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        Introduction: Welcome to the Space Deception Series – Exposing the Final Frontier 
of Lies 

They told us space was the final frontier. A vast, silent void filled with stars, planets, 
rockets, and endless possibilities. But what if space—the way it's sold to us—isn’t just a 
frontier... but a fraud? 

From moon landings that conveniently disappeared into studio-quality silence, to CGI-
heavy “spacewalks” with tangled wires and green-screen gaffes, the modern narrative of 
outer space has been carefully constructed—not just for science, but for control. What 
started as a Cold War flex has become a billion-dollar, government-funded religion, 
where questioning the script is treated as blasphemy. 

This Space Deception Series will pull back the curtain on: 

• NASA's theatrical productions, 

• Billionaire space tourism stunts, 

• The laughable contradictions in space “science,” 

• And how the Bible itself speaks not of a spinning globe in an infinite vacuum, but 
of a firm foundation, enclosed and designed by God. 

We’re not here to entertain conspiracies. We’re here to expose the deceptions, compare 
them with Scripture, and wake up the people of God who’ve been too long mesmerized 
by stars on a screen. 

Welcome to VerseQuest’s Space Deception Series. 
This isn't science fiction—this is spiritual warfare. 

 

1 of 7: NASA Land: A Theme Park for Space Believers 

Introduction 



Visiting the Kennedy Space Center was an eye-opening experience, but not in the way one 
might expect. Instead of feeling like a cutting-edge scientific facility, it felt more like 
Disney’s Star Wars exhibit—polished, theatrical, and overly scripted. The experience 
seemed carefully curated, not to challenge visitors but to immerse them in a grand 
narrative where questioning was neither encouraged nor necessary. Every sign, every 
display, and every presentation seemed designed to reinforce belief rather than inspire 
critical thought. 

Walking through the attractions, I couldn't help but feel like I was in a carefully orchestrated 
production rather than a place of true discovery. The excitement of tourists, the awe-filled 
stares at animated space visuals, and the unwavering faith in the exhibits reminded me of a 
congregation in a temple, where the doctrine of space exploration was not to be doubted. 
But as I observed the outdated-looking rockets, the animated depictions of "space," and 
the carefully controlled messaging, I couldn't shake the feeling that I was witnessing the 
greatest show on Earth rather than an authentic portrayal of mankind's "giant leap for 
humanity." 

The Theatrics of NASA Land 

The moment we arrived at the visitor’s center, it was clear that we weren’t stepping into a 
high-security, high-tech research facility, but rather an entertainment hub. The massive, 
aged rockets in the "Rocket Garden" stood like relics from an old movie set, each one a 
monument to a bygone era of Cold War competition. The paint jobs were pristine, yet the 
designs felt outdated—almost as if we were expected to marvel at antiques rather than 
cutting-edge space technology. 

Then came the movie experiences. The "Heroes and Legends" show played out like a 
space-faring recruitment video, inspiring children to dream big while subtly reinforcing 
NASA’s legitimacy without addressing any of the deeper questions. The IMAX videos were 
filled with cinematic animations rather than actual raw footage, making it nearly impossible 
to distinguish between science fiction and reality. The reliance on animation rather than 
actual film clips of these monumental space journeys was puzzling—why the need for so 
much CGI if these events really happened as described? 

Everywhere we turned, NASA’s grand achievements were presented as unquestionable 
triumphs, yet they were oddly intangible. The Space Shuttle Atlantis exhibit was perhaps 
the biggest example of this theatrical approach. The dramatic reveal, the suspended 
shuttle, and the moody lighting created an emotional spectacle, yet it lacked the raw 
authenticity of a working spacecraft. Instead, it felt more like a ride at a theme park—a 
carefully staged attraction designed to evoke emotion rather than curiosity. 



The Absence of Hands-On Discovery 

For a place that claims to be the pinnacle of scientific progress, the Kennedy Space Center 
is curiously lacking in interactive learning opportunities. Instead of genuine scientific 
demonstrations or in-depth technical explanations, most of the exhibits rely on pre-
scripted narratives and flashy presentations. 

