have occurred decades later.

The fact that the rocket scientists, their documentation and rocket hardware
were transferred to the Allies i1s a matter of record. The ways and means by
which this transfer was achieved, and the roles played by these chief
protagonists of the future Apollo program is not as clearly recorded as it might
have been.

It would appear that the basecoat for the canvas of this commissioned work
was mixed from pigment pots labelled ‘Peenemiinde Purple’ and ‘Prussian
Puce’. And to stay with the chosen medium of astronaut-turned-artist Al Bean,
their much vaunted ‘masterpiece’ is now in need of complete restoration. An
examination of this painting’s detail — the events and the people involved — is
essential. Apollo is only the foreground of this space painting, for the sorry
catalogue of serious discrepancies, numerous inconsistencies and downright
distortions of the truth began well before the establishment of an agency
outwardly and allegedly dedicated to the exploration of space for peaceful
purposes — NASA.

The sheer quantity and intensity of these inaccuracies have produced a
muddied image. It is only by removing the layers of dirt and remixing the



palette (from recently available sources) that we have we been able to restore
this painting — and its subjects — to their true colours. We have assembled the
salient moments of the events surrounding these subjects, which of necessity
incorporate the pre-and post-war period in Germany. As a result of this
exercise, it has become abundantly clear to us that there has been a consistent
attempt to retouch and alter the original many times over.

The end justifies the means
War, or the strategy of creating a threat of conflict, has generally been the
prime driving force behind the advancement of technology. War, or the threat of
war, has oftentimes been used to focus the minds of the people on fear and
distrust. The urgency not to be attacked and defeated is a ‘tension generator’
that pushes naturally peaceful peoples into overdrive and thus forces the
creation of technologies that in normal peacetime would be considered too
expensive to develop, and even totally unnecessary. It would seem vital that
we now reach a stage of awareness whereby this principle is inherently
understood and thus rendered obsolete and that we achieve this result without
losing our societal courage along the way. The collective consciousness of the
majority on this planet can prevail over the persistent aggressive tendencies of
the governing few. But in order for that to happen we need to be aware of our
options. Withholding events, and knowledge derived from such events,
deprives us of those options. As a species we are now mature enough to
harness our creative energies towards the development of technologies for the
truly peaceful exploration of space — without the need to focus our competitive
energies on any other nation or species as an enemy target. But military leaders
and politicians seem to find change a threat and not a challenge. For the most
part, they are cocooned within a mindset that has produced thoughts such as
these:
Control of space means control of the world ... From space the masters of
infinity would have the power to control the Earth’s weather, to cause
drought and flood, to change the tides and raise the levels of the sea, to
divert the gulf stream and change the climates to frigid.
There is something more important than the ultimate weapon. That 1s the
ultimate position — the position of total control over Earth that lies
somewhere in outer space ... And if there is an ultimate position then our



national goal and the goal of all free men must be to win and hold that

position.!

However if this is truly to be a national goal, then it cannot be the goal of all
free men, for the USA is not the nation of “all free men”. We might then
consider that Lyndon B Johnson really meant: “Our goal (that of the masters of
infinity) must be to win and hold that position”. These masters by LBIJ’s
definition therefore run (amongst other things) the space program and we have
taken his lead and used this title to signify the very small group of international
powerbrokers who were completely in the know regarding the reasons why,
where, who, what and when of Apollo. At the time this was considered by
some to be a blustery statement designed to galvanise the American people into
standing behind the exploration of space. With the benefit of hindsight we can
see that in fact this statement was a true reflection of the intent of the self-
proclaimed ‘masters of infinity’. These words of Senator Lyndon Baines
Johnson (at the Senate Democratic Caucus of January 7 1958) were a prime
example of how the truth can be said but not necessarily heard. The press
generally portrayed this speech as politician’s rhetoric, designed to stimulate
but not to be taken literally. Indeed, for any critic to have thought otherwise,
would probably have earned him the label of paranoid schizophrenic. Today
we would use the term conspiracy theorist.

Now it is time to remove the layers of dirt and reveal the detail concerning
the subjects of that painting. To do this we will turn the clock back to the
decade preceding the rise of the Third Reich.

1927 Berlin

In the twelve years preceding the outbreak of WWII a group of like-minded
individuals obsessed by their desire to get into space — at any cost — were
working together in Germany. Many internationally renowned rocket
researchers belonged to their club, the Verein fiir Raumschiffahrt (the VIR or
Association for Space Travel). The VIR was founded in Berlin on June 5
1927, with Johannes Winkler as president. Founder members Hermann Oberth
and Dr. Walter Hohmann were followed by Dr. Franz von Hoefft, the Austrian
Professor Guido von Pirquet, the Frenchman Robert Esnault-Pelterie and the
Russian Nikolai Rynin. Despite much muddling by the chroniclers of history it



was only after the war that the group calling themselves the German Rocket
Society was founded.

