The Allais Effect and Majorana
by Miles Mathis

In the 19508, Maurice Allais discovered a variation in pendulum motion duringvbi& with
the anisotropic paraconical pendulum. The most important variationdisegvered during
solar eclipse, but he also found a standard variation that recabmd every 24 hours,
minutes. Allais used these variations to propose that neith&rtoNmn nor Einsteinie
gravitational mechanics were complete. He presented a theoetitaeted on the idea of a ¢
of ether, or what he called an anisotropy of space. According to his, rélguired
reassessment of the experiments of Michelson/Morley and Maliet most importantly of tl
theory underlying Relativity.

Three things have conspired to keep Alldiiories and findings out of the mainstream. Fii
that he became more famous as an economist, winning the NabelilPEconomics in 198
Physics does not currently take kindly to autodidacts, amateurs, orrathdenured “non-
professional” in physics. Second is that he has made some rather politically incoynectent
about Einstein, calling him a plagiarist. | have no intention oérend a debate about f
politics of priority here, so we will move on. Third is that he cadirts the standard model,
that is his real offense. The first and second faults here would be overlookedar the third.



| discovered Allais in a rather roundabout way. | was reading a book by WebgikyTand h
mentioned Allais. | am not an economist and not much interestecbimomics, so | had ne
heard of him. Being universally curious, however, and in full contrehpfcomputer, | did
quick search. In this way | learned not only about his economic thewdesh | find fairly
compelling, but also about his physical theories, which | am s$itlosiering. My French is n
really good enough to read at speed through scientific papers, andpartycd Allais’ physica
output has been translated.

At any rate, | saw fairly quickly that Allaigffects fit into my theory like a hand in a glc
with or without taking his theories along with his effects. And thavhy | have rushed tf
paper into print, even before | fully understood A’ own ideas about his effects. It may
that he and | agree on many things; or not. My opinions on Relativity &ftel&on/Morley ar
well known to those who want to know them, so | will have to letrsthempare my opiniol
to those of Allais. For now it is more important that | tida&s’ pendulum to my theory
gravity and E/M, and specifically my correction to tides.

| have shown in a series of papers that what has been dadlegavitational field is in fact
compound field, one that includes both the field of gravity and the faondatE/M field. |
have even presented equatioAshref="http://milesmathis.com/uft.htmthat show how i
separate the two fields out of Newtsrequation. In this way | claim that | have found
unknown field of Allais, and the cause of his effect.

This brings me to Majorana. In researching Allais, | atsmbled on another experiment the
now mostly hidden, that of Quirino Majorana. His nephew Ettor@nsesvhat better know
both for being called a genius by Enrico Fermi and for his mystedisappearance. Quirinc
now mentioned only in regard to “gravity shieldingfe has no page of his own at Wikipe
and the page on gravity shielding is a whitewash. Nor is it only W&t has been cleans

Majorana’s original papers from 19b@re no longer available #&hilosophical Magazine
although the journal does exist. You dagven order them online, since the back issues s
1925. Other papers relating to gravity shielding have also been rdnfoveexample a pafg
that was until recently at adsabs.Harvard.edu called Experiment Concerning Gravitatio
Shielding” by L.B. Slichter, M. Caputo and C.L. Hagar, 198fyrnal of Geophysical Research

The only thing | could come up with on the internet at short notideeisesponse to Majorz

by H.N. Russell from 1923.The Wiki page on gravity shielding neglects to mention
Majorana came to his theory, like Allais, via pendulum experisydntt Russell is nice enot
to tell us this himself. He also tells urbfessor Majorana, in a very interesting serie
papers, has proposed a new theory of gravitation, with experimental evidepporting i”
Notice that last bit. Although Russell contradicts all of dapés conclusions, he is gracic
enough to admit that some evidence was presented. Wiki wardghisk Majorana just pulle
his ideas out of the air, proposing a new extinction coefficient girtgplbe contrary. B
extinction coefficient, they mean h in this equation:

F=[GMm/2 e ™

But Majorana and Russell wrote it like this



F=[GMm/? e M 9]

Where h is “a second universal constant, that of absorption atajian” [quote from Russe
and is the density of matter along the line of attraction.

Because the best laboratory experiments have produced “an uppéodishielding of 4.3x10

15 m2/kg” [Wiki], we are told that Majorana cannot be correct. Russellipthgs way: he say
that any new field must create a force, and that current equations and data hawen for suc
a force. Take the Moon as an example, he says. If e takes oneasunable value in t
equation above, F must change and with it any and all orbital numbers.

Russell is quite right about this, so rather than defend Majoramall defend my owi
equations. | will push both Majorana’s findings and Allargo line with mine, showing th
neither Russell’'s nor any of the standard madblstorical complaints touch my theory. N
of the critiques against Majorana or Allais concern me, sincegquations and theory are
theirs.

Before | show this, | will make a short diversion into LeSagblave to admit that | ju
discovered LeSage during this research into Allais and Majotrdreeve been making my o\
way since the beginning, and have not always been aware of those wimadh@dimilar pat!
in the bush before me. Lesage (c1750), following Duillier (c1690), is famogsdposing whe
is called push gravity. This is an explanation of gravity by whicblgécts are radiating a fie
Attractions are then caused by shielding this field. | have bestaken as a proponent of 1
field, and | now see why (especially considering my new paper on Cabemdnereby tt
attraction is caused by shielding). But my theory is not push gravity.

Majorana has been tied to LeSage, since he also proposes shieldings Bou can see frc
Russell's description above, Majorana is proposisga@ndfield, and only the second field i
shielding field. This is closer to my theory, since we have twddibere, but Majorangatheon
and equation are not equivalent to mine either. Majorana does hat second field to E/M,
explain how it fits into Newton’s equation. As you can see, he wanesld an effect t
Newtor’s equation, which must push it out of line. But | take Newgaguation to be corre
theninsertmy E/M field directly into it. This means that with my equatioms,variance fror
current numbers will be found, unless the E/M field is blocked. E&hisow my equatior
answer both Russedl’paper and all more recent critiques of push gravity, shieldiagAHais
effects. | dont propose any variance from current numbers, since | show that (Retasvity)
Newtor's equation is correct. Rather, | show that Newton’'s equadiopady describes
compound effect, and that the numbers we have now are compound numcberged by
differential field. We could not find variance unless we blocked or other of the tv
constituent fields.

However, | have also denied that gravity can be blocked. | haveedeafravity as accelerati
only, and acceleration cannot be blocked. In this way | concur teitidard model assumptic
and the equivalence principle of Einstein. The gravitational compaiehe compound fie
cannot be blocked or shielded in any fashion. Only the E/M component dfetd can b



blocked, and this is what is happening in Cavendish. Once Mdi&d is blocked, you get
variance in the total field. But this would not affect orbitahtbers or any other astronom
numbers. All our experimental values would be expected to standnwitkquation,excep
values achieved during eclipseBuring eclipses, we would have shielding by solar sy
bodies; and only during events like this would our equations behave hlaeel shown tt
Cavendish equations behave. In normal situations, my equations aa¢ albtike those ¢
LeSage or Majorana, neither numerically nor theoretically.

This is all to say that neither LeSage nor Majorana nor Apjabposed the correct differen
field. The correct differential field would show no variancenfrédewtons equation und
normal circumstances, confirming current data, but show the reasarariance during ¢
eclipse, confirming their own data. Allais gives us no specifjigagons, that | have four
Majoranas equation fails as | showed above, since it would show variarede situations. |
his equation, the variable F changes with any and all field tieshg$or . Variations in hi
second field must cause a variation in F, and these variatidnis second field would alwa
be present. All real fields have real densities, so thakall equations would have to dev
from Newton. In my equation, this is not so. My equation is

F=E+H

Where E is the foundational E/M field and H is the gravitationald fcaused only
acceleration. F is then the compound field found by Newtequation. So neither of my fie
is an addition to Newton. Newton’s equatialieady included them, so no variance will
found, short of an eclipse.

This is just to say that Majorarsfield density is external to the classical and currentig ate

value for F. This is because the variabls not part of the term GMmAAR His field density i
external to that term, and therefore outside of F. But my fieldityeis a part of F. In my thec
and equations, the field density is important only regarding E, Imip&rt of F, as you can ¢
by the equation F = E + H. If the field density is part of ks #@lso part of F. My density is t
external to F.

Many of the so-called “crank%olutions posted on the web to the Allais Effect and
anomalies have the same problem Majorana had with his equatiomot tlunk most of the:
solutions come from cranks, but they are mistaken. The standard maaeb mistaken, :
calling people that are wrong “crankis’ hardly to the point. It would be better to show w
they are wrong. Les look at one: the highest listed on a current web searnhZ088). Thi
belongs to Joseph Ndurinitp://blackholethermodyn.site.voila.fr/enter.himiho has been ve
active recently, posing his solution in many forums. Mr. Ndwrigblution is no worse th
Majorana’s, and Majorana was no crank. But they fail for the saason. Mr. Ndurirs centre
equation is this one:

F=(-Gmm, + kqlqz)ulr/r2 +( gmm, + 0,0, )V1><(V2><u|r)/r2

Not a bad looking equation, except that you can immediately see thatilhgive a straigl
addition to Newton’s equation. Mr. Nduriri’s F, like Majorana’s HJ wot match Newtors in



normal circumstances. And Mr. Ndursiaddition is not a relative one. He is trying to adc
E/M field to the equation, in the same way | did. The problenhas his equation gives
variation even when we ddniant or need variation. It predicts variance in situationsviie
know, experimentally, have no variance. What Mr. Nduriri wants is an equasibimtludes h
E/M field within the old F, that is to say, within GMrﬁ/rBut the form of his equation mal

this impossible. He has Newton’s equation, and then some. BubNevwequation is alrea
correct. It doesn’t fail. It only fails to include the E/Mléie So Mr. Nduriri's equation cahbe
the correct one.

LeSage proposed that gravity was a push. | show that our fieldeaoisdaoth a real push and
apparent pull. Two fields. Majorana proposed two fields like mejraongposition like me, b
he added the opposition outside of F, as another term in the@gudiave shown that it mt
be included within F, as a part of the classical measured force.

But notice that my inclusion of the second field within F does hahge the mass of eitl
object. You will think that it must change either the mass orabais, since those are the ¢

variables we have in the term GMn%/,Fbut | have shown that it doesmvork that way. Russ¢
proposed, like me, that the variation must be within Ne’'s equation itself, within F, and
was correct in that. But he thought the only other place the ioarieduld take place is with

the masseS.This is not true. Look at my segregated equation again:
F=E+H

H=m(A+a)

E = [GMm/RZ] - [m(A + a)]

Where H is the gravitational part of the equation and E is the foundaftvidleld. Obviously
F is not going to change from the values of Newd@yuation, unless you block E. If you bl
E, then the F will become H. But the masses in F and H andtBheasame. | dobh’propose ar
change in mass, whether E is blocked or not. The m in H and iex&adtly the same. Variar
is not caused by a change in mass or by an absorption of gravitgalised by blocking tl
E/M field, and this causes the full expression of H. Which m#satgyravity is never absorb:
In normal circumstances, gravity (H) is partially offset byOEset not absorbed. But during
eclipse, H would express itself without the presence of E, becoming greater.



Now let me show you how this solves the Allais Effect. In a 1SBldipse, we dcd't have
straight blockage of an E/M field, so the effect is not the sirap&el have just glossed. Yes
a Solar Eclipse, the SE/M field would be blocked. But | have shown in other papers th
Sun’s foundational E/M field is negligible at the distance of Eaeth, so this won’help u:
explain anything. And in a Solar Eclipse, we still have the EAW fof the Earth and Moc
unaffected by any blocking or shielding. So we cannot find the AllaiscEfby a simpl
differential. What is blocked in a Solar Eclipse is the S@fand, and the importance of this
shown in the third part of my tidal seriep://milesmathis.com/tide3.html

Up to now, given standard model equations, blocking the Solar Wind woulhnetexplaine
anything. As long as tidal and pendulum effects were explainedasrdgyavitational, the loss
the Solar Wind could not have been of any import. But now that | Hamensthat Newtorg
equation always includes the foundational E/M field, the Solar Whndt play an importa
role in many motions that were always thought to be gravitational.

Concerning tides, | showed that the main cause of influencéhedsundational E/M field, n
gravity. That is to say, the same field that mediates dheefbetween the proton and elec
mediates the tides on the Earth, and is a player in all fatcal levels in the universe. Up
now, QED has ignored the mechanics of quanta interaction, studying onhbiit@sa The
mediator of the field has not yet been discovered, and has abt been sought or ev
hypothesized. What we have now is only the skeleton of a theory abousengesphoton, o
that can cause both attraction and repulsion. | have shown thditebig ts nommechanical ar
theoretically useless, and | have replaced it with one thabie consistent and useful. | don’
need to restate that theory here; it is enough to show that amyislac(even the one we he
now consisting of messengers photons), once shown to exist, mustadasty at the quantu
level, but at all levels. Any field that is more than an intdllal abstraction must exist in sps
If it exists, it cannot stop existing once you leave the quantulch fidodern physicists ha
assumed, without doing any math, that this quantum field must bemaib te effect macro-
objects, but this assumption is false. Actually, no one that | kofolaas even thought to ¢
about the macrpresence of this field, since the field has never yet moved beyond &
mathematical postulate. If physicists have not found it negessajive this field a meaningi
mechanical expression at the quantum level (and they hawehy would they think to apply
to the macrowvorld? Due to specialization, most quantum physicists have forgdtegnthte
macro-world even exists. Many of them state out loud thatasmlg really: we wouldrt’ever
havea macro-world if it weren’t for decoherence, according to them.

At any rate, it is this field that | am calling the foundational E/M fiedddifferentiate it from tr
E/M field mediated by electrons. The foundational E/M field contifedésmore obvious field
electricity and magnetism, but the two fields atetie same thing. One is mediated
electrons, the other by some kind of photon (we assume). Buthisitatter field that caus
tides. And it is this field that | will show must effect a pendulum.

In my tidal papers, | have actually shown a number for this fielHath. At the surface of t

Earth, the field causes an acceleration of -.009545nms/ector opposition to the accelera
of gravity. If this field is blocked, then the compound field increases)ping the number f
gravity, 9.8, up to 9.81. So if you block the foundational E/M field, youghtevouldincrease
throwing a wrench into the anti-gravity efforts of NASA (see below).



But, as | already said, an eclipse will not block this field.sTield arises mainly out of t
Earth. The Moon’s field affects it, but the Ssirfleld does not affect it appreciably. So €
during an eclipse, the field is present. Neither the gravitatioeldl nor the foundational E/
field is being blocked during an eclipse, which is what makes ngrythend equations
interesting. | am not proposing some simpimded affect, | am proposing a comg
mechanical explanation, complete with equations and numbers. And, tasist out, m
explanation confirms the most orthodox explanation of the Allais Efé@cording to NASAS
own website. NASA lists possible causes of the anomaly, and ‘fsale@tion” is one of them--
the least controversial of all. It is nice to be slightly non-controvefi@ialnce.

| have shown that with tides, the Solar Wind is the main cafispring and neap variations.
the third part of my tidal series | even provided the numbigps//milesmathis.com/tide3.htmll

showed the acceleration from the Moon to be 4.7'}01:@/52, and the acceleration of the S

Wind to be 1.87 x 18° m/sz, providing a 40% variance between spring and neap pos
You will say that is a very small acceleration, but it iplegal to a kilogram, so it is not
negligible force. In fact, | just showed in my last paper befores tlune
http://milesmathis.com/caven.htithiat it is about the force acting in modern Cavendish de
enough to move lead balls in a very short time. In considering pendulum vesjatie will loo}
at the same factors, but change the positions of the players.

Basically, the Solar Wind draws off energy from the Edtion E/M system. Both bodies m
use energy blocking the Solar Wind, and this energy comes from the &dviBut the Eartl¥
use of its E/M field to block the Solar Wind varies dependingherpbsition of the Moon. Tr
is simply because the Moon is an important player in the combigled i fact, | have shov
the numbers that prove that the Moon is a very large player in this drama, haestty ajreate
foundational E/M field than would be expected according to the standad#l. This i
obvious, regardless, since the standard model doeger know about the existence of the |
| am talking about; but even if they did admit its existence, they would never ¢xpddbon t
have a field as active as it has. In a nutshell, this is becausritigational E/M field is emitte
by quanta, and it increases in strength with smaller sphermaiombjects. That is to say, t
emitted field becomes denser very fast, with decreasingasidesquivalent object density, (
simply to the nature of a spherical field. | have shown thaviihen has a stronger foundatio
E/M field than the Earth, not just relatively, but absolutely.

At any rate, | have shown that it is this field that causdsstilt is this field that allows foi
force at a distance, since this field is a real bombardingl. fiEhe Moon does have
gravitational field, but this field is an acceleration field, anuhoa affect the Earth at a dista
(except as it directly and mechanically affects the nalt&iM fields between the Earth ¢
Moon). Given that fact, it is clear how the Solar Wind interrupts téid.fAs | said, it draws o
energy from this field. The field is required to expend potergiadling off the Solar Wind, a
it expends this potential whether parts of the Wind are postiveegative. | show this in mc
detail in my tidal papers.

However, during an eclipse, the Solar Wind is blocked part@llgompletely over extend
areas of the Earth. This must give rise to a temporary incneabke total potential and to
E/M field in those areas. The E/M field isrbeing sapped as much by the Solar Wind,
increases. If we plug that effect into my differential equatk = E + H, we must find



temporary decrease in F, or in what we now call gravity. Since &ways negative to H,
might be clearer to write the equation F = B.-H never changes, since it is an acceleratiol
depends only on the size of the Earth; nor can it be blocked. So if E gets largersimajésr.

You can see that this immediately gives us not one, but two evisibécts during eclipse. \
have a more active E/M field, which will cause motions dueh&d variance; and we hav
separate but related decrease in weight of all objects in the vicinity.

My theory also explains why gravimeters are less likely to dinédriation during eclipse thai
pendulum. Ol-style gravimeters would have been more likely to find the saneeteffis
pendulum, since the mechanism of these gravimeters was a spspgné, like a pendulum,
a macroebject. It is a rather large object, one that you can hold in yod. s is importal
because these large objects create surfaces that interiactthei E/M field. But new:
gravimeters are fancier things. They work with laser interfeters, measuring fringes, ¢
lasers cut right through a photon field. More importantly, these naghimes are very small.
modern drop machine has a tiny object falling only 20cm, and ami$éall machine may ha
an even smaller object moving through only 4cm. This makes theofimeasurement on t
order of 200ms. The interaction with the field has been minimgmdsee, and so it should
surprise anyone that variations are difficult to measure wittmodern gravimeter. Curre
scientists are assuming they are measuring an acceleratworiig] with no emitted particle
Strictly, they are measuring a motion, not a field. But if the BA is involved, as | ha\
proven, then the gravimeter should be made to test larger objemtggreater times, not i
reverse. A useful device, measuring a compound field, must allowdobstantial interactic
with the emitted field. Otherwise it will under-report thisld. If you undereport this field
you have failed to find the existing variation. This is what ippeaing with small, fa
gravimeters.

Now let us return to Alla’ pendulum. | have shown that F should decrease under an ¢
according to the mechanics of my fields. If we decrease F, we decrease ¢

T=2 ( Lig)

That is the equation for the period of the pendulum. If we deergasve must increase
Allais’ pendulum should swing wider. Allais reported no such increase, sinaeaseno
measuring the period.

But Saxl & Allen reported precisely that in their famous tmrgpendulum experiment of Mai
7, 1970, published in PRD. This experiment was done in Boston, just nofik etlipse lin
(96.5% total), and nowhere near either end of the line. | have beetodlrid nothing wron
with their experiment, according to my fields and theory.

Luo Jun and his team published results in PRD in 1991 of theirumegasnts with a torsic
pendulum. They traveled to Bjelomorsk in Russia in 1990, and claimed toréfaned th
results of Saxl & Allen. The problem with their experiment,oadig to my explanation of t
fields, is that they were in the wrong place. It would have beemch rshorter trip for the
(from China) to have gone straight north to a town like Aliskerovo, riaiba/hich was ¢
greatest eclipse, directly in the line. Instead they traveledséimols of miles west, almost



Finland, and there the eclipse line was at an end (it was ¢ireniogy of the line, actually). Yc
can see this by going to the Google eclipse map of July 22, 1990.

The reason this is a problem is that the blocking is going tpdmly decreased at either en
an eclipse line, since the effect of the Solar Wind isgdo be “leaking”back in (from th
West, in this case). You can be above or below an eclipse linetifinexpect an effec
meaningful percentages of the Solar Wind will be blocked in thos&agrssiBut you cannot |
beyond either end of the line, for obvious reasons. The normal Solar \kistd & thos
positions. Jun was quite near the line, which normally would be goodhebwas too close
the endof it. From the published map, | cannot tell how near the endds, but he was ve
close. It is not at all clear to me why he would pick thistpmsiover a greatest eclipse posi
that was nearer to him. Even without knowing of any Solar WincctsHeven accepting tl
standard modeh toto--there is no reason for him to have gone to Bjelomorsk. One g8,
after the fact, that he may have done so specifically in ordezfibe Saxl & Allen and |
bolster the standard model.

Beyond this, Jun begins his paper by stating that Saxl & Allen foupdriad of relativ
increase of 2.7 x If. But Juns abstract tells us he found any relative change must be le

5.2 x 10°. According to my calculator, that difference is only a factds.dbo he found at le:
five times less effect than Saxl & Allen. Not a very strong refutatiosengihat he traveled 60
miles to find a location with a weaker effect. It is not so surprising that he foun

Another Chinese paper published in PRD is that of Wang et. al.Z0@®. This is a gravimet
test at eclipse with a decrease in weight. The experimeridasrepeated by them many til
in many places, the last in 2002, all showing a gravity decreaseteHm has been attackec
the standard model police due to these results, finally forcing thestage PR responses
2003 and 2004.

The key element of this experiment, in my opinion, is their use ot#é@@osteRomberg [
gravimeter, a welknown, widely used, and respected instrument. To date, no one hadls
to spot a flaw in the instrument or the procedure. But | spotteklethéact immediately. If yc
go to the LaCost&omberg website, almost the first thing you discover is thagtiae@meter i
all metal. We are told, Few ferrous metal parts are used in the meter. The me

demagnetized or compensated, then installed in a doubhetal shielding to isolate it frc
magnetic fields.”But this means, 1) some ferrous metal parts are used, 2) paetisithat ai
demagnetized or shielded from magnetic fields are not thereblgatiifrom the foundatior
E/M field.

| am not saying that this means the machine is flawed. #nmé is a good measurer o
precisel because it is a good measurer of both H and E. Due its makeaits tbfrespond -
magnetic fields; but due to this same makeup, it responds patiioutksl to E. Remember th
E in my equation is neither the electric field nor the magneid.fit is the sulfield that create
them both. The electric and magnetic fields are caused mydtemof electrons. E is caus
by the motion of photons. Lacoste and Romberg shield their gravimaterelectrons, but n
from photons, which is perfect here. We get a machine thdbisely conductor of photons a
a lousy conductor of electrons, just what we want to measusdl $lmctuations in th



foundational E/M field.

The second reason the LacoRemberg would be expected to work well in finding ecl
variations is that it is neither a drop machine nor a risef@hchachine. It is a spring and hir
machine. It is small, but it isn'measuring an event like a fall, that takes place over 4.
200ms, so the interaction with the field is not limited.

In Current SciencdJune 10, 1997] we have another gravity decrease found with a
Lacoste and Romberg, by the team of Mishra and Rao, in India. Thisamslightly easier
ignore than the one of Wang, but now that it has been confirmed raultimts by Wang ai
made the pages of PRD in that way, it should no longer be ignored.

As for the article inNature 1955, by Tomaschek, | think he himself admits his machines
useless under the conditions. | have said that old style gravinmeitgns give better results
response to the variation in the E/M field during an eclipse, hsitithassuming they are
optimal conditions, unaffected by other more banal interruptions. Torelkssed three mete
a Frost 32, a Frost 54, and a Worden. He tells us that the WordeheaRdost 32 respond
poorly to temperature and pressure extremes in the Shetland$aarnide Worden showed
“elastic drift”. His best machine, the Frost 54, had an acguod+ 3 percent. | think we c:
therefore leave these gravimeters out of it.

Then we have Kuusek'torsion pendulum experiment of 1991, published in PRD, which
no eclipse effect. The problem here is that the eclipseowdle horizon. If you draw a sim|
schematic of the required positions of Sun, Moon, and Earth, toectteiat eclipse for tt
viewer, you quickly see that very little of the Solar Wind would abtua¢ blocked from ttr
Earth in this case. Like the light, it would be blocked for tlesveir. But the largest part of
Earth facing the Sun would get no blocking at all. Only a tiny “heethe Earth is experienci
the block at any moment; the rest of the blocked area is ¢l iatmosphere, above the vie\
where the E/M field strength of the Earth drops off. This I/ Wttle or no pendulum effe
would be expected.

If that seemed a bit vague, let me put it another way. If yoalamee or below the line, you ¢
expect a sizeable effect, given my fields. But if you are veay agher end of the line, you .
going to get leakage. You are very near the normal field--where the eclgme-{and there a
no field walls. If the Solar Wind is creating normal effgost a few miles from where you &
then that is going to affect your measurements, too. Which is jgstytthat anomalies cau:
by an eclipse must drop off near either end of the line.

But the same is true here with eclipses right on the horizon. \Wieeaclipse is right on t
horizon, it is like always being at the end of the line, whereverareu This is proved |
looking at the eclipse map for Kuuselaéxperiment. He measured the same eclipse a
Jun’s Chinese team: July 22, 1990. Remember that | said Jun werst atnfeinland, and w.
very near the end of the line? Well, Kuusela is Finnish, and am@inland. Specifically, |
was in Turku, 25 km from the zone of totality. Problem is, he was Zfstthe end of the lir
of totality. Due to the movement of the Sun, he was actually 25km pdstgheingof the line
but the idea is the same. He tells he was at 99.8%, which souadsigtieyou remember tr
his .2% was right out in the breeze, so to speak.



What | mean by that is that if you are somewhere along thdlenaf the line on the gre
eclipse map, and you say you were at 99.8%, that means that an faoed @f you is at 100
and an area behind you is at 99.6%. Areas to the side of you ar¢ 8&8%. But if you ai
slightly off the end of the line, like Kuusela is, then when you sayayewat 99.8%, that mes
that an area in front of you is at 100%, but areas pretty close beghirehd to both sides are
0%. This must make a big difference according to my fields. iShadhat | mean by “leakage.”
Your results are literally going to be leaking away to the fields nearby.

Now lets look at leronim Mihai’s experiments, briefly. These were done in 1999, 200:
2005, in Bucharest, Romania. Mihaila used both Foucault pendulums and pdindulum
With both he found a slowing of the period, confirming Allais. They alsmwved a moveme
of the plane of motion toward the eclipse line. Both findings confityrtheory. On August 1
1999, Mihaila was very near the point of greatest eclipse, whichbsaveen Belgrade a
Bucharest. On May 31, 2003, Mihaila was above the eclipse lineoldtere near the end ol
His experiments are a standard confirmation in all ways, andmeit an extended menti
here as politics. His papers were published in the Romanian Academy, but tBfuked-renc
Academy. Although Maurice Allais himself scolded the French Acadans for this, th
standard model--arising from Harvard and MIT and such places ldSkhbas used this refus
as basis for dismissing Mihaila toto, as little more than a crank. This despite the fact thad
a professor at the University of Bucharest, where he has taught dstronomy ar
mathematics, as a member of both departments. Other papersmbygahi be found
Springerlink and adsabs.Harvard.edu. In this regard, he is clearlgtien vof worldwide
blacklisting for his threat to the standard model.

Before | move on to the discussion of the sideways motion of thdupen, | want to touch ¢
one further experiment which appears to confirm the weight changee effect on g. This
the experiment of G.T. Jeverdan, also of Romania. He was in JaBsy.i 15, 1961, just no
of the line (which went through Bucharest), and fairly near the gteat8pse, which was in t
eastern Ukraine. He was nowhere near either end of the linesétea very long Fouca
pendulum. The problem for me is that he found a decrease in tbd pad an increase in g,
opposite of what | predict.

Jeverdan’s report is very brief, and it doeghiulge enough details to make a full analysis
brevity makes it difficult to find what may be the cause ofwagance. However, rather tr
dismiss Jeverdan out of hand simply because Itdike& his findings (as the standard mc
does now, over a broad swath of topics), | prefer to assumeehed correct and see if | «
incorporate his data into my theory with the rest. It looks ddficult to do at first, which he
kept anyone else from attempting it. But | will press on regardless.

In analyzing the pendulum equation T =@2 L/g), | have noticed that we have not one but
possible variances, due to my new theory. Which is to say, an eyt like | propose wi
actually enter that equation in two separate places, sincasa amange will enter it in t
different places. | have shown above that it enters through tha&blamg, which causes
variation in T. But the tension on the wire or other hanging apparatudseiary. This secot
effect will be in opposition to the first.

If we block the Solar Wind, we increase E, which decreasesl gnareases T. This is the efi



| have shown above. But if we decrease g, then we also deecreams®d this must effect t
tension of the wire and the weight on the wire. If we decrease the tension ghtlafehe wire
we decrease T (simply because we make the swinging motir:.gadiis easier, it is faste
Now, above, with the other pendulum experiments, | simply assumethé¢hetfect on g wou
trump the effect on the tension, giving us an increase in T. BaitntAy not be so with |
pendulums. L¢s look at the difference between Jeverdan’s pendulum and the other pendulums.

As | said, Jeverdan had a very long Foucault pendulum, with a wiree&'s long and a weig
of the bob of 5.5kg. We donknow the diameter of his wire. If we look for equations to apf
the tension, we have problems. The equation above has no mass or tenahie, \&s you se
And, as one expert recently saidhe manner in which the wire tension varies with the m
[of the Foucault Pendulum] is unknown, and its elimination from thgsati®ns only serves
further complicate matters. It is possible, however, to derivgoprogimate solution for smi

amplitude oscillations® He then gives us some extensions of Ho®kaw, which would dirt
rather than clarify this paper.

It is better to keep it simple here, and state that tensianrmeasure of force per unit length.
usual, the standard model gives the important dimensions to the coasthiit,is actually tt
constant in Hooke' equation that has these dimensions; but here it is betteintoof thes
dimensions applying to the tension. This is because it allowsseetoery quickly that a long
wire, in eclipse, is going to lose more tension and weight thé&worées wire. Every unit leng
of the wire loses weight and tension. You will say that all pendsilwith bobs of equal me
will lose the same amount of weight from the bob, and thisiés but they dom’lose the san
weight from their wires, since their wires domweigh the same. This must affect the ten:
Even if their wires weigh the same per unit length, a longex must have more total weic
and therefore more variation in eclipse. This will be esfigdiae of long thin wires, since \
have less mass per unit length. A shorter or thicker wirer@glst changes in force more ea:
since it has more mass per unit length. Molecular forcek rasist the full expression

variation: some changes will be absorbed, or will not overcome aolateforces. But in a lor
thin wire, with little mass per unit length, the force will be more fully esged.

So, you will have a greater force per unit length, due to the greats of the wire itself, anc
fuller expression of this force, due to the lower masslgregth. But there will also be a th
factor, and that is the change in the gravitational field it$&k. two ends of a wire 25 meter:
length arert even in the same gravitational field, precisely. The bob, at thenboi$ feeling
more acceleration than the ceiling, from which the wirbuag. This compounds the effe
since we have a small inverse square effect here. If weunegbthe tension from the top,
wouldn’t get the same number as the tension from the bottom. To gaghh@nswer for whi
the wire is feeling itself, we have to sum as we move alongvitee rather than sum from c
end or the other. But as we go up the wire, the bob will seem to weigh more andenpres(y
slightly, of course). And this effect is in addition to the weighthe length of wire below
Even if the wire weighed nothing, we would still measure a heavier bob as we go up,ydio
the change in acceleration from the field.

If the bob seems to weigh more from the top, thendmangein weight will also be greate
summed over the length of the wire.



You will say, according to my new theory, gravity is only an acceteranot a force. | ha
said elsewhere it doesn’'t even obey the inverse square law. h@vthat Newtors equatio
obeys the inverse square law only because it contains E, and & thleeyverse square le
And yet here | am finding an inverse square difference. How is that consistent?

It is consistent since we have the compound field in effect ivertjs problem, not just n
field H. Yes, my field H does not obey the inverse square lawepdxo transforms). But tl
pendulum here is not swinging through H only. It is swinging through F,sasdlabove.
works in the classical way, since it contains both H and E. F dbeyswverse square la
Therefore the pendulum will be obeying the inverse square lawryAameg pendulum will fin
a variance due to this inverse square law, even minus any relativity transform.

Now, | admit that all three of these effects | have jusedisare very small. | dit have
equations to balance any one of them or all of them witlvdhiation | have proposed for ¢
can't prove at this time, mathematically, that tension becomes thtegeffect in the pendult
equation with Jeverdan, explaining his reverse effect. | cansugygest that this may be

case. It is certainly interesting to note that all the offerdulums, including those of Sax
Allen, Mihaila, Allais, and the rest, are much smaller tham tfaleverdan. Allais pendulul
and torsion pendulums are normally much shorter than Foucault pendwdachdMihailas
Foucault pendulum, although large [14 meters], is only a little ovétheasize of Jeverdas’
And, though it was shorter, it had a greater mass at the end [7.3kg].

It is my opinion that the most intelligent, as well as the rgostious thing to do, is to assu
that Jeverdas data is correct like all the rest. Then we try to show howelierse effects mi
be logically and mathematically explained, with no contradictionghignline, | assume that t
mechanisms | have enumerated here are all at work, andttynitl develop equations to sh
precisely why and where the effect of tension overcomes the affegtin the pendulu
equation. It seems to me that since we titvave a full understanding of the pendulum
should welcome this data with open arms. It is precisely degathis that will allow us t
develop a full equation that includes tension, mass, g, inertia, amah,sall in the san
equation. Therefore, we should start with the assumption thatweeulsaful data here, data 1
may be telling us something. Only once we have exhausted all pdesibii that line shou
we begin stating authoritatively that either Jeverdan or Mihaigt be wrong. One of the
may be wrong. But we should also consider that they may both be right.

Now let us move on to the other pendulum motion seen, the change iartleeoplwing that
the main outcome of Allaisiata. The first thing to notice here is that Allais was softine
line, and the plane of his pendulum moved north. He tells us it mbvexntesimal degre:
and while | only count about 11 from beginning to top, the more impoféattire, in m
opinion, is that it moved northward, from approximately 173 to 184. Alells us he wi
“measuring azimuths from the south, in a direct sentbérefore, we may deduce that
pendulum moved toward the lir

In all the other experiments that measured this motion, we lseesame thing. If ti
experimenter is south of the line, he sees a deflection ofzthmuth north. If he is north of tl



line, he see a deflection of the azimuth south. For example, in allakpeeiments, Mihaila w:
north of the line, and all three times he found a deflectionsoplaine of oscillation toward t
south. The only experiment | havementioned yet, of Oct. 3, 2005, Mihaila was well at
the line (the annular being in Africa). He was nowhere nehereend of the line. He founc
deviation of about one degree, to the south.

Another experiment also confirms this, without the use of adydam. Latham and Le
performed gyroscopic experiments during the eclipse of June 20, 1974rtln Peey wer
north and east of the line and near the center. The gyroscope wiecteda but a Talyv
electronic level placed on the base of the gyroscope measunasl awdsec change. Since
level was mounted E/W, and the change was negative 5, we nmayt tdikat the change
direction of g they thought they were measuring was toward the eclipse line.

It is interesting to discover that Latham proposes an ¢
http://home.t01.itscom.net/allais/blackprior/latham/lath@p282.pdf traveling at 500km/s
explain his findings, since this is now the speed given to the Bbfat by the standard mod
based on direct measurements by satellites. It is not cllearew_atham pulled this numi
from, but it is a lovely estimate, especially if he based it oplgn the effect seen. Against -
is that he says, directly afterwards, that it is not clear thb effect is so small, considering 1
an “aether flow of 500km/s would cause enormous mechanical changes.”

Yes, it would if it were not blocked, but we knowstblocked, in large part. The standard m
proposes it is blocked by the magnetosphere, but they 't proposed what creates

magnetosphere. | propose my E/M field creates it directly, @ntission from quanta, withc
the need of iron dynamos in the core of the Earth. In either cagplatrs the tamping down
the Solar Wind, or of Lathars’aether, in normal circumstances. But because Latham
include the foundational E/M field in his theory, he did not come tactieect equations

conclusions. However, | must say that there is much in his thedmy tommended, and tha
is close enough to the truth to have diverted me if | had come upooner. | am fortunate
think, that | did not.

Although there are points to like in Latham, there are other p@gainst him. One is |
explanation of why the gyroscope showed no deflection, while the leeTkié correct answ

is that his level has a little pendulum insid@ But the gyroscope is not set up to respor
either of our postulated variations here. It is not a gravimsteit will not register a change
mass or g. And, since it is fixed both top and bottom, it cannot sWiisgspinning, so the on
thing it can measure is a change in tilt. We have no chandeherg. Latham proposes that
direction of g is changing, but that is not what is happening. Nothid@pgening to tt
centripetal acceleration of the Earth. That is clear no mattat theory you are following. Or
that would cause a change in tilt. What is drawing off the penduandshe level is not tl
gravitational acceleration vector, it is the imbalance of B field. That field is strong
toward the line and weaker away from it. But that loss of balaaonot affect the gyroscope
could only tend to push the scope as a whole away from the line. ®iecgcope has
freedom of motion in that direction, it shows none. Latlsmartdongwinded explanati
concerning couples is not to the point.

Which brings us to the mechanics of the motion of the pendulum tothaidcthe. What caus



it? In my mechanics, it has nothing to do with H and everything toithoBv A lack of balanc
has been caused in the foundational E/M field, by the loss @dlae Wind. That E/M field
stronger along and near the line, and more normal away from ithBuloes not set up so
electric or magnetic potential. No, it sets up a simple densitgreince. In that sense, -
analogy is not to the electrical field, but to the wind. IndBebf real particles, field dens
differences cause particle motions, away from denser arehsoward less dense areas,

only to what is called entropy (but which is simply a statisﬁnatteP). What we have is
photon wind blowing out from the eclipse line. This is why | said dh& thing that th
gyroscope could feel is a push away from the line. And this winciespihe pendulum moti
quite simply. The pendulum acts like a weather vane. It is beangbarded by real particle
with a definite “wind” direction away from the line of eclipse. If the eclipse ddu¢ made 1
last a bit longer, the pendulum would point right at the line. Sincedlgse is always of shi
duration, and the photon wind is very weak, we get only a partial motion in that direction.

| think | have hit all the major theoretical additions | hawethis problem, and it is time
conclude. | will do so by once again attacking the presumption cftéamelard model. Anyo
who researches this question as | have will find that nragst physics has set up yet anc
wall here. This is most obvious at Wikipedia, where the discussiga Ipashind “Allais Effect”
is little but transparent propaganda against Allais and athgamf openness. Thomas Goo
whose very fine Allais websitettp://allais.info/supplied me with a great deal of my evide
here, is treated with unveiled contempt when he appears on thatopagke comment. T
Wiki mandarins actually allow themselves to say, “Ughtien his name is mentioned. Tl
also throw mud at Chris Duif, whose only crime is that he post®e overview of the:
experiments http://arxiv.org/ftp/grgc/papers/0408/0408023.pdtlaiming that the stande
model had not successfully incorporated them into its theory. Althouginticle & published i
ArXiv, and they must know that ArXiv requires a sponsor, they dtaé Duif is ‘hot &
reputable source...according to Wiki guidelines or standard scholadtigard Of course the
don’t want to have to consider what Duif actually wrote, they jumttvan excuse to revile
without actually reading it. But | suspect that what really bsthigem is Duif’s list of standard-
model failures, complete with publications:

The observation of an anomalous acceleration on spacecrafts goldr system (the Pion
Anomaly [AndL02]), anomalous velocity increases of spacecrafts duany Bybys [AntG9E
AndWO0O0, NieT04] and even discussions about whether we understand gralatyoedtton
scale [MbelL02, Mel99, GerG02] may have contributed to this renamtedest. Also th
(unfinished) project by NASA [NASA99] in 1999 played a role as welsaveral publicatiol
which hypothesized conventional causes for the eclipse phenomena [Unr&da3 ARuySO:
YanWo02].

The biggest of the mandarins in this squabble at Wiki is Steven G. Johnson, a youngrpirt
the mathematics department at MIT who thinks it is his job to stand guard at Wikayd,

In fact, the evidence is shrinking in the literature as the remgmeriments were refuted
multiple papers, and apparently the only people who still beiieiean anomaly are so
outside the mainstream of science that they don't even publish.



That comment is true only to the extent that mainstream scieow disallows and bloc
publication of contrary evidence or opinions. But it is false tpeater degree, since D's lisi
above contradicts him. Many people agree that this and other anoexadieand are importal
including the Task Group On Gravity Probe B, National Research CpuMviaghington, D.C
which said,

Despite its omnipresence, gravity remains the least well testedtioé d&indamental forces.

And also including NASA, which recently gponsored a worldwide test of the Allais Ef
during eclipse, including nine separate pendulum experiments and 13 segaramete
experiments in the US, France, Italy, Austria, Germany, RussigiuBe and the United Are
Emirates. The NASA Marshall Space Flight Center took parh vaibth pendulum at

gravimeter experiments.9 |s Johnson suggesting that all these parties are cranks and cs;
“far outside the mainstream of science”?

He must also feel the same way about Ron Koczor, assistartbdii@cscience and technolc
at the Space Science Laboratory in NASA's Marshall SpacehtFliCentel
http://www.space.com/businesstechnology/technology/advanced projects 000621.html
Huntsville, Alabama, who is involved in amravity experiments, and through whom NA
awarded a $600,000 contract in 2000 to Superconductive Components Inc. irb@gl@hic

to build an anti-gravity devict? It would seem that NASA is one of the few places that
maintains enough money and independence to ignore the standard moeellpibhgere up t
Johnson at MIT, no doubt NASA would also be written off as a pesky nest of cranks.

It may be that NASA is indeed being written off or takeer by standard model police. To <
with, the “Allais Effect” page at Wiki is doomed, as far as | can tell. In my experienitt
Wiki, a discussion page in this form is an immediate precursar@ckdown and a whitewa:
if not a complete delete. The standard model is very uncomfostathleuestions like this, ai
the standard model owns Wiki. Most other pages like this one hamddmed and/or delete
Johnson admits as much when he links this page to the “relatiatkpots.” The standatr
model has closed relativity and it is in the process of closing gravity, aseatsobgliscussion.