A genuine scientific institution should be brimming with labs, testing areas, and real-time 
technological advancements—yet none of that was present. Instead, we saw carefully 
preserved relics and heavily guarded simulations. It was all about the show, not about real-
time breakthroughs or exploration. Why weren’t there working labs showing how astronauts 
are trained in real-time? Where were the engineers and scientists explaining cutting-edge 
discoveries? If space exploration is an ongoing and evolving frontier, why did this place feel 
frozen in time? 

The Scripted Answers 

Throughout the visit, it was clear that certain questions were either unwelcome or met with 
pre-packaged responses. When discussing space missions, the focus remained on 
inspiring future generations rather than providing concrete details. 

For example, when we asked about how astronauts breathe in space without visible oxygen 
tanks while floating in the ISS, the response was a generic statement about "advanced life 
support systems." No real details, no diagrams, no transparency—just broad 
generalizations that avoided scrutiny. 

Likewise, when discussing the moon landings, the answers always defaulted to “one of 
humanity’s greatest achievements,” without addressing lingering inconsistencies or 
concerns. There was no discussion about why newer technology struggles to replicate 
what was supposedly accomplished with 1960s equipment, nor any acknowledgment of 
skeptics’ concerns. It felt less like a place for scientific dialogue and more like a museum 
dedicated to preserving a legend. 

The Merchandising of Space 

Perhaps the most telling aspect of NASA’s transformation into a theme park is its obsession 
with branding and merchandise. Every building had a gift shop, and nearly every exhibit 
funneled visitors toward buying memorabilia. From “I Need My Space” baby onesies to 
astronaut ice cream, the sheer commercialism of the experience was striking. 

Why does a taxpayer-funded institution need to operate like a theme park souvenir shop? 
Why is there a stronger emphasis on selling NASA-branded mugs and shirts than on actual 
scientific engagement? It was hard to ignore the Disney-like business model at play—



create a compelling story, make people emotionally invested, and then sell them 
something to commemorate their belief in it. 

Even the food options played into the branding. “Space Burgers” and “Astronaut Ice Cream” 
were marketed as if they were part of an immersive experience, yet they had nothing to do 
with actual space travel. It was all about the theme, not the science. 

The Emotional Engineering 

Perhaps the most effective aspect of NASA Land is how it plays on emotion rather than 
logic. The carefully chosen music, the dramatic storytelling, and the emphasis on human 
perseverance all create an emotional connection that makes questioning feel almost 
sacrilegious. 

When we watched the tributes to fallen astronauts, the mood was somber, the lighting 
dimmed, and the narrative became almost spiritual. The Challenger and Columbia 
disasters were presented as noble sacrifices in the pursuit of knowledge, rather than as 
preventable tragedies that raised serious concerns about the entire space program. 

The goal was clear: visitors were meant to feel inspired, moved, and connected to the 
"grand mission," rather than to critically evaluate the information presented. It was a 
masterclass in emotional engineering, similar to the techniques used in major Hollywood 
productions and theme parks. 

Conclusion: A Place of Belief, Not Discovery 

At the end of the day, the Kennedy Space Center felt more like a place of belief than a place 
of discovery. It was an immersive experience designed to inspire and entertain, rather than 
a hub for real scientific progress. The entire visit left me wondering—if space travel is as 
advanced and routine as we are led to believe, why does it require so much theatricality 
and storytelling to maintain its credibility? 

A true scientific endeavor welcomes scrutiny, thrives on questions, and constantly seeks to 
improve by addressing concerns transparently. What I experienced at NASA Land was the 
opposite—an attraction built on faith, branding, and emotional appeal. It was fun, it was 
flashy, and it was engaging, but it left more questions than answers. 

As we continue this seven-part series, we will delve deeper into the inconsistencies, the 
unanswered questions, and the reality behind the grand space narrative. But one thing is 
certain—what I saw today was not a cutting-edge scientific institution, but rather the 
greatest show on Earth, carefully choreographed to keep the belief alive. 

 



2 of 7: Out, Not Up: The Curious Trajectory of SpaceX Rockets 

Introduction 

Standing at Kennedy Space Center, I had the opportunity to witness a SpaceX Falcon 9 
rocket launch firsthand. The countdown, the roaring engines, the billowing smoke—it was 
an impressive display of technological power. But as I watched the rocket ascend, 
something didn’t sit right with me. Instead of shooting straight up toward the heavens, it 
curved outward, seemingly hugging the sky rather than piercing through it. The trajectory 
felt unnatural, almost as if it were following a controlled arc rather than breaking free of 
Earth's gravitational pull. 

