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CHAPTER THIRTY FIVE
Adamski’s Photographs

Adamski received strong condemnation for his photographs.  They look like
fakes.  This craft looks like it was fabricated in a machine shop.

This is the famous AVenusian Scout@ supposedly taken by Adamski on De-
cember 13, 1952.  Adamski stressed that this particular photo should be printed
showing both the field of view of the telescope and internal lens reflections, lower
right.

He is shown using his 6-inch telescope with an Ihagee plate attachment at
Palomar Gardens.

The port holes appear as though they were machined in a cylindrical drum.
The most immediate hole on the left shows light coming through from a hole on
the opposite side of the object.  Either the port holes have no protection against
the outside environment, or a completely transparent substance covers the holes.

Do celestial beings need mechanical windows to observe from inside their
craft?

Barney Hill had this to say:
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It C looks C like a C big C pancake.  With windows C and rows of
windows, and lights.  Not lights, just one huge light. . . . Rows of win-
dows. They=re not like a commercial plane.  Because they curve around
the side of this C this pancake . . .

“Carlos” provided verification of Adamski’s “port hole” windows. Many re-
porters have described windows around the periphery of the disk craft.

Adamski published several photographs of this object.  He captured pictures
of the underside of the craft.

Betty Andreasson provided verification of the “three-ball” undercarriage, al-
though she thought perhaps it was four balls.  She couldn’t remember correctly,
but her celestial hosts made visible a view while the craft sat on the ground.

If they can make a view visible to the human eye, why not make a view visible
to a human camera?

Why did Adamski’s space Visitors maneuver the craft for his convenience, in
order that he could so clearly photograph the underside of the craft at Palomar?

The Silver Spring film included the underside of that craft, shot by Adamski
from the Rodeffer patio, but when the film was returned from developing that
portion was missing. Nevertheless, the Silver Spring object shows striking similar-
ity to the Palomar Garden object, supposedly shot thirteen years earlier.
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The object at Silver Spring is nearly identical in design to the one at Palomar
Gardens. If we assume that Adamski faked the photos from Palomar Gardens we
are stuck with the fact that our celestial Visitors committed resources and mate-
rials to duplicate that object.  Then Adamski is elevated even more to a unique
importance. They went to the trouble of confirming him as their agent.

If Adamski fabricated the object at Palomar Gardens, what prevented him
from fabricating the object at Silver Spring? It is one thing to fake an object for
still photographs through a telescope; it is quite another to fling an object around
a neighborhood to be photographed by a movie camera.

How would he have the resources to cause a fabricated object to fly about
the Rodeffer house, witnessed by government agents engaged in his surveillance,
and with such powerful manipulation, while unknown to Madeleine and Nelson
Rodeffer?  Where did he hide an object which, through triangulation against the
trees, was estimated to be twenty-seven feet in diameter?

On the other hand we may understand this episode as a farewell to Adamski.
He was near his death.  They were giving him this goodby to show the value they
placed in him.  He certainly had that solace in the last days of his life, even if he
did fabricate stories, episodes, and photographs.

1. Main body curving down in same shape in both objects.
2. Cupola mounted above main body, with same shape and proportions in

both objects.
3. Cupola top similar shape in both objects, with circular “ridge” around the

top.
4. Small knob protrusion on the top similar in both objects.
5. Three ball “undercarriage” the same in both objects.
6. Three ball “undercarriage” equally spaced in both objects.

The several photos selected from the film strip show the object in motion
between shots.  The background trees make this obvious.

The individual balls of the undercarriage were protruding and retracting dur-
ing the episode. This may be seen in a sequence from the film strip.

Importantly, the object is under optical distortion from side to side.  Some
individuals who examined the film proposed that the distortion was caused by the
rotation of the object not synchronous with the shutter rate of the camera.  This
is illustrated, for example, by the wheels of an automobile appearing to rotate
backwards when the automobile is being photographed in forward motion.  But
any rotation of the object had to be fairly slow to show the ball undercarriage
clearly moving up and down during this short clip. Furthermore, optical distortion
in the shape of the object is not caused by mechanical motion, but by light being
modified in how it reached the camera and the observers from different points on
the object.

Such optical distortion could only be caused by an intense electromagnetic
or gravitational field producing differences in the way the light is perceived from
different parts of the object. In some of the frames the distortion is hardly visible,
while in other frames it is prominent.  This suggests a shape of the field not
symmetrical around the object. The reason for the asymmetry is not easily ex-
plained. We know from Einstein’s equations that the massive gravitational field of
the sun, for example, produces very little bend in the light from distant stars. We
needed such large gravitational mass to measure the minor bend of light. For this
object to appear so distorted would require gravitational fields of magnitudes far
beyond that of the sun or our imagination. On the other hand, perhaps the distor-
tion is caused by electromagetic effects, and not gravitational influence. Even so,
the fields must be intense beyond our ability to grasp.

A natural question is why such fields would not extend out into the surround-
ing environment to be felt by the entire neighborhood.

We can gain some insight by noting the remarks made to Daniel Fry and by
phenomena observed by other witnesses.

These photographs were examined by several government agencies, includ-
ing NASA.  The experts concluded that the shots were of a real object maneuver-
ing about the Rodeffer home.  No conclusion was published about the source of
that object.

Note the similarities:


