1ma

ital at Hirosh

TION

-Year Lie

tnesses, and the Hosp

Expose an 80

AT 4 -
e pom—tom

X

S TR

\ G

= W\

5 /mﬂ 2

DECEP

How Phys

THE NUCLEAR




unbekoming.substack.com

Copyright © 2026 Unbekoming
All rights reserved.

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (CC BY 4.0).

You are free to share and redistribute this material in any medium or
format, including for commercial purposes, provided appropriate credit
is given to Unbekoming and the work is not altered in a way that
misrepresents the author’s intent.

To view a copy of this license, visit
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

No part of this book may be modified, adapted, or presented in
misleading context without prior written consent of the author.

This book is intended for informational and educational purposes only.
It does not constitute medical advice, diagnosis, or treatment.

Nothing contained in this work should be interpreted as a
recommendation for or against any specific medical test, procedure, or
intervention.

Readers are encouraged to consult qualified healthcare professionals
regarding individual medical decisions. The author assumes no
responsibility for any actions taken based on the information contained
herein.

First edition, 2026

Cover art and design by Unbekoming

Published by Unbekoming
unbekoming.substack.com
unbekoming@outlook.com

V1.0 Page 2 of 161


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

unbekoming.substack.com

Contents

[ oY dgoTe I o1 1]o] o IUE O TP PRT TP 4
HIiroShima REVISITEA ....uiuniiniiiii ittt et et et e e ee e eeeae e esensansannannns 10
Death Object: Exploding The Nuclear Weapons HOaxX (2017) ..ceuveuierineeirieinnienennennns 36
The Hospital That Survived GroUNd ZEI0.......eeuiunieriieiieiieeieeieetieeneeeeeieeeeeeeneeeneennenns 50
The Case Against the Nuclear AtOm (T963)....cuiuniiiiiiiiiiieie et et eee e eens 67
Unmasking the Nuclear Scare: Galen Winsor and the War on Atomic Truth................. 81
The Physics of Fear: Why Nuclear Weapons Cannot EXist........ccceevviviiiiiiiinninniinnennee. 107
LN a LR 1410 L=To I (4 /9 Vo] o [ PSP 128
F Y o] o1=T o Lo [ b= ahn I 139
F Y o] o1=T o Lo [ ap 2 144
F Y o] o1=T o Lo [ D arC T 149
F Y o] o1=T o Lo [ a S 156

V1.0 Page 3 of 161



unbekoming.substack.com

Introduction

The main hospital at Hiroshima stood approximately one mile from the
point directly beneath the alleged hypocentre of the bomb dropped on 6
August 1945. The building suffered broken windows. Nobody inside was
injured. Nobody inside was killed.

This was documented by Major Alexander P. de Seversky, an aviation
pioneer and the chief inspector appointed by the United States Secretary
of War to assess both Hiroshima and Nagasaki after the attacks. De
Seversky had personally inspected the conventionally firebombed cities
of Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka, Kobe, and dozens of others across Europe
and Japan. He arrived in Hiroshima expecting something
unprecedented. He reported, instead, that the destruction was
indistinguishable from the firebombing he had inspected elsewhere —
that concrete buildings near ground zero stood structurally intact with
their cornices, decorative elements, and window frames preserved, that
flag poles and lightning rods topped buildings that should have been
levelled, that there was no "bald spot" of vaporisation, and that two
hundred B-29s carrying incendiary bombs could have produced identical
results.

A 15-kiloton airburst at 1,800 feet altitude, which is what the official
record claims, would not leave a hospital standing one mile away with
nobody inside even injured. The blast wave alone would demolish the
structure. The thermal pulse would set its contents on fire. The prompt
radiation would kill everyone within. None of this happened. The
patients lay in their beds. The windows broke. That was all.

This single fact — verifiable, documented by the United States Army's
own appointed inspector, photographed and surveyed shortly after the
attack — is irreconcilable with the official narrative of what happened to
Hiroshima. It is not an anomaly to be explained. It is a contradiction at
the level of physics. Either the bomb did what is claimed, or the hospital
stood. Both cannot be true.

This book is the case for which option holds.

The argument runs through three layers, and the curious reader is asked
to follow them in sequence.

The first layer is physical. Explosions need rapidly expanding gas to
create the blast wave that knocks down buildings. One gram of TNT
becomes a thousand grams' volume of carbon dioxide, nitrogen, and
water vapour in microseconds, and the gas is the explosion. Nuclear
fission produces no gas. It splits heavy nuclei into lighter ones, releases
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neutrons, and converts mass to heat and gamma radiation. Heat and
radiation are real and the energy released is enormous, but neither
produces a mechanical shockwave. This is why reactor accidents at Three
Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima produced melted fuel rather
than nuclear explosions. The explosions reported at Chernobyl and
Fukushima were chemical — hydrogen gas produced when extreme heat
split water into its component gases, then ignited.

A chain reaction, even if it could produce mechanical force, requires slow
neutrons. Fast neutrons released from fission are between five hundred
and six hundred times less likely to cause further fission than thermal
(slow) neutrons. Reactors slow them down with moderators — water,
heavy water, or graphite — through repeated collisions. Without a
moderator, fast neutrons escape before causing further fissions. A bomb
has no moderator, no time to install one, and no mechanism by which
one could function during the sub-millisecond window the official
narrative requires.

These two objections compound. The first removes the mechanism by
which fission could produce a blast wave. The second removes the
mechanism by which a chain reaction could even occur in a weapon
configuration. The empirical floor under both is that fissile material
under the most extreme conditions ever achieved — molten reactor cores
during catastrophic accidents — does not detonate. It melts.

If any one of these holds, the bomb cannot work. All three hold.

The second layer is historical. If the bomb did not do what is claimed,
then something else destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The evidence
assembled by Michael Palmer, John Hamer, Alli Parker through her
grandmother's account, and the contemporary investigators points
consistently to conventional firebombing combined with chemical agents
— sulfur mustard, principally — and reactor waste dispersed afterward to
produce the residual contamination measured at the sites.

The medical record is the strongest evidence here. Survivors who
reported looking directly at the flash had no retinal burns. Dr. John
Flick, an ophthalmologist who examined them, found none. The eye
injuries that were documented — corneal erosion, blepharospasm,
temporary blindness — match the established clinical signature of sulfur
mustard exposure, identical to the casualties of the Bari incident in 1943
when American mustard gas was accidentally released over Allied forces.
The acute symptoms attributed to "radiation sickness" — vomiting,
respiratory distress, late-onset systemic illness, lung cancer — match
mustard gas poisoning more closely than radiation. Sakae Shimizu, the
Japanese researcher who surveyed Hiroshima after the attack, developed
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haemoptysis. Coughing blood is a mustard gas signature. It is not
produced by residual low-level radiation.

The burn patterns are equally specific. A nuclear flash burns exposed
skin and spares skin protected by clothing. Several Hiroshima survivors
carried scars that reproduced the pattern of their clothing — burned into
them under the fabric. The most documented case involved a girl whose
striped kimono left criss-cross scarring on her shoulder. This is not the
signature of thermal flash. It is the signature of a chemical agent that
penetrates fabric and is held against the skin by the contaminated cloth,
which then acts as a reservoir.

The radioactive fallout, when measured, contains weapons-grade
isotopes at levels far below what a uranium-235 or plutonium detonation
would produce. The isotopic composition matches reactor waste —
material produced by sustained low-power fission and then dispersed —
not weapons-grade fissile material consumed in a bomb.

The "black rain" that fell on Hiroshima was caustic. Survivors describe it
eating holes through fabric "as though moths had been at it" and hissing
on contact with wood. Radioactive water mixed with soot does not
behave that way. Aerosolised mustard gas does.

Survivors who entered the city after the bombing — including the father
in Alli Parker's family memoir, who arrived from Kure to search for his
wife and daughter — developed chronic respiratory illness consistent
with chemical exposure. People not present during the blast cannot
develop acute radiation sickness from residual fallout at the levels
measured. They can develop respiratory damage from persistent
mustard gas contamination on the ground.

Each of these observations is documented. Each can be traced to its
source in the medical and survey literature of the period. Together they
describe a city destroyed by conventional means and then dressed in the
props of nuclear destruction. Apart, each could be argued away as
anomaly. Together, they form a pattern.

The third layer is structural. The physics says the bomb cannot work.
The historical evidence says something else destroyed the cities. The
obvious objection is that if both of these were true, surely it would be
known by now — surely the case would have surfaced through normal
scientific and journalistic channels.

It has not, because those channels have been closed.

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended in 1954, classifies all
information related to the design, manufacture, or utilisation of nuclear
weapons at the moment of its creation. This is the "born secret" doctrine.
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It is unique in American law. A physicist who calculates independently
that explosive chain reactions are impossible has produced "Restricted
Data" the moment the calculation exists. Publishing it is a federal
offence. Sharing it with a colleague is a federal offence. The same
architecture exists in Britain through the Official Secrets Act, and in
equivalent statutes across the nuclear-armed nations. There is no other
domain of physics where independent verification has been criminalised.

The institutional layer reinforces the legal one. Universities depend on
government research funding. Researchers who challenge nuclear
orthodoxy do not get funded. Their papers do not get published. Their
tenure does not get granted. Thos Judge submitted his work to multiple
universities for peer review and received no responses. The non-
response is itself the response.

The cultural layer reinforces the institutional one. Eight decades of
textbooks, films, news reporting, and the entire architecture of post-war
geopolitics have organised themselves around the assumption that the
weapons exist as described. To accept the possibility that they do not is
to revise the entirety of post-war history. The cognitive cost is enormous
and the social environment punishes those who attempt the revision.

And the controlled-opposition layer reinforces all of the above. The
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, founded by Bertrand Russell in
1957 and active for sixty-eight years, has never commissioned an
independent scientific verification of the weapons it opposes. Its
campaign assumes the weapons' reality and works only on policy. The
opposition validates the orthodoxy. To oppose nuclear weapons is to
acknowledge them.

What the apparatus produces, together, is a question that cannot be
settled through ordinary means because ordinary means have been
removed. The studies are not funded. The data are classified. The
witnesses are silenced by statute or by professional consequence. The
cultural environment dismisses challengers as cranks. The opposition
movements treat the weapons as real.

This is the legitimate ground for triangulation as a method. When the
studies that would answer the question definitively are prevented from
being conducted, the question becomes answerable only through the
convergence of multiple independent lines of evidence — physical,
historical, medical, observational, testimonial. None of which on its own
would suffice. Which together produce a pattern too consistent to
dismiss.
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The chapters that follow assemble that convergence.

Michael Palmer's Hiroshima Revisited (2020), summarised in chapter
one, builds the medical and physical case from the documented record of
the bombings. Palmer is a physician and biochemist who reads the
medical literature, the eyewitness accounts of attending physicians, and
the residual radioactivity measurements, and finds them consistent with
mustard gas, napalm, and reactor-waste dispersal rather than with
nuclear detonation.

Akio Nakatani's Death Object (2017) presents the mathematical and
statistical case. Nakatani is a professor of applied mathematics and
statistics. He uses Monte Carlo simulation — the same statistical method
developed at Los Alamos — to demonstrate that explosive chain
reactions are impossible at the cross-sections involved. His
mathematical proof, by his own account, became Restricted Data the
moment it was completed.

The interview with John Hamer in chapter three works the historical
pattern. Hamer has previously documented the Titanic and Lusitania
deceptions in his Falsification series. He brings the same documentary
method to the nuclear question, and his brother's first-hand testimony
from inside Britain's Faslane submarine base — no warheads, not even
training dummies — sits at the centre of the chapter.

Dewey Larson's The Case Against the Nuclear Atom (1963) operates
upstream of the weapons question entirely. Larson was an engineer who
argued that the entire scaffolding of nuclear physics rests on a
misinterpretation of Rutherford's 1911 gold-foil experiment. If the
nuclear atom itself is a model error, then the chain reactions, criticality
calculations, and weapons designs that depend on the model rest on an
interpretation that may have been wrong from the beginning. Larson is
included because his critique is the foundational layer beneath the
others.

Galen Winsor's testimony, in chapter five, addresses the radiation fear
that surrounds the entire nuclear question. Winsor was a nuclear
chemist who worked at Hanford and San Jose for four decades, eating
uranium oxide on lecture tours, swimming in spent-fuel storage pools,
and handling plutonium with bare hands to demonstrate that the
material was not as lethal as claimed. He died at eighty-two of natural
causes. The chapter pairs his testimony with F. William Engdahl's
documentation of the 1970s campaign by Anglo-American oil interests to
suppress nuclear energy through manufactured fear.

Thos Judge's interview with James Delingpole, in chapter six, presents
the physical objection in its most accessible form. Judge works the no-
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gas, no-moderator argument from first principles, and traces its
implications through the historical record — the missing uranium, the
untested Hiroshima bomb, the Trinity yield measured by paper dropped
from a chair, the absent warheads at Faslane.

The seventh chapter is unusual in the collection. Alli Parker's At the Foot
of the Cherry Tree (2023) is a novel — a granddaughter's account of her
Japanese grandmother's experience as a Hiroshima survivor and
Australian war bride. Parker did not write a revisionist book. She wrote a
family memoir. The chapter reads her novel against Palmer's framework
and finds that the details her grandmother passed down — the striped
kimono burned into a girl's shoulder, the caustic black rain, the father's
chronic respiratory illness developing after entering the city, the eight
healthy children — independently corroborate the chemical-and-
incendiary thesis. Parker did not know she was recording such evidence.
The convergence is what underlying reality produces when survivors
describe what they actually saw.

Four appendices follow. The first is the physics in plain English — the
foundation. The second is the Hiroshima-Nagasaki evidence matrix, side
by side: what nuclear detonation predicts versus what was documented.
The third is the roll-call of independent witnesses across nine disciplines
and three generations. The fourth is the apparatus that has prevented
this question from being settled through ordinary means.

A reader who has lived their entire life inside the nuclear paradigm will
find this material difficult. The difficulty is not the evidence. The
difficulty is that accepting any part of it requires reconsidering a great
deal else — the Cold War, NATO, the United Nations Security Council
structure, the entire post-war order, and the relationship between
scientific authority and political power. The cost is real, and the book
does not pretend otherwise.

What the book asks is not that the reader accept the conclusion before
examining the evidence. What it asks is that the reader hold open the
question of which option is true: the bomb did what is claimed, or the
hospital stood. Both cannot be true. The hospital stood. De Seversky
documented it. The records exist. The photographs exist. The patients in
their beds were not even injured.

From that single fact, the rest follows.
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Hiroshima Revisited

By Michael Palmer — Unbekoming Book Summary

All truth passes through three stages.
First, it is ridiculed.

Second, it is violently opposed.

Third, it is accepted as being self-evident.
Arthur Schopenhauer

This passage in 180 Degrees made by Greenwood about 9-11 has stuck
with me.

Here, it is worth pausing and reminding ourselves how difficult
unravelling this false flag has been for those seeking the truth. It has
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been compared to taking five different 10,000-piece jigsaws, mixing the
pieces up, throwing them on the floor, putting all the pieces face down
and then saying, "solve that." And just for good measure, numerous
pieces of disinformation have been added to ensure arguments over
whether, in fact, a particular piece is even part of any one of the puzzles
or should be discarded. All this, whilst a multitude of complicit (and
non-complicit) people stand on the sidelines and ridicule you for trying
to make sense of it all.

If you pay even a bit of attention to 9-11 you know that what actually
happened doesn’t fit the “evidence” of what they tell us happened.

But here we are in 2024 still trying to piece it all together... five different
10,000-piece jigsaws.

Our Empire is an Empire of Illusions.

Vaccination is an illusion.

Titanic is an illusion.
AIDS is an illusion.

Pearl Harbour is an illusion.

Cholesterol is an illusion.

Climate Change is an illusion.

All of these Official Stories are dream states.
The public that believes all of these Official Stories is in a dream state.

Falling back on Shiva’s model, 10,000 people can certainty keep 8 billion
in this dream state. The technology is there to do it, and it is perfected.

Which brings us to Michael Palmer, Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

He published Hiroshima Reuvisited in 2020, and for obvious reasons
most people don’t know about it.

Palmer is a big deal to me. He’s been one of our truth seekers and tellers
and co-authored this paper with Sucharit Bhakdi in July 2021.

A question that first came to me in early 2022 was:
If I was Galileo’s neighbour, how would I know he was right?

Galileo, Evil, God and Huxley - Lies are Unbekoming
(substack.com)

In a geocentric world, what would be the “tools of thought” necessary to
understand that my neighbour’s heliocentric ideas were right?
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What would “knowing” mean anyway? I could never understand the
actual science. It would have to be a probabilistic conclusion. I would
need a collection of tools that in their aggregate helped me figure out the
“shape of what is likely to be right”.

Is there a Fact Pattern that emerges from a good set of questions and
thought experiments that can point me to True North?

I think there is. I think that truth can be arrived at probabilistically.

I think that enough high probability items stitched together create a
practical certainty.

This is one of those situations...

I first came across Palmer in this interview about his book that is well
worth listening to.

Michael Palmer on Hiroshima and the atomic bombing
(rumble.com)

Michael Palmer on Hiroshima and the faked atomic bombing - Jerm
Warfare

I don’t know whether Palmer is right or not. I can’t.

But I feel and think that he is very probably right, on enough of it...to be
right.

What I do know is:
« That my Empire lies.
. That is seeks to control its 8 billion people through Illusion.
« That is has the power and technology to fool me.
« That I have the cognitive weaknesses to be fooled.
o That Palmer’s work is broad, meticulous and highly referenced.

« That the controllers of our Empire, with their One World dreams,
had all the incentive in the world to create the atomic threat
narrative (see Q32 and One World or None video).

o That the odds that I've been told the truth about Hiroshima and
Nagasaki are low to none.

With thanks to Michael Palmer for doing the work to get us closer to
“violent opposition”.

But first let’s start with the eyes...
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Unburned Retinas

The eye injuries observed in Hiroshima and Nagasaki survivors present a
significant inconsistency with the official narrative of a nuclear
detonation. Palmer's analysis highlights this discrepancy, focusing on the
absence of retinal lesions in survivors who reported directly viewing the
flash. According to conventional understanding, such exposure to a
nuclear explosion should have resulted in severe retinal burns and
scarring.

Instead, the typical eye injuries documented among victims included
corneal erosion, blepharospasm (involuntary eyelid closure), and
temporary blindness. These symptoms align more closely with exposure
to sulfur mustard rather than nuclear radiation. Sulfur mustard is known
to cause painful eye inflammation, often leading to a subjective
perception of blindness. This phenomenon was similarly observed in the
Bari incident, where mustard gas victims believed themselves
permanently blinded until their eyes were forcibly opened.

The potential systemic effects of sulfur mustard on the eyes, when
transported via bloodstream, are also considered. While not directly
observed with sulfur mustard, studies on similar compounds used in
cancer treatment (such as nitrogen mustard and busulfan) have shown
effects including cataract formation, uveitis, and retinal edema.
Furthermore, in patients with generalized purpura due to bone marrow
suppression, retinal bleeding might be expected.

The discrepancy between observed injuries and those expected from a
nuclear detonation is particularly stark. Dr. Oughterson and other
medical professionals anticipated significant eye injuries, especially
retinal burns, due to the reported intensity of the explosion's flash.
However, Dr. John Flick, an ophthalmologist who examined survivors,
found no cases of retinal flash burns. This absence is also reflected in the
broader medical literature on bombing victims.

While some witnesses reported temporary blindness lasting several days,
and cases of corneal denudation were observed (attributed to mustard
gas exposure), the expected acute retinal burns were conspicuously
absent. Some anecdotal reports by physicians suggested retinal burns,
but these were not supported by clinical evidence. Dr. Koyama, for
instance, initially reported retinal burns but later appeared to have
revised his assessment.

The incidence of cataracts among survivors presents another point of
interest. An increased rate was observed, even at distances where
radiation doses should have been too low to cause such effects. It's worth
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noting that cataracts can be caused by both radiation and chemical
agents like sulfur mustard.

In conclusion, the lack of retinal burns in survivors who reported looking
at the flash is fundamentally inconsistent with the nuclear detonation
narrative. The observed eye injuries align more closely with chemical
exposure than with intense light or radiation. This discrepancy raises
significant questions about the nature of the events in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, suggesting that the accepted historical account may require
reevaluation.

Hiroshima Revisited
By Michael Palmer

50 Questions and Answers

Question 1: What evidence does the book present to suggest
that the nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki may not
have occurred as officially reported?

The book presents several pieces of evidence that challenge the official
narrative of the nuclear bombings, including the lack of characteristic
signs of destruction in Hiroshima, the absence of expected amounts of
uranium-235 and plutonium in the fallout, inconsistencies in eyewitness
accounts, and discrepancies in contemporary documents regarding the
availability of nuclear bombs in 1945.

Question 2: How does the book describe the visible signs of
destruction in Hiroshima, and how do these differ from what
would be expected after a nuclear detonation?

According to the book, the visible signs of destruction in Hiroshima, as
reported by Alexander P. de Seversky, were similar to those in other
cities destroyed by conventional bombing, with no unique features that
would be expected from a nuclear detonation. The city had a "pink
carpet” of destruction, with some buildings still standing and no
evidence of the extreme heat or "super-hurricane" winds associated with
an atomic bomb.

Question 3: What do studies on the radioactive fallout in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki reveal about the nature of the bombs
used?

Studies on the radioactive fallout in Hiroshima and Nagasaki show very
low levels of uranium-235 and plutonium, inconsistent with the official
narrative of the bombs used. The isotopic composition of the fallout
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suggests that it was caused by the dispersal of reactor waste rather than
the detonation of a uranium-235 bomb in Hiroshima or a plutonium
bomb in Nagasaki.

Question 4: How does the book explain the discrepancy
between the expected and observed amounts of uranium-235
in the Hiroshima fallout?

The book suggests that the very low abundance of uranium-235 in the
Hiroshima fallout, compared to what would be expected from a highly
enriched uranium bomb, can be explained by either a minuscule amount
of bomb uranium being diluted by natural background or a much lower
degree of uranium-235 enrichment than officially claimed.

Question 5: What inconsistencies does the book highlight in
eyewitness accounts of the Hiroshima bombing?

The book points out inconsistencies in eyewitness accounts of the
Hiroshima bombing, such as some survivors reporting not hearing any
noise from the explosion, while others described various sounds.
Additionally, some witnesses reported a blinding flash, while others did
not. The book also mentions a survivor who was just 50 meters from the
hypocenter, shielded only by a wooden house, yet survived for several
weeks, which would be unlikely in a nuclear detonation.
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Question 6: According to the book, what alternative scenario is
proposed to explain the destruction, radioactive fallout, and
medical findings in Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

The book proposes an alternative scenario involving the use of
conventional bombs, incendiary bombs (napalm), and the dispersal of
reactor waste to create radioactive fallout. It also suggests that sulfur
mustard was used to mimic the symptoms of radiation sickness in the
victims.

Question 7: What evidence does the book provide to suggest
that the U.S. military was prepared to use sulfur mustard in
the attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

The book mentions that the U.S. had stockpiled sulfur mustard during
World War II and had conducted experiments on its own soldiers. It also
notes that the U.S. military would have been aware of the effects of sulfur
mustard due to the Bari disaster in 1943, where numerous U.S.
servicemen and civilians were killed by the poison when it was released
from aerial bombs during a German air attack.

Question 8: How does the book challenge the feasibility of
enriching uranium to bomb-grade levels in 19457

The book cites Leslie Groves, who described the development of uranium
enrichment plants without pilot testing and with simultaneous research,
development, construction, and operation. It argues that the success of
such a venture would be highly unlikely. The book also mentions Klaus
Fuchs, a Soviet spy in the Manhattan Project, who reported that uranium
enrichment methods were not yet ready in 1945. Additionally, it notes
that even after the war, the Soviets needed several years to develop a
viable uranium enrichment process, despite allegedly possessing
America's atomic secrets through espionage.

Question 9: What discrepancies does the book highlight
between official reports and contemporary documents
regarding the availability of plutonium bombs in 1945?

The book cites a meeting of the Interim Committee in May 1945, where
Arthur Compton stated that it would take 1.5 years from January 1946 to
prove the second stage (plutonium production) and three years to get
plutonium in volume. This contradicts the official narrative that
plutonium bombs were ready for use at the Trinity test in July 1945 and
in Nagasaki in August 1945. The book also mentions that physicist
Robert Wilson's last-minute experiments before the Trinity test focused
on uranium fission, suggesting that the test was expected to use a
uranium bomb rather than a plutonium one.
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Question 10: How does the book analyze early measurements
of residual radioactivity in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and what
conclusions are drawn from these findings?

The book examines early measurements of residual radioactivity in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, noting the scarcity of data and the surprisingly
low levels of radioactivity detected. It concludes that the low initial levels
of radioactivity, particularly in the first week after the bombings, are
inconsistent with the occurrence of nuclear detonations. The book also
highlights the lack of documentation and the disappearance of evidence,
arguing that this would be inexplicable if the bombings had occurred as
officially reported.

Hiroshima, ground zero. Non-wooden structures remained standing.
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For comparison, this is Dresden after it was firebombed.

Question 11: What issues does the book raise concerning the
thermoluminescence studies used to estimate the y-radiation
doses in Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

The book critiques two influential thermoluminescence studies, pointing
out the absence of essential precautions and controls, such as accounting
for sample inactivation by heat from the bomb and the subsequent fires.
It also highlights inconsistencies and questionable data manipulations,
such as the reliance on calibration factors to produce the desired y-ray
dose estimates, despite the actual thermoluminescence measurements
showing little variation with distance from the hypocenter.

Question 12: How does the book critique the evidence of
neutron radiation in Hiroshima, particularly the
measurements of sulfur activation?

The book analyzes the sulfur activation measurements in Hiroshima,
which aimed to detect fast neutrons from the alleged nuclear detonation.
It argues that the spatial distribution of 32P formed in sulfur samples is
inconsistent with activation by a single nuclear detonation at the claimed
altitude. The book also points out discrepancies between the raw data
and the conclusions drawn by the researchers, suggesting that the data
may have been fabricated.
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Question 13: What inconsistencies does the book highlight in
studies comparing the activation of different isotopes in
Hiroshima?

The book examines studies that compared the activation of different
isotopes (e.g., 60Co, 152Eu, 154Eu) in samples from Hiroshima. It finds
that the derived neutron fluence estimates and the calculated date of
activation vary widely between samples, even when collected from the
same location. These inconsistencies suggest that the samples were not
activated by the same neutron source at the same time, casting doubt on
the official narrative of the nuclear bombing.

Question 14: How does the book describe the physicochemical
properties of sulfur mustard and its persistence in the
environment?

The book describes sulfur mustard as an oily liquid with a high boiling
point and low water miscibility, which allows it to persist in the
environment for long periods. It can penetrate porous materials like
wood and bricks, and its slow decomposition and evaporation contribute
to its lasting presence. The book also notes the foul smell associated with
impurities in the technical product, which aligns with witness accounts
from Hiroshima.

Question 15: What is the mode of action of sulfur mustard, and
how does it react with DNA and other cellular components?

Sulfur mustard reacts with various cellular components, most notably
DNA, through the formation of an unstable sulfonium ion intermediate.
This intermediate can cause intra- and interstrand cross-links in DNA,
leading to double-strand breaks and mutations. Sulfur mustard also
depletes glutathione, an important antioxidant, which impairs the cell's
ability to neutralize reactive oxygen species and contributes to
cytotoxicity.
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Figure 5.3 from Book: Three of many burnt-out buildings that
according to various studies [82, 83] yielded pristine tiles or bricks
suitable for measurement of gamma ray dosage by
thermoluminescence. Top: Hiroshima City Hall; center: Hiroshima
Prefectural Industrial Promotion Hall (now commonly called the
‘Atomic Bomb Dome’); bottom: Shiroyama elementary school in
Nagasakai.
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Question 16: How is sulfur mustard distributed and
metabolized in the body after exposure?

After exposure, sulfur mustard is absorbed through the skin, inhalation,
and ingestion. A significant portion of the absorbed dose is distributed to
various organs via the bloodstream, with the highest concentrations
found in well-perfused tissues such as the brain, lungs, spleen, and
kidneys. Sulfur mustard undergoes metabolic conversions, including
hydrolysis, conjugation with glutathione, and oxidation. The oxidation
products, particularly the reactive divinyl sulfone, may contribute to its
long-term toxicity.

Question 17: What are the clinical and pathological
manifestations of sulfur mustard poisoning in the blood
circulation, airways, lungs, eyes, skin, digestive tract, bone
marrow, and other organs?

Sulfur mustard poisoning affects multiple organ systems. In the blood
circulation, it causes dilation, increased permeability, and congestion of
blood vessels, leading to edema and shock. The airways and lungs show
necrosis, pseudomembrane formation, bronchial obstruction, and
secondary infections. Eye injuries include corneal erosion,
blepharospasm, and temporary blindness. Skin lesions range from
erythema and blistering to deep necrosis. Gastrointestinal symptoms
include vomiting and diarrhea. The bone marrow, spleen, and gonads
are highly susceptible, with damage leading to bleeding, infections, and
infertility.

Question 18: How do the effects of sulfur mustard on the bone
marrow, spleen, and gonads compare to those of radiation?

The book notes that the effects of sulfur mustard on the bone marrow,
spleen, and gonads are similar to those caused by radiation. Both agents
target rapidly dividing cells in these organs, leading to depletion of bone
marrow cells, lymphocytes in the spleen, and sperm production in the
gonads. The resulting clinical manifestations, such as bleeding due to
thrombocytopenia and increased susceptibility to infections due to
leukopenia, are indistinguishable between sulfur mustard poisoning and
radiation sickness.

Question 19: What are the characteristics and effects of
napalm, as described in the book?

Napalm is described as a sticky, flammable substance made from
gasoline thickened with various additives, such as naphthenic and
palmitic acids. When dispersed by bombs and ignited, napalm adheres to
surfaces and burns with intense heat, causing severe damage to
flammable and non-flammable targets, including human skin. The book
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mentions that napalm burns are often deep (3rd and 4th degree) and can
lead to loss of consciousness, circulatory shock, airway damage, and eye
injuries.

Question 20: How does the book explain the scarcity of
medical literature on the effects of napalm on human victims?

The book highlights the surprising scarcity of medical literature on the
effects of napalm on human victims, with only a handful of English-
language articles available on PubMed. It suggests that this lack of
information may be due to the suppression or neglect of research on the
topic, given the controversial nature of napalm use in warfare.

Figure 13.1 from Book: Photograph of downtown Hiroshima, taken by
Alexander P. de Seversky during his visit in early September 1945. The
original figure caption [5] reads as follows: “A cluster of concrete office
buildings, standing erect and structurally intact amidst the ashes of the
surrounding wooden houses, near ‘ground zero’ (B).”

Question 21: What prominent findings are reported by Soviet
military physicians who treated napalm victims during the
Korean and Vietnam wars?

Soviet military physicians who treated napalm victims during the Korean
and Vietnam wars reported a high immediate mortality rate (over 35%)
among soldiers struck by napalm. They also noted the depth of napalm
burns (3rd and 4th degree), frequent loss of consciousness and
circulatory shock in the acute stage, airway and lung damage leading to
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hypoxia and asphyxiation, a high incidence of keloid scar formation
among survivors, and eye injuries due to facial burns.

Question 22: How does the book describe the use of napalm by
the U.S. military during the Korean and Vietnam wars?

The book cites Soviet sources claiming that the U.S. used approximately
200 tons of napalm per day during the Korean War and produced
around 700 tons per day during the Vietnam War, with much of it being
used against civilians. It also mentions the iconic "Napalm Girl"
photograph as one of the few instances when the American and
international public was confronted with the horrific effects of napalm
on Vietnamese civilians.

Question 23: What challenges does the book highlight in
finding images or documentation of Japanese and Vietnamese
napalm victims?

The book notes the difficulty in finding images of Japanese and
Vietnamese napalm victims, suggesting that such documentation may
have been purposefully suppressed or purged from the public record. It
mentions that the only readily available images of Japanese napalm
victims are those of scorched and shriveled corpses from the Tokyo
bombing in March 1945, while images of Vietnamese victims, apart from
the iconic "Napalm Girl" photograph, are scarce and difficult to access.

Question 24: How does the book suggest that the U.S.
government and military may have been involved in covering
up or manipulating evidence related to the bombings of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

The book presents several instances that suggest U.S. government and
military involvement in covering up or manipulating evidence related to
the bombings, such as:

1. The confiscation and disappearance of Japanese scientist Sakae
Shimizu's research records on sulfur activation measurements.

2. The destruction of all cyclotrons in Japan by the U.S. occupation
force, crippling Japanese scientists' ability to study the bombings'
physical effects.

3. The confiscation of all tissue and organ samples collected by
Japanese pathologists from bombing victims.

4. The selective presentation and alteration of data in official reports,
such as the apparent cherry-picking of sulfur activation
measurements in the DSo2 report.
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These actions, the book argues, are consistent with an effort to suppress
or manipulate evidence that could contradict the official narrative of the
atomic bombings.

Question 25: What are the main arguments presented in the
book to support the idea that the official narrative of the
atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki may be false?

The book presents several main arguments to support the idea that the
official narrative of the atomic bombings may be false:

1. The inconsistency between the observed destruction in Hiroshima
and Nagasaki and the expected effects of nuclear detonations.

2. The discrepancies between the expected and observed amounts
and isotopic composition of radioactive fallout.

3. The inconsistencies in eyewitness accounts and the survival of
people who were very close to the alleged detonations.

4. The evidence suggesting the use of conventional bombs, incendiary
bombs (napalm), reactor waste, and chemical weapons (sulfur
mustard) to create the observed effects.

5. The challenges to the feasibility of producing and using nuclear
bombs in 1945, based on contemporary documents and the state of
technology at the time.

6. The anomalies and inconsistencies in various physical
measurements, such as those related to residual radioactivity,
thermoluminescence, and neutron activation.

7. The scarcity and suppression of medical data on the effects of
napalm on human victims.

8. The indications of U.S. government and military involvement in
covering up or manipulating evidence related to the bombings.

Taken together, these arguments aim to cast doubt on the official
narrative and suggest the possibility of a coordinated deception
surrounding the events of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

Question 26: What evidence does Palmer present to support
the claim that the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki were faked?

Palmer presents several pieces of evidence, including the lack of residual
radioactivity, inconsistencies in eyewitness accounts of the bombings
compared to the official narrative, and the presence of mustard gas and
napalm in the aftermath of the bombings. Palmer also points to the
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apparent collusion of Japanese authorities and the use of censorship and
propaganda to maintain the myth of the atomic bombings.

Question 27: How does Palmer explain the discrepancies
between the official narrative of the atomic bombings and the
eyewitness accounts?

Palmer suggests that the official narrative was fabricated and maintained
through censorship and propaganda. Eyewitness accounts that
contradicted the official story were suppressed, while those that
supported it were promoted. Palmer argues that the true nature of the
bombings, involving the use of mustard gas and napalm, was hidden
from the public to perpetuate the myth of the atomic bombs.

Question 28: What role does Palmer suggest mustard gas and
napalm played in the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

Palmer suggests that mustard gas and napalm were the primary agents
of destruction in the bombings, rather than atomic weapons. The
presence of these substances in the aftermath of the bombings, as
reported by eyewitnesses and supported by medical evidence, is seen as
proof that the atomic bombs were a hoax. Palmer argues that the effects
attributed to radiation were actually caused by exposure to mustard gas
and napalm.