This wasn’t the first time I had noticed this phenomenon. I had seen countless launch 
videos where rockets performed this same curious maneuver—rising briefly before curving 
and vanishing out of sight. If space is directly above us, why do rockets always seem to veer 
sideways instead of heading straight up? Are they truly reaching the vast expanse of space, 
or is something else happening just beyond the sight of onlookers? 

The Expected vs. The Observed 

When most people think about a rocket launch, they envision a spacecraft breaking free of 
Earth’s grasp by traveling in a straight path upward until it reaches the void. This 
expectation comes from the logical assumption that, if space exists directly above us, the 
quickest way to get there is by traveling in a straight line. However, what we actually see 
during rocket launches contradicts this simple logic. Instead of ascending in a straight line, 
every major rocket, whether from NASA, SpaceX, or other space agencies, follows a curved 
trajectory. 

This has been explained away as an essential part of orbital mechanics, but for those 
observing with a critical eye, the visuals tell a different story. The rockets don't appear to be 
breaking free into the blackness of space; they seem to be moving laterally across the sky 
until they eventually disappear, often over the ocean. 

NASA’s Explanation: The Gravity Turn 

According to mainstream space science, rockets follow a curved trajectory due to 
something called a "gravity turn" or "pitch-over maneuver." This maneuver, they claim, is 
the most efficient way to reach orbit. Here’s how they explain it: 

1. Initial Ascent: The rocket begins its journey with a mostly vertical climb to clear the 
denser layers of the atmosphere. 



2. Pitch-Over Maneuver: After reaching a certain altitude, the rocket tilts sideways to 
reduce atmospheric drag and to begin gaining horizontal velocity. 

3. Orbital Injection: The rocket continues accelerating horizontally until it reaches a 
velocity sufficient to maintain an orbit around Earth. 

The justification for this sideways motion is that objects in orbit are not really "escaping" 
Earth’s gravity but rather continuously falling around the planet. This is why astronauts 
experience "microgravity" instead of true weightlessness—because they are supposedly in 
a constant free-fall around the Earth. 

While this explanation seems reasonable on the surface, it raises another important 
question: If rockets are falling around the Earth rather than escaping it, are they truly in 
space at all? Or is this just an elaborate way of disguising the fact that they never leave 
Earth's domain? 

The Kármán Line and the Boundary of Space 

The commonly accepted definition of where space begins is known as the Kármán Line, 
which is roughly 62 miles (100 km) above Earth's surface. Rockets supposedly reach and 
exceed this boundary, placing satellites in orbit and sending missions to the Moon and 
beyond. 

However, when observing rocket launches, there is rarely a clear transition from Earth's 
atmosphere to the so-called vacuum of space. The rockets don't vanish into the blackness; 
instead, they disappear over the horizon, often while still in the blue sky. This begs the 
question: Are they truly reaching an altitude where space begins, or are they following a 
trajectory designed to deceive ground observers? 

One of the most revealing aspects of rocket launches is that they frequently take place over 
vast bodies of water, such as the Atlantic Ocean. This allows for controlled recoveries (or 
possible disposal) of rocket stages without public scrutiny. If a rocket were merely following 
an arc and descending back into the ocean, how would anyone know? 

The Vanishing Rockets: Where Do They Go? 

One of the most curious aspects of these launches is that they never seem to provide a 
continuous, unbroken visual feed of a rocket reaching space. The live broadcasts always 
cut to animations or pre-recorded footage, conveniently skipping the most critical 
moments. 



• SpaceX Launch Feeds: Every launch features high-definition camera angles right 
up until a critical phase—then the feed conveniently cuts out. The screen transitions 
to a CGI representation of the rocket’s supposed journey into space. 

• NASA’s Apollo Missions: The moon landings are riddled with anomalies, but one of 
the most glaring issues is the lack of continuous, verifiable footage of the ascent 
from Earth into space. 