However, the men who were to become the driving force behind the
American space program lived and worked in Germany during the thirties and
early forties. Some of these would stop at nothing, even resorting to duping
their colleagues and superiors in order to ensure the continuance of their
research. In practical terms the survival of their dreams was the same then as it
is today: finding the means of achieving the sustained attention — and
consequent funding — that their burgeoning rocket technology demanded.

An opinion
There isn’t any other end but power. What delight is there but to be part of great events? The sheer
sense of control — power is the only end — and if you don’t like the code of the game, what is it then?
Love of country? Let me see it in people who really command. How did the Tudors, Cecils, Brahmins
rise? The source of power is money.
Joe Kennedy Snr

The official records emphasise the fact that these German researchers were
only desirous of exploring “the frontiers of space” and that they were not
interested in making war machines. From the information now available from
various and diverse biographies, memoirs and histories associated with this
period, it is evident that the official record was written with a view to
‘whitewashing’ the wartime occupations of most of these Nazi rocket engineers
— men, we must emphasise, who were transformed into post-war American
rocket engineers. The wartime actions of Wernher von Braun and Hermann
Oberth demonstrate more clearly than all the words uttered then or since, that
their overriding belief was that the end justifies the means. The combination of
their ruthless scientific ambitions, in association with the Nazi regime to whom
they gave their allegiance (whether in mind or just in body), became the
driving force behind the practical beginnings of the space program.

Opposites
“Science itself has no moral dimension; it is neither good nor evil. We must apply our own moral
yardstick to judge its ethical value.”
Wernher von Braun
“Science and theology should be harmonised to provide a self-consistent view of reality. Science
lacks an ethical basis and fails to speak to much we humans experience.”



Sir Bernard Lovell, astronomer 2

1928 Prussia

Wernher von Braun joined the VIR in 1930, when it had grown to 900
members. But it was during his school years that WvB began to hone the skills
that were to serve him throughout his life: the art of persuading people to do
what he wanted, combined with the ability to organise people into working
teams dedicated to fulfilling his ambitions. For example, when he needed a
much larger and more expensive telescope, he persuaded his teachers at
Spiekeroog Island School that ‘they’ needed a telescope. He then organised his
schoolfellows into a team of carpenters and electricians and they built the
observatory to house the telescope. What Wernher wanted, Wernher got —
generally at very little outlay to himself. Thus WvB established the system to
which he was faithful all his life: someone else should provide Wernher with
all the materials and/or funds that Wernher needed, in exchange for which he
would offer his energy and knowledge to the benefactor.

Dornberger & von Braun — close encounters of some kind
“The degree of mutual dependence, but also of mutual trust and personal attachment between the

two exceeded the bounds of normal friendship.” “Their encounter may be the most decisive single

factor that led to the development of spaceflight in our time.”>

Or maybe not. We think that a close encounter of the third kind wins that prize.

1929 Moscow
KoroEv qualified as an aero-mechanical engineer and started work full time for an aircraft design
bureau — OPO4. Principally established to design seaplanes of several different types, it actually
concentrated on one single torpedo bomber, TOM-1.

1930 Berlin

Willie Ley, science writer and rocket specialist, member of the VIR and
publicist for these rocketmen par excellence, introduced Wernher to his
boyhood hero, Hermann Oberth. This simple introduction would result in a
formidable team of shaman showmen. WvB worked on rockets with Oberth at
Plotzensee. Willie Ley would leave for the States just before the accession of
Hitler in 1933 and become very much involved in the American space
program.*

1931 Berlin



Von Braun met with Walter Dornberger for the first time. The nineteen year old
von Braun and the thirty-six year old Dornberger immediately formed a mutual
admiration society which would last for the rest of their lives, the differences
in age becoming less marked as the years went by.

’

1. Walter Dornberger. ARCHIVE



2. Hermann Oberth. ARCHIVE

Captain Walter Dornberger of the German Army was the prime active link
between the future Nazi regime and these rocketeers of the VIR. Dornberger, a
qualified engineer, was promoted to General at the head of the German Army
and Air Force Rocket Development programs, then to Major-General and
Director of Peenemiinde (1943-1945). In 1945 Dornberger was transported for
interrogation to England before being sent to America, via Operation Paperclip
that same year. He worked firstly as a consultant for the USAAF and then
became the Vice President of Bell Aircraft Company before the Apollo phase
of the space program was set in motion. Then in 1960 Dornberger retired to
Mexico, where he died some twenty years later.

1932

WvB received his Bachelor’s degree in aeronautical engineering from
Charlottenburg Institute of Technology. Some sources say he received an MA
not a BA.® With the rise of Hitler, his father Baron von Braun, unwilling to
participate in the Nazi regime, resigned from Ministry of Agriculture and
returned to his Prussian estate. Baron von Braun repeatedly talked to Wernher
about the negativity of the “Nazi madness” but Wernher ignored his opinions on



the subject and chose to remain in Berlin and pursue his contacts with the
German Army.

GAWD (The German Army Weapons Department) was formed and provided
research grants to the VIR. Von Braun wittingly opted for the German Army as
the solution to his financial problems, considering himself fortunate to have
been taken up by the “powerful and wealthy organisation of the German Army”
under the supreme command of Adolf Hitler.” It was then decreed that rockets
would only serve as items of ‘national defence’. Any private research groups
working outside state supervision were declared illegal and closed down. Rolf
Engel, an acquaintance of Wernher von Braun, attempted to pursue individual
rocket research and ended up in prison. It was WvB’s Nazi connections that
secured Engel’s release.

WvB was on the ground floor of the select band of technicians forming the
core of the Nazi rocket program, having been selected by Dornberger and then
‘advised’ by Professor Becker to study for a degree in physics at the Military
Science Faculty of Berlin University, choosing the subject of liquid propellants
for his thesis. In exchange for his co-operation he would be granted access to
the Army’s Kummersdorf testing facilities for his practical work. Despite
already having testing grounds with his associates at the VIR, von Braun
accepted this offer and immediately joined Dornberger’s staff, working in the
Ordnance Ballistics Section. The German War Ministry included Lt-Col
Becker, Major von Horstig, engineer Captain Walter Dornberger and engineer
Wernher von Braun, who soon had a staff of fifty to eighty people with whom
to operate. Yet WvB also managed to earn his pilot’s license whilst a
Luftwaffe cadet.®
Q: How did it happen that Wernher von Braun was simultaneously a member
of the German Army and the German Air Force?

1933 Germany
Adolf Hitler became Chancellor of the Third Reich.



3. Wernher von Braun and J F Kennedy at Redstone Arsenal in 1962.
ARMY ORDNANCE, REDSTONE ARSENAL

1933 Moscow
Korolév published “Towards the Rocketplane” in the Vechernaya Moskva
newspaper.

1934 Berlin
WvB received his Doctorate of Physics from University of Berlin, aged 22.
The papers that gained him this qualification were curiously classified as
‘secret’ by the German Army and never published. Yet throughout his life von
Braun would feel distanced from other scientists. Why? Did he feel inadequate
in their presence for any particular reason?’

At this time von Braun was participating in practical, secret rocket research
which was now being carried out on the Island of Borkum, near Emden.



l.t

4. The Baltic coast, Island of Borkum near Emden and Usedom Island
with the peninsula of Peenemiinde.

1935 Germany

Wernher von Braun spent much of his time travelling, often in his own aircraft
(perhaps, in reality, the Luftwaffe’s?) looking for new testing sites for his ever
more powerful rockets. It is said that his mother had suggested the area of
Peenemiinde, where his grandfather went duck shooting — and von Braun had
agreed that the location was ideal for his purposes.

1936 Berlin

Dornberger and von Braun persuaded Adolf Hitler to visit the Kummersdorf
rocket test site near Berlin, in order to demonstrate the fact this location had
become too small for their needs. Very shortly thereafter, the town of Wolgast
sold the Peenemiinde island site to the Nazis for 750,000 Reich marks. In
August, work began on the Rocket site at Peenemiinde. WvB had already



started working on the rocket destined for attacking America — the A-3.

1937 Moscow

The NKVD of the Soviet Union started spying on Wernher von Braun’s rocket
tests.!” Reports were sent to Molotov, together with Timoshenko, Beria and
Stalin.