Question 29: How does Palmer challenge the conventional
understanding of the effects of radiation on the victims of the
bombings?

Palmer presents evidence that the symptoms exhibited by the bombing
victims, such as burns, lung damage, and other injuries, were
inconsistent with the effects of radiation exposure. Palmer suggests that
these symptoms were more likely caused by exposure to mustard gas and
napalm. Additionally, Palmer points to inconsistencies in the reported
radiation doses and the lack of residual radioactivity as further evidence
that the conventional understanding of the effects of radiation on the
victims is flawed.

Question 30: What evidence does Palmer provide to support
the claim that Japan was willing to surrender prior to the
atomic bombings?

Palmer cites several instances where Japanese officials expressed their
willingness to surrender, provided that certain conditions, such as the
preservation of the emperor's position, were met. Palmer also points to
the testimony of high-ranking American military leaders, such as
General Douglas MacArthur, who believed that Japan was ready to
surrender and that the atomic bombings were unnecessary. Palmer
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argues that the United States deliberately prolonged the war and used
the atomic bombings as a means to achieve other goals, rather than to
force Japan's surrender.

Question 31: How does Palmer argue that censorship and
propaganda were used to maintain the myth of the atomic
bombings?

Palmer suggests that the U.S. government heavily censored information
about the bombings, suppressing eyewitness accounts and other
evidence that contradicted the official narrative. The media was also
used to spread propaganda and promote the idea of the atomic bombs as
a revolutionary new weapon. Palmer points to the example of John
Hersey's book "Hiroshima," which was heavily promoted despite its
inaccuracies, as evidence of how propaganda was used to shape public
perception of the bombings.

Question 32: What does Palmer suggest was the true purpose
behind the staged atomic bombings?

Palmer proposes that the staged atomic bombings were meant to serve
as a demonstration of American power and to intimidate other nations,
particularly the Soviet Union. However, Palmer also suggests that the
bombings were part of a larger plan to promote the idea of
world government and to create a climate of fear that would
make people more receptive to the idea of surrendering
national sovereignty. Palmer argues that the financial and industrial
interests behind the bombings saw world government as a means to
extend their power and influence on a global scale.

This is a very important point.

No sooner had the war ended and they were running these short films all
over US theatres.

One World or None - Wikipedia

Question 33: How does Palmer challenge the idea that the
atomic bombings were necessary to end the war with Japan?

Palmer presents evidence that Japan was already willing to surrender
prior to the atomic bombings, and that the U.S. government deliberately
prolonged the war in order to use the bombs. Palmer cites the testimony
of American military leaders who believed that the bombings were
unnecessary, and argues that the decision to use the bombs was based on
political and economic considerations rather than military necessity.
Palmer also suggests that the Soviet Union's entry into the war against
Japan, rather than the atomic bombings, was the decisive factor in
Japan's surrender.
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Question 34: What evidence does Palmer present to suggest
that the Japanese authorities colluded in staging the atomic
bombings?

Palmer points to the Japanese government's quick acceptance of the
atomic bomb narrative and its failure to investigate or report on the
presence of mustard gas and other inconsistencies in the aftermath of
the bombings. Palmer also suggests that the Japanese authorities worked
to suppress eyewitness accounts and other evidence that contradicted
the official story. Additionally, Palmer cites the failure of Japanese
authorities to provide adequate warning or protection to
civilians in the targeted cities, despite their knowledge of
impending attacks, as evidence of their collusion.

Question 35: How does Palmer explain the apparent lack of
residual radioactivity in Hiroshima and Nagasaki after the
bombings?

Palmer suggests that the lack of residual radioactivity is evidence that
atomic bombs were not actually used in the attacks. Palmer points to
studies conducted by Japanese scientists in the immediate aftermath of
the bombings, which found no evidence of radioactive fallout or induced
radioactivity. Palmer argues that the small amounts of radioactive
material that were eventually detected were likely planted as part of
the deception, and that the inconsistencies in the reported levels of
radioactivity further undermine the credibility of the atomic bomb
narrative.

Question 36: What role does Palmer suggest the "Trinity" test
played in the overall deception surrounding the atomic
bombings?

Palmer suggests that the "Trinity" test, which was supposedly the first
successful detonation of an atomic bomb, was actually a staged event
designed to lend credibility to the idea that the U.S. possessed functional
atomic weapons. Palmer points to inconsistencies in the official accounts
of the test, such as the implausibly low altitude of the detonation and the
lack of damage to nearby structures, as evidence that the test was a hoax.
Palmer argues that the "Trinity" test was a crucial part of the larger
deception surrounding the atomic bombings, as it helped to create the
illusion of a revolutionary new weapon and to intimidate other nations.

Question 37: How does Palmer challenge the idea that the
atomic bombings were carried out to intimidate the Soviet
Union?

Palmer suggests that the idea of using the atomic bombings to intimidate
the Soviet Union was a ploy to gain support for the bombings among
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American leaders, rather than a genuine motive. Palmer points to
evidence that the Soviet Union was not actually intimidated by the
bombings, and that it proceeded with its own plans for territorial
expansion in the aftermath of the war. Palmer also argues that the U.S.
government's attempts to use the bombings as leverage against the
Soviet Union at the Potsdam Conference were largely unsuccessful, and
that the Soviet leadership likely saw through the deception surrounding
the bombings.

Question 38: What does Palmer suggest was the significance of
the "black rain" that fell after the bombings?

Palmer suggests that the "black rain" was not a natural consequence of
the atomic bombings, but rather a deliberately dispersed substance
designed to create the illusion of radioactive fallout. Palmer points to
eyewitness accounts describing the rain as oily or sticky, which is
inconsistent with the properties of natural rain. Palmer also notes that
the reported levels of radioactivity in the black rain were inconsistent
and suggests that radioactive material may have been planted in the
rainwater to support the atomic bomb narrative.

Question 39: How does Palmer explain the inconsistencies in
the reported radiation doses and their effects on survivors?

Palmer argues that the inconsistencies in the reported radiation doses
and their effects on survivors are evidence that the atomic bombings
were staged. Palmer points to the wide variation in symptoms and
mortality rates among survivors who were supposedly exposed to similar
levels of radiation, and suggests that these inconsistencies cannot be
explained by the effects of radiation alone. Palmer also notes that the
symptoms exhibited by many survivors, such as burns and lung damage,
are more consistent with exposure to mustard gas and napalm than with
radiation sickness.

Question 40: What evidence does Palmer present to suggest
that the United States deliberately prolonged the war with
Japan?

Palmer cites several instances where American leaders, including
President Truman and Secretary of War Henry Stimson, rejected or
ignored peace overtures from Japanese officials. Palmer suggests that
the U.S. government was aware of Japan's willingness to surrender, but
chose to prolong the war in order to use the atomic bombs and to secure
other strategic objectives. Palmer also points to the testimony of
American military leaders, such as General Douglas MacArthur, who
believed that the war could have been ended earlier and that the atomic
bombings were unnecessary.
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Question 41: How does Palmer challenge the idea that the
atomic bombings saved American lives by preventing an
invasion of Japan?

Palmer argues that the idea of the atomic bombings saving American
lives is a myth that was created to justify the use of the bombs. Palmer
points to evidence that Japan was already on the verge of surrender prior
to the bombings, and that an invasion of the Japanese mainland was
unlikely to be necessary. Palmer also cites the opinions of American
military leaders who believed that the bombings were not needed to end
the war, and suggests that the decision to use the bombs was based on
political and strategic considerations rather than concern for American
lives.

Question 42: What does Palmer suggest was the role of
financial and industrial interests in the decision to stage the
atomic bombings?

Palmer suggests that financial and industrial interests, particularly those
associated with the Manhattan Project and the development of atomic
weapons, played a significant role in the decision to stage the atomic
bombings. Palmer points to the involvement of figures such as Secretary
of War Henry Stimson and Wall Street banker Alexander Sachs in the
promotion of the atomic bomb project, and suggests that these interests
saw the bombings as a way to secure their own power and influence in
the postwar world. Palmer also argues that the promotion of world
government in the aftermath of the bombings was driven in part by these
same financial and industrial interests, who saw it as a means to extend
their control on a global scale.

Question 43: How does Palmer explain the apparent lack of
knowledge about the true nature of the bombings among high-
ranking American officials?

Palmer suggests that some high-ranking American officials, including
President Truman, may have been deliberately kept in the dark about the
true nature of the bombings. Palmer points to the influence of Secretary
of War Henry Stimson and other figures associated with the Manhattan
Project, who may have manipulated Truman and others into believing in
the necessity and efficacy of the atomic bombs. Palmer also suggests that
the compartmentalized nature of the Manhattan Project and the strict
secrecy surrounding it may have prevented even high-level officials from
learning the full truth about the bombs.
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Question 44: What evidence does Palmer present to suggest
that the promotion of world government was a motive behind
the staged atomic bombings?

Palmer cites the writings and statements of several influential figures,
including Albert Einstein and J. Robert Oppenheimer, who promoted
the idea of world government as a means to prevent future wars and to
control the use of atomic weapons. Palmer suggests that these
individuals were part of a larger network of financial and industrial
interests that saw world government as a way to extend their own power
and influence. Palmer also points to the Baruch Plan, which proposed
international control of atomic energy, as evidence of the link between
the atomic bombings and the push for world government.

One World or None: A Report to the Public on the Full
Meaning of the Atomic Bomb (1946).

One World or None: A Report to the Public on the Full Meaning of the
Atomic Bomb: Masters, Dexter: 9781595582270: Amazon.com: Books
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In 1946, just months after atomic bombs were dropped on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, the scientists who had developed nuclear technology came
together to express their concerns and thoughts about the nuclear age
they had unleashed. In a small, urgent book of essays, legends including
Niels Bohr, Albert Einstein, and Robert Oppenheimer try to help readers
understand the magnitude of their scientific breakthrough, fret openly
about the implications for world policy, and caution, in the words of
Nobel Prize—winning chemist Harold C. Urey, that "There Is No
Defense."

The original edition of One World or None sold 100,000 copies and was
a New York Times bestseller. Today, with the nuclear issue front and
center once more, the book is as timely as ever.

Question 45: How does Palmer challenge the notion that the
atomic bombings were in the national interest of the United
States and Great Britain?

Palmer argues that the atomic bombings were not in the national interest
of the United States or Great Britain, but rather served the interests of a
small group of financial and industrial elites. Palmer points to the
devastating consequences of the bombings for the people of Japan, as
well as the long-term effects on American society, such as the rise of the
military-industrial complex and the erosion of civil liberties. Palmer also
suggests that the British Empire's decline and the Soviet Union's
territorial gains in the aftermath of the war were not in the interest of
either the United States or Great Britain, and that the atomic bombings
did little to prevent these outcomes.

Question 46: What does Palmer suggest was the purpose of the
various "special effects" created after the bombings, such as
shadows on walls and pavements?

Palmer suggests that the "special effects" created after the bombings,
such as shadows on walls and pavements, were part of the larger
deception surrounding the atomic bombings. Palmer argues that these
effects were deliberately staged to create the impression of a powerful
and devastating new weapon, and to lend credibility to the idea that the
cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki had been destroyed by atomic bombs.
Palmer points to inconsistencies in the physical evidence, such as the
impossibility of preserving shadows on wooden surfaces, as well as the
timing of the appearance of these effects, as evidence that they were
fabricated.
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Question 47: How does Palmer explain the reports of "atom-
bomb gas" in the aftermath of the bombings?

Palmer suggests that the reports of "atom-bomb gas" in the aftermath of
the bombings were part of a cover story designed to explain away the
presence of mustard gas and other chemical agents. Palmer argues that
the Japanese authorities, in collusion with the United States, promoted
the idea that radiation from the atomic bombs had somehow created a
poisonous gas in order to hide the true nature of the attacks. Palmer
points to the inconsistencies in the descriptions of the gas, as well as the
lack of scientific evidence for its existence, as proof that it was a
fabrication.

Question 48: What does Palmer suggest was the significance of
the timing of the creation of the "special effects" in
Hiroshima?

Palmer suggests that the timing of the creation of the "special effects" in
Hiroshima, which occurred several weeks after the bombing, was
significant because it allowed time for the true nature of the attack to be
covered up. Palmer argues that the delayed appearance of the effects,
such as shadows on walls and pavements, was necessary to avoid
detection by early investigators and journalists who visited the city in the
immediate aftermath of the bombing. Palmer also suggests that the
timing was chosen to coincide with the arrival of the official investigation
team, who could then be presented with a carefully staged scene that
supported the atomic bomb narrative.

Question 49: How does Palmer challenge the idea that the
atomic bombings were a legitimate use of military force?

Palmer argues that the atomic bombings were not a legitimate use of
military force, but rather a deliberate act of terrorism against
civilian populations. Palmer points to the targeting of densely
populated cities, the use of indiscriminate weapons such as napalm and
mustard gas, and the decision to detonate the bombs at a time when they
would cause maximum casualties among civilians. Palmer also suggests
that the bombings violated international law and the principles of just
warfare, and that they set a dangerous precedent for the use of weapons
of mass destruction against civilian targets.

Question 50: What does Palmer ultimately conclude about the
true nature and purpose of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki?

Palmer ultimately concludes that the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki were a carefully staged deception designed to create the
illusion of a revolutionary new weapon and to advance the interests of a
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small group of financial and industrial elites. Palmer argues that the
bombings were not a legitimate use of military force, but rather a
deliberate act of terrorism against civilian populations. Palmer suggests
that the true purpose of the bombings was to create a climate of fear and
uncertainty that would make people more receptive to the idea of
surrendering national sovereignty and accepting a system of world
government. Palmer also concludes that the official narrative of the
bombings, which has been maintained through censorship and
propaganda, is a carefully constructed lie that has served to obscure the
true nature of the attacks and to prevent a full accounting of their
consequences.

Afterword

All truth passes through three stages.
First, it is ridiculed.

Second, it is violently opposed.

Third, it is accepted as being self-evident.
Arthur Schopenhauer

This inquiry was a labor of love—exacting, but also rewarding. Some
questions could be answered simply by taking the eyewitnesses at their
word, rather than distorting their meaning to fit the dishonest ‘atomic’
narrative. Other insights occurred only after months of mulling over
seemingly intractable enigmas. The hypothesis that took shape with time
could ever better fit new evidence that it encountered; while some
aspects of it may yet have to change, it has stabilized enough to face the
test of public scrutiny. It is of course unlikely that fair, dispassionate
scrutiny will be the predominant attitude of critics; I will be content with
moving the needle to Schopenhauer’s second stage—from ridicule to
violent opposition.

Aside from the scientific understanding, I also gained a deep admiration
for the survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki—moved by stories such as
this one about two teenage boys: having set out in search of their
relatives on the day of the Hiroshima bombing, they happened upon a
shelter full of badly wounded people. Not finding their relatives among
them, they nevertheless stayed on for an entire day to care for those sick
and give them water. We learn of other adolescent boys and girls who,
having lost both parents in the bombings, worked themselves to
exhaustion in order to provide for their younger siblings, permitting
them to go to school by abandoning their own. We read how Drs. Akizuki
and Nagai, themselves affected by ‘radiation’ sickness, toiled
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unremittingly to relieve the suffering of others, regardless of the meager
means at their disposal. We see the kindness of Dr. Hachiya and of the
people near and dear to him:

I had been strongly attached to the patient they were cremating
tonight. . . . This woman had been loved and respected by her
neighbors, and to the soldiers in the Second Corps she was the baba-san
[grandmother] of Hiroshima. Her meagre pension as well as her
savings had been spent to help one soldier or another. Her round,
shapeless figure had cast a friendly shadow in the neighborhood and on
the wards of our hospital. Many were the times when she and another
baba-san had brought cheer to the sick and lonely...

Shortly before she died I recalled stopping at her pallet to comfort her.
She could not see me because her eyelids were swollen shut, but she
recognized my voice.

“Baba-san’, I said, “your friends are around you. Hiroshima has been a
good place to live in because you have been here to think of others
before yourself. Death is approaching, but like an old soldier you can
die with dignity in the knowledge that your wounds were received in
line of duty.”

While this book focused on only those parts of the reports by Hachiya
and by others which are germane to its scientific case, the works of these
men are worth reading in full for being inspired by their genuine
humanity. They personify these words by Mahatma Gandhi:

In the midst of death life persists,
in the midst of untruth truth persists,

in the midst of darkness light persists.
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Death Object: Exploding The Nuclear Weapons Hoax
(2017)
By Akio Nakatani - 25 Q&As - Unbekoming Book Summary

On July 16, 1945, in the pre-dawn darkness of the New Mexico desert,
the world supposedly entered the atomic age with the Trinity test -
mankind’s first nuclear detonation, a moment that military director
General Leslie Groves called proof that “when man is willing to make the
effort, he is capable of accomplishing virtually anything.” Yet what if this
epochal event, seared into humanity’s collective memory as the birth of
our potential self-annihilation, never actually happened as described?
Akio Nakatani’s “Death Object: Exploding the Nuclear Weapons Hoax”
presents a meticulously researched case that nuclear weapons represent
history’s most audacious deception - not a triumph of physics but a
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triumph of propaganda, not a functional weapon but what he calls the
“Fake Nuke Feint.” The author, a professor of applied mathematics and
statistics, brings his expertise in Monte Carlo simulations and statistical
analysis to bear on what may be the most consequential question of our
time: have we been living under the shadow of a threat that doesn’t
actually exist?

The evidence pattern Nakatani presents reads like a detective story
where every piece of physical evidence contradicts the official narrative.
The Trinity test crater measured only five feet deep and thirty feet wide -
identical to a conventional TNT test despite supposedly being two
hundred times more powerful. At Hiroshima, 170 trees within two
kilometers of ground zero survived and bloomed the following spring,
while photographs show utility poles standing throughout the blast zone
that should have been obliterated by 500-mph winds. The damage
patterns in both Japanese cities mirror exactly those created by the
conventional firebombing that destroyed Dresden, Tokyo, and 67 other
Japanese cities - the same twisted metal beams, the same charred bodies
in streets, the same “nuclear shadows” that appeared wherever intensive
incendiary bombing occurred. Aviation expert Alexander P. de Seversky,
inspecting both cities shortly after the war, found them indistinguishable
from other firebombed cities, with concrete buildings near ground zero
structurally intact, their cornices and decorative elements undamaged.
Perhaps most damning, the author reveals that Los Alamos physicists
couldn’t resolve the “energy balance problem” - their bombs appeared to
violate conservation of energy - until 2009, sixty-four years after
weapons that supposedly worked perfectly from day one.

The mechanics of this proposed deception center on a critical moment in
1944 that Nakatani identifies as the birth of the hoax: when Manhattan
Project scientists discovered during the “implosion crisis” that the gun-
type bomb design wouldn’t work - not just for plutonium as officially
claimed, but for any fissile material. Faced with admitting failure after
spending billions in wartime dollars, the leadership allegedly chose an
audacious alternative: stage a conventional bombing disguised as an
atomic attack. Lookout Mountain Studios, a secret facility in Laurel
Canyon that produced 19,000 classified films with Hollywood
professionals including John Ford and Marilyn Monroe, possessed all
the special effects capabilities needed to fabricate the documentation.
The timing was perfect - Japan needed an honorable exit after the Soviet
Union’s August 8th invasion of Manchuria made defeat inevitable,
America wanted to claim technological supremacy without actually
possessing doomsday weapons, and the military-industrial complex
secured eternal funding. The “born secret” doctrine, which automatically
classifies all nuclear weapons information from the moment of creation,
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ensures that any scientific challenge to the narrative becomes illegal to
publish - including, Nakatani claims, his own mathematical proof that
explosive nuclear chain reactions are impossible because neutrons
simply cannot hit enough nuclei quickly enough to create the
nanosecond explosion required.

If Nakatani’s thesis proves correct, we stand at the edge of a revelation
that would fundamentally rewrite not just history but our understanding
of human nature, power, and the stories we tell ourselves about
existential threat. The implications cascade outward like the false shock
waves of a phantom bomb: seventy-five years of foreign policy based on
illusion, trillions of dollars spent on weapons that don’t exist,
generations living under the shadow of potential annihilation that was
never possible. Yet this book offers something beyond conspiracy theory
- it presents a systematic examination of physical evidence, technical
analysis, and historical documentation that challenges readers to
confront uncomfortable questions. Whether you emerge convinced that
humanity’s most feared weapon is indeed what the author calls “history’s
most consequential lie,” or find yourself defending the orthodox
narrative with renewed conviction, the journey through this evidence
will forever change how you view the relationship between scientific
authority, state power, and the stories that shape our world. In an age
where we question so many accepted truths, perhaps it’s time to question
the ultimate truth of our time: the reality of the weapon that has defined
the modern world.

With thanks to Akio Nakatani.
Analogy

The nuclear weapons narrative operates like a global theatrical
production where the stage itself has become more real than reality.
Imagine a grand opera house where, decades ago, a performance of
unprecedented spectacle was staged - complete with elaborate sets,
pyrotechnics, and compelling dramatic narratives. The original audience
was so mesmerized by the production that they emerged believing they
had witnessed actual supernatural events rather than stagecraft.

Over time, this theatrical production became the foundation of a new
religion, with the original stage managers becoming high priests who
alone could enter the sealed temple (classification system) where the
“sacred mysteries” were kept. New generations grew up hearing only of
the miracle, never questioning whether it was performance or reality.
The theater’s special effects department (Lookout Mountain Studios)
continued producing “evidence” of new miracles, while the script writers
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(military-industrial complex) ensured each nation had a role to play in
the ongoing drama.

The most remarkable aspect is that the empty stage - the absence of any
real supernatural power - became the source of the illusion’s strength.
Like shadows on Plato’s cave wall, the very fact that no one could
examine the mechanism directly (born secret) made the shadows seem
more real. Countries spent trillions building elaborate temples (missile
silos, nuclear facilities) to house powers that existed only in collective
belief, while the stage managers counted their gold in the wings,
knowing that the show must go on because admitting the illusion would
collapse the entire world order built upon it.

One-Minute Elevator Explanation

This book makes the shocking claim that nuclear weapons have never
worked and cannot work - they’re an elaborate scientific hoax that’s
shaped our world for 75 years. The author argues that Hiroshima and
Nagasaki were destroyed by conventional firebombing, just like 67 other
Japanese cities, with the attacks timed to coincide with a theatrical
“atomic” narrative. The evidence is compelling: identical damage
patterns to firebombed cities, trees standing at ground zero that should
have been vaporized, Trinity’s crater the same size as a conventional
explosion despite claiming 200 times the power.

Technically, the author argues explosive nuclear chain reactions are
impossible because neutrons can’t hit enough atomic nuclei quickly
enough - it’s like trying to hit mosquitoes in a stadium with bullets while
blindfolded. The Manhattan Project scientists likely discovered this
during their 1944 “implosion crisis” but chose deception over admitting
failure. Lookout Mountain Studios, a secret Hollywood facility, produced
19,000 classified films to support the narrative. The “born secret”
classification system prevents anyone from scientifically challenging
these claims.

The deception succeeded because it served everyone: America got
prestige without real superweapons, Japan got an honorable exit from an
unwinnable war after Soviet invasion, and the military-industrial
complex secured eternal funding. Today, modern computers could easily
prove or disprove nuclear weapons, but the results automatically become
classified. If true, humanity has lived under a false threat while trillions
were spent on imaginary weapons - making this possibly history’s most
consequential lie.

12-Point Summary

1. The Core Thesis - FAIL vs FEAR: The book argues nuclear
weapons don’t work (FAIL - Fake Atomic Instantaneous
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Liquidation) versus the conventional belief they do (FEAR -
Functional Explosive Atomic Reality). While controlled fission for
power generation may function, the author claims explosive chain
reactions for weapons are physically impossible.

Trinity Test’s Fatal Flaw: The Trinity crater measured 5 feet
deep by 30 feet wide - identical to the 100-Ton conventional TNT
test despite supposedly being 200 times more powerful. The
Jumbo containment vessel was mysteriously moved 800 yards
away, and the implosion system allegedly failed in testing yet
worked perfectly on first integration.

. Hiroshima and Nagasaki Evidence: Damage patterns match

conventional firebombing exactly - 170 trees survived and bloomed
within 2km of Hiroshima’s ground zero, concrete buildings
remained structurally intact with decorative elements undamaged,
and both cities look identical to the 677 other Japanese cities
destroyed by incendiary raids.

. The Technical Impossibility: Fast neutrons necessary for

explosive fission are unlikely to hit nuclei (described as hitting a
“mosquito in Memorial Stadium”), the timing requirements for
assembly and compression before self-destruction are impossibly
precise, and Manhattan Project scientists didn’t understand energy
conservation in their bombs until 2009 - yet they worked perfectly

in 1945.

. The Gun-Type Mystery: Little Boy’s simple design was never

tested because of “insufficient uranium” despite accelerating
production, yet they were certain it would work. The design was
immediately abandoned after its supposed success, with blueprints
destroyed. The author argues they knew the gun-type couldn’t
work for any fissile material and was merely theatrical cover.

. Pre-Damaged Cities Theory: Nagasaki appeared on lists of

cities being systematically destroyed before August 1945, never on
any “reserved” list. Hiroshima’s strategic importance (major port,
25,000 troops, military headquarters) makes its preservation
implausible. Both cities were likely pre-destroyed by conventional
bombing, then presented as instantly vaporized.

The Soviet Factor in Surrender: Japan’s Supreme Council
didn’t meet immediately after Hiroshima but convened August gth
before Nagasaki was bombed. The Soviet invasion of Manchuria on
August 8th was the real trigger - Japan feared Soviet occupation
meant execution of leadership and communist transformation
more than American occupation.
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8. Lookout Mountain’s Role: This secret facility in Laurel Canyon
produced 19,000 classified films (more than all Hollywood studios
combined), employed Hollywood professionals including John
Ford and Marilyn Monroe, pioneered special effects including 3-D
technology, and had complete self-contained production facilities
to fabricate any necessary documentation.

9. The Born Secret Trap: The Atomic Energy Act makes all
nuclear weapons information automatically classified from
creation, preventing scientific verification. Even the author’s
claimed mathematical disproof becomes illegal to publish. This
legal framework maintains the narrative through classification
rather than scientific validity.

10. Physical Evidence Contradictions: Pyrocumulus clouds
over Nagasaki indicate firestorms (impossible if materials were
vaporized by nuclear blast), radiation deaths were minimal
compared to fire casualties according to occupation health officials,
test crater sizes don’t correlate with yields, and “nuclear shadows”
appeared identically in conventionally firebombed Dresden.

11. The Perfect Deception Motive: Every party benefited -
America gained deterrence and prestige, the military-industrial
complex secured unlimited funding forever, Japan transformed
from aggressor to victim while gaining favorable surrender terms,
scientists kept their reputations and funding, and global power
structures gained ultimate control through fear.

12.Modern Implications and Verification: With modern
computing millions of times more powerful than 1940s technology
and all design specifications publicly available through Coster-
Mullen’s work, anyone could theoretically verify or refute nuclear
weapons - but results automatically become classified. If nuclear
weapons are fake, humanity has lived under false terror for 75
years while trillions were wasted on non-existent weapons, making
this potentially history’s greatest and most consequential
deception.

The Golden Nugget

The most astonishing revelation buried in this book is that the
Manhattan Project’s own “energy balance” problem wasn’t solved until
2009 - 64 years after the bombs supposedly worked perfectly. According
to the text, throughout all nuclear testing until recently, measurements
suggested the bombs violated the fundamental law of conservation of
energy. Nuclear weapons appeared to create or destroy energy in ways
physics said was impossible. Los Alamos physicist Omar Hurricane
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finally solved this paradox in 2009, winning the E.O. Lawrence Award
for work that remains classified.

This means the scientists who built and tested nuclear weapons for over
six decades didn’t actually understand why their weapons appeared to
work - they were operating on faith while their measurements
contradicted basic physics. The author presents this as evidence they
never worked at all; the “energy balance problem” existed because they
were measuring conventional explosives and trying to force the data to
fit nuclear theory. This single fact undermines the entire narrative of
scientific mastery over atomic forces - how could weapons function
perfectly from day one when their fundamental physics violated
conservation of energy? It’s like claiming you built a perpetual motion
machine that worked flawlessly for 64 years before finally figuring out
why it didn’t violate thermodynamics. This revelation, hidden in plain
sight in official documents, suggests the entire nuclear age has been an
elaborate theatrical production where even the stage managers didn’t
understand their own illusion.

25 Questions and Answers

1. What is the fundamental difference between the FAIL (Fake
Atomic Instantaneous Liquidation) hypothesis and the FEAR
(Functional Explosive Atomic Reality) hypothesis?

The FAIL hypothesis asserts that explosive nuclear fission is physically
impossible and nuclear weapons are an elaborate hoax that has deceived
humanity for over 70 years. The author claims that while controlled
nuclear fission for power generation may work, the rapid, uncontrolled
chain reaction necessary for weapons cannot occur due to fundamental
physical constraints. The FEAR hypothesis represents the conventional
scientific and historical consensus that nuclear weapons function as
described through explosive fission chain reactions. The author states he
has created computer simulations proving FAIL but cannot publish the
mathematical proof due to “born secret” classification laws that
automatically classify all nuclear weapons information.

2. What specific anomalies does the author identify regarding
the Trinity test crater size compared to the 100-Ton Test?

Both tests created identical craters of 5 feet deep and 30 feet wide,
despite Trinity supposedly yielding 20 kilotons (200 times more
powerful than the 100-ton conventional explosive test). The 100-Ton
Test occurred on May 7, 1945, using conventional explosives spiked with
radioactive material. The author argues this size equivalence is physically
impossible if Trinity was truly nuclear. Additionally, the underwater
Baker test at Bikini created a crater allegedly 30 feet deep and 2,000 feet
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wide with similar yield to Trinity, showing massive inconsistency in
crater formation that suggests fabricated data.

3. How does the book explain the survival of trees and utility
poles near ground zero in Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

The author finds it impossible that wooden poles and trees survived blast
pressures calculated at 20 psi near ground zero, equivalent to 500+ mph
winds that should have obliterated everything. At Hiroshima, 170 trees
within 2 kilometers of ground zero survived and bloomed the following
year. The official explanation that vertical objects resist downward blast
forces is deemed implausible given the variety of angles and positions.
The author sees this as evidence of firestorm damage from conventional
bombing rather than nuclear blast effects, comparing it to similar mixed
damage patterns in forest fires.

4. What role does John Coster-Mullen’s reverse-engineering
work play in the author’s argument about nuclear weapons?

Coster-Mullen meticulously reconstructed exact specifications of Little
Boy and Fat Man using only unclassified sources, creating what
authorities praised as the only accurate design analysis. The author
argues this proves all necessary information for building nuclear
weapons is publicly available. Combined with modern computing power
millions of times greater than the Manhattan Project possessed, anyone
today could theoretically simulate or build these weapons if they actually
worked. The absence of proliferation despite this accessibility suggests
the weapons are impossible rather than closely guarded secrets.

5. What discrepancies does the author identify in the timing
and circumstances of Japan’s surrender in August 1945?

Japan’s Supreme Council didn’t convene immediately after Hiroshima,
waiting several days. The crucial August 9th meeting was scheduled
before Nagasaki was bombed, indicating neither atomic attack triggered
surrender discussions. The author argues the Soviet Union’s August 8th
declaration of war and invasion of Manchuria was the real catalyst, as
Japan feared Soviet occupation would mean execution of leadership and
loss of the Emperor. The atomic bomb narrative provided face-saving
cover for surrender, transforming Japan from aggressor to victim while
flattering American technological superiority.

6. How does the text compare damage patterns at Hiroshima
and Nagasaki to conventional firebombing raids like Dresden
and Tokyo?

The damage patterns are presented as virtually identical. The U.S.
Strategic Bombing Survey’s suppressed reports showed Tokyo’s March 9,
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1945 incendiary raid produced the same effects: twisted metal beams,
charred bodies in streets, “nuclear shadows,” and extensive fire damage.
Dresden survivor accounts describe people being “vaporized” and
shadows burnt into walls. The author notes 67 Japanese cities were
destroyed by conventional bombing with identical appearance to the
atomic cities. Seversky observed Hiroshima looked exactly like all other
burned-out cities he’d inspected.

7. What is the significance of the “born secret” doctrine in
preventing scientific verification of nuclear weapons?

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 declares all nuclear weapons information
automatically classified from the moment of creation, regardless of
source or creator. This prevents normal scientific peer review and open
verification of nuclear weapons feasibility. The author claims his own
mathematical disproof of explosive fission became legally “born secret”
the moment he created it, preventing publication. This creates a
situation where the fundamental physics cannot be challenged through
normal scientific channels, maintaining the narrative through legal
rather than scientific means.

8. What technical arguments does the author present
regarding the probability of neutrons achieving explosive
fission?

The author describes the nucleus as a “mosquito in Memorial Stadium”
given atomic scale distances, making neutron collisions extremely
improbable. Fast neutrons necessary for explosive reactions are less
likely to cause fission than slow neutrons used in reactors. The timing
requirements for assembly, compression, and containment before the
device destroys itself are impossibly precise. Multiple factors must align
perfectly in nanoseconds: sufficient neutron multiplication, proper
containment against growing pressure, prevention of pre-detonation, all
while racing against thermal expansion that would terminate the
reaction.

9. Why does the book find it suspicious that the Little Boy
“gun-type” design was never tested before Hiroshima?

The official explanation was “insufficient uranium-235,” but the author
notes production was accelerating with 200 grams daily by December
1944. More suspicious is the claim of absolute certainty without testing -
no complex weapon system works perfectly without integration testing.
The author argues this confidence makes sense only if they knew it
wouldn’t work and had planned a conventional attack instead. The
immediate post-war destruction of Little Boy blueprints and
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abandonment of the “inefficient” design despite its supposed perfect
success further suggests it was known to be unworkable.

10. What role does the author suggest Lookout Mountain
Studios played in nuclear test documentation?

This secret facility in Laurel Canyon produced 19,000 classified films,
more than all Hollywood studios combined. It employed Hollywood
professionals including John Ford, Jimmy Stewart, Walt Disney, and
Marilyn Monroe on undisclosed projects. The studio pioneered special
effects including 3-D technology, added sound to silent footage, and
overdubbed music onto test films. With complete self-contained
production facilities including sound stages, processing labs, and
animation departments, the author suggests it had full capability to
fabricate or manipulate nuclear test documentation.

11. How does Alexander P. de Seversky’s inspection of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki challenge the official narrative?

Seversky, an aviation expert who inspected both cities shortly after the
war, reported they looked identical to other firebombed Japanese cities.
He found concrete buildings near ground zero structurally intact with
cornices, canopies, and delicate decorations undamaged. Window frames
remained firm except multi-panel frames. He saw no “bald spot” where
everything was supposedly vaporized, no unusual phenomena, just
familiar residue of burned wood and brick houses. His expert military
observations were marginalized because they contradicted nuclear
deterrence propaganda needs.

12. What is the significance of pyrocumulus clouds in
distinguishing between nuclear explosions and firestorms?

Pyrocumulus clouds are distinctive signatures of firestorms, whether
from forest fires or bombing raids. The famous “mushroom cloud”
photographed over Nagasaki 20 minutes after detonation is actually a
pyrocumulus from a firestorm, not the initial nuclear cloud. The author
argues that according to the official narrative, Nagasaki shouldn’t have
developed a firestorm because a true nuclear blast would have instantly
destroyed or scattered combustible materials, leaving nothing to burn.
The presence of pyrocumulus therefore indicates conventional
firebombing rather than nuclear destruction.