• International Rocket Launches: Every major space agency, from Russia’s 
Roscosmos to China’s CNSA, follows the same pattern: an initial launch sequence 
full of dramatic visuals, followed by an abrupt transition to digital simulations. 

If these rockets are truly leaving the atmosphere, why is there no unbroken footage of a 
single one making the full journey from the launch pad into the vacuum of space? With 
modern technology capable of tracking planes in real-time across the globe, why do we 
lack a simple, continuous video of a rocket breaking into space? 

The Falcon 9’s Curious Trajectory 

The SpaceX Falcon 9 launch that I witnessed followed this exact pattern. The rocket lifted 
off, fire and smoke billowing dramatically, before beginning its slow arc outward. Within 
minutes, it was no longer rising—it was moving laterally, eventually disappearing from sight 
over the ocean. 

Rather than looking like an object piercing the sky to enter a new frontier, it resembled a 
projectile following a predetermined path, one that suggested a controlled descent rather 
than an escape into space. 

This observation is consistent with the behavior of other SpaceX launches: 

• The booster recovery "miracle": SpaceX claims to land its boosters back on Earth 
after use, often upright on drone ships in the ocean. These landings, however, are 
never shown with continuous, unbroken footage from launch to landing. Instead, 
there are camera cuts, sudden blackouts, and suspiciously perfect landings despite 
the extreme difficulties involved. 

• The payload mystery: SpaceX regularly claims to launch payloads into space, yet 
the only evidence provided is telemetry data and animated footage. Where are the 
continuous real-time images of satellites deploying in space, taken from 
independent sources? 

Alternative Explanations: What’s Really Happening? 



If these rockets are not going into space, what could be happening instead? Here are some 
possibilities: 

1. Controlled Ocean Landings 

One possibility is that rockets are following a pre-planned trajectory that sends them into 
the ocean, out of public sight. Given that most launches occur over water, this would be an 
easy way to dispose of the rockets while maintaining the illusion of space travel. 

2. High-Altitude Flights, Not Space Travel 

Another possibility is that rockets are reaching high altitudes but never truly leaving the 
Earth's atmosphere. Instead, they may reach a point where they can no longer be seen 
from the ground and then deploy parachutes or other recovery mechanisms to descend 
safely. 

3. Advanced Aerospace Testing 

It’s also conceivable that some rocket launches serve as tests for classified aerospace 
technology. By disguising these missions as space flights, organizations could conduct 
high-altitude experiments without public scrutiny. 

4. Massive Illusion Perpetuated by Agencies 

The most controversial yet increasingly discussed theory is that space agencies, including 
NASA and SpaceX, are running an elaborate deception program. This would mean that the 
true nature of our world is far different from what we’ve been told, and that space as it’s 
portrayed to the public is more science fiction than reality. 

Conclusion 

Watching the Falcon 9 launch with my own eyes confirmed something I had suspected for 
a long time: Rockets do not go straight up into space. Instead, they follow a curved 
trajectory, disappearing from view over the horizon, leaving us to rely on unverifiable claims 
and CGI renderings. 

If space travel is real and routine, why does every launch require so much editing, so much 
secrecy, and so much reliance on animation? If these missions are truly breaking the 
boundaries of our world, why does the footage always conveniently cut away at the most 
critical moments? 

As we continue this seven-part series, we will explore even deeper questions about the 
space narrative and what might really be happening beyond our view. But one thing is clear: 



Rockets go out, not up—and that fact alone raises more questions than NASA and SpaceX 
seem willing to answer. 

 

3 of 7: NASA’s Budget Black Hole – Billions Spent, But Where’s the Progress? 

Introduction: The Most Expensive Magic Show on Earth 

For over half a century, NASA has been the world’s premier space agency, commanding 
billions in taxpayer funds to push the boundaries of exploration. Yet, as I walked through 
the Kennedy Space Center, a nagging question gnawed at me: Where’s the actual progress? 
Despite a budget of approximately $25 billion per year, the rockets on display looked like 
they belonged in a Cold War museum. The experience felt less like stepping into the future 
and more like being sold a grand illusion—one reinforced by digital renderings, outdated 
hardware, and promises that never quite materialize. 

How is it that we allegedly sent men to the Moon with 1960s technology, yet today’s space 
program still struggles to produce anything more convincing than CGI animations? If NASA 
is truly making advancements, why does every mission announcement feel like a 
rebranded version of something they already “achieved” decades ago? 

Let’s follow the money trail and ask the uncomfortable question: Is NASA actually 
progressing, or is it just burning cash to sustain an elaborate sci-fi narrative? 

 

Where Does the $25 Billion Go? 

NASA’s budget is massive, surpassing the GDP of many small nations. According to their 
own figures, the bulk of it is allocated to: 

1. Human Spaceflight ($10 billion+) – This includes the Artemis program, the 
International Space Station (ISS), and commercial partnerships like SpaceX and 
Boeing. 

2. Science & Technology ($7 billion+) – Supposedly funding planetary exploration, 
telescopes, and research into space habitation. 

3. Aeronautics & STEM Initiatives ($3 billion+) – Public outreach, educational 
programs, and theoretical aeronautical advancements. 

4. Administration & Miscellaneous ($5 billion+) – A catch-all for management, 
employee salaries, and general agency operations. 



On the surface, this sounds productive. But the reality is that we’re seeing very little actual 
innovation for these astronomical costs. In fact, much of NASA’s budget appears to be 
spent maintaining the illusion of progress rather than making real breakthroughs. 

 

The Rocket Relics: Why Does NASA Still Look Like the 1960s? 

Walking through the Rocket Garden at Kennedy Space Center, I was struck by how old 
everything looked. The rockets on display—Mercury, Gemini, Apollo—could have been 
mistaken for museum pieces if not for the polished plaques detailing their “successes.” 
Even the much-hyped Artemis program, NASA’s supposed return to the Moon, relies 
heavily on the Space Launch System (SLS), which looks eerily similar to the Saturn V 
rockets from the Apollo era. 

This raises an obvious question: If we put men on the Moon in 1969 with rudimentary 
technology, why does today’s NASA still rely on designs that haven’t fundamentally 
changed in over 50 years? 

• In 1969, NASA allegedly sent astronauts 238,855 miles to the Moon and back using 
onboard computers with less processing power than a modern smartphone. 

• In 2024, NASA struggles to launch anything beyond low-Earth orbit (LEO) without 
significant delays, cost overruns, and reliance on private companies like SpaceX. 

• The International Space Station (ISS) remains one of the only “achievements” of 
modern space exploration, yet it orbits just 250 miles above Earth. That’s the 
equivalent of driving from Miami to Orlando—not exactly deep space travel. 

If space travel was truly mastered in the 1960s, shouldn’t today’s technology be light-years 
ahead? Instead, NASA keeps recycling the same rocket designs while expecting us to 
believe that it’s all cutting-edge. 

 

The CGI Problem: Why Does Everything Look Animated? 

One of the biggest red flags during my visit was the complete lack of actual space 
footage. Every “photo” of space shown in the exhibits was either an artist’s rendering, an 
animation, or a composite image. 

• Why does every picture of the Milky Way, distant galaxies, or even Mars look 
computer-generated? 



• Why do so many NASA broadcasts show astronauts in space with weird gravity 
glitches, harness slips, or “air bubbles” floating in the background? 

• Why is the most iconic Moon landing footage grainy and jumpy despite supposedly 
being filmed by NASA’s best technology? 

Even when it comes to Earth imagery, NASA’s track record is suspicious. Different official 
“photos” of Earth taken over the years show completely different cloud patterns, size 
ratios, and even color variations. Are we really looking at real images, or are we just being 
shown whatever fits the narrative? 

If NASA had truly made technological leaps, we should have live-streamed 4K video from 
multiple points in space by now. Instead, we get cartoon-like graphics and impossible 
physics. 

 

The Artemis Delays: A Never-Ending Excuse Machine 

NASA’s Artemis program is supposed to put humans back on the Moon. Yet, it has been 
plagued with so many delays and cost overruns that even mainstream news outlets have 
started questioning its feasibility. 

• Artemis I (uncrewed) was supposed to launch in 2016—it finally launched in 2022. 

• Artemis II (crewed lunar flyby) was supposed to happen in 2023—now pushed to 
2025. 

• Artemis III (Moon landing) was originally planned for 2024—now delayed to 2026 or 
later. 

How is it that a nation that allegedly landed men on the Moon six times between 1969 and 
1972 can’t seem to do it once in the modern era? Shouldn’t technology have advanced 
enough to make lunar missions routine? Instead, we’re spoon-fed constant excuses about 
funding shortages, technical issues, and safety concerns. 

What’s more likely: 
A) NASA mastered Moon travel in the ‘60s but just forgot how to do it? 
B) The original Apollo landings were staged, and NASA now struggles to recreate the 
illusion with modern scrutiny? 

 

NASA’s Real Purpose: Controlling the Space Narrative 



The deeper I look into NASA, the more I believe that its primary function isn’t exploration—
it’s controlling public perception of space. 

• NASA is the gatekeeper of all space-related information. No private company can 
just launch a rocket into “space” and independently verify what’s out there. 

• NASA produces all the official Earth images that shape our understanding of the 
planet’s appearance. 

• NASA controls the narrative of space exploration, deciding what’s possible, what’s 
“science fiction,” and what’s outright conspiracy. 

It’s not about discovery—it’s about reinforcing a worldview that keeps people trusting the 
system. If NASA were truly about pushing the boundaries of space, we should have 
colonies on the Moon by now, space stations orbiting Mars, and routine deep-space 
exploration. Instead, all we get are promises, CGI, and rockets that curve outward instead 
of up. 

 

Conclusion: Billions for What? 

NASA’s budget keeps growing, but space travel remains stagnant. The rockets haven’t 
changed. The images haven’t improved. The Moon missions are forever “just a few years 
away.” And despite all the billions spent, the best NASA can offer the public is a theme 
park experience filled with gift shops and flashy exhibits. 

If the 1969 Moon landing was real, today’s space travel should be as easy as flying across 
the country. Instead, we’re told to wait another decade while NASA keeps collecting funds. 

So I ask again—Where’s the progress? 

Because from what I saw at Kennedy Space Center, NASA isn’t about pushing humanity 
forward. It’s about keeping the illusion alive. 

 

4 of 7: Challenger, Columbia, and the Mystery of Fallen Spacecraft 

Introduction: The Public Shrine of NASA’s Greatest Tragedies 

Walking through the Kennedy Space Center, I expected to see cutting-edge technology and 
evidence of the great strides humanity has made in space exploration. Instead, one of the 
most striking exhibits was the wreckage of Challenger and Columbia, eerily preserved and 
displayed like sacred relics in a public shrine. The dark lighting, the somber atmosphere, 



and the carefully curated messages ensured that visitors left the exhibit moved but 
unquestioning. 

The official story is that Challenger (1986) and Columbia (2003) were two tragic accidents 
that demonstrated the dangers of space travel. But something about the way they were 
presented raised unsettling questions. Why keep the wreckage instead of respectfully 
disposing of it? Why do certain disaster dates keep repeating in NASA’s history? And more 
importantly—were these disasters convenient narratives that served to reinforce belief 
in the space program rather than hinder it? 

This essay explores the suspicious details surrounding these fallen spacecraft, 
including the ritualistic patterns, the psychological impact on the public, and the unsettling 
possibility that these events were not random tragedies but controlled narratives 
designed to deepen public trust in NASA. 

 

Challenger: The Tragedy That Defined a Generation 

On January 28, 1986, the Space Shuttle Challenger exploded just 73 seconds after liftoff, 
killing all seven crew members, including teacher Christa McAuliffe. The explosion was 
broadcast live on national television, forever embedding the tragedy into the minds of 
millions. 

Suspicious Elements of the Challenger Disaster 

1. Why Was Christa McAuliffe Chosen? 

o NASA had never before included a civilian schoolteacher on a mission. 
Christa McAuliffe was handpicked for maximum emotional impact, 
ensuring that millions of schoolchildren and their families were deeply 
invested in the mission. 

o When Challenger exploded, it didn’t just shock the scientific community—it 
devastated everyday Americans, making space exploration a national 
conversation. 