1938 Moscow
Korolév, aged 31 and holding a position of authority at the Soviet Reaction
Scientific Research Institute (RNII) was arrested by Stalin’s henchmen the
NKVD, later replaced by the KGB, on June 27. As he related to Gagarin and
Leonov a few days before his death, Korolév was blamed for spending too
much money on his work budget at the RNII. Denounced by three of his
colleagues (one of whom was his rival Valentin Glushko, himself arrested
three months earlier), Korolév was taken away to Lefortovo prison for
interrogation. Beaten and told to confess, he denied having committed any
crime. His interrogator shouted back at him: “None of you swine have
committed a crime”. He was sentenced to ten years in prison and taken to work
the gold mines at Kolmya Gulag in the province of Magadan (Eastern Siberia).
Kolmya came under the jurisdiction of Glavzoloto, the Eastern division of the
Ministry of Non-Ferrous Metallurgy and conditions were so hard that several
thousand prisoners died every month. After only five months, Korolé€v was
called back to Moscow for a reappraisal of his case.

Tales from the fire side

Amazingly Korolév recounted to Gagarin and Leonov that he hitchhiked to
Magadan, 150 miles away, only to miss the last boat for the next leg of his trip.
Fate had obviously intervened, for days later this boat was lost at sea with all
hands. Korolév envisaged staying in Magadan for the winter but first he had to
find somewhere to spend that night. Without enough warm clothing, with no
money and starving, he tried to find shelter from the temperatures of 50°F
below zero but was thrown out of an army barracks in which he had sought
refuge. Then a miracle occurred. He came across a loaf of warm bread lying in
the snow. Ravenous he fell upon it and then returned to the army barracks,
managed to hide beneath a bed and was subsequently discovered the next day



with his clothes frozen to the ground. He alleged that he never knew from
where the loaf of bread came, and wondered about it all his life. In the Spring,
having supported himself with miscellaneous jobs he headed in the direction of
Moscow by rail. Suffering from scurvy, with bleeding gums, his teeth falling
out and nearly dead, he was taken off the train in Khaborovsk. Korolév then
recounted that an old man massaged his gums with kolba, a herb something
akin to garlic, which healed them. Within a week he was well enough to catch
another train to Moscow.

Most of the other versions of the imprisonment of Korolév state that he was
in Kolmya for a year, his case having been reviewed in 1939 and the sentence
reduced to eight years. Many historians doubt the veracity of Korol€v’s tale but
it is clear that whether information or disinformation this was the version of
events that Korol€v wittingly purveyed. To us it is astonishing that nobody
escorted Korolév back to Moscow from Kolyma, and whether he was a
‘special requisition’ or a ‘convoy prisoner’ is not made clear.!! It is also
astonishing that Korolév was left to work throughout the winter and early
spring and that he then returned voluntarily to Moscow. There are also large
gaps in the timing of events. If Korolév was sent to Kolmya straight after
interrogation and is only in Kolmya for five months, this brings the timing to
the end of November/beginning of December 1938. Travel to Magadan and
stopover took until the spring of 1939. Korolév arrived in Moscow in May
1939 and was not sent back to the gulag, but only to the Tupolev Sharaga on
Radio Street in September 1940.

These Sharaga prisons, where Korolév ended up, were reserved specifically
for scientists and engineers. The living and working conditions were good and
he maintained reasonable health during this time. Korolév was in fact to
continue his research into rocketry during the six years that he spent in various
Sharaga — for these men were certainly kept away from the dangers of war and
moved around the country, according to the shifting of the front lines. In The
Gulag Archipelago Solzhenitsyn tells us that the convicts’ slang for them was
‘Sharashkas’. In these ‘Paradise Islands’, as he also called them, the only
labour was super-secret mental work and the inmates were kept warm and fed.
In Russian slang ‘sharaga’ means ‘a sinister enterprise based on bluff or
deceit’.!* Perhaps we should refer to the space program as the Apollo Sharaga



Project.

The pirates of Peenemiinde
“Man must establish the principle of freedom of space as he has done with freedom of the seas. And

like everything else, we can establish this only from a position of strength.”l2
Wernher von Braun

Nights at the round table

1938 Peenemiinde

WvB was appointed Technical Director of Peenemiinde German Rocket
Research Centre by the Nazis. This wild island site of heather, pine and oak
trees, home to deer and duck, was scarred forever by various buildings, paved
streets and railway tracks. The boundaries were protected by a series of fences
arranged in concentric circles. Very, very few people had permits entitling
them to approach the very heart of the rocket centre.

Dispel any images of a band of lofty scientists struggling with the isolated
rigors of life on the rough Baltic coast. The nearby coastal town of Wolgast
was a resort town for the German residents. This Peenemiinde research site
had lawns, flowers, gardeners, servants, together with plentiful supplies of
food and materials, including air raid shelters. After working extensively on
their rocketry, von Braun and his colleagues would relax in comfortable chairs
around a circular table in the ‘Hearth Room’ illuminated by the light from
crystal and gold chandeliers. Albert Speer, the Reichminister for Armaments
and Munitions was an intensely enthusiastic supporter of the Peenemiinde
project and used his authority to ensure that it flourished even through the latter
days of 1939 when Hitler designated rocket research a low priority.'*

The art of sweet talk

Austria 1940. The official record states that during the development of the V-2 (then in the planning
stage at Peenemiinde) Hermann Oberth, genius of rocket research, was at Felixdorf near Vienna
working on top secret rocket research.

Oberth was supposedly kept in the dark about the ultimate results of his work, only to find out later
that he had been working on the designs and data for the V-2. This remark is on a par with a chef
devising a recipe and then professing ignorance about the taste of the resulting creation!

Hermann Oberth was born in Nagyszeben in Austria-Hungary which is now Sibiu, Romania. Like
Fritz Lang, Oberth served as an officer in the Austrian Army during the First World War. By 1940
he was considered to be too valuable an asset to be allowed to roam free beyond the borders of
Germany and the Gestapo had offered him the choice of becoming a German citizen or going to a



concentration camp. He rather obviously chose the former and subsequently found that he was no
longer offered jobs. Instead he was ordered to the Army Experimental station at Peenemiinde,
where he found himself under the command of the Technical Director, Wernher von Braun.

This story has to be another piece of moonshine. The Nazi regime only conferred German nationality
on people of ‘proven German stock’. Either Oberth fulfilled this criterion or he was given ‘associate
citizenship’. This was granted to those loyal to the regime and the SS were quite happy to incorporate
‘loyalists’ into their ranks. Any other category of non-German person living within the Third Reich
was considered as ‘stateless’.

Compare the foregoing account with the glamorised version: “Wernher von Braun invited Oberth to

participate as a consultant [at Peenemiinde] thus providing professional security during the wartime
d”.16

perio
1939 Peenemiinde September
A secret conference on the future and development of long range rocketry was
held at the resort town of Peenemiinde. The Conference President was none
other than Wernher von Braun. And it was the secret agent Paul Rosbaud who
informed the Allies of this meeting.'®

The necessary supplies for the Peenemiinde rocket development project came
partially from munitions factories in another country, seemingly working with
the Nazis in absolute immunity. It 1s now considered a truism that if these
particular supply facilities had not existed, the war would have been shortened
by months, if not years.!” These were protected from attack either by land or
air. How could that be? Were they situated in a country beyond the reach of the
allied air forces or land armies? Geographically, the country in question may
have been over the hills, but it was not far away. We all know it as Switzerland
and their defence systems were gilt edged. The Swiss Minister for Foreign
Affairs during that time, M Pilet-Golaz, was very pro-Nazi and allowed the
export of arms, munitions and other supplies to Germany. Conversely, coal
supplies were despatched to Switzerland by the Nazis in order to keep the
factories going and the country’s railway network was also utilised.

It was not until October 1944 that the Allies were able to pressurise
Switzerland into ceasing the export of all war materials, by which time even
the Swiss could see that Hitler was losing the war. To be on the wrong side of
the curtain when the show was over was not an option, for, as author Adam
LeBor wrote in Nazi Bankers: “A Europe from which Switzerland could not
profit financially was unthinkable”.'® Regarding Swiss accountability and
responsibility, in the 1990s questions are being asked that require answers



now — both concerning the Swiss authorities’ knowledge and degree of
participation in the deportation via the Swiss railway network of wanted Nazi
prisoners (including Jews) and also concerning the unrestored monies that
were legitimately placed in Swiss bank accounts both before and during
WWIL. The Zurich gnomes are finally going to have to give an account of
themselves and The Sound of Music is perhaps something more than just a
popular musical.

1940 Moscow

Korolév was moved into Tupolev Sharaga on Radio Street, Moscow. Despite
rivalry from other design bureaux (and in particular Valentin Glushko) it was
Korolév who was chiefly responsible for enabling the Soviets to realise the
development of ICBMs and thereafter the space program. He was to work
under three Soviet leaders, Stalin, Krushchev and Brezhnev.

1940 Peenemiinde May 1

Wernher von Braun had by now joined the Nazi party and earned the rank of
Untersturmfiihrer (2nd Lieutenant) in the infamous SS, under Himmler.
Stuhlinger and Ordway described this as only an honorary position, one
resented by WvB, who apparently left ‘the uniform’ in his closet. This account
is slightly inaccurate. Each rank of the SS was equipped with many uniforms of
varying degrees of splendour for different occasions. If WvB permanently left
his uniforms in his closet then Himmler, not renowned for kindness, would
seem not to have taken umbrage, for three years later he would endow von
Braun with an even higher rank in the SS."