13. What questions does the author raise about the
repositioning of the Jumbo containment vessel at Trinity?

Jumbo was a 214-ton container designed to preserve plutonium if the
test failed, originally planned to contain the Gadget. Despite great
expense and difficulty transporting it, Jumbo was mysteriously
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positioned 800 yards from ground zero, supposedly to keep it “ready” for
future tests. The author argues this makes no sense as that distance
wouldn’t protect it from a nuclear blast. He suggests Jumbo was moved
because they knew the test would be faked with conventional explosives
that might not destroy it, raising questions about blast power
authenticity.

14. How does the book explain the presence of “nuclear
shadows” at Hiroshima?

The author questions why wooden walls near the shadows remained
unscathed if thermal radiation was intense enough to vaporize humans.
He notes similar shadows were documented in Dresden and other
firebombed cities. The distinction between “vaporization” and
“carbonization” is emphasized - people were burned, not vaporized. The
shadows could result from any intense heat source, including
conventional incendiary weapons. The selective preservation of some
materials while others supposedly vaporized is presented as physically
inconsistent with uniform nuclear thermal radiation.

15. What parallels does the text draw between ancient texts
like the Mahabharata and modern nuclear weapons
descriptions?

The Mahabharata contains descriptions strikingly similar to nuclear
weapons: weapons assembled with mantras (arming codes), missiles
traveling beyond horizons, flesh reduced to nothingness, victims
vaporized, mushroom-shaped clouds, blast winds, and areas remaining
barren for years. The author uses these parallels not to claim ancient
nuclear weapons existed, but to demonstrate how compelling fictional
narratives about ultimate weapons can be constructed. He suggests
modern nuclear weapons serve similar psychological and political
functions as mythological divine weapons - maintaining power through
fear.

16. What evidence does the author present suggesting
Hiroshima and Nagasaki were pre-damaged before August
1945?

Nagasaki explicitly appeared on military lists of cities being
systematically destroyed before August 1945, never appearing on any
“reserved” list. The Urakami Valley’s military installations, including the
factory that made Pearl Harbor torpedoes, would have been priority
targets impossible to spare. Hiroshima’s strategic importance as a major
port, convoy assembly point, and military headquarters housing 25,000
troops makes its preservation implausible. The author suggests these
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cities were selected because their existing damage patterns could be
presented as instant nuclear destruction with minimal additional strikes.

17. How does the book address radiation sickness reports from
atomic bomb survivors (hibakusha)?

Brigadier General Crawford Sams, Chief of Public Health during
occupation, stated radiation deaths were “quite small” with most
casualties from thermal effects and fires. The author suggests acute
radiation sickness was either misidentified conventional burns or
deliberate exaggeration. The six-month mortality deadline for atomic
casualties was arbitrarily set for political deterrence purposes. If only
“dirty bomb” materials were dispersed from a fake device, radiation
effects would be minimal compared to claimed prompt radiation from
actual fission.

18. What discrepancies does the author identify between
different nuclear test crater sizes at Bikini Atoll?

The Cactus test (18 kilotons) and Lacrosse test (40 kilotons) produced
essentially identical crater sizes despite one being twice the yield. This
contradicts basic physics where doubling explosive power should roughly
double crater dimensions. Wikipedia listed Lacrosse’s crater as 600 feet
diameter, but satellite measurements show approximately 375 feet,
nearly identical to Cactus. The author also notes the absence of
“bikiniite” (equivalent to trinitite) despite dozens of tests that should
have produced vast quantities of fused sand.

19. What role does the author argue the Soviet Union’s entry
into the Pacific War played versus the atomic bombs?

The Soviet declaration of war on August 8, 1945, and immediate invasion
of Manchuria was the decisive factor forcing Japan’s surrender. Japan’s
leaders understood they couldn’t fight a two-front war and feared Soviet
occupation would mean execution of all leadership, elimination of the
Emperor system, and communist transformation of society. The atomic
bomb narrative provided convenient cover, allowing Japan to surrender
to America (ensuring better treatment) while saving face by claiming
defeat by a superweapon no one could resist.

20. How does the text explain the differences between
“implosion” and “gun-type” bomb designs and their
feasibility?

The gun-type design fired one subcritical uranium mass into another
through a barrel, while implosion used shaped explosives to compress
plutonium symmetrically. The author argues both designs were actually
unworkable - the gun-type couldn’t achieve proper containment and
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would pre-detonate or fizzle, while implosion’s precise timing
requirements were impossible with 1940s technology. The shift from gun
to implosion for plutonium is presented not as a technical solution but as
cover for abandoning a design they’d discovered couldn’t work with any
fissile material.

21. What significance does the author attribute to Monte Carlo
simulation methods and modern computing power?

Monte Carlo statistical methods pioneered by Stanislaw Ulam were
crucial for nuclear calculations but severely limited by 1940s computing
(people passing index cards). Modern laptops possess millions of times
more computational power than the entire Manhattan Project. The
author claims anyone today could definitively prove or disprove nuclear
weapons feasibility through simulation using publicly available
information from Coster-Mullen’s work. He states his own Monte Carlo
simulations prove explosive fission impossible, though results remain
“born secret.”

22, How does the book distinguish its skepticism from typical
conspiracy theories?

The author explicitly disavows ethnic hatred, prejudice, and connection
to other conspiracies like JFK, 9/11, or moon landings. He bases
arguments on mainstream sources, official documents, and technical
analysis rather than speculation. He acknowledges conspiracy theorists
often lack scientific rigor but credits their courage in questioning
authority. Unlike typical conspiracies seeking to connect everything, he
maintains rigid focus solely on nuclear weapons’ technical feasibility,
presenting it as a scientific question amenable to mathematical proof
rather than political speculation.

23. What photographic and film anomalies does the author
identify in nuclear test documentation?

Extensive color footage exists of the 100-Ton Test while Trinity only has
limited black-and-white documentation despite its greater significance.
The same explosion footage appears with different weather conditions
(clear vs cloudy). Shadow directions don’t change despite supposedly
bright nuclear flash. Clouds remain unaffected by blast waves. Sound is
deliberately mistimed to match visual expectations. Some footage shows
static elements while others evolve unnaturally. The author notes certain
shots would be impossible to obtain without studio conditions.
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24. What does the text suggest about General Groves and
Oppenheimer’s knowledge of the weapons’ feasibility?

Oppenheimer called the atomic bomb “shit” in May 1945 and bet only
300 tons yield for Trinity (not kilotons), suggesting deep doubts. The
author describes Oppenheimer as having “qualities of an actor.” Groves’
decision-making patterns, particularly abandoning the supposedly
working gun-type design, suggest knowledge it wouldn’t work. The
immediate classification and destruction of records, the rush to create
alternative narratives, and post-war statements all point to conscious
participation in deception rather than genuine belief in the weapons’
functionality.

25. How does the author explain the continuation of nuclear
weapons programs globally if they don’t actually work?

The deception serves everyone’s interests: military-industrial complexes
secure unlimited funding, nations gain prestige and deterrence without
actual superweapons, the threat maintains global power structures, and
classification prevents scientific challenge. Like the “Emperor’s New
Clothes,” no nation wants to admit inability to build these weapons. The
author suggests key leaders know the truth but maintain the fiction for
strategic advantage. The “born secret” doctrine ensures whistleblowers
can’t reveal the truth without facing prosecution, perpetuating the hoax
indefinitely.
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The Hospital That Survived Ground Zero

Interview with John Hamer on Why Nuclear Weapons Cannot Exist and
the 80-Year Deception That Shaped Our World

What if the most terrifying weapon in human history—the device that
has shaped geopolitics, justified trillions in military spending, and kept
humanity in existential dread for eight decades—simply cannot exist?
John Hamer makes precisely this claim in this detailed interview that
methodically dismantles the nuclear weapons narrative while carefully
distinguishing between nuclear energy, which demonstrably works in
power plants worldwide, and nuclear explosions, which he argues are
physically impossible. His investigation reveals that the Hiroshima
hospital stood intact less than a mile from ground zero with no deaths,
that scientists measured the Trinity test yield by dropping paper from a
chair ten miles away, and that the uranium bomb design was never
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tested before deployment. Nuclear fission can generate heat for
electricity—we see this daily in reactors that power cities—but Hamer
explains why this same process cannot create the explosive blast that
defines a weapon. If his evidence is correct, and it deserves serious
examination, then we've been living under a manufactured terror that
has extracted resources, shaped consciousness, and controlled
populations since 1945 through nothing more than conventional
explosives, clever photography, and the most successful psychological
operation ever conducted.

The scientific argument against nuclear weapons rests on physics so
basic it's almost embarrassing that we missed it. Two solid pieces of
metal cannot become one by compressing them together—this violates
fundamental laws of physics—yet this is exactly what we're told happens
in both uranium and plutonium bombs. More damning still, nuclear
fission requires thermal neutrons, slowed down by water or other
moderators to 10,000 times less than their initial speed, to sustain any
chain reaction. In reactors, this careful moderation creates controlled
energy release. But in a bomb falling through the air? There's no
moderator, no water, nothing to slow the neutrons down. They simply fly
away at their original speeds without causing further fissions. This is why
reactor meltdowns like Chernobyl and Fukushima puddle into
radioactive slag rather than exploding—the physics of fission cannot
create the rapidly expanding gases that define every explosion from
firecrackers to conventional bombs. Thos Judge, whose parallel

research corroborates Hamer's findings, puts it bluntly: trying to create a
nuclear explosion is like trying to create a hurricane without air.

The historical evidence reveals a pattern of deception so brazen it would
be comedic if the consequences weren't so severe. Major Alexander de
Seversky, the US Army's chief inspector for both nuclear attacks, found
Hiroshima and Nagasaki indistinguishable from the 62 other Japanese
cities that had been conventionally firebombed—same burn patterns,
same destruction radius, same wooden structures reduced to ash. He
stated plainly that 200 B-29s with incendiary bombs could have
achieved identical results. The Trinity test photos show soldiers watching
without protection in broad daylight when the test supposedly occurred
before sunrise, with shadows proving it was 8 AM, not the claimed 5:29
AM. Most revealing of all, a former British Prime Minister admitted in
1982 that Britain lacks an effective nuclear deterrent, adding carefully,
"but it's not a problem because no one else has one either." Meanwhile,
Hamer's brother, working security at Britain's Faslane submarine base
with direct access to weapons storage, found no warheads—not even
training dummies—where the nuclear arsenal supposedly resided.
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The medical evidence from Hiroshima and Nagasaki provides perhaps
the most damning contradiction to the nuclear narrative. Michael
Palmer's meticulous 2020 analysis in "Hiroshima Revisited" reveals

that survivors who claimed to look directly at the flash showed
no retinal burns—a physical impossibility if they'd witnessed a
nuclear detonation. Instead, victims displayed symptoms consistent with
sulfur mustard exposure: corneal erosion, temporary blindness, and the
distinctive pattern of injuries seen in chemical warfare casualties. Palmer
documents how the isotopic composition of fallout samples matches
reactor waste rather than weapons-grade material, how early radiation
measurements were suspiciously low and poorly documented, and how
tissue samples from victims were confiscated by U.S. forces and never
returned. The book exposes how thermoluminescence studies used to
"prove" the bombings relied on data manipulation and calibration
factors that produced desired results regardless of actual measurements.
Most tellingly, Palmer shows that the destruction patterns, medical
symptoms, and physical evidence align perfectly with conventional
firebombing combined with dispersed chemical agents—not with the
unique signatures that nuclear weapons would necessarily leave behind.

If nuclear weapons are indeed impossible, as Hamer's evidence strongly
suggests, then we're looking at the most successful fear-based control
mechanism in human history. For eight decades, this fiction has justified
NATO's existence, unlimited defense budgets, surveillance states, and
international power structures that transcend national sovereignty. It
has shaped not just policy but human consciousness itself—entire
generations have internalized helplessness before governments
possessing ultimate weapons. The nuclear myth has extracted trillions in
resources while keeping populations in a state of manageable

terror. Hamer has done extraordinary work compiling these
evidence points, following his previous investigations into

the Titanic and Lusitania narratives, and his courage in
tackling such a foundational deception deserves support
through his books, particularly his two falsification volumes
on history and science. We should examine this evidence with the
same rigor we'd apply to any scientific claim—because if even half of
what Hamer and others have uncovered is accurate, it changes
everything we thought we knew about the post-war world.

With thanks to John Hamer.

falsificationofhistory.co.uk
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Firstly, I feel it is worth making the point that we only believe nuclear
weapons exist because we are told that this is the case by our ‘rulers,” and
secondly because we have all seen the still pictures and videos of the
infamous, horrifying and terror-inducing mushroom clouds, which are
said to be the primary signature of any nuclear explosion. I sincerely
doubt that anyone reading this has actually witnessed a nuclear
explosion personally and as with any other psy-op we could name,
images, still or moving no longer constitute proof of anything. The
stunning advances in modern photo and video technology have seen to
that, but even 70-80 years ago it was still possible to produce credible
fakery of nuclear tests.

- John Hamer

1. Major de Seversky's military investigation found
Hiroshima's hospital less than a mile from ground zero
completely intact with no deaths - just some injuries from
Sflying glass. How does this single fact demolish the entire
nuclear narrative?

We are told that the Hiroshima ‘bomb’ aka ‘Little Boy’ was the equivalent
of 15 kilotons (15 thousand tons) of TNT. Whether that was a nuclear
explosion (it definitely was NOT) or a conventional explosion (likewise,
impossible), the hospital in Hiroshima would have been instantly razed
to the ground, if not completely ‘dustified,” with literally hundreds of
casualties.

2. Edward Stettinius Jr. openly stated "We are hoping for a
tally of a million dead in Japan. But if they surrender, we
won't have anything."” What does this admission reveal about
the true intentions of the Allied leadership?

Edward Stettinius Jr. was the US Secretary of State in early 1945 and the
above quote tells us all we need to know about the true intentions behind
the bombings, in my considered view. The 1940s/50s fake atomic bombs
were all US and USSR joint propaganda. The deception was of course,
fully approved by the US presidents Roosevelt and Truman and their
close ‘friend,” the mass murdering Soviet dictator Stalin, with provisions
to keep it secret forever by making it illegal and punishable by death to
be a whistle-blower. There is little doubt that the leaders of both
countries agreed from the beginning in 1945, to falsify all information
about atomic bombs to keep the masses in a constant state of fear of total
annihilation. Fear is an extremely effective weapon used extensively to
control populations. Fearful people are by their very nature much, much
easier to control through the utilisation of the Hegelian Dialectic
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(problem, reaction, solution). During the cold war that followed, from
1945 to 1990, or even subsequently, not one single person was ever killed
by nuclear weapons. Of course, as well as faking the original weapons,
subsequent ‘improvements’ were also faked, so ongoing close yet secret
cooperation continued to be necessary.

3. You mention there are three types of nuclear fission -
peaceful controlled fission discovered by Otto Hahn in 1938,
meltdown fission, and the alleged explosive fission. Why can
the first two exist but not the third?

To succeed, nuclear weaponry required the first ever chain-reaction
fission explosion, which up until that point in time was merely just
theoretical. We are told that until activation is desired, the military
fission is kept ‘sub-critical,’ that is, in a state of neutrality. In the case of
a uranium bomb, this is achieved by keeping 61 kilos of pure uranium,
solid metal fuel in a number of separate pieces, each below the critical
size, in which state, no destructive fission can occur at all. In order to
produce the explosion, the pieces of uranium are compressed together
rapidly when neutrons come together at almost the speed of light. This
process lasts for nanoseconds only and instantly vapourises any innocent
people that just happen to be in the way, at the time.

This is abject nonsense and in reality, cannot possibly happen.

4. They claim nuclear weapons work by "compressing two
solid pieces of metal together which causes them to explode."”
Can you explain why this is physically impossible according
to the laws of physics?

Yes, they tell us that simply by suddenly compressing two pieces of solid
metal together, that they will explode. So metal can explode in this way
can it? Imagine that! I think not, somehow. Sad to say, people will
actually believe anything they are told by scientists, assuming it is said
with authority and published by a ‘credible’ source.

This third, destructive type of fission was and is still, pure pseudoscience
and fantasy. There is no scientific evidence that explosive fission exists,
except within highly suspect, ‘secret’ military documents.

To repeat for the avoidance of any doubt at all... two small metal pieces
cannot become one by compressing them together, it is a scientific and
physical impossibility and another example of the indiscriminate
breaking of the laws of physics... and even if they could, they would not
detonate destructively. Solid metal cannot simply explode, under any
circumstances and nuclear fission is only possible under moderated and
controlled conditions by using neutrons to produce energy in the form of
electricity and heat. Not even the International Atomic Energy Agency
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(IAEA) can explain how fission, explosive or not, works, how to instigate
an atomic explosion or how to prevent overheating of a nuclear power
plant when cooling fails.

5. The alleged bombs at Bikini Atoll were supposed to create
100,000° Fahrenheit heat, yet you note that 1,300°
Fahrenheit creates lava. What would 100,000° actually do to
an island, and why do the before/after photos show grass
huts and palm trees still standing?

100,000°F (c. 55,500°C) is an extremely high temperature, far beyond
anything ever encountered on the surface of the Earth. For context,
typical rock melting points are 2,000-3,000 °F (1,100-1,600 °C).

Rock vapourisation (boiling into gas) occurs at around 7,000—-12,000°F
(3,900-6,600°C), depending on the exact composition. At 100,000°F
solid rock would not just melt—it would Instantly vapourise and all
minerals (silicates, carbonates, oxides) would become plasma (a gas of
ions and electrons). Rock would essentially become a searing plasma
cloud, so, at that temperature there would be no more rock—it would be
obliterated into plasma within microseconds.

This then of course makes a total mockery of the after-blast photos,
clearly showing trees and other artefacts still intact.

6. Gamuna rays travel at the speed of light and would destroy
SJilm instantly. How then did cameras allegedly capture all
these nuclear test images when the gamma rays would have
destroyed the film before any image could form?

Yes of course, capturing photographs and videos of these allegedly
deadly blasts would be impossible! It is one hundred percent accurate to
state that gamma rays travel at the speed of light and would not only
destroy photographs and videos instantly but would also permanently
blind any living creature unfortunate enough to be within observing
distance and even wearing sophisticated eye protection equipment could
not prevent this.

7. Little Boy (uranium) was never tested while Fat Man
(plutonium) was allegedly tested at Trinity. Why would they
deploy an untested uranium design first when they had a
"proven” plutonium design?

Simply stated, this would be a ridiculous, thoroughly unscientific thing
to do! To elaborate, it is extremely odd that the bomb tested at Trinity
was a plutonium device, as was ‘Fat Man,” the bomb allegedly used at
Nagasaki? The bomb used firstly, at Hiroshima, ‘Little Boy,’ was a
uranium bomb, so it was never tested at all in fact. Why would they
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allegedly drop the bomb that was untested, instead of the bomb that had
been tested? It makes no logical sense whatsoever. But of course, it is a
moot point in reality as neither of the two attacks actually were atomic in
nature.

And this also makes no sense... after the war had ended, it was not
expected that the inefficient ‘Little Boy’ design would ever again be
required, and so all its specifications, plans and diagrams were therefore
destroyed. The Manhattan Project cost around thirty billion dollars
(more than one third of a trillion dollars in today’s values) so does it
really make any sort of sense that they would spend numerous man-
years of time and billions of dollars on constructing a ‘successful’ nuclear
weapon, use it once, and then simply destroy all record of its plans and
diagrams? Surely they would have all been preserved for posterity and
historical record, if for no other purpose.

8. Major de Seversky concluded that 200 B-29s with
incendiary bombs could achieve the exact same damage
pattern seen in Hiroshima. What specific evidence supports
his assessment that these were conventional firebombing
raids?

The chief inspector of the US Secretary of War for the two ‘nuclear
attacks’ in the aftermath of the bombings was US Army Major Alexander
de Seversky who also investigated many other heavily, ‘conventionally’
bombed cities throughout Japan and Europe. On each occasion, he
firstly conducted an aerial survey followed by a thorough investigation
on the ground, and surprisingly he detected a similar pattern in every
city he examined, including Hiroshima and Nagasaki, evidently due to
the methodologies used by the bombers as well as the nature of the
targets bombed.

He was prepared for and anticipated shocking sights in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki yet found them to be exactly the same as all the rest of the
bomb-devastated cities he had surveyed. There was no bald spot at the
centre of the blast, as there should have been according to ‘predictions’
and the metal framework of the buildings standing in the very epicentre
of the bomb blast were still intact—again defying common assumptions
regarding nuclear blasts. Some bricks had been blown out of those
buildings in the areas closer to the actual blast point, but the main
Hiroshima hospital, only a mile away from the epicentre of the
explosion, suffered nothing more than having its windows blown out and
no one in the building was even injured, let alone killed. I repeat for the
avoidance of doubt, people in the hospital in Hiroshima only one mile
away from the alleged blast’s epicentre were unharmed by the
explosion! De Seversky stated that...

V1.0 Page 56 of 161



unbekoming.substack.com

“It was my considered opinion, I told correspondents in Tokyo, that the
effects of the atom bombs — not of future bombs, but of these two — had
been wildly exaggerated. If dropped on New York or Chicago, one of
those bombs would have done no more damage than a ten-ton
blockbuster; and the results in Hiroshima and Nagasaki could have
been achieved by about 200 B-29s loaded with incendiaries... ...It was
obvious that the blast could not have been so powerful as we had been
led to believe. It was an extensive blast rather than intensive. I had
heard of buildings instantly consumed by unprecedented heat. Yet here
I saw the buildings structurally intact, and what is more, topped by
undamaged flag poles, lightning rods, painted railings, air raid
precaution signs and other comparatively fragile objects.”

9. The Trinity test photos show soldiers watching without
protection, shadows proving it was 8 AM not 5:29 AM as
claimed, and they conducted a "rehearsal” with conventional
explosives spiked with radioactive isotopes. Why fake so
many elements of a supposedly real test?
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There certainly are problems with the alleged time of the Trinity test.
Apparently it was originally scheduled for 4.00 am local time and as
sunrise in central New Mexico on the 16t July would have been at about
6.00 am, why would they schedule an important test in the pitch
darkness? And additionally, if the test was indeed scheduled for 4.00 am,
why were all the cameramen there? They could not possibly have
obtained any decent images of the event, beyond the initial flash. But in
actuality, the detonation actually allegedly occurred at 5.29 am, still a
good thirty minutes before local sunrise time. So how did they manage to
obtain all the daylight images?

The above picture was allegedly taken a half-hour before sunrise! The
Moon must have been a good deal brighter in those far-off days, in that
case. This should not even be twilight and although human eyes do not
respond too well to twilight, cameras tend to appreciate it even less. Also,
these cameras would have been saturated with radiation — of which there
would have been plenty, and as previously stated, that destroys film, of
course. Therefore, nothing about the story we have been told makes any
sense whatsoever.

And please do not imagine for a moment that the above scene is being lit
by the explosion, as that is not the case. If it were indeed lit by the
explosion, the shadows would be directly behind them, but we can see
that the shadows are to the left of the soldiers in the picture. Plus,
according to contemporary reports, the detonation only “lit the
mountains for one or two seconds.” This picture depicts a scene several
minutes beyond that point. The length of the shadows actually proves
this is not at sunrise, and much less before sunrise. The seated soldier in
the middle foreground of the photo above is about %2 inch tall on my
computer screen and his shadow is about 12 inches long, an increase of
300%, which means that the sun is about 18° above the horizon. That
would indicate a time of around 8.00am.

But to answer the question succinctly, they had to fake all the elements
of a real test as it was obviously impossible to actually undertake a ‘real’
one. It is all elaborate, but not that clever, fakery and so easy to pick
huge, gaping holes in the nonsense spouted by the mainstream. Of
course, a whole tissue of lies is so difficult to maintain and remain
foolproof and this is the distinct advantage we researchers have when
investigating these issues.
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10. Galen Winsor swam in reactor cooling ponds daily, drank
the water, and licked uranium in public demonstrations for
decades, dying of natural causes in his 80s. What does his
decades of direct physical contact with supposedly lethal
radioactive materials prove about radiation dangers?

I believe that it demonstrates beyond any doubt that nuclear
radioactivity is not at all what the mainstream tells us regarding the
dangers involved. Emphasising the inherent danger of radioactivity
contributes greatly to the fear factor surrounding the entire issue.

As part of the synthetically manufactured atomic hysteria in 1947,
twenty-six young men who worked closely with these alleged ‘weapons of
mass destruction’ were ‘critically contaminated’ by plutonium. However,
in 1980, a medical survey was conducted of the twenty-four who were
still alive and who had lived with plutonium inside them for thirty-three
years. This survey concluded that they had all lived normal lives and only
two of them had died in the intervening period—one was killed in a
traffic accident and the other due to a similarly irrelevant reason. This
information was taken from an article published in the UK’s Financial
Times in 1980.

11. The International Atomic Energy Agency itself cannot
explain how explosive fission works. If the world's premier
nuclear agency can't explain the basic mechanism, what does
this tell us about the validity of the science?

Not even the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) can explain
how fission, explosive or not, works, how to instigate an atomic
explosion or how to prevent overheating of a nuclear power plant when
cooling fails. The IAEA considers that regulating atomic energy safety is
a national responsibility, even though it is itself an international agency
and its ideas regarding the safety of nuclear power plants and their
commissioning and operation therefore reads like satire.

In my view it is all too convenient that a supposed controlling body
cannot explain, even cursorily, how its own ‘science’ works. But of
course, realistically how could it? Explosive fission is not real.

12. Hiroshima and Nagasaki were the only major Japanese
cities mysteriously spared from bombing until August 1945,
and both were 90% wooden construction. How perfectly
convenient was this for creating maximum propaganda
impact?

Seversky also pondered upon why Nagasaki and especially Hiroshima
had even been chosen as targets since they had no military value
whatsoever. They would have been very easily destroyed by fire as the
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majority of the structures in these two cities were shoddy, poor quality,
and insubstantial wooden houses. However, they would have easily
served the purpose of someone planning to elicit maximum propaganda
value for the amount of destruction caused, as such structures are easily
destroyed by fire. So, what did de Seversky conclude...?

In reality the damage was a result of carpet incendiary bombing as with
all the other Japanese cities. Hiroshima and Nagasaki were ‘strangely’
not attacked at all until the ‘nuclear attacks’ whereas 95% of ALL the
other Japanese cities were virtually razed to the ground. Significantly the
two ‘nuked’ cities were both mainly of 90%+ wooden construction and
secret US Government documents actually prove they were fire-bombed
and not nuked.

13. The 1994 Independent article revealed British scientists
Jaked their H-bomb tests in the 1950s as "an act of supreme
patriotism,"” with even Harold Macmillan being deceived.
What specific methods did they use to maintain this
deception?

This article (transcribed below in its entirety) appeared in the British
mainstream newspaper, The Independent on Thursday 24t March 1994
under the headline below.

News > World

Britain's H-bomb triumph a hoax:
Patriotic scientists created an
elaborate and highly secret bluff to
disguise dud weapons, Peter Pringle
reports from New York

“Last week the United States announced it was extending its
moratorium on nuclear testing - including the testing of British nuclear
weapons in the Nevada desert - for another year, until September 1995.
That is after the non-proliferation treaty is due for renewal, in May
1995, and could mean the end of British nuclear tests for good.

If so, it will be the final chapter in a story that goes back to an elaborate
bluff in the late 1950s over the nation's early H-bombs. Declassified
documents from the Public Records Office reveal scientists claimed they
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had successfully tested three bombs when, in fact, two were duds. The
third made a big bang but it was not an H-bomb.

For almost four decades, ‘Short Granite,” ‘Purple Granite’ and ‘Orange
Herald’ have been the official codenames of British H-bombs tested in
the Pacific in 1957. Reported by newspapers of the day as evidence of
Britain’s triumphant entry into the Elite club of H-bomb nations, which
then only included the United States and the Soviet Union, the two
‘Granite’ tests were of H-bomb design, but they fizzled, and ‘Orange
Herald’ was a massive A-bomb.

The bluff was so successful that even defence chiefs not directly involved
were kept in the dark, and the then prime minister, Harold Macmillan,

was also misled. X

The two ‘Granite’ bombs used hydrogen isotopes instead of the uranium
and plutonium fuel used in the older A-bombs, but the devices were
duds, according to an obscure report by the National Radiation
Protection Board based on the newly declassified figures. The
Aldermaston bluff is also confirmed by the authors of a new US book on
British nuclear weapons history, published this week in Washington.

A handful of academics in Britain and the US, including Professor
Norman Dombey of the University of Sussex and his co-author, Eric
Grove, formerly of the Royal Naval College, have suspected the bluff for
some time. They thought all three bombs might have been H-bomb
attempts using a formula adopted earlier by the Russians — who also
failed to produce a big bang first time around.

Now the record confirms their suspicions but shows the formula for the
‘Granite’ bombs was the same as that used by the Americans, the so-
called ‘two-stage H-bomb’ invented and successfully tested by Edward
Teller and Adam Ulam. The explosive yield expected from the Teller-
Ulam design was at least in the megaton range - the equivalent of 1
million tons of TNT, more than 70 times bigger than the bomb that
destroyed Hiroshima. The two ‘Granite’ bombs produced less than one
third of a megaton.

One of several remarkable aspects of the hoax is that it was carried out
as an act of supreme patriotism by probably no more than a dozen
scientists led by Sir William Penney, the director of the nuclear
weapons factory at Aldermaston. In 1954, Churchill had ordered him to
make a bomb in the megaton range for use in the Blue Steel and Blue
Streak missiles, which were later cancelled. As work on the bombs
proceeded, public protest over fallout from the US bomb tests was
growing and the scientists at Aldermaston knew their time for aerial
tests was short.
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In the 1957 tests, which took place on the Malden Islands in May, Sir
William Penney was concerned that the two-stage H-bomb design in
the ‘Granite’ bombs had been so hurriedly put together that they would
not work, so he inserted ‘Orange Herald,’ the older, proven uranium
bomb as a ‘fall-back,” and that is the one British journalists watched
being detonated and wrote up as though it was an H-bomb.

What has surprised Dombey and Grove is that the scientists were able
to extend their hoax into the uppermost reaches of the British defence
establishment.”

Whilst not providing conclusive proof of an overall hoax, it does at least
provide evidence of the extent to which the nuclear weapons industry is
prepared to go in order to deceive us all.

14. Operation Greenhouse in 1951 had actual scripts - "second
draft script for Operation Greenhouse" appears on US
government websites. Why would real nuclear tests need
Hollywood-style scripts?

Of course, ‘real’ tests would not need scripts—but faked ones may well
do! This photo is taken directly from the Lookout Mountain website and
is depicted in relation to ‘Operation Greenhouse’ which was a nuclear
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test series from 1951 at Eniwetok Atoll which is comprised of several
small islands in the remote South Pacific region. It is extremely
interesting that Operation Greenhouse was actually scripted. I could
understand the event being recorded maybe, but scripted? Why would a
nuclear test need to be scripted? A fictional event would probably require
a script but not a real one. Real events do not need scripts. This
prominently placed photograph on a government website also proves the
maxim that the Elite always follow and that is ‘hiding evidence in plain
sight,” also known as ‘revelation of the method.” Whether you believe this
or not, it is common practice. The Elite, governed only of course by their
slavish devotion to the ancient mystery school teachings, firmly believe
that by subtly showing us what they are doing, that this exonerates them
of their actions, no matter how utterly insidious or psychopathic these
may be.

15. Fat Man went from the huge "Gadget" at Trinity to a
deployable bomb in just 24 days, despite having insufficient
plutonium for even a second test. How does this timeline defy
basic weapons development logic?

Consider the difference between the ‘Gadget’ and ‘Fat

Man.’ The ‘Gadget’ was the nickname for the test device exploded at
Trinity and yet ‘Fat Man’ allegedly exploded at Nagasaki twenty-four
days later. Is it not incredible that the technology was deemed perfect
first time around or alternatively had been refined in a matter of a mere
three weeks?

It is obvious from contemporary photographs, that the ‘Gadget’ was
much bigger than the ‘Fat Man’bomb, so in the intervening three weeks,
the ‘Gadget’ would have to have been made much smaller and simpler to
fit within the shell of ‘Fat Man,” whilst providing the same result. Truly a
miracle of modern science, would you not agree?

And this also raises the question that if ‘Fat Man’was already built and
was smaller and simpler, then why was the ‘Gadget’ so large,
cumbersome, and complex? They were both built at the same time—they
had to have been, and although they announced that they had been
working on this project for many years, in truth they had been working
on it for only one year.

The first enriched uranium did not arrive at Los Alamos until the June of
1944 and it is unfeasible to believe that they began constructing this
weapon minus uranium. Plus, this totally contradicts their statements
about the building of ‘Jumbo.” Jumbo’was the container built just in
case the Trinity ‘Gadget’ failed to detonate correctly, and which would
then recover the plutonium as they apparently did not have enough for a
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second test — although it was not even used at Trinity. So how did they
have enough for the ‘Fat Man™ From whence did that extra quantity
suddenly appear?

“By the time it (Jumbo) arrived, the reactors at Hanford produced
plutonium in quantity, and Oppenheimer was confident that there
would be enough for a second test.” Wikipedia™

This is the official explanation for why ‘Jumbo’was not used at Trinity.
But this indicates that at the time of the Trinity test, they still were
unsure whether the new plutonium would be used in a second test, or in
a bomb destined for Japan. They were also not sure that the amount of
plutonium was sufficient, and Oppenheimer actually had to state
publicly that he was ‘confident that there would be enough for a second
test,” which indicates that there was a huge question around this issue at
the time. Regardless, it certainly indicates that ‘Fat Man’ had not been
filled at that time. Should we assume that it had already been built and
left empty, just in case the Trinity test was successful, and Truman
subsequently ordered its immediate delivery to Japan?

Even if they had enough plutonium from Hanford to fill ‘Fat Man,’ they
would have had to ship-in the plutonium, fill ‘Fat Man,’ calibrate it, load
it, etc., all in less than three weeks. In fact, they announced that they did
it in about nine days, since ‘Fat Man’left Kirtland on 26t July. It beggars
belief that this would be undertaken in such indecent haste since it
makes absolutely no sense whatsoever to ‘rush’ work on such an
allegedly unstable device — it would be very poor practice and more
pertinently, extremely dangerous. In addition, there was no necessity at
all for haste as Japan had already been defeated, was desperately trying
to surrender and there was no reason to bomb them further, much less
to bomb them with the first ever nuclear weapons. Incidentally, in
addition to all the foregoing, before the Trinity test was undertaken,
there had been a ‘rehearsal’ around two months earlier. In this rehearsal,
108 tonnes of high explosive were detonated in exactly the same location
and suspiciously, this ‘conventional’ explosion was spiked with
radioactive isotopes and gamma ray producers, an action which was even
fully admitted by the directors of the project.

16. Japan tried to surrender for over a year before August
1945, but the US kept refusing their attempts. What does this
documented fact reveal about the real reason for deploying
these "ultimate weapons''?

The Japanese government had indeed been attempting to surrender for
many months by mid-1945, but their pleas had been ignored by the
American powers-that-be. Indeed it is a popular, albeit cynically
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engendered public misconception that credits the dropping of the two
atomic devices on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki on the
6th and goth August 1945, respectively with ending the war months early
and saving the lives of millions.