And strange things are going on at NASA as well, in this reddre.Allais Effect experimen

were done in 1999 and these p:§g§$till stand on NASAS website. But we have no rest
almost nine years latéit is as if the entire thing went down the memory hole, extiegp
someone forgot to flush these initial PR pages (I predict theytvast'much longer, which
why | saved them). This means that either 1) they obtained absohfiemation of the effec
and they dort’want to admit it; 2) they obtained confirmation of somethimgnestranger, ar
had to hide it out at Area51; 3) the experiments tied in to thegeatity device, which worl
and must now be guarded as a military secret; or 4) NASA hastaleen over by the stand.
model, and now no longer does positive watkpist crouches in the corner and shoos
“cranks”.

In my opinion, number 3 is the most likely, and | will tell you why. Inndogo | will be able 1
tie up the last loose string in this paper. Far above | mentioneNABA’s anti-gravity devici
could not really be blocking gravity, since gravity is not blockable. THeuice cannot



blocking the E/M field either, since if you blocked the E/M figyjdur object would weic
more, not less. But this is not to say that they do not have a déatces levitating object
Based on the accidental findings of the Russian engineer Yvegeny thoukleuperconductit
devices now apparently exist that can partially levitate Isolgécts. | will show in a mome
how this happens, but right now | want to point out a very strange “cemmd’In researchin
the Allais Effect, | discovered that the scientist in ceanff NASA’s pendulum and gravime
experiments at Marshall Space Flight Center was a manch®aed Noever. Noever is nc
AWOL from NASA, and this, we are told, is one reason we have t@® fdam the 199
experiments (it doest)y’ however, explain why we have no data from the other place
researching the angravity experiment of Podkletnov, taken up by Marshall in 20(
discovered that physicists Torr and Li at the University of Afadnanear Marshall, h
predicted that superconducting magnets would have a-gravitational effect. They report
this to a friend at Marshall. Although the press kits repottRam Koczor is the NASA direct
of the anti-gravity experiments at Marshall, the friend of Tord Li is none other thanyep
David Noever.

Since 2000, both the Allais experiments and the g@naity experiments have gc
underground. With the Allais experiments, we have a complete opvelt- appears that
worldwide order went out from high up, CIA or DoD, to sit on or logedhta from all Allai
experiments. The angjravity experiments, which early on were used as part of the Elagx
of new physics, have since changed directions, and no more “sipefétes were given to 1
magazines or websites. Once the experiment was shown to warés iho longer a colori
joke, it was deadly seriou

In this way | think Allais’Effect has become a victim of the Podkletnov Effect. Becaus
are seen to be related, the secrecy surrounding one has afietited he Allais Effect wou
not appear to have any National Security importance, but becauseke to this antgravity
experiment, it has been lost down the same memory hole.

This in unfortunate, since it will deny open data just when this enoldboked like bein
solved. All the insiders here, the ones now locking their sggand being tailed by black ¢
and taking jobs with “new companiesdre being schooled by the standard model, v
appears to have decided this effect has something to do with blocking gravity. @agrnittd

These superconducting disks and magnets are not blocking fields,réhagcalerating field
That is clear from the first look at the data and the tobis. dlso clear from the bgroducts
Podkletnov has told of dangerous radiation from the backside of his disks, as mpéeeXsha
is happening, in the first instance, is that the superconductiloising the E/M field of th
Earth, which is already going straight up, to go straight up fdserit was. The E/M field | a
talking about is emitted radially out from the Earth, in a sumsesde. It is a real field made
of real particles. These particles are photons, not electronthdyuhave real momenta. Tt
bombard and cause real forces of repulsion. Under normal conditiongietdi has to mo\
through the atmosphere, and this slows the field. What happens withugegconducti
(without spin) is that a small portion of the atmosphere isecbtw near zero. This allows
E/M field to move through it with less resistance. This iscigedy what “superconducting”
means. Resistance gets very small, and it is because thennuadtithe particles in ti
atmosphere or object has been stopped, or nearly stopped. So you haveofiesiens. Fewe



collisions means greater transparency. The E/M field messsrésistance, so it moves
quickly through the atmosphere or object. Quite simple, really. Simcenoving more quickl
it has greater momentum. And so it causes a greater foqmeshes any nosdpercooled ma
it does meet with a greater force. So the object rises iBhiwhat was happening w
Podkletnov’'s smoke, above his superconductor. The E/M field was pushing it up.

Under normal circumstances, the E/M field doesause smoke to rise, because under n
circumstances, all objects, including smoke, have reached aglbeéance with the E/M fie
and gravitational field. The gravitational field impels them dowe,BfM field impels them u
and they seek a level of balance. For most objects, this lewnltise ground. For smoke, i
some level in the atmosphere, based on the weight of the smoke.

But Podkletnows superconductor changes this balance. The E/M field is suddeniggriaste
in that vicinity, and things begin to move, seeking a new level of balé&moke rises, obje
lose weight, and so on. Straightforward mechanics.

Now, in the second instance, Podklethov adds spin to his superconductorffddteis
increased. What is happening? Any field being blocked now? No. Thdi&@tMs simply bein
accelerated once more. The superconductor acts like a laxgeldaing the field up. Why u
The old right hand rule of electricity. Every object emits an E&H, and transmits an E/
field. The E/M field is ubiquitous, as plasma research ahdranodern research has show
assume Podkletnov’s superconductor was spinning CCW, which creates a force up.

This would be the first assumption, but the force can be explainedvatleut the right har
rule. For instance, it may be that the photon field does not acisply like the electron fiel
We have no hard-anf@dst knowledge that the foundational E/M field obeys a rigimdhrule
We may have to come up with other rules, based on experience, by labldrgeriments lik
this. We do know, from QED, that we have orthogonal spins creating ortHdgeds, evel
with the foundational E/M field. This is what Schrodinge€quations are telling us, am
other things. Therefore it is no great difficulty explaining anagtmnal force from a spinni
field. We would expect a spinning field to create a force eitpesr down, and we must look
nature to tell us how things actually work. We spin Podklesostiperconductor bc
directions, collect the data, and then we know. But | hope you cahagaeis much easier, r
to say much more logical, to propose the mechanics | have proposgethttegethan to propo
mysterious and nomechanical blocking of fields. Besides, blocking the gravitationatl
breaks so many Newtonian and Einsteinian rules. | am not one fgingheles for no reasc
But | am not one for breaking rules for no reason, either. Einsteihe of equivalence is
lovely rule, one that is both logical and backed by a century of databYehi it when you c
keep it by a simple mechanical manipulation?
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