1941 Siberia

Korolév was moved 1,400 miles from Moscow to the Sharaga in Omsk,
Siberia. He made many claims of innocence throughout these years. His wife
however, is not on record as having protested against his arrest.

1942 Kazan
At the end of the year Korol€v was moved to the Sharaga in Kazan, about 400

miles from Moscow, and found himself working with none other than his arch
rival, Glushko.



1943 Berlin April

Following a dream, Hitler was on the point of cancelling the rocket project at
Peenemiinde. Dornberger’s memoirs note that Hitler considered this dream’s
message reinforced by an ‘intuitive trance’ that was also experienced by Adolf.
These two related events led Hitler to believe that “the disturbance of the
etheric fields” around the planet by the V-2 would enact a “dreadful vengeance
upon humanity”,®® and were sufficiently impressive for Hitler to stop

production on the rocket for two months.

1943 Peenemiinde June 28

Himmler upgraded von Braun to SS Sturmbannfiihrer (Major). Regarding our
earlier point as to whether WvB actually wore the many uniforms that went
with these grades we should note that his close friend Carsbie Adams, stated
that Wernher “always acted in conformity with the people around him”.?!

1943 July 7

Albert Speer arranged for Peenemiinde’s Director (Dornberger) and Technical
Director (WvB) to meet Hitler at his headquarters The Wolf's Lair near
Rastenburg in Prussian East Germany. “The organising genius and
extraordinary powers of persuasion of WvB were exercised to the full.”** In
fact Dornberger and WvB pleaded their cause for hours and finally succeeded
in convincing Hitler of the true value of the rocket as a WEAPON.

Given Hitler’s known fascination with the occult and his strong belief in
dreams and portents, we can imagine how very persuasive these two men had
to be, and that point brings us to some appreciation of the extraordinary
powers of Wernher von Braun in this regard. On this same occasion, von Braun
also pushed for the establishment of an underground launch facility, showing
Hitler a model of just such a complex that he had designed.?® Astonishingly and
sadly, this is the very same von Braun who is quoted as having said: “We
created the rocket to conquer other planets, not to destroy our own”.

1943 Rastenburg July 8
Hitler, won over by his visitors’ arguments of the preceding day, increased the
budget for rocket research and nominated Speer as overall head of the V-2



program. Wernher von Braun received the honorary title of ‘Professor’ from
Hitler in recognition of his achievements.

1943 Peenemiinde August 17-18

Thanks to information from Germany supplied by Paul Rosbaud, codenamed
‘Griffin’, the British put Operation Hydra into action, designed to eliminate 1)
the engineers’ residential quarters 2) the missile pre-production facility and 3)
the R&D laboratories/offices. From nine minutes past midnight on August 18
and over forty-seven minutes, 600, yes six hundred, Royal Air Force aircraft
marked targets and then dropped 1,593 tons of high explosives and 281 tons of
incendiary bombs onto Peenemiinde. However, from the beginning the start
point of the bombing run was altogether mis-identified — the northern
peninsular of Peenemiinde being lit by the target indicators rather than the
designated Ruden Island situated two miles further north. As a result of this
initial ‘blunder’, the air raid failed in two-thirds of its avowed objectives.
During Operation Hydra, the RAF lost at least thirty nine aircraft, and of the
eight hundred personnel on the ground who did die about half were from the
prisoner labour force (mostly Soviets) and the other half were technicians and
their families. After this raid, the irreplaceable Hermann Oberth was
transferred to the safety of the Reinsdorf works near Wittenberg, to continue
working,

Instructions from the highest level, it seems, had been to target personnel and
certainly not the V-2 rocket production facilities. It was clearly CRUCIAL
that these rockets, plans and parts were spared. Is it not conceivable that the
original bombing directives from the British War Office were contravened in
order to bring about the ‘sparing of Peenemiinde’? The alteration of the co-
ordinates relating to the bombing run start point certainly would have ensured
that the advance pathfinders placed the marker flares ‘too short’ and/or ‘too
long’, thus ensuring the safety of the individuals and rocket technology
desperately needed by those that knew — the ‘masters of infinity’.