With WWII rapidly coming to a close, the Elite needed an excuse to
move into the next phase of their long-term agenda, aka the ‘Cold War.’
The attack on Hiroshima and Nagasaki sent a clear message to the
Soviets and indeed the rest of the world and it was already known by the
American branch of the Elite that the Soviets would not sit idly by and let
American military technology intimidate and dominate them. The
Soviets had already begun work on their own version of the terror
weapon, subsequently helped enormously and probably intentionally by
the wholesale leaking of atomic secrets by double agents. Within a year
or so of the end of the war, the Russians (allegedly) had their own atomic
devices and thus was born the ‘Cold War’ and the great ‘arms race’ of the
second half of the twentieth century, designed solely to terrify, and as an
excuse to suppress, the populations of the whole world in much the same
way as the contemporary, bogus ‘war on terror’ works today.

The Americans and British blatantly and repeatedly ignored desperate
Japanese attempts to unconditionally surrender, as of course had been
the case with Germany almost throughout the entire duration of the war,
because firstly they wanted to drag out the war for as long as possible
and also, they needed to actually demonstrate to the world, the
‘devastating effects’ of the atomic bomb, otherwise the planned psy-op
known as the ‘Cold War’ could not have generated the same terror in
people’s minds.

17. Chernobyl is now a wildlife haven, Fukushima never
caused Pacific contamination, and neither Hiroshima nor
Nagasaki show elevated radiation or cancer rates. How do
these measurable facts contradict everything we're told
about radiation danger?

Why has Chernobyl in Russia remained a haven for wildlife if radiation is
so deadly and why has Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania remained open
if it was supposedly leaking copious amounts of radioactive elements for
a long period and causing cancer en-masse in the adjacent population?

We were assured that the radiation fallout from the Fukushima disaster
in Japan would contaminate the entire Pacific Ocean and even
contaminate the west coast of the US, causing widespread cancer among
the residents of coastal cities, plus many other radiation-associated
health problems. This never happened. In fact I personally spent two
weeks in Los Angeles in early 2014, three years after the Fukushima
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disaster, which would have allowed plenty of time for the Fukushima
radiation to drift across the Pacific and using a reliable, portable Geiger
counter, proved that all readings fell within the normal ‘safe’ range,
despite extensive testing in various different locations and different
altitudes.

And another question springs to mind. Why were there no electricity
blackouts in Japan after Fukushima exploded, when only one power
plant remained open subsequently? Nuclear power is supposed to
account for one third of their energy, but this had no discernible,
detrimental effect on the Japanese power supply.

We are also told that nuclear power plants, such as the one at San Onofre
in Southern California leaks, but beachgoers have been using the beaches
right beside it for many years and no one is known to have suffered any
ill effects.

Indian Point, in upstate New York, is alleged to be leaking radioactive
material into the drinking water of New York City. Why has no one
reportedly died from this? Both Diablo Canyon and Oyster Creek are
among many other nuclear plants which are said to continually leak.
Maybe they are all just steam plants after all!? Yucca Mountain in
Nevada is supposedly a huge nuclear waste storage facility, but in reality,
is it simply just a huge, deep underground military base (DUMB)?

Maybe the answer to all these questions is because it is all sheer fakery
and deception? That would indeed explain all the above anomalies.

All the above information and much, much more besides may be found
in John Hamer’s best selling book, ‘The Falsification of Science.’

John Hamer Official (bitchute.com)

Amazon.co.uk: John Hamer: Books, Biography, Blogs,
Audiobooks, Kindle

falsificationofhistory.co.uk

Twitter / X: @johnhamerauthor
https://sixty-degrees-south.com/
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The Case Against the Nuclear Atom (1963)
By Dewey Larson - 22 Q&As - Unbekoming Book Summary

In 1963, while physicists celebrated their field’s golden age - splitting
atoms, building accelerators, winning Nobel prizes - an engineer named
Dewey B. Larson published a book that claimed the entire edifice of
atomic physics rested on a fifty-year-old misunderstanding. The nuclear
atom, that iconic image of electrons orbiting a dense nucleus like planets
around a sun, might not exist at all. Not because atoms don’t exist, but
because the “nucleus” that Ernest Rutherford supposedly discovered in
1911 might actually be the entire atom itself, with no orbiting electrons,
no quantum jumps between shells, no wave-particle paradoxes - just tiny
atoms separated by relatively vast spaces, misinterpreted for half a
century as complex internal structures.

V1.0 Page 67 of 161


https://substackcdn.com/image/fetch/$s_!34tZ!,f_auto,q_auto:good,fl_progressive:steep/https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack-post-media.s3.amazonaws.com%2Fpublic%2Fimages%2F19c71641-bfbe-4766-b16a-ac4b0b71e17b_1024x1024.png
https://substackcdn.com/image/fetch/$s_!34tZ!,f_auto,q_auto:good,fl_progressive:steep/https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack-post-media.s3.amazonaws.com%2Fpublic%2Fimages%2F19c71641-bfbe-4766-b16a-ac4b0b71e17b_1024x1024.png
https://substackcdn.com/image/fetch/$s_!34tZ!,f_auto,q_auto:good,fl_progressive:steep/https%3A%2F%2Fsubstack-post-media.s3.amazonaws.com%2Fpublic%2Fimages%2F19c71641-bfbe-4766-b16a-ac4b0b71e17b_1024x1024.png

unbekoming.substack.com

Larson’s argument begins with Rutherford’s famous gold foil
experiment, where alpha particles fired at metal foil mostly passed
through, while a few bounced back at sharp angles. Rutherford
concluded he’d found a tiny, dense nucleus at the atom’s heart, with
electrons orbiting the surrounding empty space. But Larson points out
that identical results would occur if atoms were simply much smaller
than previously thought, separated by relatively large distances even in
“solid” matter. The alpha particles passed through empty space between
atoms, not through atoms themselves. This simpler explanation required
no new physics, no special forces, no revolutionary concepts - yet it was
never seriously considered. Instead, physics embarked on increasingly
complex theories to explain the behavior of a nucleus that might not
exist.

The consequences of this potential error cascade through every branch of
atomic physics. When electrons refused to obey electromagnetic laws in
their supposed orbits, Bohr simply declared those laws didn’t apply
inside atoms. When compression experiments showed matter shrinking
continuously - impossible if electrons occupy fixed quantum orbits -
physicists invented new exceptions. When the observed electron behaved
nothing like the theoretical atomic electron, theorists stripped away its
properties until Heisenberg declared it didn’t “exist objectively” but was
merely a mathematical symbol. Each contradiction met with another
patch, another special rule, another principle declaring the problem
unsolvable rather than admitting the theory might be wrong. Modern
physicists found themselves in the absurd position of claiming atoms
have “no real properties” while engineers daily build devices that depend
on precisely those properties.

What makes Larson’s critique compelling isn’t just his alternative
interpretation, but his systematic exposure of how science protects
established theories from fundamental challenge. He documents the
circular reasoning where conclusions assume their premises, the
“principles of impotence” that declare problems unsolvable rather than
theories wrong, the mathematical complexity deployed as a smokescreen
when simpler approaches fail. His book reads less like a scientific paper
than a legal brief, prosecuting the case that physics chose elaborate
impossibility over simple revision. Whether ultimately right or wrong,
Larson forces readers to confront an uncomfortable question: could
thousands of brilliant scientists spend a century elaborating an error,
simply because no one thought to check whether the foundation was
solid? In science, as in life, the most dangerous assumptions are the ones
we don’t know we’re making.

With thanks to Dewey Larson.
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The Case Against the Nuclear Atom: Dewey B. Larson

Analogy

Imagine a magnificent palace that has stood for generations, its spires
reaching toward the heavens, its halls filled with treasures of knowledge.
Tourists flock to admire its architecture, students memorize every
corridor, and the palace guards proudly declare it the finest structure
ever built. But one day, a curious visitor decides to examine the
foundation and makes a startling discovery: the entire palace rests not
on bedrock, but on a single playing card balanced on edge.

This is the story Dewey Larson tells about atomic physics. In 1911, Ernest
Rutherford placed a card on the ground - his interpretation of an
experiment. Bohr quickly built a platform on that card in 1913. By 1920,
an entire floor had been constructed. Today, a hundred-story palace of
mathematical equations, Nobel prizes, and textbook certainties towers
above. Yet no one has checked whether that first card was placed
correctly.

When problems arose - when rooms didn’t fit or stairs led nowhere - the
architects didn’t question the foundation. Instead, they invented new
rules: “In this palace, gravity works differently.” “These doors don’t need
to open; we’ll call them symbols.” “If you can’t see the room clearly,
that’s a fundamental property of palace visibility.” Each patch made the
structure more elaborate, more impossible to understand, and more
disconnected from the ground it supposedly stood upon.

The palace guides now tell visitors that the building has “no actual
physical properties” and exists “only as mathematical blueprints.” Yet
engineers in the basement workshops keep building real devices using
real atomic properties, apparently unaware that upstairs, the theorists
claim such properties don’t exist.

Meanwhile, outside the palace, evidence accumulates like snow against
the walls. Atoms compress when they shouldn’t. Particles transform into
each other like water becoming ice becoming steam. The supposedly
permanent building blocks dissolve and reconstitute. But rather than
check the foundation, the palace guards add more rules, more
exceptions, more mathematical towers that lean at impossible angles.

Larson isn’t suggesting we tear down the palace entirely. Some rooms
contain real treasures - Planck’s quantum discoveries, spectroscopic
patterns, mathematical relationships that predict and explain. But these
treasures don’t depend on that first playing card. They could be moved to
a structure built on bedrock, one that doesn’t require believing
impossible things before breakfast.
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The tragedy isn’t that Rutherford might have placed his card wrongly -
anyone can misinterpret an experiment. The tragedy is that a century
later, with vastly more knowledge and evidence, the scientific
community still refuses to look down and check whether that card is
actually standing on solid ground or hovering in mid-air, suspended only
by the collective insistence that it must be there because the palace above
is too beautiful, too complex, and too important to be standing on
nothing at all.

One-Minute Elevator Explanation

In 1911, Ernest Rutherford shot particles through gold foil and concluded
atoms have a tiny, dense nucleus with electrons orbiting around it - like a
miniature solar system. This became the foundation of all atomic
physics. But Larson points out something remarkable: Rutherford could
have reached a simpler conclusion - that atoms themselves are just much
smaller than expected, with empty space between them.

Think about it - if atoms are tiny points separated by relatively vast
distances, you’d get exactly Rutherford’s results without needing
mysterious nuclei. The evidence actually fits this simpler explanation
better. Solids compress continuously under pressure, which shouldn’t
happen if electrons exist in fixed orbits. The electron we observe in
experiments behaves nothing like the theoretical atomic electron, which
supposedly jumps magically between orbits and exists only as probability
clouds.

Here’s the kicker: modern physicists have tied themselves in knots trying
to save the nuclear theory. They've declared that atoms have “no real
properties” and exist only as mathematical equations. Yet engineers
build working devices based on very real atomic properties every day.
When particles kept converting into each other - matter into energy,
protons into neutrons - instead of questioning whether atoms have
“parts” at all, physicists just added more patches and exceptions.

Larson argues we've spent a century building on a foundation that was
never properly examined. Not because scientists are incompetent, but
because once an idea becomes orthodox, the scientific community resists
checking fundamental assumptions. Like the emperor’s new clothes,
thousands of brilliant minds work out elaborate details of a structure
that might not exist at all.

12-Point Summary

1. The Foundation Crack: Rutherford’s 1911 experiment showing
particles passing through gold foil could mean atoms have nuclei
OR simply that atoms are much smaller than the spaces between
them - the simpler explanation was never seriously considered.
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The Compression Problem: Solids compress continuously
under pressure (cesium loses 2/3 of its volume), impossible if
electrons exist in fixed quantum orbits as Bohr’s model requires -
the orbits would have to continuously shrink, violating quantum
theory’s core principle.

. The Electron Identity Crisis: The electron we observe

experimentally has definite, measurable properties, while the
theoretical atomic electron has been stripped of all properties to
solve problems - Heisenberg admits it doesn’t “exist objectively”
but is just a mathematical symbol.

. The Radioactivity Misconception: Particles emitted during

radioactive decay were assumed to pre-exist in atoms, but modern
physics acknowledges they’re created during the process - this

removes the original “proof” that atoms contain electrons as
building blocks.

. The Electrical Force Failure: The theory that electric attraction

holds atoms together can’t explain why metals cohere, why similar
atoms bond, or how neutral atoms create charges in the first place -
even proponents admit they don’t understand metallic bonding.

. The Mathematical Shell Game: When theories fail, physicists

add mathematical complexity until problems become “unsolvable
in practice” then claim victory for solving them “in principle” -
complexity becomes a shield against disproof rather than a path to
understanding.

The Conformity Prison: Einstein was marginalized for
questioning quantum orthodoxy; journal committees are
ultraconservative; specialists with vested interests judge new ideas
- creating a system where revolutionary discoveries can be buried
for decades like Mendel’s genetics or Waterston’s kinetic theory.

. The Model-Reality Confusion: The nuclear atom is just a

model designed to explain limited observations, but it’s treated as
reality - when the model fails outside its narrow scope, physicists
declare reality itself incomprehensible rather than questioning the
model.

. The Circular Reasoning Trap: “Proofs” assume their

conclusions - ionic crystals prove charges exist because “charges
must exist”; positrons are rare because “electrons are common”
which is what needs proving; the same evidence interpreted
opposite ways for different particles.
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10. The Building Block Breakdown: Hundreds of
“elementary” particles with no clear roles; all particles interconvert
(protons—neutrons, matter—energy); physicists can’t even define
“elementary particle” anymore - suggesting particles aren’t
building blocks but different forms of something more
fundamental.

11. The Historical Blindness: The Ptolemaic system worked for
1,000 years before being wrong; phlogiston theory was accepted by
brilliant scientists; yet physicists assume current theory is final
truth despite mounting contradictions - success doesn’t guarantee
correctness.

12.The Alternative Path: Evidence points toward atoms as integral
units of motion in various forms rather than assembled from parts;
compression shows inter-atomic distance is just force equilibrium,
not atom size; particles are incomplete atoms, not constituents -
but this simpler picture is ignored because it challenges century-
old assumptions.

The Golden Nugget

If you remember just one thing from Larson’s book, remember this: The
“atomic nucleus” that physics has studied for a century might
actually be the entire atom.

When Rutherford shot particles through gold foil in 1911 and found that
atoms were mostly empty space with a tiny dense center, everyone
assumed this dense center was a nucleus surrounded by orbiting
electrons. But the experiment equally supports a simpler conclusion:
atoms themselves are just incredibly tiny, and what seems like “empty
space” is simply the gap between atoms, like the space between scattered
marbles on a floor.

This single realization unravels everything. If there’s no nucleus, there
are no orbiting electrons. No mysterious quantum jumps. No particles
that exist only as “probability clouds.” No need for forces that work
differently inside atoms. No paradox about why compressed solids don’t
follow quantum rules. No confusion about why observed electrons
behave nothing like theoretical atomic electrons.

Every puzzle, paradox, and patch in modern atomic physics stems from
trying to explain something that doesn’t exist - like medieval
astronomers adding epicycles to explain planetary motion in an Earth-
centered universe. The instant you switch perspectives, the
complications vanish.
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The tragedy isn’t the mistake - anyone can misinterpret an experiment.
The tragedy is that a century of brilliant minds built an entire field on
this assumption without ever seriously checking if it was correct. They
were so busy working out the details of nuclear structure that nobody
asked whether the nucleus existed at all.

This is why Larson titled his book “The Case Against the Nuclear Atom.”
Not against atoms - against the idea that atoms have nuclei. It’s the
difference between seeing a distant lighthouse and assuming it’s a ship
with a bright light on its mast. The light is real, but the ship you’ve
imagined around it is not.

22 Questions and Answers

Question 1: What alternative interpretation does Larson propose for
Rutherford’s scattering experiments, and how does it differ from the
nuclear atom hypothesis?

Answer: Rutherford interpreted his scattering experiments as revealing
a tiny, dense nucleus at the atom’s center, with electrons orbiting in the
surrounding space. Larson proposes that what Rutherford actually
discovered was the entire atom itself - not a nucleus within a larger
structure. The alpha particles passed through seemingly empty space not
because atoms are mostly empty with electrons orbiting a nucleus, but
because the atoms themselves are extremely small and widely separated
in solids. The inter-atomic distance represents the equilibrium point
between attractive and repulsive forces between whole atoms, not the
size of atoms in contact.

Question 2: How does the observed compressibility of solids under
high pressure contradict the Bohr model’s fixed electron orbits?

Answer: The Bohr model requires electrons to occupy specific,
quantized orbits with no intermediate positions allowed. If atoms were
in contact as the model assumes, compression would force these orbits to
continuously shrink, violating the fundamental quantum principle that
only certain discrete orbital sizes are permitted. Experiments show
cesium loses two-thirds of its volume under 100,000 atmospheres, and
metals like iron and copper can be compressed to half their original
volume. This continuous compression is incompatible with fixed
quantum orbits but perfectly consistent with Larson’s view that
compression simply reduces the equilibrium distance between separate
atoms.
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Question 3: What crucial distinction does Larson make between the
“experimental electron” observed in laboratories and the hypothetical
“atomic electron”?

Answer: The experimental electron is a well-defined, measurable entity
- we can determine its mass, charge, and velocity, control its movement,
and use it in devices like electron microscopes. In contrast, the
hypothetical atomic electron has been progressively stripped of definite
properties to “solve” theoretical problems. It supposedly jumps between
orbits instantaneously without traversing the space between, exists only
as probability distributions, cannot have simultaneous definite position
and momentum, and according to Heisenberg, doesn’t “exist objectively”
but is merely a mathematical symbol. These are fundamentally different
entities sharing only a name.

Question 4: Why does the emission of electrons during radioactive
decay not necessarily prove that electrons existed as constituents within
the atom?

Answer: Modern physics recognizes that particles can be created and
destroyed in various processes. Physicists now accept that beta particles
(electrons) are created during radioactive decay, not pre-existing in the
atom. Similarly, photons emitted during radioactivity are understood to
be created in the process. The same logic applies - if we accept photons
are created rather than pre-existing, and if we know electrons can be
created in many other processes (pair production, cosmic ray showers),
then electron emission provides no evidence they were constituents. The
emission could equally indicate creation during the disintegration
process.

Question 5: What historical examples of successful but ultimately
incorrect theories does Larson use to challenge current atomic theory?

Answer: Larson cites several theories that gave correct results for
centuries before being overthrown. The Ptolemaic geocentric system
successfully predicted astronomical observations for over 1,000 years.
The phlogiston theory coherently explained combustion and was
accepted by leading scientists like Priestley and Scheele. The caloric
theory of heat and the luminiferous ether concept similarly enjoyed long
success. These examples demonstrate that a theory’s ability to explain
observations and gain universal acceptance doesn’t guarantee its truth -
exactly the situation Larson argues exists with nuclear atom theory.

Question 6: How does Larson critique the electrical theory of matter,
particularly regarding ionic bonds and the cohesion of solids?

Answer: Larson points out several fatal flaws. First, oppositely charged
particles should neutralize on contact, yet ionic solids supposedly
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contain positive and negative ions in direct contact. Second, many
substances that form ions in solution are demonstrably not ionic in solid
form, suggesting ions are created during dissolution, not pre-existing.
Third, the theory requires different explanations for “ionic” versus “non-
ionic” compounds, introducing concepts like “shared electrons” that
explain nothing about the actual cohesive force. Fourth, metals cannot
be explained at all - even proponents admit they don’t understand why
metals hold together. A single unknown cohesive force would be simpler
than multiple unknown forces the electrical theory requires.

Question 7: What is Moseley’s Law, and why does Larson argue it
supports any atomic theory equally, not specifically the nuclear model?

Answer: Moseley’s Law establishes a mathematical relationship
between atomic number and characteristic X-ray frequencies. Moseley
found that each element contains a “fundamental quantity” that
increases by regular steps. However, this quantity enters his equations
only as a dimensionless number - it could be any kind of unit. While
Moseley assumed it was nuclear charge (based on Rutherford’s
hypothesis), the mathematical relationship works regardless of what
these units actually are. Any atomic theory must account for atomic
numbers, so any viable theory automatically satisfies Moseley’s Law. The
law provides no specific support for the nuclear model over alternatives.

Question 8: How do ad hoc assumptions and “principles of impotence”
perpetuate potentially erroneous theories in physics?

Answer: Ad hoc assumptions are custom-made explanations created to
save a theory from contradictory evidence. When Bohr’s electrons
violated electromagnetic laws, he simply postulated these laws didn’t
apply to atoms. Principles of impotence declare certain problems
unsolvable rather than admitting theoretical failure - like claiming we
can never know both position and momentum simultaneously. Each
contradiction met with another assumption creates an unfalsifiable
structure. As Larson notes, this resembles adding epicycles to Ptolemaic
astronomy - each addition buries the original error deeper. A
fundamentally wrong theory can persist indefinitely using these devices.

Question 9: What is the difference between a “model” and a “picture”
of the atom, and why is this distinction important?

Answer: A model is a conceptual tool designed to explain certain
observations - it may capture some aspects while ignoring others. The
billiard-ball atom model worked for gas behavior but said nothing about
internal structure. A picture represents the actual physical reality. The
nuclear atom started as Rutherford’s model but became treated as a
picture - as reality itself. This confusion leads to absurdities where
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theorists claim atoms have “no direct properties” (describing their
model’s limitations) while experimentalists successfully measure atomic
properties daily. Recognizing nuclear theory as merely a limited model,
not reality, explains why it fails outside its narrow scope.

Question 10: How does circular reasoning appear in common proofs of
atomic theory, such as those involving ionic compounds?

Answer: Larson provides several examples. One textbook “proves” NaCl
contains ions by showing its crystal structure, then declaring “the only
possible interpretation” is that atoms are charged - but this assumes the
electrical theory they're trying to prove. Another explains positrons’
rarity by saying they disappear through collision with electrons, which
assumes the universe is already full of electrons - exactly what they’re
trying to explain. The emission of electrons is cited as proof electrons
exist in atoms, yet the same emission of photons isn’t considered proof
that photons pre-exist in atoms. The conclusions are predetermined by
the assumptions.

Question 11: Why does the instability of free neutrons create a
fundamental problem for the proton-neutron model of the nucleus?

Answer: Free neutrons decay with a half-life of about 13 minutes under
terrestrial conditions. If neutrons are inherently unstable, they cannot be
constituents of stable atoms that exist for billions of years. The standard
response is to assume neutrons become stable inside the nucleus
through some unknown mechanism - but this is pure assumption with
no independent evidence. Larson argues that accepting such
assumptions is only justified if we have definite proof that nuclei exist.
Without such proof, assuming both the existence of nuclei AND a special
stabilizing mechanism is completely unjustified - it’s using one
unsupported assumption to prop up another.

Question 12: What philosophical implications regarding free will and
determinism does Larson draw from the Uncertainty Principle debate?

Answer: Larson argues the philosophical debate is fundamentally
misguided. Philosophers assume Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle
represents nature’s voice, revealing inherent indeterminacy that might
allow free will. But uncertainty is a property of the Copenhagen atom-
model, not physical atoms. Whether events are strictly determined or
involve chance, they still produce specific results. Free will, if it exists,
must be able to override these results - something incompatible with
both determinism AND statistical chance. The principle tells us nothing
about free will because it describes a theoretical model’s limitations, not
reality’s properties. As Schrodinger concluded, quantum mechanics
contributes nothing to the free will debate.
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Question 13: How does the demonstrated interchangeability of matter,
energy, and radiation challenge the “building block” concept of atoms?

Answer: The “building block” concept requires permanent, discrete
components that combine to form atoms. However, experiments show
all basic entities are interchangeable: electrons and positrons annihilate
into radiation, protons become neutrons, atoms undergo fission and
fusion, mesons are created from kinetic energy and decay into other
particles, mass converts to energy in reactors while accelerators convert
energy to mass. This suggests a common underlying substance that can
take various forms - more like modeling clay than building blocks. Even
Heisenberg admits “there is only one kind of matter.” The subatomic
particles appear to be incomplete atoms rather than atomic constituents.

Question 14: What role does conformity pressure within the scientific
community play in preventing challenges to established theories?

Answer: Larson describes intense pressure to accept “official”
viewpoints. Einstein was marginalized when he opposed quantum
orthodoxy - “he faded out altogether from the scientific arena.”
Dissenters may question details but not fundamentals; challenging basic
theory is professional suicide. University physicists who rejected
quantum theory would be like “atheists in the priesthood.” Evaluation of
new ideas falls to specialists with vested interests in maintaining current
theory. Journal committees are ultraconservative. The result:
revolutionary ideas from “combative” personalities might succeed, but
discoveries by “retiring” researchers like Waterston or Mendel get buried
for decades.

Question 15: What significant scientific discoveries does Larson cite
that were initially ignored or rejected (Mendel, Waterston)?

Answer: Mendel published his laws of heredity in 1866, but they were
completely ignored until rediscovered in 1900 - genetics stood still for 34
years. Waterston submitted the first complete kinetic theory to the Royal
Society in 1845, but it was rejected as “nonsense, unfit even for reading.”
Haldane called this “the most disastrous mistake in the Royal Society’s
history,” arguing that thermodynamics would have developed along
“simpler, more correct lines” if Waterston’s work had been published.
These cases demonstrate that without proper evaluation mechanisms,
crucial discoveries can be lost because one gatekeeper fails to recognize
their importance.

Question 16: How do “hair-raising extrapolations,” such as theories
about stellar energy generation, illustrate problems in modern physics?

Answer: Physicists confidently claim stars generate energy through
hydrogen fusion, based on experiments at Earth’s tiny temperatures and
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pressures extrapolated to stellar conditions millions of times greater.
This “knowledge” becomes dogma - astronomers accept it even when
observations contradict it. Giants and supergiants require “unknown
energy sources,” white dwarf models cause “uneasiness,” and some stars
appear impossibly young. Rather than question the physicists’
extrapolation, astronomers distort their own field to fit. This shows how
speculation in one specialty becomes unquestionable “fact” in another,
and how extraordinarily long extrapolations gain false certainty through
repetition.

Question 17: What evidence from chemical bonding, particularly in
metals and non-ionic compounds, contradicts the electronic theory?

Answer: The electronic theory cannot explain metallic bonding -
theorists openly admit they don’t understand why metals cohere. Non-
ionic compounds require bizarre concepts like “shared electrons”
oscillating between atoms to create “exchange forces,” but no one
explains how such forces actually arise. Vanadium forms three
compounds (VO, VN, VC) with identical cubic structure and apparently
identical bonding, yet has different valences in each - impossible under
electronic theory. Atoms bond as readily to like charges as opposite
charges (potassium to potassium vs. potassium to chlorine), suggesting
the force isn’t electrical. The theory needs different mechanisms for each
bond type rather than one unified explanation.

Question 18: How does the proliferation of “elementary particles” with
no clear roles undermine the concept of atomic building blocks?

Answer: The original concept assumed atoms were built from a few
elementary particles - electrons and protons. Now physicists have
discovered hundreds of particles, many with no conceivable role in
atomic structure. The mu meson, for example, has no known function.
Particles once thought elementary prove to be interconvertible - they’re
created and destroyed, transform into each other, and can’t be
permanently distinguished. Physicists can’t even define “elementary
particle” anymore. This suggests these aren’t building blocks but rather
different forms the same basic substance can take - primary units formed
directly from the fundamental substrate rather than components that
combine to form atoms.

Question 19: What reforms does Larson propose for evaluating new
scientific ideas, including professional critics and review agencies?

Answer: Larson proposes several reforms: First, create agencies to give
preliminary hearings to unconventional ideas, determining if they merit
wider consideration - not endorsing them but removing the “crackpot”
stigma. Second, establish professional scientific critics (like literary
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critics) who aren’t invested in particular theories and can provide
unbiased evaluation. Third, produce special textbooks for researchers
that honestly present uncertainties and assumptions rather than false
certainty. Fourth, ensure opportunities for rebuttal when ideas are
rejected. These measures would prevent repetitions of the Mendel and
Waterston cases where valuable discoveries were lost through
indifference or hostility.

Question 20: Based on experimental evidence, what characteristics
must any replacement for nuclear atom theory possess (motion-based,
quantized, etc.)?

Answer: The new theory must explain: particle interconvertibility
(suggesting everything is forms of motion since all particles can become
radiation/motion); a force accounting for cohesion without electrical
charges; why atoms are much smaller than inter-atomic distances;
continuous compressibility without fixed orbits; spectroscopic energy
levels without orbital electrons; Moseley units that aren’t charges or
particles; radioactive creation of particles; quantized phenomena
(extending Planck’s quantum concept); and primary rather than
elementary particles. Larson suggests atoms might be integral units with
various forms of motion that can be detached, rather than assembled
from parts.

Question 21: How does the Copenhagen interpretation’s claim that
atoms have “no immediate and direct properties” conflict with
experimental observations?

Answer: The Copenhagen school claims atoms exist only as
mathematical abstractions - probability waves without definite
properties until observed. Heisenberg says atoms don’t “exist
objectively” and are merely “symbols.” Yet experimentalists routinely
measure atomic properties: mass, magnetic moment, cross-sections,
spectra. Engineers build devices requiring precise atomic behavior. The
electron microscope works because electrons have definite, controllable
properties. This absurd contradiction exists because theorists describe
their failed model’s limitations as if describing reality. The Copenhagen
model has no properties because it only addresses mathematical aspects;
actual atoms clearly have definite properties.

Question 22: What specific examples does Larson provide of
mathematical complexity being used to obscure theoretical failures
rather than solve problems?

Answer: Quantum mechanics allegedly solves chemical problems “in
principle” but can’t calculate results for any specific molecule due to
“mathematical complexity.” Heisenberg’s ferromagnetism theory is
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considered correct but yields no quantitative results because of “great
mathematical complication.” When simpler mathematics fails, theorists
add complexity (non-commutative algebra, non-Euclidean geometry)
knowing it will exceed computational ability, then claim the problem is
“solved in principle.” The mathematics becomes what Lande calls a “veil”
hiding simple meanings. This allows theorists to claim success while
producing no testable results - mathematical complexity becomes an
excuse for failure rather than a path to understanding.
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Unmasking the Nuclear Scare: Galen Winsor and the
War on Atomic Truth

How Oil Elites Buried a Boundless Energy Future

My father was exposed to radiation in his early 20s. He was told to make
the most of his life as he would be dead by the age of 40 and unable to
father children. He died February this year, 7weeks before his 9goth
birthday and has 11 grandchildren. - @stephaniepreston8923

« 5. The systematic suppression of technologies that could lead to
open energy systems has been a consistent pattern throughout
history. Banking interests typically fund promising research
initially, then classify or shut down technologies that threaten their
control system, thereby maintaining artificial scarcity in both
energy and monetary domains. — Babylon’s Banksters
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Galen Winsor, born in 1926 in Peterson, Utah, was a nuclear chemist
whose career cut through the heart of America’s atomic age. Starting in
1950 at the Hanford site, he helped design and operate the nation’s first
uranium enrichment facility, later contributing to a fuel reprocessing
plant in San Jose, California. His hands-on experience—handling
plutonium barehanded, swimming in spent fuel pools, even drinking
uranium-laced water—made him a living rebuttal to the nuclear fear
machine. Winsor didn’t just work with radiation; he lived it, dying in
2008 at 82, far outlasting the dire predictions he’d heard about its
dangers. His life’s mission was to dismantle what he called a “nuclear
scare scam,” a deliberate exaggeration of radiation risks that he believed
served powerful interests, not public safety. This fight wasn’t isolated —it
echoed a broader historical conspiracy, one meticulously traced by F.
William Engdahl in A Century of War, where the Bilderberg group and
Anglo-American oil elites set out to bury nuclear energy to protect their
petroleum empire.

Engdahl’s account begins with the 1970s oil crisis, a pivotal moment
when nuclear power’s promise threatened oil’s reign. “One principal
concern of the authors of the 400 per cent oil price increase,” he writes,
“was how to ensure that their drastic action would not drive the world to
accelerate an already strong trend towards... nuclear electricity
generation.” The response was swift and strategic: the Bilderberg-aligned
elite, through figures like McGeorge Bundy at the Ford Foundation,
launched a calculated assault. Bundy’s 1971 Energy Policy Project, armed
with $4 million, produced A Time to Choose in 1974, pushing the
“fraudulent thesis” that energy and economic growth could be
“uncoupled” and attacking nuclear power as a proliferation risk. “The
fuel itself or one of its byproducts, plutonium, can be used... for nuclear
bombs,” the report warned, amplifying fears to derail a technology that
was “vastly more efficient” than oil or coal. By 1975, Europe’s ambitious
plans—160 to 200 nuclear plants by 1985—clashed with this agenda,
threatening the oil cartel’s grip as France and Germany eyed energy
independence.

The suppression deepened with institutional muscle. Engdahl notes the
creation of the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group and Uranium Institute in
London in 1975, secretive bodies designed to “secure self-restraint on
nuclear export” and maintain Anglo-American control over uranium
supplies. “We must take the bloom off the ‘nuclear rose,” an Aspen
Institute figure declared, encapsulating the mission to smother nuclear’s
potential under a blanket of fear and regulation. This wasn’t about
safety—it was about power. Winsor saw through this facade, arguing that

V1.0 Page 82 of 161


https://unbekoming.substack.com/p/a-century-of-war?utm_source=publication-search

unbekoming.substack.com

radiation risks were inflated to keep nuclear technology centralized and
inaccessible. His estimate that a ton of reusable uranium could be worth
$10 million exposed the economic lie of “nuclear waste,” a resource
mislabeled to justify costly disposal schemes like the 1982 Nuclear Waste
Policy Act. For Winsor, the scare was a weapon, wielded to protect oil
profits and thwart a decentralized energy future he envisioned with
small, urban reactors.

My Nuclear Ivermectin article amplifies this narrative, framing Winsor’s
battle as part of a pattern of suppressed truths. It cites Michael
Shellenberger, a pro-nuclear advocate, who argues that “fear of nuclear
energy has been deliberately cultivated by vested interests.”
Shellenberger points to Three Mile Island—not a meltdown, as Winsor
also claimed, but a controlled event hyped into hysteria—as evidence of
orchestrated panic. Winsor’s own demonstrations—eating uranium,
swimming in contaminated pools—mirrored this, showing radiation’s
risks were manageable, not monstrous, when stripped of the scare
campaign’s distortions.

Together, Winsor’s defiance and Engdahl’s history reveal a century-long
stitch-up. The oil elite’s fear wasn’t nuclear accidents but nuclear
abundance—Engdahl’s “unbounded energy possibilities” via breeder
reactors and fusion, which could have ended artificial scarcity. Winsor’s
voice, raw and experiential, cuts through this: the risk exaggeration was
no mistake but a deliberate lever to keep humanity tethered to oil pumps
and utility bills. As Shellenberger notes in Nuclear Ivermectin, “the
nuclear industry has been its own worst enemy,” complicit in a
regulatory chokehold that Winsor decried as bureaucratic
featherbedding. This Q&A, based on Winsor’s lecture, unpacks how
Winsor’s insights, grounded in lived science, intersect with a geopolitical
plot to bury nuclear’s promise, setting the stage for understanding why
fear, not fact, has ruled our energy destiny.

Related Posts
o A Century of War - Lies are Unbekoming

o Nuclear Ivermectin - Lies are Unbekoming

o Bilderberg - Lies are Unbekoming

o Hiroshima Revisited - Lies are Unbekoming

o Babylon’s Banksters - Lies are Unbekoming
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Analogy
The Library of Misunderstood Books

Imagine a massive library where a special collection of books has been
locked away in a heavily guarded, fear-reinforced vault. These books are
whispered about as dangerous, potentially explosive texts that could
destroy everything if accidentally opened. Generations of people have
been told these books are so volatile that they must never be touched,
studied, or even closely examined.