1943 Poland August 21

The V-2 test firing complex was now moved from Peenemiinde into an SS
camp in Poland. The Nazis moved as much of their rocket technology as was
practicable away from the allied air raids and as far as was possible into



underground facilities some 250 miles south from Peenemiinde, near
Nordhausen. Renamed the ‘Mittelwerk’ by the Nazis in ’43 this infamous
rocket factory was constructed inside the base of Mt Konstein of the Harz
mountain range. Originally an old gypsum mine, the tunnels had been expanded
and used as an oil depot in 1934. Two parallel tunnels 2 mile long and 40 feet
in diameter, connected by cross tunnels at intervals, made it resemble a ladder.
It was capable of turning out up to thirty-five V-2s every day. For the thousands
of concentration camp prisoners who were used as slave labour during the
conversion and then as workers on the rocket assembly lines, the subterranean
and subhuman conditions were unendurable and murderous.?

1944 Stettin March

WvB was allegedly imprisoned by his own army. ‘Accused’ of thinking too
much about space in general and not enough about the V-2 in particular(!) WvB
was ‘released’ 14 days later, after intervention by his friend Major General
Walter Dornberger.

This ‘reason for arrest’ is hardly credible when we also learn that von Braun
was awarded the special Knight’s Cross of the Iron Cross for his work on the
V-2 and beggars belief when we remember the details of the meeting with
Hitler on July 7 1943.% David Baker gives the date of arrest as being February
21 with Dornberger turning up “a few days later”. Baker reports that Riedel
and Grottupp were also with WvB adding “planning to escape to England with
the V-2 documentation” as a motive for the arrest. Shades of Hess!?’

1944 Caucasus

Korolé€v was moved to a rocket Sharaga housed in a former hunting lodge of
Tsar Nicholas II situated in Krasnapolyana in the Caucasus. This Sharaga
would eventually be moved to Moscow where on June 27 Korolév was
officially discharged, with previous convictions expunged. Glushko was made
chief designer of the bureau, with Korolév his deputy. While not denying that
this procedure was a terrible way to treat individuals, the 1938-1945 timing of
Korol€v’s unjust prison sentence leads us to ask if an ulterior motive for some
of these arrests was not both far-sighted and well planned by the Soviet
leadership. By detaining many of their best scientists and engineers in these
Sharaga for the duration of the war, the state’s intellectual and scientific



heritage was honourably and safely preserved from the dangers of armed
combat without turning such a policy into a public issue.

It is notable that despite being imprisoned, Korolév worked with great
devotion to his country, as did others in the same circumstances. Although
many of his colleagues on the Soviet space program thought that his years of
incarceration had affected his character, we have noted how similar in drive
and methods Korolév was to his German counterpart Wernher von Braun.
Korolév was considered by some to have been outright Machiavellian while
others described him as opportunistic, cunning, ruthless and cynical. Like von
Braun, Korolév adapted to whatever particular regime was in force at the time
and used people to get what he wanted. If he was required to produce a missile
shield for the Soviet Union, as well as design a lunar rocket, then so be it.

Korolév’s daughter recalls that the date of her father’s discharge was August
10 1944. He remained working at his Sharaga as a free man until the spring of
1945. But astonishingly, Harford states in his biography that Korol€v arrived
in Germany on September 8 1945 “fresh from Kazan, still not officially
rehabilitated” (our emphasis). How can these two accounts be reconciled?

5. Korolév’s statue, Moscow.

Neutrality — Swedish style
When Wernher von Braun accidentally fired a rocket into Swedish neutral territory on June 13 1944,
the jackboot was on the other foot!
Hitler predicted that the Swedes would copy his secret weapon.
The Nazi high command reasoned that if Sweden tried to copy the rocket or send the pieces to
England for back engineering, they would be violating their neutrality. At which point Hitler could and



would attack them. This story glosses over the reality of the Swedish/German situation during
WWII. Hitler was no doubt far more worried about the threat to his imports from Sweden.
Throughout the war, as well as allowing the Germans access to Norway via their railways, the
Swedes in a “consistent and determined effort” shipped iron ore and steel ball bearings across the
Baltic Sea to Germany, and despite allied protests continued this trade until the end of December
1944. As for von Braun’s stray rocket, American aviators sent the remains of this rocket to England,
thus obviating any further incident, but thoroughly alarming the British who now fully realised the
magnitude of the Nazi Rocket Project aimed at their shores.

1944 Peenemiinde, July 18, August 4 & August 25

Three American raids on Peenemiinde resulted in only limited technical and
hardware damage. Our opinion is identical to that stated for August 17-18
1943, that the nature of all the allied bombing raids on this base indicate a
clear demonstration of forward planning: the intention not to damage the V-2
material, while rendering the base itself inoperable, in order to subsequently
reap the full benefit of German rocket research.

1944 Poland August 5

At Winston Churchill’s request of July 13, a group of British spies and missile
experts visited Poland and met with Soviet specialists, in order to locate
fragments of a V-2 left by the fleeing Germans. These were shipped to the
Soviet Union where the Soviets who examined the material were surprised and
shocked by the advanced state of the technology they found — as the English had
been in June 1944 upon receiving stray missiles sent from Poland (May 20
1944) and Sweden (June 13 1944). Up until this time the Soviets had been
working on the dangerous nitric acid and kerosene mix as rocket propellants,
whereas the Germans were using alcohol and liquid oxygen.

1944 Belgium September 8
Wernher von Braun’s creation the A-4, renamed the V-2, launched from mobile
launchpads in Belgium, fell from the skies onto Paris and London.

1945 Peenemiinde January 31

SS General Hans Kammler appointed WvB to oversee the evacuation of
Peenemiinde. WvB prepared their departure from a base increasingly protected
by SS, allegedly both to keep the rocket scientists in and also to defend the
base against the approaching Allies. All of which makes nonsense of the



statements that WvB and his friends felt increasingly threatened by the SS —
they were the SS! WvB and his cronies apparently decided that they would
surrender to the West rather than the Soviets. However, it turned out that
Peenemiinde was not considered a prime target for the Soviets, who would not
reach there until May 5.%° February 14, St Valentine’s day, saw the last missile
fired and February 17 through to mid-March saw the removal of all essentials
including personnel 250 miles south to the Mittelwerks at Nordhausen. Test
stands were set up at nearby Bleicherode.?’

* One source states that by the time the 1944 Peenemiinde air raids took
place, the SS had already moved most of the rocket team to Nordhausen
together with as much equipment as was practicable.?

 WvB allegedly organised 10,000 men and 2,000 tons of materials out of
Peenemiinde to the Harz mountains of Central Germany.?

* Dr. Helen Walters’ 1964 biography, ‘author-ised’ by a foreword from WvB
himself, recounts that WvB moved only 5,000 men, and even found time
during these preparations to negotiate the German Army roadblocks
encircling Peenemiinde in order to visit his parents on their farm and then
his cousin (and future wife) Maria von Quistorp. Stuhlinger and Ordway
also state that 5,000 men were removed from Peenemiinde.

» Walters states that WvB broke his arm in a car accident during the removal
from Peenemiinde and that by Easter that year (April 1) he had settled his
five thousand men in Bleicherode in the Harz mountains. These same
mountains would serve as a hiding place for their films and records,
material they were unable to take to the West.

1945 Bavaria April 3

Kammler then ordered Walter Dornberger (not Wernher von Braun as generally
stated) to select the top five hundred of his technicians and move them from
Bleicherode to Oberammergau in the Austrian Alps. There they were

distributed among the various villages, WvB and Dornberger ended up in
Oberjoch.

Austria 1945
Variations on a theme — various biographers offer diverse accounts of the same
event.



Gartzmann: Following the establishment of his people in Bleicherode,
WvB and his close friends travelled to Oberjoch in the Bavarian Alps “to
spend weeks of idleness...” [just under four to be precise] “...sitting in the
sun discussing rocket projects of the future — totally isolated from reality
they waited for the Allies to catch up with them”. Apparently von Braun
and Dornberger were wearing uniforms when they travelled from
Peenemiinde to Oberjoch, for they had to find civilian clothes before
meeting the Americans.

6. The hills are alive — the Oberjoch Guest House in Bavaria. ARCHIVE

The question is, which uniforms were they sporting, those of the German
Army or the SS elite? If anyone had been ordered to Oberjoch by Kammiler,
surely they would be wearing their elitist uniforms!

Whereas Stuhlinger and Ordway recall that von Braun flew south to
Bleicherode ahead of his evacuating men, organised their accommodation and
the hiding of technical papers in the Harz mountains. The SS then requested
WvB to prepare to leave for Oberammergau, further south in the Austrian Alps.
WvB travelled there by car (special dispensation because of his broken arm,
allegedly). The team of five hundred men that /e had selected to go with him



travelled by train. From there, Dornberger and WvB persuaded the SS that it
was too dangerous for all these irreplaceable scientists to be in the same
location and that they should go to different villages. Dornberger, WvB, his
brother Magnus and several others then moved out to the small village of
Oberjoch, where they took up residence in Haus Ingeburg — which is where
this version of events joins with the oth