Galen Winsor would be like a librarian who decides to challenge this
narrative. He walks up to the vault, opens it casually, and starts reading
these books in public. At first, people are terrified, expecting catastrophe.
But as he reads aloud, explains the contents, and passes the books
around, people realize something extraordinary: these aren't mystical,
dangerous tomes, but complex but understandable texts that could
actually solve many of society's problems. The books contain advanced
knowledge, potential solutions, and valuable insights that have been
hidden away not for safety, but to maintain the power of those who
control access to information.

Just as Winsor demonstrated that nuclear technology was more
manageable and potentially beneficial than feared, this librarian shows
that the most powerful knowledge is often deliberately obscured by those
who profit from keeping others afraid and uninformed. The vault
represents bureaucratic control, the books represent nuclear technology,
and the act of reading represents scientific understanding and rational
examination.

The analogy captures Winsor's core message: fear is often a tool of
control, and true understanding comes from brave, direct engagement
with what we're told to fear.

12-point summary

1. Nuclear Technology Demystification Winsor fundamentally
challenged the prevailing narrative of nuclear technology as an
inherently dangerous and uncontrollable force. Through personal
demonstrations and scientific explanations, he sought to transform
public perception from fear-based reactivity to rational understanding.
His approach emphasized that nuclear materials, when properly
understood and handled, were far less threatening than government and
industry narratives suggested.

2, Regulatory Manipulation The nuclear industry's regulatory
framework was portrayed as a sophisticated mechanism of economic and
political control. Winsor argued that government and industry conspired
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to create complex, costly regulations that served to maintain centralized
power structures, prevent technological innovation, and transfer
economic burdens to ratepayers. These regulations were less about
genuine safety and more about maintaining existing power dynamics.

3. Economic Potential of Nuclear Resources Winsor viewed
nuclear materials not as waste, but as incredibly valuable resources. He
estimated that a single ton of reusable uranium fuel could contain
isotopes worth up to $10 million, challenging the prevailing narrative of
nuclear materials as a disposal problem. His perspective highlighted how
economic potential was deliberately obscured by government and
industry interests.

4. Hands-On Scientific Understanding Winsor's approach to
nuclear technology was fundamentally experiential. By personally
handling radioactive materials, swimming in contaminated pools, and
consuming uranium samples, he demonstrated that scientific
understanding comes from direct observation and careful management.
This methodology challenged theoretical models that emphasized strict
containment and fear-based protocols.

5. Radiation Safety Misconceptions The narrative around radiation
safety was systematically deconstructed by Winsor. He explained that
cells exposed to excessive radiation simply die rather than mutate,
directly contradicting widespread fears about long-term genetic effects.
His demonstrations and explanations transformed radiation from a
mysterious, feared phenomenon to a measurable, understandable
scientific process.

6. Decentralized Energy Vision Winsor advocated for a
revolutionary approach to energy production, proposing small, locally
situated nuclear reactors integrated directly into urban infrastructure.
His vision extended beyond electricity generation, seeing nuclear
technology as a multipurpose resource capable of providing heating,
cooling, and agricultural benefits. This challenged the existing
centralized energy model controlled by large utility companies.

7. Historical Context of Nuclear Development The development
of nuclear technology was presented as a remarkable journey of human
innovation, initially driven by wartime necessities and scientific
curiosity. Winsor traced the technological evolution from the Manhattan
Project to increasingly bureaucratic and controlled implementations,
highlighting how political considerations often overshadowed scientific
potential.

8. Criticality and Material Handling Winsor provided nuanced
explanations of nuclear material criticality, emphasizing that dangerous
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reactions occur only under specific conditions. He demonstrated that
materials below certain concentration levels cannot sustain chain
reactions, and that proper understanding of material properties was far
more important than blanket safety restrictions.

9. Geopolitical Nuclear Dynamics The transfer of nuclear
technologies between global powers was presented as a complex
interplay of scientific achievement, political maneuvering, and economic
interests. Winsor was particularly critical of how geopolitical
considerations often subordinated technological potential to strategic
objectives.

10. Environmental Regulation Critique Environmental radiation
regulations were characterized as arbitrary mechanisms of control rather
than scientifically robust protection measures. Winsor argued that these
elaborate, costly processes were designed more to maintain bureaucratic
power and create economic barriers than to address genuine
environmental concerns.

11. Scientific Measurement Paradigm Winsor's approach to
scientific measurement prioritized direct observation and
comprehensive material understanding. He emphasized the importance
of precise instrumentation and techniques that could discriminate
between different radiation types, transforming measurement from an
abstract, fear-based process to a rational, controlled scientific endeavor.

12. Technological Innovation Barriers The narrative highlighted
how existing political and industrial structures created significant
barriers to technological innovation. Winsor saw the nuclear industry as
a system that deliberately stifled potential advancements in energy
production and material utilization, prioritizing control and existing
economic models over technological progress.

Just before we get into the detailed Q&A, let’s take a short detour and
read from Engdahl’s magnificent A Century of War about what the
Oligarchs did to nuclear energy to protect oil.

TAKING THE ‘BLOOM OFF THE NUCLEAR ROSFE’

One principal concern of the authors of the 400 per cent oil price
increase was how to ensure that their drastic action would not drive the
world to accelerate an already strong trend towards the construction of a
far more efficient and ultimately less expensive alternative energy
source—nuclear electricity generation.

Kissinger’s former dean at Harvard, and his boss when Kissinger briefly
served as a consultant to John Kennedy’s National Security Council, was
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McGeorge Bundy. Bundy left the White House in 1966 in order to play a
critical role in shaping the domestic policy of the United States as
president of the largest private foundation, the Ford Foundation. By
December 1971, Bundy had established a major new project for the
foundation, the Energy Policy Project, under the direction of S. David
Freeman, and with an impressive $4 million checkbook and a three-year
time limit. Bundy’s Ford study, titled ‘A Time to Choose: America’s
Energy Future,” was released in the midst of the debate during the 1974
oil crisis. It was to shape the public debate in the critical time of the oil
crisis.

For the first time in American establishment circles, the fraudulent
thesis was proclaimed that ‘Energy growth and economic growth can be
uncoupled; they are not Siamese twins.” Freeman’s study advocated
bizarre and demonstrably inefficient ‘alternative’ energy sources such as
wind power, solar reflectors and burning recycled waste. The Ford report
made a strong attack on nuclear energy, arguing that the technologies
involved could theoretically be used to make nuclear bombs. ‘The fuel
itself or one of the byproducts, plutonium, can be used directly or
processed into the material for nuclear bombs or explosive devices,’ the
report asserted.

The Ford study correctly noted that the principal competitor to the
hegemony of petroleum in the future was nuclear energy, warning
against the ‘very rapidity with which nuclear power is spreading in all
parts of the world and by development of new nuclear technologies, most
notably the fast breeder reactors and the centrifuge method of enriching
uranium.’ The framework of the U.S. financial establishment’s
antinuclear ‘green’ assault had been defined by Bundy’s project.

By the early 1970s, nuclear technology had clearly established itself as
the preferred future choice for efficient electricity generation, vastly
more efficient (and environmentally friendly) than either oil or coal. At
the time of the oil shock, the European Community was already well into
a major nuclear development program. As of 1975, the plans of member
governments called for the completion of between 160 and 200 new
nuclear plants across Continental Europe by 1985.

In 1975, the Schmidt government in Germany, reacting rationally to the
implications of the 1974 oil shock, passed a program which called for an
added 42 gigawatts of German nuclear plant capacity, to produce a total
of approximately 45 per cent of German total electricity demand by 1985,
a program exceeded in the EC only by France’s, which projected 45
gigawatts of new nuclear capacity by 1985. In the fall of 1975, Italy’s
industry minister, Carlo Donat Cattin, instructed Italy’s nuclear
companies, ENEL and CNEN, to draw up plans for the construction of
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some 20 nuclear plants for completion by the early 1980s. Even Spain,
just then emerging from four decades of Franco’s rule, had a program
calling for the construction of 20 nuclear plants by 1983. A typical 1
gigawatt nuclear facility is generally sufficient to supply all the electricity
requirements for a modern industrial city of 1 million people.

The rapidly growing nuclear industries of Europe, especially France and
Germany, were beginning for the first time to emerge as competent rivals
to American domination of the nuclear export market by the time of the
1974 oil crisis. France had secured a Letter of Intent from the Shah of
Iran, as had Germany’s KWU, to build a total of four nuclear reactors in
Iran, while France had signed with Pakistan’s Bhutto government to
create a modern nuclear infrastructure in that country. Negotiations
between the German government and Brazil also reached a successful
conclusion in February 1976, for cooperation in the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy. This included German construction of eight nuclear
reactors as well as facilities for reprocessing and enriching uranium
reactor fuel. German and French nuclear companies, with the full
support of their governments, entered in this period into negotiations
with select developing sector countries, fully in the spirit of Eisenhower’s
1953 Atoms for Peace declaration. Clearly, the Anglo-American energy
grip, based on their tight control of the world’s major energy source,
petroleum, was threatened if these quite feasible programs went ahead.

In the postwar period, nuclear energy represented precisely the same
technological improvement over oil which oil had represented over coal
when Lord Fisher and Winston Churchill argued at the end of the
nineteenth century that Britain’s navy should convert to oil from coal.
The major difference in the 1970s was that Britain and her cousins in the
United States were firmly in control of world oil supplies. World nuclear
technology threatened to open unbounded energy possibilities, especially
if plans for commercial nuclear fast breeder reactors were realized, as
well as for thermonuclear fusion.

In the immediate aftermath of the 1974 oil shock, two organizations were
established within the nuclear industry, both, significantly enough,
based in London. In early 1975, an informal semisecret group was
established, the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group, or ‘London Club,’ as it was
known. The group included Britain, the United States and Canada,
together with France, Germany, Japan and the USSR. This was an initial
Anglo-American effort to secure self-restraint on nuclear export. This
group was complemented in May 1975 by the formation of another
secretive organization, the London ‘Uranium Institute,” which brought
together the world’s major suppliers of uranium. This was dominated by
the traditional British territories, including Canada, Australia, South
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Africa and the United Kingdom. These ‘inside’ organizations were
necessary, but by no means sufficient, for the Anglo-American interests
to contain the nuclear ‘threat’ of the early 1970s. As one prominent
antinuclear American from the Aspen Institute put it, ‘We must take the
bloom off the “nuclear rose.” And take it off they did.

40 Questions & Answers

1: What was Galen Winsor's initial involvement in nuclear technology
during World War II?

Answer: Galen Winsor began his nuclear journey as a Navy Radioman
in the Pacific during World War II, serving on a destroyer aimed at
Japan. He was positioned near the pivotal moment of atomic warfare,
witnessing the context of the Manhattan Project's development. Though
he didn't participate directly in the initial atomic bomb tests, he was
deeply intrigued by the "big firecracker" and its mechanics, which
sparked his lifelong passion for nuclear technology.

After the war, Winsor's curiosity drove him to pursue chemistry at
Brigham Young University, where he was inspired by Dr. Joseph
Nicholls. His personal connection to the emerging nuclear field was
further solidified when he married a telephone operator who had worked
directly with key Manhattan Project figures like General Leslie Groves
and Dr. Enrico Fermi, providing him unique insights into the project's
inner workings.

2: How did the Manhattan Project impact nuclear fuel processing in the
United States?

Answer: The Manhattan Project revolutionized nuclear fuel processing
by establishing massive processing facilities in locations like Hanford,
Washington, and Oak Ridge, Tennessee. These facilities developed
unprecedented capabilities for separating and purifying nuclear
materials, particularly plutonium and enriched uranium. By 1965, the
processing infrastructure created during this period had produced
enough plutonium to meet the country's weapons needs ten times over,
representing a massive technological and industrial achievement.

The project's infrastructure and techniques transformed nuclear
material handling from an experimental process to an industrial-scale
operation. Winsor emphasized the hands-on approach of early nuclear
workers, who processed materials with minimal protective equipment,
working continuously in shift-based communities dedicated to pushing
the boundaries of nuclear technology. This approach established the
foundational methods for nuclear fuel processing that would define the
industry for decades to come.
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3: What unique experiences did Winsor have while working with
plutonium at Hanford?

Answer: Winsor's experiences with plutonium at Hanford were
characterized by an unprecedented hands-on approach that defied
contemporary safety regulations. In 1950, he began plutonium
processing without protective instruments or coveralls, routinely
handling radioactive materials directly. He described working with
plutonium so casually that workers would kick stuck fuel elements in
reactor pools with their feet, a practice that would be unthinkable by
later safety standards.

His most provocative experiences included swimming in spent fuel
storage pools and even drinking water from these pools, challenging the
prevailing notion of nuclear material's inherent danger. Winsor would
deliberately demonstrate the material's handling by performing actions
considered extremely risky, such as carrying half-critical masses of
radioactive material in different pockets, to prove that proper
understanding and careful management negated many perceived risks.

4: How did Winsor challenge conventional understanding of radiation
safety?

Answer: Winsor fundamentally challenged radiation safety paradigms
by demonstrating that many government-mandated regulations were
based on arbitrary and often scientifically unsupported limits. He argued
that radiation exposure limits originated from a 1934 International
Commission on Radiation Protection standard for X-rays, which was
then inappropriately applied to nuclear materials without substantive
scientific justification. Winsor believed these limits were more about
control and fear management than actual health protection.

His most dramatic challenges involved public demonstrations of
material handling, such as eating uranium samples during lecture tours
and swimming in radioactively contaminated water. He argued that
proper understanding of nuclear materials' properties—such as
solubility, particle behavior, and criticality conditions—was far more
important than blanket exposure limits. Winsor contended that cells
exposed to excessive radiation simply die rather than mutate, directly
challenging widespread fears about radiation's long-term genetic effects.

5: What are the key differences between uranium and plutonium in
nuclear processes?

Answer: Winsor explained that uranium and plutonium differ
significantly in their nuclear characteristics, particularly in their
potential for weaponization and energy production. Plutonium is more
concentrated in its destructive potential, requiring less material to
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produce equivalent explosive force compared to uranium. For instance,
the Nagasaki bomb used plutonium and was more compact than the
Hiroshima bomb, which used enriched uranium.

Both materials share pyrophoric properties, meaning they can
spontaneously ignite when exposed to air, creating distinctive oxidation
patterns. Winsor highlighted that plutonium is more complex to handle,
with precise dimensional requirements to prevent uncontrolled
criticality. He emphasized that at concentrations below 5%, these
materials cannot sustain a chain reaction, challenging perceptions of
their inherent danger and suggesting that proper understanding and
management mitigate most perceived risks.

6: How did Winsor describe the actual risks of nuclear radiation
compared to public perception?

Answer: Winsor argued that public perception of nuclear radiation was
dramatically overblown, rooted more in fear than scientific
understanding. He contended that radiation risks were highly
misunderstood, with government and industry perpetuating myths about
material toxicity. Using personal demonstrations like eating uranium
samples and swimming in radioactive water, he sought to prove that
many radiation fears were unfounded when materials were properly
understood and handled.

His core argument was that radiation becomes dangerous only under
specific conditions: when materials can create an uncontrolled nuclear
chain reaction or produce intense ultraviolet emissions. Winsor
emphasized that most radioactive materials, when dry and below certain
concentration thresholds, pose minimal risk. He criticized regulatory
bodies for creating extensive, costly regulations based on what he
considered scientifically unsupportable fear-mongering, arguing that
these regulations served more political and economic interests than
genuine public safety.

7: What was Winsor's perspective on the Three Mile Island incident?

Answer: Winsor provided a radically different narrative about the
Three Mile Island nuclear incident compared to mainstream accounts.
He claimed the "accident" was deliberately orchestrated, noting that the
script for the film "China Syndrome" was written 14 months before the
actual event by individuals he knew personally from General Electric. He
asserted that the incident was more a planned shutdown than an
uncontrolled disaster.

Contrary to popular hysteria about core meltdown, Winsor explained
that the fuel rods were ceramic-based and did not actually melt. He
highlighted that only the tops of some fuel rods were blown off due to
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internal pressurization, and the centerline temperatures remained
within normal operational ranges. Winsor suggested the incident was
more about political manipulation and industry control than an actual
nuclear emergency, emphasizing that only one of 51 thermocouples
exceeded expected temperature ranges.

8: How did Winsor describe the process of nuclear fuel inventory
control?

Answer: Nuclear fuel inventory control, according to Winsor, was a
precise scientific process involving meticulous measurement of
radioactive material quantities, concentrations, and potential reactivity.
Having designed analytical systems for nuclear facilities, Winsor
understood inventory control as a complex task requiring deep
knowledge of isotope disintegration rates, material properties, and
criticality conditions. His expertise allowed him to develop sampling
systems that could analyze entire plant liquid streams from a single
observation point.

Winsor emphasized that inventory control was fundamentally about
understanding material behavior rather than implementing restrictive
regulations. He explained that materials become problematic only at
specific concentrations and configurations—for instance, plutonium
becomes critically dangerous only in cylinders larger than five inches in
diameter. His approach prioritized scientific measurement and
understanding over bureaucratic restriction, arguing that proper
inventory management could safely handle nuclear materials with
minimal risk.

9: What criticisms did Winsor raise about government regulations on
nuclear materials?

Answer: Winsor viewed government nuclear regulations as
fundamentally irrational, created more to control perception than to
ensure genuine safety. He argued that regulatory bodies fabricated
arbitrary limits without scientific substantiation, such as radiation
exposure standards originating from a 1934 X-ray regulation. These
regulations, he believed, were tools for maintaining industry and
governmental control rather than protecting public health.

His most pointed criticisms focused on how these regulations served
economic and political interests. Winsor suggested that complex
regulatory frameworks around nuclear waste and material handling were
designed to obscure the true value of nuclear resources. He saw these
regulations as a mechanism for maintaining a monopolistic energy
infrastructure, preventing individual energy independence, and
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protecting the interests of large energy corporations at the expense of
technological innovation and public understanding.

10: How did Winsor demonstrate the handling of radioactive materials
during his lectures?

Answer: Winsor's lecture demonstrations were provocative, hands-on
experiences designed to challenge public perceptions about nuclear
material dangers. He would dramatically demonstrate material handling
by eating uranium samples, swimming in radioactively contaminated
pools, and carrying radioactive materials with minimal protection. These
demonstrations were intended to prove that proper understanding and
careful management made many perceived radiation risks negligible.

His most shocking demonstrations involved consuming uranium oxide
and showing its limited biological impact. Winsor would explain the
material's properties—such as being insoluble in body fluids and having
no discernible texture or taste—to illustrate that fear was more
dangerous than the material itself. By personally and publicly
challenging safety narratives, Winsor sought to deconstruct what he
viewed as a systematic "nuclear scare scam" perpetuated by government
and industry interests.

11: What criticisms did Winsor raise about the concept of nuclear
criticality?

Answer: Winsor demystified nuclear criticality by explaining it as a
precise, controllable phenomenon rather than an uncontrollable threat.
He emphasized that nuclear materials become critically dangerous only
under specific conditions, typically when plutonium concentration
reaches 100% and is contained in a cylinder larger than five inches in
diameter. His hands-on experience allowed him to demonstrate that
careful management could prevent critical reactions.

The complexity of criticality fascinated Winsor, who explained that most
nuclear materials, when kept below 5% concentration, cannot sustain a
chain reaction. He illustrated this through personal examples, such as
carrying half-critical masses in separate pockets, demonstrating that
understanding material properties was far more important than blanket
safety restrictions. Winsor argued that the fear surrounding criticality
was largely manufactured, serving bureaucratic interests rather than
reflecting scientific reality.

12: How did Winsor describe the economic value of nuclear fuel?

Answer: Winsor presented nuclear fuel as an incredibly valuable
resource that was being deliberately mischaracterized as "waste" by
government and industry. He argued that a single ton of reusable
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uranium fuel could contain isotopes worth upwards of $10 million,
potentially exceeding the national debt in value. This perspective
challenged the prevailing narrative of nuclear materials as a disposal
problem rather than an economic opportunity.

The economic manipulation became clear in Winsor's explanation of
how utility companies were charging ratepayers for storing and
potentially disposing of these valuable materials. He highlighted the
nuclear waste Policy Act of 1982, which imposed a tribute on electricity
production, effectively creating a system where consumers paid for the
potential "disposal" of a resource that could be tremendously profitable
if properly managed and recycled.

13: What insights did Winsor provide about nuclear reactor technology?

Answer: Winsor envisioned nuclear reactor technology as
fundamentally misunderstood, advocating for small, mass-produced
reactors located directly in urban areas. He criticized the large-scale
reactor model, arguing that by 1975, it was clear that smaller, more
localized power generation was the future. Winsor believed these
compact reactors could be efficiently placed every ten blocks in a city,
providing direct, independent energy production.

His technological vision extended beyond mere electricity generation.
Winsor saw these small reactors as multipurpose infrastructure, capable
of providing heating, cooling, and even agricultural benefits. He
criticized cooling towers as wasteful, noting that over 50% of generated
heat was simply discarded. Instead, he proposed using reactor heat for
industrial processes, home heating, and irrigation, transforming nuclear
technology from a centralized, feared technology to a localized, practical
energy solution.

14: How did Winsor challenge the narrative about nuclear waste
disposal?

Answer: Winsor fundamentally rejected the concept of "nuclear waste,"
arguing that what government and industry labeled as waste was actually
a valuable, reusable resource. He criticized massive government projects
like the Waste Isolation Project as politically motivated exercises in
resource destruction rather than responsible management. Winsor
believed these disposal efforts were designed to hide the true value of
nuclear materials and maintain control over energy infrastructure.

His most provocative argument suggested that low-level waste disposal
was potentially a cover for more nefarious activities, including the
disposal of evidence by organized crime. Winsor pointed out the
elaborate regulations surrounding nuclear material transportation,
which he saw as mechanisms to prevent public scrutiny. He advocated
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for dry air storage and reprocessing as cost-effective alternatives to
expensive, politically motivated burial projects.

15: What was Winsor's perspective on radiation exposure limits?

Answer: Winsor viewed radiation exposure limits as arbitrarily
constructed regulations with little scientific foundation. He traced these
limits back to a 1934 International Commission on Radiation Protection
standard for X-rays, which he argued was inappropriately extrapolated
to nuclear materials without rigorous scientific validation. Winsor
believed these limits were more about controlling perception and
maintaining bureaucratic power than protecting public health.

Through personal demonstrations and scientific explanation, Winsor
challenged the notion that minimal radiation exposure was inherently
dangerous. He explained that cells exposed to excessive radiation simply
die rather than mutate, directly contradicting widespread fears about
long-term genetic effects. His lectures and demonstrations sought to
prove that proper understanding of material properties and careful
handling were far more important than blanket exposure restrictions.

16: How did Winsor explain the geological distribution of radioactive
materials?

Answer: Winsor provided insights into the natural occurrence of
radioactive materials, emphasizing that elements like plutonium exist
naturally in the environment. He specifically mentioned plutonium-244
being found in residual activities at several naturally occurring nuclear
reactors worldwide, with the first discovery in Gabon, Africa. This
perspective challenged the notion of radioactive materials as solely
human-made or inherently unnatural.

His explanation extended to how natural radioactive materials are
enhanced through transmutation of uranium, a process that was
fundamentally why nuclear reactors were originally built. Winsor argued
that the ability to detect and measure emissions from these elements was
crucial for understanding their behavior and potential uses. He saw
natural radioactive distribution as a complex scientific phenomenon, not
a threat to be feared but a natural process to be understood and
potentially harnessed.

17: What experiences did Winsor share about working in nuclear
facilities?

Answer: Winsor described nuclear facility work as a dedicated, almost
militaristic environment of intense focus and technological innovation.
Working at facilities like Hanford in the 1950s, workers processed
plutonium barehanded, without extensive protective equipment, in
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continuous shift-based communities. He recalled acid burns on shirts as
a normal part of the operational experience, reflecting the pioneering
nature of early nuclear technology.

His personal narrative highlighted the community's dedication and
technical prowess. Workers were committed to pushing technological
boundaries, running facilities 24/7 with a sense of wartime urgency.
Winsor emphasized the practical, hands-on approach to nuclear material
handling, where workers learned through direct experience rather than
extensive theoretical training. This approach contrasted sharply with
later, more regulated and bureaucratic nuclear industry practices.

18: How did Winsor describe the political aspects of nuclear energy?

Answer: Winsor portrayed nuclear energy politics as a complex web of
government control, industrial manipulation, and economic exploitation.
He argued that a federal energy cartel controlled electricity availability,
pricing, and infrastructure, deliberately preventing individual energy
independence. The political narrative around nuclear energy, in his view,
was designed to maintain centralized power and protect existing energy
monopolies.

His critique extended to how political mechanisms like the nuclear waste
Policy Act of 1982 were used to create economic tributes from
ratepayers. Winsor saw these political maneuvers as systematic efforts to
obscure the true value of nuclear resources while maintaining control
over energy production. He believed politicians and industry leaders
conspired to create fear and complex regulations that served their
economic and political interests rather than public benefit.

19: What was Winsor's critique of the nuclear energy industry?

Answer: Winsor viewed the nuclear energy industry as a self-serving
entity more interested in maintaining control and generating profit than
in technological innovation or public service. He argued that the industry
created its own regulatory committees, which Congress then enforced,
creating a circular system of control and misinformation. Winsor saw
this as an unprecedented form of corporate manipulation, describing it
as the "strangest kind of feather bedding ever dreamed up."

His critique highlighted how the industry perpetuated fear about nuclear
materials to maintain its power structure. By creating complex, costly
regulations and promoting a narrative of inherent danger, the industry
could control technological development and energy infrastructure.
Winsor believed this approach stifled potential innovations like small,
localized nuclear reactors that could provide more democratic,
decentralized energy production.
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20: How did Winsor explain the measurement and detection of
radiation?

Answer: Winsor presented radiation measurement as a precise
scientific process requiring sophisticated understanding of material
properties and emission characteristics. He explained that different
types of radiation—gamma, alpha, beta—have distinct detection methods
and potential health impacts. Winsor emphasized that proper
measurement wasn't about fear but about understanding material
behavior and potential risks.

His technical expertise shone through in explanations of how radiation
detection instruments work, noting the importance of discriminating
between different energy types. He demonstrated how alpha particles
could transform into helium gas and become undetectable, and how
gamma radiation could be carefully measured using specialized
instruments. Winsor's approach transformed radiation measurement
from a mysterious, frightening process to a rational, controllable
scientific endeavor.

21: What insights did Winsor provide about nuclear material
transportation?

Answer: Winsor's perspective on nuclear material transportation was
deeply critical of governmental regulations designed to create an illusion
of danger. He argued that transportation restrictions were more about
controlling public perception than addressing genuine safety concerns.
The elaborate protocols surrounding nuclear material shipments, with
their extensive state police involvement and strict containment
measures, suggested to Winsor a systematic effort to mystify and
intimidate the public about nuclear technologies.

The transportation narrative became particularly interesting when
Winsor discussed international nuclear material movements. He
highlighted how materials could be transshipped across oceans, pointing
out that what was forbidden in the United States could be easily
accomplished in other countries. This revealed a complex global
landscape of nuclear material management where regulations were often
more about political theater than genuine scientific risk management.

22: How did Winsor challenge the concept of nuclear material as
"waste"?

Answer: Winsor fundamentally rejected the entire concept of "nuclear
waste," viewing it instead as a mischaracterized, valuable resource. He
argued that what government and industry labeled as waste was actually
reusable uranium fuel with tremendous economic potential. A single ton
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of this material could contain isotopes worth up to $10 million, a value
far exceeding the costly disposal processes being implemented.

His critique extended to the political mechanisms that transformed
potentially valuable nuclear resources into supposed waste. The Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 became a prime example of this
transformation, where ratepayers were charged for the potential disposal
of a resource that could be profitably recycled. Winsor saw this as a
deliberate economic strategy, where government and industry conspired
to convert a valuable commodity into a supposed environmental liability,
thereby controlling both its perception and potential use.

23: What was Winsor's perspective on nuclear reactor safety?

Answer: Winsor viewed nuclear reactor safety through a lens of
practical experience rather than theoretical fear. He described nuclear
reactors essentially as sophisticated steam-generating systems,
emphasizing their fundamental similarity to other power generation
technologies. From his perspective, the extraordinary safety measures
and regulations surrounding nuclear power were disproportionate to the
actual risks, creating an atmosphere of unnecessary fear and
bureaucratic control.

His most compelling arguments about reactor safety came from personal
experience. Winsor explained that potential reactor incidents were more
likely to result in shutdown than catastrophic failure. He used the Three
Mile Island incident as a prime example, arguing that what was
portrayed as a near-disaster was actually a controlled event with minimal
genuine risk. Winsor believed that proper understanding of reactor
mechanics and careful operational protocols made catastrophic failures
virtually impossible.

24: How did Winsor describe the historical development of nuclear
technology?

Answer: Winsor's narrative of nuclear technology's development was
one of remarkable human innovation driven by wartime necessity and
scientific curiosity. He traced the origins through the Manhattan Project,
highlighting how facilities like those at Hanford could construct complex
nuclear reactors in unprecedented timeframes—the first reactor taking
just 12 months from initial concept to operational status. This
represented a extraordinary leap in technological capability during
World War II.

The post-war trajectory of nuclear technology, according to Winsor, was
increasingly characterized by bureaucratic interference and fear-based
regulation. What began as a collaborative, innovative scientific endeavor
gradually transformed into a heavily controlled industry characterized by
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complex regulations and limited technological advancement. Winsor saw
this transition as a systematic effort to restrict technological progress
and maintain centralized control over energy infrastructure.

25: What experiences did Winsor share about working with different
nuclear isotopes?

Answer: Winsor's work with nuclear isotopes was characterized by
hands-on experimentation and a deep understanding of material
properties that defied conventional safety paradigms. He described
handling plutonium and uranium with a level of comfort that would
shock most observers, demonstrating that proper understanding of
isotopic behavior was far more important than blanket safety
restrictions. His experiences included carrying half-critical masses in
separate pockets and swimming in radioactively contaminated pools.

His technical expertise allowed him to explain complex isotopic
behaviors in accessible terms. Winsor highlighted how different isotopes
like plutonium-239 and uranium varied in their characteristics,
criticality conditions, and potential risks. He emphasized that
concentration and configuration were far more critical in determining
potential hazards than the mere presence of radioactive materials. This
approach transformed isotopic handling from a feared activity to a
precise, manageable scientific process.

26: How did Winsor explain the potential for small-scale nuclear power
generation?

Answer: Winsor was a passionate advocate for decentralized, small-
scale nuclear power generation. He envisioned compact nuclear reactors
placed strategically within urban areas, potentially every ten blocks,
which would provide localized, independent energy production. This
model challenged the existing centralized energy infrastructure
controlled by large utility companies, offering a more democratic and
efficient approach to power generation.

Beyond electricity production, Winsor saw these small reactors as
multipurpose infrastructure. He proposed using their generated heat for
home heating, cooling, industrial processes, and even agricultural
irrigation. By transforming cooling towers from heat-wasting structures
to potential resource generators, Winsor imagined a future where
nuclear technology became an integrated, beneficial part of urban
infrastructure rather than a feared, centralized system.

27: What was Winsor's critique of energy policy and distribution?

Answer: Winsor's critique of energy policy centered on what he
perceived as a deliberate mechanism of control by a federal energy
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cartel. He argued that existing policies were designed to maintain
centralized power distribution, preventing individual energy
independence and keeping consumers dependent on large utility
companies. The complex regulatory environment surrounding energy
production, in his view, was less about safety or efficiency and more
about economic and political control.

The nuclear waste Policy Act of 1982 exemplified this systemic
manipulation for Winsor. By imposing tributes on electricity production
and creating elaborate waste disposal mechanisms, the policy effectively
transferred economic burden to ratepayers while maintaining the
existing energy infrastructure. Winsor saw these policies as sophisticated
tools for maintaining monopolistic control over energy resources,
deliberately stifling technological innovation and decentralized energy
solutions.

28: How did Winsor describe the interactions between government and
nuclear industry?

Answer: Winsor portrayed the relationship between government and
the nuclear industry as a symbiotic system of mutual manipulation and
economic protection. He argued that the industry essentially created its
own regulatory frameworks, which were then enforced by governmental
bodies, creating a circular mechanism of control. This approach allowed
the industry to maintain narrative control while appearing to adhere to
stringent safety standards.

The regulatory process, in Winsor's view, was less about genuine safety
and more about creating economic barriers and maintaining existing
power structures. By generating complex, costly regulations, the
government and industry could control technological development,
prevent competition, and maintain centralized energy infrastructure.
Winsor saw this as a sophisticated form of economic manipulation that
served the interests of a small number of powerful entities at the expense
of technological innovation and public benefit.

29: What insights did Winsor provide about radiation's biological
effects?

Answer: Winsor challenged prevailing narratives about radiation's
biological effects, arguing that most fears were based on
misunderstandings rather than scientific evidence. He explained that
cells exposed to excessive radiation simply die rather than mutate,
directly contradicting widespread fears about long-term genetic
consequences. His perspective was informed by studies of populations in
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, which showed that immediate radiation effects
were observable, but generational mutations were not substantiated.
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His most provocative demonstrations involved personally consuming
and handling radioactive materials to prove their limited biological
impact. Winsor highlighted that many radioactive materials, particularly
uranium oxide, were insoluble in body fluids and passed through
biological systems with minimal interaction. By transforming radiation
from a mysterious, feared phenomenon into a measurable,
understandable scientific process, Winsor sought to demystify biological
radiation effects and challenge fear-based narratives.

30: How did Winsor challenge public fears about nuclear radiation?

Answer: Winsor's approach to challenging nuclear radiation fears was
direct and experiential, using dramatic personal demonstrations to
deconstruct public misconceptions. By swimming in radioactively
contaminated pools, drinking contaminated water, and eating uranium
samples, he sought to prove that proper understanding and careful
handling made many perceived radiation risks negligible. These
provocative actions were designed to shock audiences out of ingrained
fear responses.

His scientific explanations complemented these demonstrations,
breaking down radiation's complex behaviors into comprehensible
concepts. Winsor emphasized that radiation becomes dangerous only
under specific conditions—such as creating an uncontrolled nuclear
chain reaction or producing intense ultraviolet emissions. By presenting
radiation as a measurable, predictable phenomenon rather than an
unknowable threat, he aimed to transform public perception from fear-
based reactivity to rational, scientific understanding.

31: What was Winsor's perspective on nuclear material security?

Answer: Winsor approached nuclear material security from a
perspective of practical understanding rather than bureaucratic fear. He
argued that true security came from comprehensive knowledge of
material properties, precise handling techniques, and a nuanced
understanding of criticality conditions. Unlike government narratives
that emphasized strict containment and fear, Winsor believed that
intelligent management was far more effective than complex, restrictive
regulations.

His personal experiences demonstrated a counterintuitive approach to
security. Winsor would deliberately handle radioactive materials in ways
that would shock conventional safety experts, such as carrying half-
critical masses in separate pockets or swimming in radioactively
contaminated pools. These actions were not reckless, but carefully
calculated demonstrations meant to prove that proper scientific
understanding could transform perceived dangerous materials into
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manageable resources. By challenging security paradigms, Winsor
sought to reveal how fear-based protocols often created more risk than
they mitigated.

32: How did Winsor explain the technical processes of nuclear fuel
reprocessing?

Answer: Nuclear fuel reprocessing, according to Winsor, was a precise
scientific process involving meticulous measurement and understanding
of material transformations. He drew from his extensive experience
designing analytical systems for nuclear facilities, explaining that
reprocessing was fundamentally about extracting valuable isotopes from
spent nuclear fuel. Winsor emphasized that the process was not about
waste disposal, but about recovering and potentially reusing valuable
nuclear resources.

His technical expertise allowed him to describe complex reprocessing
steps with remarkable clarity. Winsor highlighted how different isotopes
could be separated, measured, and potentially recycled, challenging the
prevailing narrative of nuclear fuel as a disposable commodity. He
argued that existing facilities like the Midwest Fuel Recovery Plant were
capable of efficiently managing these processes, but were deliberately
underutilized due to political and economic considerations. By
demystifying the technical aspects of reprocessing, Winsor sought to
transform public perception from fear to scientific understanding.

33: What experiences did Winsor share about radiation measurement
techniques?

Answer: Winsor's approach to radiation measurement was rooted in
hands-on scientific precision, developed through decades of direct
experience in nuclear facilities. He explained that effective radiation
measurement wasn't about generating fear, but about understanding
precise material behaviors and emission characteristics. Winsor detailed
how different radiation types—gamma, alpha, beta—required specialized
detection methods, each with unique properties and potential
interactions with measurement instruments.

His most compelling insights came from practical demonstrations of
measurement techniques. Winsor would explain how alpha particles
could transform into helium gas and become undetectable, or how
gamma radiation could be carefully discriminated using sophisticated
instruments. He emphasized that proper measurement required
understanding the nuanced properties of radioactive materials, including
their concentration, configuration, and emission characteristics. By
transforming radiation measurement from a mysterious process to a
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rational, controllable scientific endeavor, Winsor sought to educate
rather than intimidate.

34: How did Winsor describe the Cold War era nuclear development?

Answer: Winsor's narrative of Cold War nuclear development was one
of remarkable technological innovation driven by geopolitical tensions
and scientific ambition. He traced the origins of large-scale nuclear
technology through the Manhattan Project, highlighting how wartime
necessities drove unprecedented technological achievements. Winsor
was particularly critical of how political considerations often
overshadowed scientific potential, especially in the transfer of nuclear
technologies between global powers.

His most provocative observations concerned the sharing of nuclear
technologies, particularly the transfer of materials and knowledge to the
Soviet Union during World War II. Winsor discussed how the United
States effectively provided nuclear capabilities to Russia, challenging
conventional historical narratives about technological competition. He
saw this era as a complex interplay of scientific achievement, political
maneuvering, and economic interests, where technological potential was
often subordinated to geopolitical strategies.

35: What was Winsor's critique of environmental radiation regulations?

Answer: Winsor's critique of environmental radiation regulations was
rooted in a fundamental belief that these rules were more about political
control than scientific protection. He argued that regulations,
particularly those dealing with radon detection and nuclear material
disposal, were arbitrarily constructed without robust scientific
foundation. Winsor saw these regulations as elaborate mechanisms for
maintaining bureaucratic power and creating economic barriers to
technological innovation.

His most pointed criticisms focused on how environmental regulations
created elaborate, costly processes for managing materials that he
believed posed minimal genuine risk. The radon measurement protocols,
for instance, were characterized by Winsor as scientifically
unsupportable, with limits that he could deliberately and provocatively
exceed to demonstrate their arbitrary nature. By challenging these
regulations, Winsor sought to reveal how environmental protection had
become a complex system of economic and political control rather than a
genuine scientific endeavor.
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36: How did Winsor explain the differences between various types of
radiation?

Answer: Winsor approached radiation types with the precision of a
seasoned scientist, explaining their unique characteristics and behaviors.
He distinguished between gamma, alpha, and beta radiation by their
penetrative capabilities, emission properties, and interaction with
measurement instruments. Alpha particles, for instance, could transform
into helium gas and become undetectable, while gamma radiation
required specialized detection techniques that could discriminate
between different energy types.

His explanations transformed radiation from an abstract, feared concept
into a measurable, understandable scientific phenomenon. Winsor
emphasized that the potential risks of radiation were deeply dependent
on concentration, material configuration, and specific emission
characteristics. By breaking down complex radiation behaviors into
comprehensible concepts, he sought to replace public fear with scientific
understanding, demonstrating that different radiation types had unique
properties that could be precisely measured and managed.

37: What insights did Winsor provide about nuclear energy's potential?

Answer: Winsor envisioned nuclear energy as a transformative
technology far beyond its existing centralized, bureaucratically
controlled implementation. He advocated for small, locally situated
nuclear reactors that could be integrated directly into urban
infrastructure, producing not just electricity but also providing heat,
cooling, and potential agricultural benefits. This decentralized model
challenged the existing energy paradigm controlled by large utility
companies and federal regulatory bodies.

His vision extended beyond mere power generation, seeing nuclear
technology as a multipurpose infrastructure resource. Winsor proposed
using reactor-generated heat for home heating, industrial processes, and
even agricultural irrigation, transforming cooling towers from waste
systems into productive infrastructure. By reimagining nuclear energy's
potential, he sought to liberate the technology from fear-based
restrictions and demonstrate its capacity for widespread, beneficial
application.

38: How did Winsor describe the economic aspects of nuclear
technology?

Answer: Winsor viewed nuclear technology through a lens of economic
potential deliberately obscured by government and industry interests.
He argued that what was labeled as "nuclear waste" was actually a
tremendously valuable resource, with a single ton of reusable uranium
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fuel potentially containing isotopes worth upwards of $10 million. This
perspective directly challenged the prevailing narrative of nuclear
materials as a disposal problem rather than an economic opportunity.

The economic manipulation became most apparent in Winsor's analysis
of policies like the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. He saw these
mechanisms as sophisticated tools for transferring economic burden to
ratepayers while maintaining control over valuable resources. By
charging consumers for the potential disposal of materials that could be
profitably recycled, the government and industry created an elaborate
economic mechanism that served their interests at the expense of
technological innovation and public benefit.

39: What was Winsor's perspective on scientific measurement and
understanding?

Answer: Winsor's approach to scientific measurement was
characterized by a profound belief in hands-on experimentation and
direct observation. He argued that true scientific understanding came
from practical experience rather than theoretical restrictions,
demonstrating this through provocative personal experiments with
radioactive materials. His methodology challenged conventional
scientific paradigms by prioritizing direct experience over theoretical
models.

Measurement, for Winsor, was not about generating fear or creating
restrictive protocols, but about developing a comprehensive, nuanced
understanding of material behaviors. He emphasized the importance of
precise instrumentation, understanding material properties, and
creating measurement techniques that could discriminate between
different types of radiation and emission characteristics. By
transforming measurement from an abstract, fear-based process to a
rational, controlled scientific endeavor, Winsor sought to democratize
scientific understanding.

40: How did Winsor challenge the narrative of nuclear material as
inherently dangerous?

Answer: Winsor systematically deconstructed the narrative of nuclear
material's inherent danger through direct, provocative demonstrations
and detailed scientific explanations. He argued that fear surrounding
nuclear materials was largely manufactured by government and industry
interests seeking to maintain control over technological development. By
personally swimming in radioactively contaminated pools, consuming
uranium samples, and handling radioactive materials with apparent
ease, Winsor sought to shock audiences out of ingrained fear responses.
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His scientific approach complemented these dramatic demonstrations,
breaking down complex radiation behaviors into comprehensible
concepts. Winsor explained that radiation becomes dangerous only
under specific conditions—such as creating an uncontrolled nuclear
chain reaction or producing intense ultraviolet emissions. By presenting
nuclear materials as measurable, predictable phenomena rather than
mysterious, uncontrollable threats, he aimed to transform public
perception from fear-based reactivity to rational, scientific
understanding.
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The Physics of Fear: Why Nuclear Weapons Cannot
Exist

How Basic Physics Exposes the 80-Year Deception That Shaped Our
World

Thos Judge drops a bomb that can't explode. In his interview with James
Delingpole, he makes a claim so audacious it short-circuits the mind:
nuclear weapons are physically impossible. Not difficult to make, not
carefully controlled by governments, but impossible—like trying to
create a hurricane without air. His argument rests on freshman physics.
Explosions need rapidly expanding gas to create blast waves that knock
down buildings. TNT works because one gram becomes a thousand times
its volume in hot gas in microseconds. But nuclear fission? It splits
atoms into smaller atoms, releasing heat and radiation, but no gas
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whatsoever. Judge's brother, working security at Britain's Faslane
submarine base, found no warheads in the storage facilities—not even
training dummies. The Manhattan Project had only 76 tons of uranium
ore when they needed thousands. Scientists allegedly measured the
Trinity test's yield by dropping paper from a chair. These aren't theories
but physical impossibilities, documented facts that unravel eight decades
of fear.

This isn't just one man's contrarian theory. Judge's work connects to a
broader pattern of suppressed truths about nuclear technology that runs
through Galen Winsor's demonstrations and F. William Engdahl's
meticulous documentation in "A Century of War." Winsor, who helped
design America's first uranium enrichment facilities, spent his final years
touring the country, drinking reactor pool water and handling plutonium
barehanded to prove radiation fears were manufactured. Before his
death at 82—decades past when radiation exposure should have killed
him—he argued that nuclear waste was actually worth $10 million per
ton in reusable isotopes. Engdahl's research reveals how the Bilderberg
group and oil elites orchestrated a deliberate campaign to "take the
bloom off the nuclear rose" in the 1970s, using McGeorge Bundy's Ford
Foundation to push fraudulent studies claiming energy and economic
growth could be "uncoupled.” The pattern is consistent: nuclear
technology's true potential —whether for weapons or energy—has been
systematically obscured, not for safety, but for control.

The physics tell a different story than the one we've inherited. Judge
explains that nuclear chain reactions require thermal neutrons—slow
neutrons that have been moderated down to speeds where they're 500-
600 times more likely to cause fission. In reactors, water serves this
purpose, slowing neutrons by a factor of 10,000 through repeated
collisions. But a bomb? No moderator, no water, just fast neutrons that
zip away uselessly. The Hiroshima bomb, supposedly detonated at 1,800
feet after dropping from 30,000 feet, would have had less than a
microsecond to achieve its entire chain reaction. Without slow neutrons,
the reaction couldn't even begin. This is why reactor meltdowns like
Chernobyl melt into radioactive puddles rather than exploding—the
physics simply don't allow it. Judge points to the Trinity test's
measurement method as the ultimate tell: scientists allegedly
determined the world's first nuclear explosion's yield by having someone
stand on a chair 10 miles away and drop pieces of paper to observe their
movement. From this, they declared 15-20 kilotons. Real weapons
testing requires pressure sensors, seismographs, precise calibration—not
paper dropping from chairs.
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The evidence of impossibility compounds when you examine the
historical record. The Manhattan Project had only 76 tons of uranium
ore when they needed thousands for their three reactors. The Hiroshima
bomb design was never tested—military logic would never deploy an
untested weapon for the most critical mission of the war unless they
knew testing would expose its impossibility. Japan's 62 major cities were
already being systematically firebombed; Hiroshima and Nagasaki were
simply two more, their destruction indistinguishable from conventional
bombing. No footage exists of the actual atomic explosions, only
aftermath photos identical to other firebombed cities. The famous
mushroom clouds? Those images come from 1952 hydrogen bomb tests,
not 1945. Judge's brother, working security at Britain's Faslane
submarine base with direct access to weapons storage, found no
warheads—not even training dummies—where Britain's nuclear arsenal
supposedly resided. A former British Prime Minister admitted privately
in 1982 that Britain lacks an effective nuclear deterrent, adding carefully,
"but it's not a problem because no one else has one either."

What Judge reveals isn't just scientific fraud but the architecture of
control itself. Nuclear weapons serve as history's most successful
psychological operation, maintaining fear-based population control for
eight decades using nothing but conventional explosives and
propaganda. The threat justifies unlimited military spending,
surveillance systems, international interventions, and supranational
governance that populations would otherwise reject. NATO exists
specifically as a nuclear alliance; without nuclear threats, it loses its
fundamental purpose. The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament depends
on weapons existing for its mission and funding. Both sides of the
supposed debate require the myth to justify their existence. Judge sees
this as "protection money" paid for imaginary weapons—a protection
racket where the threat itself is the lie. The nuclear myth shapes not just
policy but consciousness itself, organizing our understanding of history,
current events, and humanity's future. As Michael Palmer's work on
Hiroshima demonstrates—the unburned retinas of survivors who
claimed to look directly at the flash, the absence of expected radioactive
isotopes, the presence of sulfur mustard symptoms—the evidence has
always been there for those willing to look. We've lived eight decades
under a spell cast by men dropping paper from chairs, measuring our
terror by how far the paper drifts.

With thanks to Thos Judge and James Delingpole.
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The Delingpod - Thos Judge
Thos Judge | Author, Musician, Composer, TV Sleb
Analogy

Imagine a master magician who announces he can transform water into
wine - not through sleight of hand, but through actual molecular
transformation. He sets up elaborate equipment, uses scientific
terminology, and has prestigious universities vouch for his
breakthrough. Governments classify his method as top secret, scientists
who work with him sign lifetime secrecy agreements, and media shows
dramatic footage of red liquid pouring from his apparatus. Wars are
fought over who controls the wine-making formula, international
treaties regulate who can possess it, and entire economies restructure
around wine-defense systems.

But here's the thing: anyone who understands basic chemistry knows
you cannot transform H20 into alcohol without adding carbon atoms
that simply aren't present. The molecular structure of water contains no
carbon, and you cannot create elements from nothing. Yet for 80 years,
people live in fear that enemy nations might turn their water supplies
into wine, destroying their societies. Those who point out the chemical
impossibility are ridiculed as "wine deniers" and conspiracy theorists.
The magician's original assistants are dead, their apprentices sworn to
secrecy, and trillion-dollar industries depend on the wine-
transformation threat remaining real. The red liquid people saw? Simple
food coloring or grape juice - conventional trickery presented as
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miraculous transformation. The nuclear weapons story is this exact
magic show, where basic physics makes the trick impossible, but the
performance has become too important to too many powerful interests
to ever reveal the mundane truth behind the illusion.

The One-Minute Elevator Explanation

Look, nuclear weapons can't exist because of basic physics you learned in
high school. Explosions need rapidly expanding gas - that's what creates
the blast that knocks down buildings. TNT works because it converts
from solid to a thousand times its volume in hot gas in microseconds.
But nuclear fission - splitting atoms - produces only heat and radiation,
no gas whatsoever. It's like trying to create a hurricane without air.

Plus, nuclear chain reactions need slow neutrons to work. In reactors,
water slows neutrons down 10,000 times so they can split more atoms.
Without water or another moderator, neutrons zip away uselessly. A
bomb has no moderator, so no chain reaction. It's why reactor
meltdowns like Chernobyl melt into puddles instead of exploding - the
nuclear material literally cannot explode.

The Manhattan Project only had 76 tons of uranium ore when they
needed thousands of tons. The Hiroshima bomb design was never tested.
Scientists measured the Trinity test yield by dropping paper from a chair.
It's all theater. We've spent 80 years afraid of weapons that physics says
can't exist, while governments use that fear to control us.

[Elevator dings]

Want to verify this yourself? Look up "nuclear fission products"” - you'll
find heat and radiation, never gas. Check out "nuclear fission cross-
sections" showing why slow neutrons are essential. Or just ask why
reactor meltdowns puddle instead of detonate. The science has been
public since the 1950s.

12-Point Summary

1. The Fundamental Physics Problem Nuclear weapons cannot
exist because explosions require rapidly expanding gas to create
destructive blast waves, but nuclear fission produces only heat and
radiation - no gas whatsoever. Think of TNT converting one gram of
solid into 1000 times its volume in hot gases traveling at 20 times the
speed of sound. Nuclear fission splits heavy atoms into smaller atoms
plus energy, but creates no gaseous products. Without gas expansion,
you have no explosion, no blast wave, no knocked-down buildings. It's
physically impossible to create an explosion without the rapid gas
expansion that defines every explosion from firecrackers to conventional
bombs. When nuclear reactor cores overheat catastrophically, they melt
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into radioactive puddles rather than exploding, demonstrating that even
under extreme conditions, nuclear materials cannot create explosive
forces.

2, The Chain Reaction Impossibility Nuclear chain reactions
require thermal (slow) neutrons that are 500-600 times more likely to
cause fission than fast neutrons released during atom splitting. In
reactors, water or heavy water moderators slow neutrons from their
initial speed down by a factor of 10,000 through repeated collisions
called scattering. Without a moderator, neutrons escape at their original
high speeds without causing additional fissions. A nuclear weapon has
no moderator - it's essentially a small, unmoderated, uncooled reactor
where neutrons immediately fly away uselessly. The bomb supposedly
detonating at 1800 feet after dropping from 30,000 feet would have less
than a microsecond to achieve its entire chain reaction, but without slow
neutrons, the reaction cannot even begin, making the entire concept
physically impossible.

3. The Manhattan Project's Missing Uranium US government
documents show each nuclear reactor needed 181 tons of uranium,
requiring roughly 2,500 tons of ore per reactor for the three reactors
built. However, historical records indicate they had only 76 tons of
uranium ore available - nowhere near enough for even one reactor, let
alone weapons production. Most uranium supposedly came from the
Belgian Congo's Shinkolobwe mine, whose owner Edward Sengier
claimed impossible ore concentrations of 65% when typical ore contains
only 2% uranium. Sengier, a former investment banker, appears to have
manipulated markets by inflating concentration claims then
conveniently flooding the mine to prevent verification. The mathematics
simply don't support the official narrative of sufficient materials for both
reactor operations and weapons production.

4. The Untested Hiroshima Bomb The uranium bomb dropped on
Hiroshima had never been tested, supposedly because insufficient
enriched uranium existed for both testing and deployment. Military logic
dictates never deploying untested weapons systems, especially for
missions as critical as ending World War II. The plutonium design for
Nagasaki was allegedly tested at Trinity, but the completely different
uranium gun-design for Hiroshima went straight to combat use. No
competent military would risk their most important mission on an
untested weapon design unless they knew testing would expose its
impossibility. This glaring procedural violation suggests the weapons
were always intended as psychological warfare rather than functional
devices.
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5. Historical Evidence of Firebombing All 62 major Japanese cities
were systematically firebombed for three months during 1945, with
wooden and paper houses burning easily. Hiroshima and Nagasaki were
simply two more cities destroyed in this campaign. No footage exists of
the actual atomic explosions - only aftermath photographs showing
firestorms identical to other bombed cities. The famous mushroom cloud
images come from 1952 hydrogen bomb tests, not 1945 atomic bombs.
The visual evidence shows conventional destruction: fire damage, carbon
smoke from burning materials, and blast patterns consistent with
massive conventional bombing rather than a single revolutionary
weapon.

6. The British Prime Minister's Revelation In 1982, a former
British Prime Minister privately admitted Britain lacks an effective
nuclear deterrent but said "it's not a problem because no one else has
one either." When asked why he didn't use nuclear weapons during Suez
instead of sending men to certain death, his careful response
acknowledged the weapons' non-existence while invoking Official Secrets
Act constraints. He suggested military personnel involved in
development know the truth, and that Russians probably know as well.
His careful phrasing revealed what he couldn't officially state - that
nuclear weapons are theater maintained by international agreement
rather than physical reality.

7. First-Hand Testimony from Faslane Thomas Judge's brother,
working as Ministry of Defence police at Faslane submarine base, had
direct access to weapons storage facilities. He consistently told protesters
they had nothing to worry about because nothing was stored there. Upon
inspection, he found no warheads - not even training dummies - in areas
supposedly housing Britain's nuclear arsenal. He confirmed submarines
and missiles exist, but no nuclear warheads. This first-hand testimony
from someone with security clearance and physical access corroborates
the scientific impossibility, showing the military maintains elaborate
theater without actual weapons.

8. The Economic and Political Motivations The Manhattan Project
spent $2 billion in 1945 dollars (roughly $50 billion today), creating vast
industrial complexes, national laboratories, and defense contractors
dependent on continued nuclear weapons funding. NATO exists
specifically as a nuclear alliance - without nuclear threats, it loses its
fundamental purpose. Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament depends on
weapons existing for its mission and funding. The Rockefellers used
nuclear threats to justify United Nations authority transcending national
sovereignty. This convergence of financial and political interests ensures
the fiction's continuation regardless of scientific impossibility, creating

V1.0 Page 113 of 161



unbekoming.substack.com

what Thomas Judge calls "protection money" paid for imaginary
weapons.

9. Plutonium's Additional Problems While plutonium became the
preferred weapons material after Nagasaki, it presents even worse
problems than uranium. Plutonium-240 contamination creates extreme
spontaneous fission rates, making weapons dangerously radioactive and
potentially lethal to handle. Ground crews, assembly teams, and aircrews
would suffer severe radiation exposure from weapons-grade plutonium.
More critically, the constant neutron release from spontaneous fission
would prevent any controlled chain reaction from developing. Plutonium
must be created in nuclear reactors as a byproduct, making it more
expensive and difficult to produce than uranium, yet supposedly all
modern weapons use this even more problematic material.

10. The Cultural Indoctrination System Eighty years of films,
documentaries, textbooks, and news reports have embedded nuclear
weapons deep in collective consciousness. People react to nuclear
weapons denial with visceral anger rather than scientific inquiry because
the belief functions like religious faith. From duck-and-cover drills to
Hollywood blockbusters, culture reinforces the nuclear narrative
constantly. Museums display casings and models, military parades
feature missile carriers, and diplomatic negotiations center on weapons
that cannot exist. This total information environment makes questioning
the narrative psychologically threatening, triggering defensive responses
that protect the myth rather than examine evidence.

11. The Moon Landing Connection The same systematic deception
patterns appear in other large-scale operations like the Apollo program.
Astronauts would have drowned in accumulated sweat, suffered from
waste products pressed against their bodies for weeks, and faced
impossible suit-changing requirements in tiny capsules. The
decompression issues that plagued high-altitude pilots would have been
insurmountable for space travelers. Apollo 1 astronauts died after
complaining they couldn't even communicate from the launch pad to the
tower. These biological and technical impossibilities parallel nuclear
weapons - official narratives that collapse under basic scientific scrutiny
but persist through institutional momentum and public belief.

12. The Ultimate Control Mechanism Nuclear weapons represent
history's most successful psychological operation, maintaining fear-
based population control for eight decades using nothing but
conventional explosives and propaganda. The threat justifies unlimited
military spending, surveillance systems, international interventions, and
supranational governance that populations would otherwise reject.
Generations have internalized helplessness before governments
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possessing ultimate weapons, creating learned submission to authority.
The nuclear myth shapes not just policy but consciousness itself -
organizing principles for understanding history, current events, and
humanity's future. This manufactured existential threat ensures
populations remain manageable, dependent on government protection
from dangers that exist only in carefully maintained collective
imagination.

The Golden Nugget

The most profound revelation that fewest people would know is that
scientists working on the Manhattan Project allegedly measured the
Trinity test's yield - the world's first supposed nuclear explosion - by
having someone stand on a chair 10 miles away and drop pieces of paper
to observe how they moved in the blast wave. From this astoundingly
unscientific method, they declared the explosion equivalent to 15-20
kilotons of TNT. This single detail exposes the entire fraud: real weapons
testing requires extensive instrumentation, pressure sensors,
seismographs, and precise calibration to measure explosive yields. The
paper-dropping story isn't just absurd - it's an insult to intelligence,
revealing that project leaders knew they needed some explanation for
yield numbers they were simply inventing. The fact that this ridiculous
measurement method is part of the official historical record, published
in government documents without anyone questioning its obvious
impossibility, demonstrates how the nuclear myth relies on public
credulity rather than scientific validity. They literally told us they
measured history's most important weapon test by dropping paper from
a chair, and we believed them.

30 Answers to Questions

1. What is the fundamental scientific argument that nuclear
weapons cannot exist?

Nuclear fission cannot create an explosion because explosions require
the rapid creation and expansion of gas. When TNT explodes, one gram
creates 1000 times more gas, and this rapid gas expansion traveling at
20 times the speed of sound creates the destructive blast. Nuclear fission
splits heavy atoms into smaller elements, producing only heat and
radiation as byproducts - no gas whatsoever.

Without gas production, there's no mechanism for the explosive blast
that defines nuclear weapons. The feared destructive power of atomic
bombs - measured in kilotons equivalent to thousands of tons of TNT -
simply cannot manifest through nuclear fission. This single scientific fact
undermines the entire premise of nuclear weapons, regardless of how
much uranium or plutonium you might assemble.
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2. How does nuclear fission actually work and what are its
products?

Nuclear fission occurs when a heavy nucleus like uranium or plutonium
becomes unstable and splits into two or more lighter elements. This
process releases energy in three forms: 94% as heat from the kinetic
energy of the fission fragments striking surrounding matter, 2.5% as
neutron kinetic energy, and 3.5% as electromagnetic radiation or gamma
rays. The splitting also releases an average of 2.5 neutrons per fission
event.

These products - heat, neutron energy, and radiation - are what power
nuclear reactors when properly controlled with moderators and coolants.
The heat generated can boil water to create steam that drives turbines for
electricity generation. But crucially, none of these products include gases
that could create an explosive blast, which explains why overheating
reactor cores melt rather than explode.

3. What is the difference between spontaneous and induced
nuclear fission?

Spontaneous nuclear fission is the natural radioactive decay process
where unstable heavy nuclei split without external triggers, constantly
releasing neutrons, heat, and radiation. This process happens
continuously in radioactive materials at a predictable rate. Any
radioactive substance is undergoing spontaneous fission as part of its
natural decay.

Induced nuclear fission occurs when a free neutron - perhaps from
spontaneous fission - gets absorbed by a nucleus, making it unstable
enough to split. Both types coexist in nuclear materials and follow the
same physics, producing the same products of heat, radiation, and more
neutrons. The key difference is that induced fission can theoretically
create chain reactions if neutrons are slowed down and reflected back,
which is impossible in an unmoderated weapon.

4. Why are thermal (slow) neutrons necessary for chain
reactions and how does this relate to nuclear weapons?

Thermal neutrons, slowed to 10,000 times less than their initial speed
when released from fission, are 500-600 times more likely to cause
further fission than fast neutrons. The US Department of Energy's
handbook on nuclear fission confirms these nuclear fission cross-
sections - the probabilities of neutrons being absorbed and causing
fission. Without slowing down, fast neutrons simply fly away from the
fissile material.
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In a supposed nuclear weapon, there's no moderator to slow these
neutrons down, so they escape immediately without sustaining any chain
reaction. The bomb would need to achieve its entire chain reaction in
nanoseconds while falling, but without slow neutrons, the reaction
cannot even begin. This fundamental requirement for thermal neutrons
makes an explosive nuclear chain reaction physically impossible in a
weapon configuration.

5. What role do moderators play in nuclear reactors and why
would their absence prevent a nuclear explosion?

Moderators in nuclear reactors - typically water or heavy water - slow
down fast neutrons through repeated collisions called scattering,
converting them to thermal speeds where they can sustain chain
reactions. The moderator absorbs energy from neutrons, heats up, and
reflects some neutrons back into the reactor core to continue the fission
process. This creates the controlled energy release that generates
electricity.

Without a moderator, as in a supposed nuclear weapon, neutrons escape
at their original high speeds without causing additional fissions. The
alleged Hiroshima bomb falling from 30,000 feet had less than a
microsecond to achieve its reaction at 1800 feet, but with no moderator
to slow and reflect neutrons, no chain reaction could occur. The weapon
would be nothing more than a small, portable, unmoderated, uncooled
nuclear reactor that cannot sustain any reaction.

6. How do conventional explosives create destructive blasts
and why can't nuclear fission replicate this process?

Conventional explosives like TNT work through rapid chemical reactions
that convert solid or liquid materials into massive volumes of hot gases -
carbon dioxide, nitrogen, and water vapor. One gram of TNT produces
1000 times its volume in gas, while dynamite produces 1500 times, and
modern explosives like Semtex or RDX produce even more. These gases
expand at 20 times the speed of sound, creating the characteristic
destructive blast wave.

Nuclear fission produces no gases at all - only heat, radiation, and
neutrons. When reactor cores overheat, they melt rather than explode, as
seen at Three Mile Island where the core melted but never exploded. Any
explosions at nuclear facilities like Chernobyl or Fukushima were
chemical explosions from hydrogen gas created when water molecules
split at extreme temperatures, not nuclear explosions.

7. What evidence suggests Hiroshima and Nagasaki were
firebombed rather than nuclear bombed?
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All 62 major Japanese cities were systematically firebombed for three
months during 1945, with houses made of wood and paper burning
easily. The photographs from Hiroshima show a firestorm aftermath, not
the explosion itself, identical to firestorms from conventional bombing of
other Japanese cities. No footage exists of the actual Nagasaki "atomic
explosion," only aftermath photos indistinguishable from other
firebombed cities.

The most famous nuclear explosion videos and photos are actually from
hydrogen bomb tests in 1952, not from the 1945 atomic bombings. The
mushroom clouds, yellow coloring from burning hydrogen, and smoke
from hydrocarbon combustion all indicate conventional explosives.
Without carbon present in nuclear fission, there should be no smoke, yet
all these explosion photos show typical smoke from burning carbon-
based materials.

8. Why was the uranium bomb allegedly used on Hiroshima
never tested beforehand?

The Manhattan Project supposedly developed two completely different
bomb designs - a uranium gun-type bomb for Hiroshima and a
plutonium implosion bomb for Nagasaki. While they allegedly tested the
plutonium design at Trinity, they never tested the uranium bomb design.
The official explanation claims they didn't have enough enriched
uranium for both a test and the actual weapon.

Flying an untested weapon design across the Pacific to end World War 11
defies military logic and standard weapons development protocols. No
military would risk such a critical mission on an untested device,
especially when they had their own scientists questioning whether it
would work. This suggests they knew testing would expose the
impossibility of nuclear explosions, so they proceeded with the
psychological warfare operation instead.

9. What are the claimed differences between uranium and
plutonium weapons?

The Hiroshima bomb allegedly used enriched uranium-235 in a simple
gun-barrel design where two subcritical pieces would be smashed
together to achieve criticality. The Nagasaki bomb supposedly used
plutonium-239 in a complex implosion design with explosive lenses
compressing a plutonium core. Plutonium became the preferred material
for all subsequent weapons despite being more expensive and difficult to
produce.

Plutonium-240, which inevitably contaminates plutonium-239, has
extremely high spontaneous fission rates that would release neutrons
constantly. This contamination would make weapons dangerously
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radioactive to handle, potentially killing ground crews and aircrew from
radiation exposure. More importantly, the constant neutron release
would prevent any controlled chain reaction from developing, making
plutonium even less viable than uranium for weapons.

10. How much uranium did the Manhattan Project actually
have access to and was it sufficient?

According to US government documents, each of the three nuclear
reactors built for the Manhattan Project required 181 tons of uranium,
needing roughly 2,500 tons of ore per reactor. However, records show
they only had 76 tons of uranium ore available, nowhere near the
required amount. Most uranium came from the Belgian Congo's
Shinkolobwe mine, with some captured from Nazi Germany.

Edward Sengier, the Belgian mining company director who fled to
America with uranium supplies, appears to have inflated claims about
ore concentration for market manipulation. He claimed concentrations
as high as 65% when typical ore contains only 2% uranium, of which only
0.7% is the fissile U-235 isotope. The mine was conveniently flooded
after making initial sales, preventing verification while driving up prices
for this supposedly scarce strategic material.

11. What did the former British Prime Minister reveal about
Britain's nuclear deterrent in 1982?

During a Christmas Eve encounter at the Westminster Arms pub, this
former Prime Minister, known only as "Jim," made startling admissions
about nuclear weapons. When asked why he didn't "push the big red
button" during the Suez Crisis instead of sending men to certain death,
he carefully stated that Britain doesn't have an effective nuclear
deterrent, but qualified this by saying it's not a problem because no one
else has one either.

He claimed ignorance about the technical workings but insisted from his
position that Britain's nuclear deterrent was ineffective. When pressed
about whether American presidents and Soviet leaders knew this truth,
he suggested the Russians probably knew, and that military personnel
involved in development must know. His careful phrasing, invoking the
Official Secrets Act while sharing this information, suggests he was
confirming what he couldn't officially state.

12. What did Thomas Judge's brother discover while working
as MOD police at Faslane submarine base?

Thomas's brother, who died 15 years ago, worked as Ministry of Defence
police protecting the Faslane submarine base and its supposed nuclear
stockpile. He regularly told Greenham Common protesters to go home
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because "we haven't got anything here," insisting there was nothing to
worry about. His position gave him access to patrol the base and inspect
storage facilities.

When he actually examined the weapons storage areas that supposedly
housed nuclear warheads, he found nothing there - not even dummy
warheads for training purposes. He confirmed to Thomas that while the
submarines and missiles existed, there were no nuclear warheads at
Britain's primary nuclear weapons facility. This first-hand testimony
from someone with direct access corroborates the scientific impossibility
of nuclear weapons.

13. How are British Trident missiles and warheads actually
managed and who controls them?

Britain's Trident missiles are entirely leased from the United States, with
even British-designed warheads assembled in America. The UK pays the
US for these weapons systems, which Thomas Judge describes as
"protection money" for fake weapons. British submarines must return to
Faslane to receive replacement missiles from American supplies after
firing their complement.

This arrangement means America maintains complete control over
Britain's supposed independent nuclear deterrent. The submarines carry
missiles but no actual warheads because nuclear warheads cannot exist.
This financial arrangement benefits American defense contractors while
maintaining the illusion of British nuclear capability, binding the UK
into NATO's nuclear alliance structure despite the weapons being
fictitious.

14. What happens when nuclear reactors overheat at Three
Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima?

When reactor cores overheat and lose cooling, the uranium or plutonium
simply melts - it doesn't explode. At Three Mile Island, the air-cooled
uranium reactor core melted in what they called the "China Syndrome,"
where they feared it would melt through the Earth toward China. The
melting demonstrates that overheating fissile material doesn't create
explosions, just liquefied metal.

At water-cooled reactors like Chernobyl and Fukushima, extreme heat
around 3000 degrees Celsius splits water molecules into hydrogen and
oxygen gases. These gases can then ignite in chemical explosions - not
nuclear ones. The explosions people associate with these disasters were
conventional hydrogen explosions, proving that even under extreme
conditions, nuclear materials don't explode but simply melt while
potentially triggering secondary chemical reactions.
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15. Why would NATO and CND have vested interests in
maintaining the nuclear weapons narrative?

NATO's founding documents establish it as a nuclear alliance that exists
specifically to counter nuclear threats. If nuclear weapons don't exist,
NATO loses its primary justification for existence. The organization
would have to completely restructure or dissolve without the nuclear
threat that binds member nations together in supposed mutual defense.

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, founded by philosopher Bertrand
Russell in the 1960s, depends entirely on nuclear weapons existing for its
purpose and funding. CND never hired scientists to verify nuclear
weapons' existence - a failure of due diligence that borders on fraud if
they knew weapons were impossible. Both organizations, despite
apparently opposing positions, require the nuclear weapons narrative to
justify their existence, funding, and influence.

16. What role did Einstein play in promoting the nuclear
weapons program and why?

Einstein wrote the famous letter to Roosevelt urging America to develop
atomic weapons, claiming Nazi Germany was pursuing them. However,
Einstein was primarily a theorist who "couldn't put a plug on a screw"
and won his Nobel Prize for work other than relativity. His theoretical
background means he should have known nuclear fission couldn't create
explosions.

His motivation appears to have been providing refuge for his Jewish
colleagues fleeing Nazi Germany when American borders were closed in
1939. By promoting the Manhattan Project, he created employment and
sanctuary for refugee scientists. Whether he knew weapons were
impossible or was simply motivated by compassion for his colleagues, his
letter launched the massive government program that established the
nuclear weapons myth.

17. How did Edward Sengier and the Belgian Congo uranium
mines factor into the Manhattan Project?

Edward Sengier, managing director of Union Miniere, fled Belgium in
1940 with uranium supplies that he had shipped to Staten Island. As a
former investment banker, he understood market manipulation and
promoted claims that his Shinkolobwe mine contained ore with
impossible 65% uranium concentration when typical ore contains only
2%. He then conveniently flooded the mine, preventing verification while
driving up prices.

Sengier appears to have initiated contact with Roosevelt about uranium's
weapons potential, coinciding with Einstein's letter. His business model
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involved talking up scarcity and concentration to maximize profits from
desperate wartime buyers. American envoys went to reactivate the mine
in 1943, but available records show the Manhattan Project never
obtained sufficient uranium for their claimed reactor and weapons
programs.

18. What do mushroom clouds actually indicate and can
conventional explosives produce them?

Mushroom clouds are not unique to nuclear explosions - any large
conventional explosion produces them. When the British detonated
10,000 tons of explosives under German headquarters, it created a
classic mushroom cloud. The white cap is water vapor, one of the
gaseous products from TNT and other chemical explosives. The yellow
coloring comes from burning hydrogen, and the dark smoke indicates
burning carbon.

Nuclear fission produces no carbon, so there should be no smoke in a
true nuclear explosion. The famous mushroom cloud images show all the
signatures of conventional explosives: water vapor, hydrogen
combustion, and carbon smoke. These visual elements prove the
explosions were chemical, not nuclear, since nuclear fission cannot
produce these specific combustion products.

19. How did the Manhattan Project team allegedly measure the
blast yield at Trinity?

The measurement method for determining the Trinity test yield reveals
the absurdity of the claims. Someone stood on a chair 10 miles from
ground zero, dropped pieces of paper, and observed their movement
from the blast wave. From this crude observation, they declared the yield
was 15-20 kilotons of TNT equivalent.

This unscientific methodology for measuring something so precisely
demonstrates the fictional nature of the entire test. Real weapons testing
requires extensive instrumentation, pressure sensors, and careful
calibration. The paper-dropping story appears designed to provide some
explanation for yield numbers they simply invented, knowing that actual
measurement of a non-existent nuclear explosion was impossible.

20. Why would the military-industrial complex perpetuate a
nuclear weapons fiction?

The Manhattan Project consumed $2 billion in 1945 dollars - roughly
$50 billion today - creating a massive industrial complex with continued
funding dependent on the nuclear threat. Defense contractors, weapons
laboratories, uranium mining companies, and entire military branches
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justify their existence and budgets through nuclear weapons. The
financial incentive to maintain this fiction is enormous.

Beyond money, nuclear weapons provide governments with
unprecedented control through fear. The threat of nuclear annihilation
justifies surveillance, military spending, international interventions, and
supranational governance structures. The Rockefellers used nuclear
threats to justify United Nations authority transcending national
sovereignty. This combination of profit and power ensures the nuclear
fiction's continuation regardless of scientific impossibility.

21. What are the implications for Iran's nuclear program if
weapons aren't possible?

Iran's alleged nuclear weapons program becomes even more puzzling if
uranium weapons are impossible. The enrichment facilities Israel and
America bomb supposedly produce weapons-grade uranium, but the
uranium bomb design was never tested and cannot work according to
the physics of nuclear fission. Why would Iran invest billions in
enriching uranium to 80% for weapons that cannot exist?

The repeated warnings about Iran being months away from nuclear
weapons - a claim recycled for 30 years - becomes obvious propaganda.
The international sanctions, military threats, and negotiations over
Iran's nuclear program are either based on ignorance of physics or
deliberate theater. The entire Iranian nuclear crisis serves geopolitical
purposes unrelated to actual weapons that cannot physically exist.

22, How does the Official Secrets Act prevent scientists from
exposing the truth?

Anyone working in nuclear weapons programs must sign the Official
Secrets Act or similar agreements, making revelation of the truth a
criminal offense. Scientists who know nuclear weapons are impossible
face imprisonment for exposing what they've signed agreements to
protect. Universities and research institutions depend on government
funding that would vanish if they challenged the nuclear narrative.

When Thomas Judge asked universities for peer review or comments on
his work, they simply didn't respond. Scientists avoid the topic entirely
rather than risk careers, funding, and freedom. This legal framework
ensures those with the expertise to expose the fraud remain silent, while
those speaking out can be dismissed as lacking credentials or access to
classified information.
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23. What connections exist between nuclear weapons denial
and other conspiracy theories?

Thomas Judge also wrote a book called "Asteroids" arguing the moon
landings were faked, based on problems with space suits and human
waste management during supposed 14-day missions. He points to
parallel issues with official narratives: the astronauts' miserable
expressions at press conferences, technical impossibilities around life
support, and the convenient death of Apollo 1 astronauts who
complained about communication problems.

He connects nuclear weapons denial to broader patterns of deception,
including climate change (his guest Delingpole wrote "Watermelons"
exposing climate fraud) and various false flags. However, Judge
emphasizes he's a "citizen scientist" who doesn't believe anything
without facts, distinguishing his scientific analysis from speculation. The
nuclear weapons hoax fits within larger patterns of using fear and staged
events for political control.

24. What problems with space suits and human biology
suggest the moon landings were faked?

Astronauts produce 3.7 liters of urine daily, which would accumulate in
bags within their suits over 14-day missions. Sweat would pool in
helmets, potentially drowning astronauts. Solid waste would remain
pressed against their bodies for the entire journey, causing severe
discomfort or infection. The Gemini missions allegedly required
astronauts to remove and replace suits in spaces smaller than a Mini
Metro, when it takes five people to properly dress someone in a space
suit.

The physiological challenges parallel those discovered with Spitfire pilots
who got decompression sickness racing to altitude. Rapid pressure
changes in spacecraft would cause the bends unless using pure oxygen
atmosphere, but Apollo switched to normal air after the Apollo 1 fire,
reintroducing nitrogen that causes decompression problems. These
biological realities make extended space missions impossible with 1960s
technology.

25. How did Spitfire pilots experiencing the bends relate to
space travel challenges?

During World War II, Spitfire pilots racing from ground level to 30,000
feet developed decompression sickness - the bends - from nitrogen
bubbles forming in their blood. Doctors didn't understand this
physiology until a doctor flying Spitfires himself researched gas
absorption effects, though he died after refusing to fire his guns due to
the Hippocratic oath.
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These same decompression issues would affect astronauts moving
between pressurized and depressurized environments. Hyperbaric
chambers to treat such conditions weren't available until the 1950s or
60s. The space program allegedly solved this with pure oxygen
environments, but after Apollo 1's fire forced a return to nitrogen-
containing air, the decompression problems that plagued military pilots
would have been insurmountable for astronauts.

26. What role did Bertrand Russell play in establishing CND
and why does this matter?

Bertrand Russell, who founded Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament in
the 1960s, was a philosopher, not a scientist. He belonged to one of the
"13 Titanic bloodlines" and served as a thought leader pushing society in
predetermined directions. His role in establishing CND appears designed
to create controlled opposition that validates nuclear weapons' existence
while channeling dissent into manageable protests.

Russell's elite background and connections to groups like the Fabians
suggest CND was created to reinforce the nuclear narrative rather than
genuinely oppose weapons. By establishing an organization demanding
disarmament, he paradoxically strengthened belief in nuclear weapons'
reality. CND's failure to scientifically verify weapons' existence reveals its
true purpose as controlled opposition maintaining the nuclear fear
narrative.

27. How has the public reacted to Thomas Judge's books and
theories?

Public reaction has been intensely hostile, with people calling him "an F-
wit" and becoming passionately angry rather than engaging with
scientific arguments. Judge describes the belief in nuclear weapons as
"like religion," with people unable to examine evidence that contradicts
lifelong indoctrination through films, documentaries, and education. The
visceral anger suggests deep psychological investment in the nuclear
narrative.

Some positive responses have emerged, particularly from Germans
interested in the Heisenberg connection and recently an American
woman with military and industry background who's writing her own
book based on Judge's research. He's had his work translated into five or
six languages by proof-readers who confirmed his central premise:
nuclear fission is not explosive. However, supporters remain a small
minority compared to hostile critics.
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28. What was Thomas Judge's professional background before
becoming a nuclear weapons denier?

Judge began as a professional saxophone player before becoming a
computer programmer and rapidly advancing to become an expert for
ICL computer manufacturer. He managed teams of 50 people
implementing government systems, worked in the City of London during
the 1986 Big Bang, and wrote software for stockbrokers. He later studied
law and was recruited by management consultants for his combined
technical and legal expertise.

His career peaked when he helped establish an investment bank from
scratch, holding a senior position until leaving in 2012. He moved to
Tenerife in 2014, returning to music and writing. Despite his successful
career, he admits to "pissing away" his money on "wine, women, and
song," giving him freedom to pursue controversial research without
financial pressures. His technical background and experience with
government contracts provided the analytical skills and insider access
that informed his nuclear weapons research.

29. Why do people have such visceral, angry reactions to
nuclear weapons denial?

People have lived for 80 years under the shadow of nuclear holocaust,
with the threat deeply embedded in their worldview through education,
media, and culture. Challenging this foundation triggers defensive
responses similar to religious believers confronting heresy. Judge
compares it to people believing in Jesus because they saw John Wayne in
a movie - the emotional investment overwhelms rational examination.

The nuclear threat serves as a organizing principle for understanding
post-war history, international relations, and current politics. Removing
this cornerstone causes psychological distress as people must reconsider
everything from the Cold War to contemporary conflicts. The anger
masks fear - not of nuclear weapons, but of confronting a lifetime of
deception and the implications for trust in institutions.

30. How has fear of nuclear holocaust been used as a control
mechanism for 80 years?

Since Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the nuclear threat has justified
unprecedented peacetime military spending, surveillance systems, and
international governance structures. The fear created NATO, the UN
Security Council structure, and numerous treaties that limit national
sovereignty. Governments invoke nuclear threats to justify interventions,
sanctions, and domestic controls that populations would otherwise
reject.
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The psychological control extends beyond policy to shape culture and
consciousness. Generations have internalized helplessness before
ultimate authority possessing ultimate weapons. This learned
helplessness makes populations more manageable, accepting of
authority, and dependent on government protection from manufactured
threats. The nuclear myth represents perhaps history's most successful
psychological operation, maintaining fear-based control for eight
decades through nothing more than conventional explosives and
propaganda.
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The Striped Kimono

A Granddaughter’s Novel and the Question of What Really Burned
Hiroshima

In 2023, HarperCollins Australia published At the Foot of the Cherry
Tree, a debut novel by screenwriter Alli Parker. The book tells the story
of her grandparents: Gordon Parker, an Australian soldier who served in
the British Commonwealth Occupation Force in post-war Japan, and
Nobuko “Cherry” Sakuramoto, a young woman who survived the
destruction of Hiroshima and later became one of the first Japanese war
brides permitted to emigrate to Australia.

Parker wrote the book to honor her family’s history. She drew on
interviews with surviving relatives, family documents, and the
documented experiences of BCOF soldiers and Japanese war brides. The
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novel is fictionalized—dialogue is invented, scenes are dramatized—but
the core events and details are grounded in what actually happened to
real people.

This makes the book an unusual kind of source. It’s not a historical
monograph, but it’s not pure invention either. It sits in the space
between testimony and narrative, shaped by a granddaughter’s desire to
understand and preserve what her grandmother experienced.

I read Parker’s novel alongside Michael Palmer, MD’s Hiroshima
Revisited, a 2020 work that makes a striking claim: the destruction of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki resulted not from nuclear detonations but from
conventional firebombing combined with poison gas—specifically sulfur
mustard—and napalm incendiaries. Palmer, a physician and biochemist,
builds his case across several evidentiary domains: the physical
destruction patterns, the medical symptoms in survivors, the burn
characteristics, the anomalous distribution of “radiation sickness” in
time and space, and the failure of physical measurements to substantiate
the nuclear narrative.

Palmer’s thesis will strike most readers as extraordinary. The atomic
bombings are among the most documented events in modern history.
Museums preserve artifacts. Survivors have testified for decades. The
scientific literature runs to thousands of papers.

And yet.

Palmer’s book methodically examines that literature and finds it
wanting. Measurements that should confirm nuclear detonation don’t
agree with each other. Symptoms attributed to radiation match mustard
gas poisoning more closely. Survivors exist at distances where the
calculated radiation dose should have been instantly lethal. The physical
destruction, examined by aviation expert Alexander de Seversky shortly
after the attack, was indistinguishable from the conventional
firebombing that had already leveled dozens of Japanese cities.

I am not asking you to accept Palmer’s thesis before examining the
evidence. I am asking you to consider what we would expect to find if his
thesis were correct.

If Hiroshima was destroyed by conventional firebombing and chemical
weapons rather than a nuclear bomb, then authentic survivor accounts—
whether recorded as history, memoir, or fictionalized narrative—should
contain details that fit the chemical /incendiary explanation better than
the nuclear one. The survivors wouldn’t have known they were providing
such evidence. They would simply describe what they experienced: what
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they saw, smelled, felt; how their injuries looked and behaved; who got
sick and when and how.

This analysis reads Parker’s novel as exactly such a source. It catalogs
passages that align with Palmer’s alternative thesis, organized according
to his major evidentiary categories. The goal is not to “prove” anything—
proof requires access to evidence that remains classified or suppressed.
The goal is pattern recognition: to see whether the testimony embedded
in a family memoir, written without any revisionist intent, independently
corroborates the picture Palmer assembles from scientific and medical
literature.

What I found surprised me.

The novel contains a scene where Gordon, serving in the occupation
force, visits Hiroshima and encounters survivors living in the rubble.
Among them is a teenage girl with distinctive scarring: “angry scarring
over her shoulder... a strange pattern, criss-crossed but curved and
raised, tucking under her arm.” Another soldier explains: “Apparently
she was wearing a striped kimono that morning.”

This single detail is worth pausing over. A nuclear flash would burn
exposed skin and spare skin protected by clothing. But this girl’s scars
reproduce the pattern of her garment—the stripes burned into her body.
This is precisely the signature Palmer identifies for chemical burns from
mustard gas, which penetrates fabric and causes more severe damage
underneath clothing, where contaminated material sits against skin.

Parker almost certainly didn’t know she was recording evidence for a
revisionist thesis. She was describing what her family had seen, what
survivors looked like, what the occupation soldiers encountered. The
striped kimono detail probably struck her as poignant and visually
striking—which it is. That it also constitutes evidence for an alternative
explanation of what burned Hiroshima is an artifact of the underlying
reality, not authorial intent.

This is the nature of triangulation. When sources that don’t know they’re
being triangulated independently point in the same direction, the
convergence carries weight.

The analysis that follows is organized around Palmer’s major evidentiary
categories: physical destruction patterns, burn characteristics, the black
rain, respiratory symptoms, environmental contamination, survivor
distribution, ocular evidence, fertility outcomes, fire behavior, and the
mass deaths in rivers. For each category, I present Palmer’s claim, then
the relevant passages from Parker’s novel. I've calibrated confidence
throughout—some evidence is strong, some circumstantial. The
cumulative pattern is what matters.
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1. Physical Destruction: Firebombing Patterns

Palmer’s Claim: Alexander de Seversky, an aviation expert who
inspected Hiroshima shortly after the attack, reported that the
destruction was indistinguishable from conventional firebombing he had
observed in other Japanese cities. Buildings survived, bridges remained
intact, and the ‘pink carpet’ of destruction matched Yokohama, Osaka,
and Kobe.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

The Landscape of Conventional Destruction: Gordon’s visit to
Hiroshima describes a scene consistent with firebombing rather than
nuclear annihilation. The novel states: ‘Piles of dirt, huge structural
beams jutting out of the rubble, the occasional power pole marking
where the side of the road was. Broken foundations that sat two inches
above the ground traced where buildings and houses had once been, roof
palings and sheeting slammed into the dirt beneath.” The description
notably includes ‘blackened trees poked up on the horizon, stripped of
their leaves’ and ‘the faint scent of an extinguished fire mixed with
something almost metallic.’

The metallic scent is significant. Palmer argues that sulfur mustard
produces a distinctive odor often described as garlic or mustard-like.
Parker’s description of a persistent, unusual smell throughout the
destroyed city aligns with this.

Surviving Structures: Palmer emphasizes that de Seversky found
‘buildings structurally intact, with outside and stone facings in place’
topped by ‘undamaged flag poles, lightning rods, painted railings.’
Parker’s novel confirms this pattern: ‘In the distance were the mountains
that surrounded the city... the town hall that had been half blasted apart,
the skeleton of a dome still visible on the top. It was one of the only
moderately intact buildings for miles, the only others crumbling brick
and concrete structures that protruded from the ground like collapsed
sandcastles.’

The survival of the town hall dome—now the famous ‘Atomic Bomb
Dome’—is presented in both accounts as notable rather than anomalous.
Palmer argues such survival is inexplicable under the nuclear narrative
but consistent with firebombing.

Comparison to Kure Firebombing: Parker explicitly draws parallels
between Hiroshima’s destruction and the acknowledged conventional
firebombing of Kure. The soldiers arrive to find ‘dark, twisted remnants
of buildings. The streets were filled with rubble, but somehow, perfectly
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untouched structures sat among the debris, a hint of life before the war.’
This pattern of total destruction interspersed with inexplicably preserved
buildings mirrors de Seversky’s observations and Palmer’s argument.

When the soldiers first glimpse Japan, they observe ‘more of these
gigantic ships, wrecked in the bay, completely useless, toppled by the
might of the Allied Powers’ and ‘scorch marks from old fires burnt black
into walls.” The novel describes Kure as ‘a crumbling city on its knees’—
language and imagery indistinguishable from its later description of
Hiroshima.

2. Burn Patterns: Clothing-Mediated Injuries

Palmer’s Claim: Burns limited to areas covered by clothing indicate
chemical rather than thermal flash burns. A nuclear flash would cause
immediate burns to exposed skin, while clothing would provide
protection. Mustard gas and napalm, however, can cause more severe
burns underneath clothing—mustard because contaminated fabric acts
as a reservoir against the skin, napalm because burning gel trapped
under clothing cannot be removed.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

The Striped Kimono: The most striking passage supporting Palmer’s
thesis involves a survivor’s scarring pattern. Gordon encounters a girl
among the survivors ‘around sixteen’ whose ‘clothes hung off her
shoulders, ragged and torn, revealing angry scarring over her shoulder.
It was a strange pattern, criss-crossed but curved and raised, tucking
under her arm.” Patrick explains: ‘Apparently she was wearing a striped
kimono that morning.’

This is precisely the pattern Palmer identifies as inconsistent with
nuclear flash burns but consistent with chemical exposure. Palmer writes
that mustard gas ‘easily penetrate[s] clothes, even in multiple layers’ and
that ‘contaminated clothes may function as a reservoir of the poison and
cause more severe damage to the skin underneath.’ The striped pattern
burned into the girl’s skin suggests the fabric trapped something against
her body rather than shielding her from a thermal flash.

Burn Scars on Survivors: Parker describes multiple survivors with
‘burn scars on their arms’ and various disfigurements. A boy is described
with ‘right eye slumped downwards, the right corner of his mouth
pointing to the ground’—facial deformity consistent with localized
chemical burns or napalm splash injuries rather than uniform thermal
flash.
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3. The Black Rain

Palmer’s Claim: The ‘black rain’ that fell on Hiroshima is often cited
as evidence of nuclear fallout. Palmer argues the rain was simply water
mixed with soot and debris from the massive fires—a phenomenon
documented in conventional firestorms. Studies of residual radioactivity
in black rain samples show negligible nuclear contamination.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

Physical Properties of the Rain: Cherry’s experience of the black
rain is detailed: ‘Around her, the injured were desperately trying to drink
the black rain, throats parched, but she kept her head down, not wanting
any of it. The rain was unavoidable; sharp raindrops flicked against her
skin and clothes, a prickle of pain every time another found her as its
target.’

The description of the rain causing ‘a prickle of pain’ on contact is
notable. Palmer argues that mustard gas can be dispersed via aerosol
and would cause immediate irritation on skin contact. Cherry notices ‘a
small hole by her waist’ in her shirt with ‘edges... black and uneven, as
though moths had eaten away at the fabric.” This chemical damage to
fabric is consistent with mustard gas exposure, which Palmer notes can
corrode organic materials.

The Makeshift Umbrella: Cherry’s instinct to shelter from the
rain—’She pulled a wide plank of wood from a pile of nearby rubble and
groaned as she set it on her back... The raindrops hit the plank of wood
with a soft hiss, but didn’t eat through to harm her’—suggests the rain
contained something caustic rather than merely radioactive. The ‘hiss’ of
droplets hitting wood implies a chemical reaction.

4. Respiratory and Systemic Symptoms

Palmer’s Claim: Acute ‘radiation sickness’ symptoms in Hiroshima
survivors closely match mustard gas poisoning: vomiting, diarrhea,
respiratory distress, bleeding, and late-onset systemic illness. Palmer
notes that Japanese researcher Sakae Shimizu, who surveyed Hiroshima
shortly after the bombing, developed hemoptysis (coughing blood)—a
symptom consistent with mustard gas inhalation, not low-level residual
radiation.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

Noboru’s Chronic Respiratory Illness: Cherry’s father Noboru
suffers from a persistent, debilitating respiratory condition. The novel
states: ‘He had started coughing in the last year of the war. It hadn’t
seemed significant at the time, to the point where none of them were
sure when it had actually started. No-one could remember him coughing

V1.0 Page 133 of 161



unbekoming.substack.com

before the firebombing in Kure but neither were they sure if he had
started after the first night of bombings or the fifth.’

The onset timing and progressive nature of this illness matches Palmer’s
description of mustard gas respiratory damage, which can develop
gradually after initial exposure and persist indefinitely. The uncertainty
about exactly when the coughing started—during a period of repeated
firebombing—is consistent with cumulative chemical exposure rather
than a single radiation event.

Symptoms and Progression: Noboru’s condition includes ‘coughing
fits’ severe enough to frighten coworkers, episodes of ‘passing out,” and
variable energy levels. ‘Some days his energy was low and he couldn’t
move much. Other days he was okay.’ This fluctuating, chronic course
matches mustard gas respiratory injury, where Palmer notes ‘slow
recovery and ‘protracted DNA and cell damage over time’ from poison
redistribution in the body.

The novel later reveals that Noboru ‘passed away in 1957, due to lung
cancer.” Palmer identifies lung cancer as a documented long-term
consequence of mustard gas exposure: ‘Lung carcinogenicity of sulfur
mustard’ is among his cited medical literature.

Cherry’s Immediate Symptoms: During her escape from Hiroshima,
Cherry experiences: ‘Bile rose in her throat and she doubled over, face
throbbing as black sludge spilled onto the road. She gasped for air,
convulsing, trying to breathe, to purge.” The vomiting of ‘black sludge,’
difficulty breathing, and facial throbbing are consistent with Palmer’s
description of mustard gas’s immediate effects, which include nausea,
vomiting, and irritation of exposed mucous membranes.

Fabric Contamination and Coughing Blood: The market scene
where Noboru appears years later is revealing. A vendor complains about
him ‘Coughing everywhere’ and damaging fabric with ‘flecks of blood.’
The vendor says: “That man will be dead soon and it’s just as well.” The
presence of blood in his cough (hemoptysis) directly parallels Shimizu’s
reported symptoms after his Hiroshima surveys—a symptom Palmer
attributes to mustard gas inhalation.

5. The Persistent Smell

Palmer’s Claim: Multiple witnesses reported a foul, persistent odor in
Hiroshima for weeks after the bombing. Palmer attributes this to sulfur
mustard, which produces a distinctive smell from industrial
contaminants. He notes that the smell ‘was noted by many’ and that
sulfur mustard ‘persist[s] in the environment for potentially long periods
of time.’
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Supporting Evidence in Parker

Kure’s Smell: When Gordon arrives in Kure months after the bombing,
the smell is still notable: ‘The smell of the city wasn’t as strong in the
barracks, but it wafted in on the breeze, making his eyes water. It was an
acrid mix of mud, burning rubble and human waste.’ The fact that the
smell causes his eyes to water suggests an irritant rather than mere
decay—consistent with residual chemical agents.

Hiroshima’s Atmosphere: Gordon’s visit to Hiroshima describes:
‘The air was sharp, the faint scent of an extinguished fire mixed with
something almost metallic.” A year after the bombing, the city still has a
distinctive atmospheric quality. The ‘metallic’ element is intriguing—
sulfur mustard breaks down into various compounds, and the technical
product contains numerous contaminants that could produce unusual
odors.

6. Survivor Distribution and ‘Radiation Sickness’

Palmer’s Claim: The distribution of survivors and acute radiation
sickness cases in Hiroshima contradicts nuclear physics. People survived
within 500 meters of the hypocenter in wooden buildings—impossible
under the radiation doses calculated for that distance. Meanwhile,
‘radiation sickness’ appeared in people who were not in the city during
the bombing but entered afterward, which Palmer argues indicates
chemical contamination persisting on the ground rather than
instantaneous radiation exposure.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

Cherry’s Survival: Cherry survives at an unspecified but apparently
close distance—close enough that her house is destroyed instantly and
her mother killed. She is inside a wooden building at the moment of the
blast. Under Palmer’s analysis, survival in such proximity to the
hypocenter, in a wooden structure, is inconsistent with nuclear radiation
but consistent with conventional explosives and incendiaries.

Late Entrants Becoming Ill: Noboru’s illness presents a puzzle in the
narrative. He was in Kure during the Hiroshima bombing—not in
Hiroshima itself. Yet he develops severe chronic respiratory illness. The
novel notes uncertainty about when his symptoms began relative to the
various firebombing raids on Kure. This pattern of illness developing in
people exposed to the aftermath rather than the initial event matches
Palmer’s argument about persistent chemical contamination.

The epilogue mentions that Noboru ‘went to [Hiroshima] to look for his
wife and daughter, hours ago’ on the day of the bombing. If he entered
the contaminated area shortly after the attack, he would have been
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exposed to whatever chemical agents persisted—explaining his
respiratory illness even though he was not present for the initial
explosion.

7. Ocular Evidence

Palmer’s Claim: Nuclear detonations produce intense thermal flash
that should cause immediate retinal burns in anyone looking toward the
fireball. Palmer titles one section ‘Acute retinal burns: the dog that didn’t
bark’—the near-complete absence of such burns in survivor records
undermines the nuclear narrative.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

Cherry’s Preserved Vision: Despite being close enough to have her
house destroyed, Cherry retains normal vision. She can see well enough
to navigate the destroyed city, identify bodies, and later live a normal
life. No mention is made of flash blindness, retinal damage, or any visual
impairment from the blast itself.

Survivor Eye Injuries: The boy with ‘right eye slumped downwards’
has facial deformity consistent with localized burn injury or chemical
damage, not the bilateral retinal burns expected from nuclear flash.
Other survivors described in the novel have various injuries, but none
are specifically identified as having the distinctive retinal or corneal
damage Palmer argues should be universal near the hypocenter.

8. Fertility and Long-Term Health

Palmer’s Claim: Radiation damages reproductive cells, causing
infertility and genetic damage. Palmer notes that actual studies of
Hiroshima survivors’ offspring found ‘only slight and non-significant
increases of genetic disease’—inconsistent with the doses survivors
supposedly received.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

Cherry’s Fear of Infertility: The novel reveals Cherry’s anxiety:
‘Despite Cherry’s fears about not being able to have children due to
radiation poisoning from Hiroshima, she and Gordon had eight
children.’ This fear was apparently common among survivors, yet
Cherry—a survivor in close proximity to the blast—had no difficulty
conceiving and bore healthy children.

The epilogue emphasizes this: ‘No marks or scars of Hiroshima, no
wounds or illness’ in her firstborn daughter Margaret. Cherry’s eight
healthy children suggest her reproductive system was not damaged by
radiation—consistent with Palmer’s argument that the actual radiation
doses were far lower than claimed, or that the injuries attributed to
radiation had other causes.
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9. The Fire and Its Behavior

Palmer’s Claim: The fires in Hiroshima behaved like those from
conventional incendiary attacks, spreading gradually rather than igniting
simultaneously. Napalm and other incendiaries create firestorms that
consume entire cities over hours, not the instantaneous vaporization
often attributed to nuclear weapons.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

Fire Spreading Over Time: Cherry’s escape narrative describes fire
as a spreading, progressive phenomenon, not instantaneous destruction:
‘hungry orange flames in the distance... The fire behind her grew bigger,
greedier, eating anything in its path, blanketing the city in a frightening
red sheen. The entire world was burning.’ The fire’s behavior—growing,
spreading, consuming—matches conventional firestorm dynamics.

Buildings Burning Days Later: Palmer quotes physician Michihiko
Hachiya noting that ‘Concrete buildings near the center of the city, still
afire on the inside’ two and a half days after the bombing. Parker’s
description of Hiroshima a year later still includes the ‘scent of an
extinguished fire’—residue of protracted burning rather than
instantaneous vaporization.

10. Deaths in the River

Palmer’s Claim: Many victims in Hiroshima sought relief in the rivers
and died there. Palmer argues this is consistent with chemical burns and
mustard gas exposure—victims attempting to wash off caustic agents or
cool chemical burns. Pure thermal flash burns would not be ameliorated
by water immersion hours after injury.

Supporting Evidence in Parker

The River of Bodies: Cherry witnesses mass death in the river: ‘It was
a body. Half burnt and mutilated. Then came another. And another.
There was a mass of debris moving with the current, but it wasn’t debris.
The survivors watched the slow-moving tsunami of the dead, hundreds
of people seeking relief in the river and dying before they found it.’

The desperation to reach water and the subsequent mass death is
consistent with chemical exposure. Mustard gas victims, experiencing
burning skin and respiratory distress, would instinctively seek water.
Palmer notes that water immersion provides only temporary relief from
mustard gas—the damage is already done once the agent is absorbed.

Conclusion: Patterns of Evidence
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Alli Parker’s novel, drawing on family history and documented survivor
accounts, contains numerous details that align with Michael Palmer’s
revisionist thesis. The evidence clusters around several themes:

Physical destruction indistinguishable from conventional
firebombing, with the same pattern of total devastation interspersed
with inexplicably preserved structures that de Seversky documented.

Burn patterns consistent with chemical agents rather than thermal
flash—particularly the striped kimono scarring, which Palmer
specifically identifies as evidence of fabric-mediated chemical burns.

The black rain described as caustic and irritating on contact, damaging
fabric chemically—consistent with dispersed mustard gas rather than
radioactive fallout.

Respiratory illness developing in survivors consistent with mustard
gas inhalation damage, including hemoptysis and eventual lung cancer—
consequences Palmer documents from chemical warfare literature.

Persistent environmental contamination producing distinctive
smells and eye irritation months after the attack—consistent with
mustard gas’s documented environmental persistence.

Survivor distribution that contradicts expected radiation patterns—
survival at close range in wooden buildings, illness in late entrants who
were not present during the initial attack.

Preserved fertility in close-proximity survivors, inconsistent with the
radiation doses calculated for their locations.

Parker wrote her novel to honor her grandparents’ story, not to advance
any revisionist thesis. The evidentiary alignment with Palmer’s
framework emerges from the underlying historical reality both authors
attempt to describe. If Palmer’s thesis is correct, we would expect
authentic survivor accounts—whether presented as history or fiction—to
contain details inconsistent with the nuclear narrative. Parker’s novel,
grounded in family testimony, provides exactly such details.

Confidence calibration: The evidence presented ranges from strongly
supportive (the clothing-mediated burn pattern) to circumstantial (the
persistent smell). Some details admit multiple interpretations. The
cumulative pattern, however, consistently aligns with Palmer’s
alternative thesis while creating friction with the orthodox nuclear
narrative. Each category of evidence independently points in the same
direction—the hallmark of triangulation from convergent sources.
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Appendix 1
The Physics in Plain English

The case against nuclear weapons begins not in the historical record but
in basic physics — the kind taught in any first-year textbook. Three
observations, taken together, make the explosive bomb impossible. None
of them require classified information to verify. None of them depend on
whether you trust de Seversky's eyewitness account or Palmer's medical
analysis. They are statements about how energy moves through matter.

If any one of the three holds, the bomb cannot work. All three hold.

This appendix walks through them in order. The reader who internalises
this material can return to the main text and hold every other piece of
evidence against this foundation. When the historical record contradicts
the official story, the physics tells you which to trust.

Objection One: Explosions Need Gas. Fission Doesn't Make
Gas.

Every explosion that has ever knocked down a building works the same
way. A solid or liquid converts, in microseconds, into a vast volume of
hot gas. That gas expands outward at thousands of miles per hour. The
expanding gas is the blast wave. The blast wave does the damage.

One gram of TNT becomes roughly a thousand grams' volume of carbon
dioxide, nitrogen, and water vapour. Dynamite produces about fifteen
hundred times its volume in gas. RDX and Semtex produce more. The
numbers vary, but the principle is identical: solid in, gas out, expanding
faster than the speed of sound.

This is what an explosion is. Without rapid gas expansion, there is no
shockwave, no overpressure, no blast. There is only heat and light.

Nuclear fission produces no gas at all.

When a uranium-235 nucleus absorbs a neutron and splits, the products
are two smaller atomic nuclei (typical fragments include barium,
krypton, strontium, caesium, iodine, xenon — the precise distribution
varies), a few free neutrons, and energy released as heat and gamma
radiation. The fragments are solid metals or, in the case of xenon and
krypton, gases that would form in trace amounts measured in
micrograms, not the tonnes of expanding gas required for a kiloton-scale
blast wave.

The energy released by fission is real. It is enormous. It is also released
in a form — heat and radiation — that cannot create a mechanical
shockwave.
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What does heat and radiation do to surrounding matter? It heats it. If
the surrounding matter is the fissile material itself, the material melts.
This is exactly what happens in a reactor accident. The Three Mile Island
core melted. The Chernobyl core melted. The Fukushima cores melted.
None of them exploded from fission. The explosion at Chernobyl was a
steam explosion followed by hydrogen combustion when extreme heat
split water molecules into hydrogen and oxygen — a chemical event, not
a nuclear one.

The reactor accident is the controlled experiment the bomb claims to
contradict. If fissile material under extreme conditions melts rather than
explodes, then a bomb cannot work by fission alone, regardless of how
the material is arranged or compressed.

Objection Two: Chain Reactions Need Slow Neutrons. A Bomb
Has No Way to Slow Them Down.

A single fission event is not a bomb. A bomb requires a chain reaction —
each fission event triggering more fission events, exponentially, in
nanoseconds. For this to happen, the neutrons released by one fission
must reliably cause further fissions in nearby nuclei.

They do not, unless they are slowed down first.

Fast neutrons — those released from a fission event at high speed — are
far less likely to cause further fission than slow (thermal) neutrons. The
probability difference, as documented in the US Department of Energy's
own handbook on nuclear physics, is between five hundred and six
hundred times. Slow neutrons cause fission. Fast neutrons mostly fly
past the next nucleus and escape.

This is why nuclear reactors contain a moderator. The moderator —
typically water, heavy water, or graphite — slows fast neutrons down
through repeated collisions, by a factor of approximately ten thousand,
until they are slow enough to reliably split the next nucleus. Without the
moderator, the chain reaction cannot sustain. The reactor cannot run.

A bomb has no moderator. A bomb cannot have a moderator. The
moderator works by slowly absorbing neutron energy through repeated
collisions over distance and time, neither of which a bomb has. The
moderator's effect requires a sustained, water-cooled, geometrically
organised reactor core — not a falling metal canister with sub-
millisecond timing requirements.

So in a bomb, the fast neutrons released by initial fission events fly
outward and escape the fissile mass without causing the next round of
fissions. The chain reaction does not sustain. The reaction terminates
before it begins.
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The official answer to this objection is that bomb-grade enrichment
(around ninety percent uranium-235, or weapons-grade plutonium) is
sufficient to overcome the cross-section problem through sheer density
of fissile nuclei. The mathematics, examined by Nakatani using modern
computational tools, do not support this. Even at maximum enrichment,
the probability that any given fast neutron will strike a fissile nucleus
before escaping is too low to sustain the nanosecond-scale exponential
cascade that the explosive narrative requires.

This is the analogy Nakatani uses: it is like trying to hit a mosquito in
Memorial Stadium with a bullet, blindfolded, in less than a second, while
the stadium is collapsing around you.

Objection Three: Reactor Meltdowns Don't Explode From
Fission

The first two objections are theoretical. The third is empirical, and it has
been demonstrated repeatedly under conditions worse than any bomb
design intends.

When a nuclear reactor loses cooling, the fissile material — already
arranged in the densest, most carefully optimised configuration ever
built for sustained fission — heats uncontrollably. Temperatures climb
past three thousand degrees Celsius. The fuel rods melt. The molten
mass collects at the bottom of the containment vessel.

It does not explode.

This has now been observed at Three Mile Island in 1979, at Chernobyl
in 1986, and at three reactors at Fukushima in 2011. In every case the
same outcome: melted fuel, molten radioactive mass, no nuclear
explosion. The explosions reported at Chernobyl and Fukushima were
chemical — hydrogen produced when extreme heat split water into its
component gases, then ignited.

If a fully enriched, optimally configured, cooling-system-failed reactor
core does not produce an explosive chain reaction, no smaller, less
optimised, briefly-assembled mass dropped from an aircraft at thirty
thousand feet is going to do so.

This is the empirical floor under the theoretical objections. The
conditions inside a melting reactor exceed those a bomb could ever
achieve in falling-time. The fissile mass is greater. The duration is longer.
The configuration is denser. And it melts. It does not detonate.
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Comparison Matrix: Explosion vs. Fission vs. Reactor

Meltdown
Conventional |Claimed
. Reactor Reactor
Property Explosion Nuclear Overation Meltdown
(TNT) ‘Weapon p
Two lighter Two lighter Two lighter
Pri COz2, N2, water |nuclei, free nuclei, free nuclei, free
rimary
vapour, other neutrons, neutrons, neutrons,
products
gases gamma rays, gamma rays, |gamma rays,
heat heat heat
Negligible
~1,000x% volume||Negligible (trace .. (any ..
Gas produced U Negligible explosion is
of solid xenon, krypton)
hydrogen,
from water)
Mechanical Yes — from gas |[No mechanism
. No No
shockwave? expansion present
Neutron speed N/A Fast Fast Fast
at release
Moderator No (no design ||Yes (water, Yes, until it
N/A accommodates |heavy water, or |, .
present? . boils off
one) graphite)
Chain reaction Cannot — fast Yes — Inltle}lly yes;
. N/A moderator terminates as
sustains? neutrons escape
slows neutrons |fuel melts

Outcome at

Massive blast

(Claimed: city-

Sustained heat

Molten mass;

maximum wave, building |]level 01(1)5521: for no
reaction demolition destruction) p . detonation
generation
Never — under Continuousl TMI 1979,
Demonstrated |Daily, across conditions ‘0 eve Y> Chernobyl
in real-world |military and where o era’fi};l 1986,
events? industrial use |[verification is P & Fukushima
reactor
allowed 2011

What this matrix makes visible is that nuclear weapons sit alone in the
column where physics has no demonstrated mechanism. Conventional
explosions do what they do because gas expands. Reactors do what they
do because moderators slow neutrons and water carries away heat.
Reactor meltdowns produce melted metal because fissile material under
extreme heat melts. Each of these has a mechanism, observable
conditions, and decades of empirical record.
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The nuclear weapon is the only entry in the column whose mechanism is
absent and whose verification has never been permitted under
conditions outside government control.

What This Means for the Rest of the Book

The historical evidence in this book — the unburned retinas, the
surviving hospital, the trees that bloomed the following spring at the
alleged hypocentre, the clothing-mediated burn patterns, the absence of
weapons-grade isotopes in the fallout, the failure of human-to-human
contagion experiments, the paper dropped from a chair at Trinity — does
not need to overcome the official story on its own. The official story has
already been overcome by physics. What the historical evidence does is
tell us what actually happened in 1945, given that the nuclear narrative
cannot be what happened.

Conventional firebombing happened. Sulfur mustard happened. Napalm
happened. Reactor waste was dispersed at the sites afterward, producing
the low-level residual contamination that subsequent measurements
have confirmed and that the official narrative cannot account for at the
levels it requires.

The physics says the bomb cannot work. The historical evidence shows
what was used instead. Together they produce a coherent picture;

separately, neither would be sufficient. This is the structure of the case
the book builds.

A reader who walks away with nothing from this book except the
contents of this appendix has the foundation. The rest is documentation.
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Appendix 2
The Hiroshima/Nagasaki Evidence Matrix

If a nuclear weapon detonated above Hiroshima at 8:15 a.m. on 6 August
1945, certain physical, medical, and environmental consequences would
necessarily follow. They are not matters of interpretation. They are
predictions that drop out of the physics and biology of nuclear
detonation as understood by the scientists who claim to have built the
device.

This appendix sets those predictions side by side with what was actually
documented at Hiroshima and Nagasaki — by occupation forces, military
inspectors, attending physicians, ophthalmologists, and the survivors
themselves. The mismatches are not subtle. They are categorical.

The pattern matters more than any single line. One discrepancy can be
argued away as anomaly. Sixteen discrepancies, each pointing the same
direction, are not anomaly. They are evidence that what happened was
not what was reported.

The Matrix

‘What Nuclear

Detonation Predicts What Was Documented

# (Domain

Dr. John Flick, examining
Severe, permanent retinal|survivors as an ophthalmologist,
scarring in everyone who |found no cases of retinal flash
looked toward the flash. |[burns. Dr. Koyama initially
Thermal radiation at this |[reported some, then revised. The
intensity burns retinas  ||broader medical literature on
instantly. bombing victims confirms the
absence.

1 ||[Retinal burns

Corneal erosion, blepharospasm
(involuntary eyelid closure), and
temporary blindness — the
established clinical signature of
sulfur mustard exposure, identical
to the Bari incident of 1943.

Retinal burns dominate.
Corneal injury possible
from heat but secondary.

Eye injuries
observed

Razed to ground,

hundreds dead. A 15- Hiroshima's main hospital stood
Hospital one kiloton blast at 1,800 feet |structurally intact. Some windows

altitude produces blown out. Nobody inside was

3 |mile from overpressures sufficient |killed. Major Alexander de

hypocentre to demolish reinforced |Seversky inspected it and so
structures at this reported.
distance.
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# |Domain What Nl.lclear . ‘What Was Documented
Detonation Predicts
] Vaporised, carbonised, or
Trees within |stripped to charcoal 170 trees survived and bloomed the
4 |2km of stumps. 500-mph blast |following spring. Many remain
hypocentre winds and intense standing today.
thermal pulse.
Utility poles, Stand}ng thr.oughout. the blast
i . zone, including topping concrete
ightning rods, gl
. Flattened, snapped, buildings near the hypocentre. De
5 |[painted . "
ors vaporised. Seversky documented "undamaged
railings, . . .
) flag poles, lightning rods, painted
agpoles 2, .o, X . "
railings, air raid precaution signs.
] Structurally intact with cornices,
Collapsed; cornices, canopies, and "delicate
Concrete . S .
1 1s decorative elements, decorations" undamaged. Window
6 |buildings near | . dow f £ 6 1 1
hypocentre window frames rames firm except multi-pane
pulverised. ones. The Atomic Bomb Dome
itself remains standing.
A "bald spot” — a circular No bald spot. No vaporisation
.. |lzone. De Seversky compared the
Ground zero |zone of total vaporisation .
7 . destruction to other firebombed
appearance directly below the "
. Japanese cities and found them
airburst. LR
indistinguishable.
] Burns reproducing the pattern of
clothing — including the
Exposed skin burned, documented case of a young
Burn patterns |clothed skin protected. |woman whose striped kimono left
8 |lon clothed The "ladder pattern" of  |criss-cross scarring underneath the
survivors selective burns following ([fabric. This is the established
light-exposed surfaces. ||signature of mustard gas, where
contaminated cloth acts as a
reservoir against skin.
] Measurements show negligible
. . nuclear contamination. Survivor
If radioactive, would descripti . .
. escriptions include caustic effects
contain measurable "
" - . X on contact, holes "as though moths
9 |"Black rain quantities of fission " AT
had eaten" through fabric, hissing
products and weapons- th d X
rade isotopes on contact.v\nt wood — consistent
& ’ with chemical aerosol, not
radioactive water.
Persistent None. Nuclear detonation|Multiple wgeks of foql, persistent
10|smell in the leaves no characteristic  ||smell -descrlbe.d by witnesses. Eye-
city odour. watering quality reported by
| occupation soldiers months later.
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# |Domain What Nl.lclear . ‘What Was Documented
Detonation Predicts

] Sulfur mustard is known to
produce a distinctive garlic-
mustard odour that persists in the
environment.

] Vomiting, diarrhoea, respiratory
distress, bleeding, late-onset
systemic illness — symptoms that

Highly characteristic: match mustard gas poisoning more
Acute . o
. . lymphocyte depletion, closely than radiation exposure.
radiation . N o
11| . hair loss within 7-14 days,||[Sakae Shimizu, the Japanese
sickness ) .
S toms gastrointestinal damage |researcher who surveyed
ymp proportional to dose. Hiroshima, developed haemoptysis
(coughing blood) — a mustard gas
signature, not a residual radiation
signature.
] Concentrated near .
; . ||Cases appeared in people who
hypocentre, radial decline . .
. SR entered the city after the bombing
Geographic with distance. People not . . ,
e Lo . — including Cherry Sakuramoto's
distribution of |present during the blast .
12 ||y . oe father Noboru, who was in Kure.
radiation cannot develop acute . L .
. " . . This pattern indicates persistent
sickness radiation sickness from D
. ground-level contamination, not
residual fallout at the < .
instantaneous radiation exposure.
levels measured.
] Multiple documented survivors
. Impossible. Calculated |within 500 metres of the alleged
Survival at o e
. |radiation doses at 500 hypocentre, sheltered only by
close range in . )
13 metres are instantly wooden structures. Palmer cites a
wooden X
buildings lethal. Wooden walls survivor 50 metres from the
offer no shielding. hypocentre, shielded by a wooden
house, who lived for several weeks.
] Very low levels of U-235 and
Significant uranium-235 |plutonium. The isotopic signature
Isotopic (Hiroshima) or matches reactor waste — material
14 (composition of|plutonium (Nagasaki) produced by sustained low-power
fallout consistent with weapons- |fission, then dispersed — not
grade material. weapons-grade fissile material
consumed in detonation.
Spatial distribution of  |igpatial patterns inconsistent with
Neutron activated isotopes (32P  |isingle-detonation activation.
svation i from sulfur, 60Co, 152Eu, |Calculated activation dates va
15 |lactivationin |, . th A ry
soil samples 54Eu) consistent with a |videly between samples taken
single airburst at the from the same location —
claimed altitude. suggesting the samples were
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# |Domain What Nl.lclear . ‘What Was Documented
Detonation Predicts

] activated at different times, by

different sources, or fabricated.
Fertility Documented infertility ?tudies.of survivor off.spring found
outcomes in |miscarriages, and ’ . only slight and n(.)n—s:lgmﬁc"ant

16 lclose- significant génetic 1nﬁ:reases 12f genetic dlselase.
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Read down the right-hand column. Every row is a documented
observation, drawn from the medical literature, military inspection
reports, eyewitness testimony, and physical measurements taken by the
very institutions that built and maintained the nuclear narrative.

What emerges is not a story of nuclear detonation with unexplained
anomalies. It is a story of conventional bombing — incendiary attacks
combined with chemical agents and reactor waste — recorded faithfully
by witnesses who described what they saw, not what they were later told
had happened.

The hospital still stands. The trees bloomed the next spring. The retinas
were unburned. The kimono pattern was burned into a girl's shoulder
under her clothing. The black rain ate holes in fabric. The fertility was
preserved. The offspring were healthy.

Each of these is a quiet contradiction. Together, they are the case.
A Note on the "Cherry-Picking" Objection

A defender of the official narrative will argue that selecting twenty data
points proves nothing — that any large historical event produces some
anomalies. The objection has a surface appeal and fails on inspection.

The data points above are not anomalies. They are the core medical,
physical, and environmental observations of the bombings. They are the
data the official narrative was built to explain — and which it does not, in
fact, explain. Each prediction in the left-hand column is what the nuclear
thesis itself requires. Each observation in the right-hand column is what
was actually documented by the bombings' own contemporary
investigators.

What the official narrative cannot do is account for the consistent
direction of the mismatch. If the data were noisy — some rows favouring
nuclear, some favouring conventional — the cherry-picking objection
would have force. The data are not noisy. Every domain points the same
way. The cumulative weight is what triangulation produces, and
triangulation is the legitimate method when the studies that would settle
the question were never permitted, or were permitted only under
classification rules that prevent their results from reaching the public.

A reader who finds even half the rows above persuasive has enough. The
whole pattern is more than enough.
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Appendix 3
The Independent Witnesses

The case against nuclear weapons has not been built by a single
researcher or a coordinated movement. It has been built independently,
across decades, by people who in most cases never met, never
collaborated, and worked from entirely different starting points —
military aviation, nuclear chemistry, applied statistics, biochemistry,
theoretical physics, citizen research, and direct security access to
weapons storage.

This is the structural feature of the case that the curious reader should
examine most carefully. When researchers approaching a question from
different angles, with different methods, using different evidence, arrive
at the same conclusion, the convergence is not coincidence. It is what
triangulation looks like when the underlying reality forces multiple
disciplines into the same answer.

What follows is the roll-call. Each entry summarises who the person is,
what they observed or proved, and from which angle. The matrix at the
end shows the pattern.

Major Alexander P. de Seversky

Russian-born American aviation pioneer, decorated combat pilot,
founder of the Republic Aviation Corporation, and author of Victory
Through Air Power (1942). De Seversky served as the United States
Secretary of War's chief consultant on bombing assessment and
inspected dozens of conventionally firebombed cities across Europe and
Japan during and immediately after the war.

He inspected Hiroshima and Nagasaki shortly after the attacks. His
angle is direct observation by a credentialed expert. His professional
speciality was assessing what bombs do to cities; he had personally
surveyed Tokyo, Dresden, Yokohama, Osaka, and Kobe before he
reached Hiroshima.

What he reported: the destruction in Hiroshima and Nagasaki was
indistinguishable from the conventional firebombing he had inspected
elsewhere. Concrete buildings near ground zero stood structurally intact,
with cornices, decorative elements, and window frames preserved. Flag
poles, lightning rods, and painted railings remained on top of buildings
that should have been levelled. The hospital one mile from the alleged
hypocentre suffered only broken windows. He concluded that 200 B-29s
with incendiary bombs could have produced identical results, and that
the bomb's effects had been "wildly exaggerated."
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He was contradicting the official narrative the moment it was issued. He
was sidelined accordingly.

Galen Winsor (1926—2008)

American nuclear chemist. Began his career in 1950 at the Hanford site,
helping to design and operate the United States' first uranium
enrichment facility. Later worked at fuel reprocessing plants in San Jose.
Over four decades he worked directly with plutonium and uranium in
production volumes.

His angle is direct material handling at industrial scale, over a working
lifetime. Winsor was not a theorist. He measured, separated,
transported, and processed the materials the official narrative claims are
uniquely lethal.

What he demonstrated: the radiation fear narrative was, in his term, a
"scare scam." Across decades of public lectures he ate uranium oxide,
swam in spent-fuel storage pools, drank water from those pools, and
handled plutonium with bare hands. He died at eighty-two of natural
causes. His estimate that a tonne of "nuclear waste" contained reusable
isotopes worth ten million dollars exposed the economic structure
underlying the disposal narrative.

His central insight, distinct from the weapons-impossibility thesis: even
if the weapons existed, the radiation fear that surrounds the entire
nuclear question is manufactured, not measured. The point matters
because it explains why the deception sustains: a population that fears
the materials cannot examine them.

Dewey B. Larson (1898-1990)

American engineer. Author of The Case Against the Nuclear Atom
(1963) and a series of subsequent works developing what he called the
Reciprocal System of physical theory.

His angle is foundational critique of atomic theory itself. Larson did not
address nuclear weapons directly. He addressed the model on which the
weapons claim depends — the Rutherford-Bohr nuclear atom, with its
dense central nucleus and orbiting electrons.

What he argued: Rutherford's 1911 gold-foil scattering experiment
admits a simpler interpretation than the one physics adopted. The alpha
particles passed through empty space between atoms, not through atoms
with hollow internal structure. If atoms are simply much smaller than
the spaces between them, the entire scaffolding of nuclear physics — the
orbiting electrons, the quantum jumps, the wave-particle paradoxes —
becomes unnecessary.
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His significance to the nuclear weapons question is upstream. If the
nuclear atom itself is a model rather than a physical reality, then the
chain reactions, criticality calculations, and weapons designs that
depend on that model rest on an interpretation that may have been
wrong from the beginning. Larson's contribution is to expose how a
single misread experiment can sustain a century of elaboration.

He was professionally marginalised throughout his career. Decades after
his death, the experimental observations he assembled — atomic
compressibility, particle interconvertibility, the absent properties of
theoretical electrons — remain unaddressed by the orthodox framework.

Michael Palmer, MD

Physician and biochemist. Author of Hiroshima Revisited (2020), and
co-author with Sucharit Bhakdi of one of the early peer-reviewed papers
questioning the COVID injection programme.

His angle is medical and biochemical analysis of the documented
evidence. Palmer reads the medical literature on the Hiroshima and
Nagasaki bombings, the eyewitness accounts of attending physicians, the
physical measurements of residual radioactivity, and the burn pattern
records left by ophthalmologists, dermatologists, and pathologists.

What he established: the medical record does not support the nuclear
thesis. Retinal burns expected from a thermal flash are absent. Eye
injuries match the documented signature of sulfur mustard exposure.
Burn patterns under clothing — the striped kimono case is the iconic
example — match chemical, not thermal, mechanism. The isotopic
composition of residual radioactivity matches reactor waste, not
weapons-grade material. Acute "radiation sickness" symptoms match
mustard gas poisoning more closely than radiation exposure. People who
entered Hiroshima after the bombing developed "radiation sickness" —
impossible from instantaneous exposure but consistent with persistent
chemical contamination on the ground.

Palmer's contribution is the medical bridge: he documents what was
actually wrong with the survivors and the late-arrivers, and shows it does
not match what nuclear weapons would do.

Akio Nakatani

Professor of applied mathematics and statistics. Author of Death Object:
Exploding the Nuclear Weapons Hoax (2017).

His angle is mathematical and statistical analysis of the physics,
supplemented by computational simulation. Nakatani works the
technical objection systematically: he applies Monte Carlo simulation
methods — the same statistical tools developed at Los Alamos — to the
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question of whether the explosive chain reaction described in the official
narrative is physically possible.

What he documented: the Trinity test crater (five feet deep, thirty feet
wide) is identical to the 100-Ton conventional TNT test conducted two
months earlier, despite the official yield of 20 kilotons. The Manhattan
Project did not solve the "energy balance problem" of nuclear weapons
until 2009 — sixty-four years after they supposedly worked perfectly.
The Lookout Mountain Studios facility in Laurel Canyon produced
19,000 classified films during the relevant period, with full Hollywood-
grade special effects capability, including 3-D pioneering work and audio
post-production. The "born secret" doctrine of the Atomic Energy Act
prevents independent verification.

His mathematical proof that explosive chain reactions are impossible
became, by his account, "born secret" the moment he completed it —
automatically classified under the Atomic Energy Act, illegal to publish.

John Hamer

British researcher and author of The Falsification of Science, The
Falsification of History, and other works examining institutional
deceptions, including the Titanic and Lusitania narratives.

His angle is historical pattern recognition and documentary evidence.
Hamer assembles the contradictions in the official record — the
photographs, the timing, the ownership of materials, the destroyed
blueprints — and presents the deception as one instance of a broader
pattern of falsified historical events.

What he contributed to the nuclear question: the systematic
documentation of impossibilities in the visual record (the Trinity test
photographs taken in conditions inconsistent with the claimed time of
detonation; the soldiers viewing without protection; the absence of
gamma-ray destruction of film), the Independent newspaper article from
1994 documenting the British H-bomb hoax of 1957, and the connection
to broader patterns of fear-based control through "born secret"
classification.

Hamer's brother, working as Ministry of Defence police at Britain's
Faslane submarine base with direct security access to weapons storage,
reported finding no warheads — not even training dummies — in the
storage areas that allegedly housed Britain's nuclear arsenal. The first-
hand testimony from inside a primary nuclear weapons facility is one of
the few direct empirical observations of the absence the rest of the case
predicts.
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Thos Judge

British researcher, author, computer technologist, and citizen scientist.
Came to the nuclear question through independent investigation rather
than institutional position.

His angle is first-principles physics combined with documentary
research. Judge works the basic physical objection — explosions need
gas, fission produces no gas — and pursues its implications through the
historical record.

What he established: the chain reaction objection extends beyond
Nakatani's statistical argument. Even if the cross-section problem were
solved, a falling weapon has no moderator, and without a moderator the
fast neutrons released by initial fissions escape before causing further
fissions. He documents the Trinity test's measurement method (paper
dropped from a chair ten miles away), the Manhattan Project's uranium
ore shortfall (76 tons against the thousands required), the Apollo space
programme's parallel impossibilities (waste accumulation,
decompression sickness, suit-changing in tiny capsules), and the
testimony of his brother at Faslane.

Judge submitted his work to universities for peer review. None
responded.

The Anonymous Former British Prime Minister

Identified only as "Jim" in the encounter Judge describes. A former
Prime Minister speaking off-record at the Westminster Arms in 1982
made admissions that, if accurate, constitute the most direct elite
confirmation of the case in the public record.

Asked why he had not used Britain's nuclear deterrent during the Suez
Crisis instead of sending men to die, his response acknowledged that
Britain "doesn't have an effective nuclear deterrent” and added that "it's
not a problem because no one else has one either." Asked whether
American presidents and Soviet leaders knew this, he indicated they
probably did. He invoked the Official Secrets Act constraints around
what he could state explicitly.

His angle is insider confirmation. The testimony cannot be
independently verified. It is included here because the conversation was
reported by Judge and because the structure of the conversation —
careful phrasing, indirect acknowledgment, invocation of secrecy laws —
fits the pattern of someone confirming what cannot be officially stated.

Hamer's Brother at Faslane
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Worked as Ministry of Defence police at HMNB Clyde, Faslane, the
Scottish base that houses Britain's Trident submarine fleet and serves as
the storage facility for the nation's nuclear warheads.

His angle is direct security access. He patrolled the weapons storage
areas. He inspected what was inside.

What he reported: nothing. No warheads. Not even training dummies.
The submarines existed; the missiles existed; the warheads did not. He
routinely told Greenham Common protesters they had nothing to worry
about because "we haven't got anything here."

The testimony, like the former Prime Minister's, cannot be
independently verified. Its weight derives from its specificity, the access
it claims, and the consistency of what it reports with the rest of the case.

Convergence Matrix
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What the Pattern Means

These witnesses approached the same question from nine different
directions and arrived at the same answer. None of them needed the
others to make their case. De Seversky's report from 1945 stands on its
own. Winsor's decades of direct material handling stand on his own.
Larson's critique of Rutherford's experiment stands on its own. Palmer's
medical analysis stands on its own.

The convergence is what makes the case difficult to dismiss. To accept
the official narrative requires accepting that nine independent
investigators, working in different disciplines and different decades, all
happened to arrive at the same false conclusion. The simpler explanation
is that they arrived at the same conclusion because the underlying reality
forced them there.

This is the structure of triangulation in a captured environment. The
studies that would settle the question definitively — independent, well-
funded, replicated peer-reviewed work — cannot be conducted under the
"born secret" doctrine. What remains possible is convergent evidence
from multiple independent sources, examined honestly, weighed against
the predictions of the official narrative.

The witnesses converge. The narrative does not.
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Appendix 4
The Suppression Apparatus

A reasonable reader who has worked through the physics, the evidence
matrix, and the convergent testimony of independent witnesses will
arrive at an obvious objection: if the case is this strong, why hasn't it
surfaced through normal scientific and journalistic channels? Why don't
physicists know? Why don't historians know? Why isn't this in the
papers?

The objection has force only if normal channels function. They do not, on
this question. They have not been permitted to.

This appendix documents the apparatus that prevents the question from
being investigated through ordinary means. It is not a single mechanism.
It is a layered system — legal, institutional, financial, and cultural — each
layer reinforcing the others. Understanding the apparatus answers the
"why doesn't anyone know" objection without invoking any conspiracy
theory more elaborate than what the relevant statutes openly state.

The apparatus exists in plain sight. It has been documented by its own
architects, in its own statutes, on its own publicly accessible websites.
What follows is the inventory.

Layer One: The "Born Secret'" Doctrine

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended in 1954, contains a
provision unique in American law. All information related to the design,
manufacture, or utilisation of nuclear weapons is classified at the
moment of its creation, regardless of who creates it, where, or under
what circumstances. Information becomes "Restricted Data"
automatically — not after a classification decision, not after government
review, but the instant it comes into existence in any human mind that
puts it on paper.

This is the "born secret" doctrine. The relevant section of the Act states
that Restricted Data includes "all data concerning... design, manufacture,
or utilization of atomic weapons" and that such data is restricted until it
is declassified. The default is classification. Declassification requires
affirmative government action.

The implications are categorical. A physicist who calculates,
independently, that explosive chain reactions are impossible has
produced "data concerning the utilization of atomic weapons" the
moment the calculation exists. Publication is a federal offence. Peer
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review is a federal offence. Sharing the calculation with a colleague is a
federal offence.

Nakatani has stated publicly that this is precisely what happened to his
Monte Carlo simulations. The mathematical proof he claims to have
produced — that the cross-section problem makes explosive fission
impossible — became Restricted Data at the instant of completion. He
cannot publish it. He can describe its existence, point at its conclusion,
and explain his methodology. He cannot show his working.

This is not Nakatani's interpretation of the law. It is what the law
explicitly says. The Atomic Energy Act has been challenged on First
Amendment grounds (notably in United States v. Progressive in 1979,
where a federal court enjoined publication of a magazine article about
the hydrogen bomb based on publicly available sources) and the doctrine
has held.

The result is a category of physical reality about which independent
verification has been criminalised. There is no other domain of physics —
not relativity, not quantum mechanics, not particle physics — where this
is true.

Layer Two: The Official Secrets Act and Equivalent Statutes

In Britain, the Official Secrets Act of 1989 (and its predecessors) imposes
equivalent obligations on anyone who has worked on nuclear weapons
programmes, has been briefed on them, or has held positions giving
access to relevant information. Disclosure is criminal. Whistleblower
protections that apply in other domains — financial fraud,
environmental violations, public health concerns — do not apply to
nuclear weapons information.

Similar statutes exist in France, in the nuclear-armed Commonwealth
nations, and in equivalent forms in the Soviet successor states. The
architecture is multinational and uniform.

The practical effect: the people best positioned to know whether the
weapons exist as described — the engineers, technicians, security
personnel, military officers — cannot say what they know without facing
imprisonment. The anonymous former British Prime Minister whose
testimony Judge reports made his statements off-record, in a pub, on
Christmas Eve, while explicitly invoking the Official Secrets Act as the
reason he could not state plainly what he was indirectly acknowledging.

Hamer's brother at Faslane spoke to family members. He did not write a
book. The institutional pressure operates in exactly the way the statute is
designed to make it operate.
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Layer Three: The Nuclear Suppliers' Group and the Uranium
Institute

In 1975, two London-based organisations were established to manage
the nuclear question at the international level. Their existence is publicly
acknowledged. Their function is rarely examined.

The Nuclear Suppliers' Group ("the London Club") was founded as a
semi-secret coordinating body for nuclear technology export. Its initial
membership — the United States, Britain, Canada, France, Germany,
Japan, and the Soviet Union — covered every nation with civilian or
military nuclear capability. Its purpose, in the language used by F.
William Engdahl in A Century of War, was to "secure self-restraint on
nuclear export." In practice this meant centralising decisions about who
could acquire what, when, and from whom.

The London Uranium Institute, formed the same year, brought together
the world's major uranium suppliers — Canada, Australia, South Africa,
the United Kingdom, and aligned producers. Its function was to
coordinate supply, pricing, and access.

Both organisations served, in the term used by an Aspen Institute figure
quoted in Engdahl's account, "to take the bloom off the nuclear rose."
The phrase referred to suppressing nuclear energy's challenge to oil.
Whether the deeper purpose was protecting petroleum profits,
preventing independent verification of weapons claims, or both, the
institutional effect is the same: nuclear technology is centrally managed,
peripherally accessible, and never independently audited at any level
that could expose discrepancies.

Layer Four: Lookout Mountain Studios

A 100,000-square-foot classified film production facility was constructed
in Laurel Canyon, Los Angeles, beginning in 1947. Its existence was
classified until the late 1990s. Its operations are now partially
declassified. The facility's own published history acknowledges what it
produced.

Lookout Mountain Studios produced approximately 19,000 classified
films during its operational period, more than the combined output of
Hollywood's major studios over the same span. Its personnel included
John Ford, Jimmy Stewart, Walt Disney, Marilyn Monroe, and other
Hollywood professionals working on undisclosed projects under
classified clearances. Its capabilities included full sound stages,
processing laboratories, animation departments, special effects
(including pioneering 3-D work), audio post-production, and
overdubbing.
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The facility's stated purpose was the documentation of nuclear weapons
tests. The capabilities described above exceed by orders of magnitude
what documentation requires. Documentation requires cameras and
processing. Lookout Mountain Studios had everything needed to
fabricate what it was supposedly recording.

The Operation Greenhouse nuclear test series of 1951 produced, on the
public record, a "second draft script for Operation Greenhouse." This
phrase appears on US government websites in connection with the test
series. Real events do not require scripts. The documentation of real
nuclear tests would not be drafted, revised, and finalised through
screenwriting workflow.

The facility represents the production capability that the deception
requires. Its existence does not prove the deception. Its capabilities are
consistent with the deception in ways that the orthodox explanation
cannot account for.

Layer Five: The Peer Review Wall

Beyond the formal legal apparatus sits the informal institutional one.
Universities depend on government research funding. Research
laboratories depend on grant cycles administered by the Department of
Energy, the Defence Department, and equivalent national bodies.
Journals depend on the academic establishment that depends on the
funding. Each layer reinforces the others.

A physicist who challenges nuclear weapons orthodoxy is not arrested.
He is not funded. His grant applications are not approved. His papers
are not accepted. His tenure is not granted. His students do not graduate
into employment. The professional cost is sufficient to ensure that few
physicists ever investigate the question, and those who do investigate it
do so privately, without institutional support, and publish — if at all —
outside the standard journals.

Judge submitted his work to multiple universities for peer review. He
received no responses. The non-response is the response. There is no
academic forum in which the question can be examined under standard
scientific protocols, because the institutional structure does not permit
such a forum to exist.

This is not unique to nuclear weapons. It is the same dynamic visible in
pharmaceutical safety research, in tobacco-funded health studies prior to
the 1990s, and in climate science prior to the consolidation of the current
orthodoxy. What is unique to nuclear weapons is the formal legal layer
that makes the informal institutional pressure unnecessary. Even if a
physicist wanted to investigate, the Atomic Energy Act ensures that any
conclusions become Restricted Data the moment they are reached.
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Layer Six: The Cultural Substrate

The legal and institutional layers operate within a cultural substrate that
has had eight decades to consolidate. Generations have been educated
into the nuclear narrative through textbooks, films, news reporting,
museum displays, and the entire architecture of post-war geopolitics.
The Cold War, the arms race, NATO, the United Nations Security
Council structure, the non-proliferation treaty regime, contemporary
tensions over Iran and North Korea — all are organised around the
assumption that nuclear weapons exist as described.

A reader who accepts even the possibility that the weapons do not exist
must reconsider the entirety of post-war history. The cognitive cost is
enormous. Judge has documented how readers respond to his work with
visceral anger rather than scientific engagement. The anger is not
irrationality. It is the predictable response to a challenge that asks the
reader to revise everything they have been taught about the world they
live in.

The cultural substrate enforces the orthodoxy without anyone having to
decide that it should. People believe what they have always been told.
People who challenge what they have always been told are dismissed as

cranks. The dismissal is automatic, performed by the social environment
without any centrally directed effort.

Layer Seven: Controlled Opposition

The most sophisticated layer of the apparatus is the one that simulates
dissent. Organisations that appear to oppose nuclear weapons in fact
reinforce the assumption that the weapons exist.

The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, founded in Britain in 1957 with
Bertrand Russell as its first president, has campaigned for sixty-eight
years against the use of weapons it has never independently verified.
CND has not, at any point in its history, commissioned an independent
scientific investigation of whether the weapons it opposes actually
function as claimed. Its campaign assumes the weapons' reality and
works exclusively on questions of policy.

The result, intended or otherwise: an organisation positioned as the
principal critic of nuclear weapons becomes one of the principal
validators of their existence. To oppose nuclear weapons is to
acknowledge them. The opposition reinforces the orthodoxy it claims to
challenge.

The same pattern recurs in arms-control negotiations, non-proliferation
treaty work, and the entire architecture of "responsible” nuclear
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discourse. Every voice in the conversation, on every side, presupposes
the central fact. The presupposition is what the conversation produces.

What the Apparatus Means for the Reader

The seven layers are not equally rigid. The legal layer is iron. The
institutional and cultural layers are softer but mutually reinforcing. The
controlled opposition layer is the most subtle and probably the most
effective.

What they produce, together, is a question that cannot be settled through
normal channels because normal channels have been removed. The
studies are not funded. The data are classified. The witnesses are
silenced by statute or by professional consequence. The cultural
environment dismisses challengers as cranks. The opposition
movements validate the very claim they appear to oppose.

This is the legitimate ground for triangulation as a method. When the
studies that would answer the question definitively are prevented from
being conducted, the question does not become unanswerable. It
becomes answerable only through the convergence of multiple
independent lines of evidence — physical, historical, medical,
observational, testimonial — none of which on its own would suffice, but
which together produce a pattern too consistent to dismiss.

The apparatus answers the obvious objection. Nobody knows because
the apparatus is designed to ensure nobody knows. The same apparatus
is what allows the case to be built only through the unconventional
methods this book uses. It is not coincidence that the people who arrived
at the same conclusion did so as outsiders, working independently,
publishing through small presses or self-publication, using primary
sources and first-principles reasoning rather than peer-reviewed
institutional research.

The peer-reviewed institutional research has been illegal for seventy-
eight years.

That is the apparatus. The case is built around it because it has to be.
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