2. The Odd Timing of the Disaster 

o Challenger’s destruction happened exactly 19 years and 1 day after Apollo 
1’s fatal cabin fire (which also occurred on January 27). 

o Why do so many high-profile NASA disasters seem to happen around the 
same late-January timeframe? 



o Is this just a coincidence, or is there a deeper ritualistic pattern at play? 

3. Did the Crew Actually Die in the Explosion? 

o NASA claimed that all seven astronauts perished instantly, but later 
reports revealed that the crew cabin remained intact after the explosion 
and continued rising before falling into the ocean. 

o Evidence suggests that at least some crew members were still alive during 
the descent, raising the disturbing question: Were they sacrificed for the 
greater narrative? 

4. Challenger’s Wreckage Becomes a Symbol, Not a Warning 

o Instead of being destroyed or buried, large portions of Challenger’s remains 
were publicly displayed decades later. 

o The remains were used to remind people of the “sacrifices necessary” for 
space exploration—keeping the public emotionally tied to NASA’s mission. 

Rather than hindering NASA’s progress, the Challenger disaster strengthened public 
support. The emotional trauma convinced the world that space was real, dangerous, and 
worth the risk—an effect that wouldn’t have been achieved through successful missions 
alone. 

 

Columbia: A Tragedy on Repeat 

On February 1, 2003, nearly exactly 17 years after Challenger, the Space Shuttle 
Columbia disintegrated during reentry over Texas, killing another seven astronauts. 

Suspicious Elements of the Columbia Disaster 

1. A Conveniently Timed Tragedy 

o Columbia’s loss came at a critical moment when public interest in space 
was fading. 

o After 22 years of the Shuttle Program, there were no major breakthroughs, 
no moon missions, no real progress—just routine spaceflights. 

o Suddenly, another tragic explosion reminded the world of how dangerous 
and noble NASA’s work was. 

2. The Strange Parallels to Challenger 



o Both Challenger and Columbia lost their entire crews in highly publicized 
disasters. 

o Both involved seven astronauts—another ritualistic repetition in NASA’s 
history. 

o Columbia’s loss was also linked to a piece of debris striking the shuttle at 
launch—eerily similar to Challenger’s supposed O-ring failure. 

3. The Symbolism of the Name "Columbia" 

o The name Columbia is often linked to esoteric symbolism and the concept 
of a sacrificial offering in secret societies. 

o Like Challenger, Columbia’s wreckage was preserved and later displayed, 
keeping the trauma fresh in the public’s mind. 

4. Was Columbia’s Destruction Inevitable? 

o Some reports suggest NASA knew that Columbia suffered damage on liftoff 
but decided not to inform the crew. 

o Officially, NASA claimed that "nothing could have been done to save them," 
but if this was true, why even launch the mission? 

o Could Columbia’s fate have been decided before it even lifted off? 

 

The Ritualistic Patterns in NASA's History 

One of the most puzzling aspects of these tragedies is the repeating pattern of dates in 
NASA’s biggest disasters. 

• Apollo 1 – January 27, 1967 – Three astronauts killed in a "routine" test. 

• Challenger – January 28, 1986 – Seven astronauts killed. 

• Columbia – February 1, 2003 – Another seven astronauts killed. 

These dates are too precise to be dismissed as coincidence. 

Does NASA Follow Occult Numerology? 

NASA has long been rumored to be tied to Freemasonic and occult practices. Many of its 
highest-ranking officials, including founding rocket scientist Jack Parsons, were deeply 
involved in the occult. 



In numerology, certain numbers hold ritualistic power: 

• January 27, 28, and February 1-3 all fall within a critical esoteric window used in 
sacrifice rituals. 

• The number 7 (the number of astronauts in each disaster) is a highly significant 
Masonic and occult number, often linked to completion and sacrifice. 

Could it be that these events weren’t just tragic accidents, but carefully orchestrated 
sacrifices designed to maintain NASA’s grip on the space narrative? 

 

The Psychological Impact: Keeping the Space Myth Alive 

The effect of these tragedies was not to slow down space exploration—it was to reinforce 
belief in it. 

• Before Challenger, public interest in NASA was waning. The tragedy reignited 
national attention and gave the space agency renewed purpose. 

• Columbia’s disaster came at a time when people were questioning the Shuttle 
Program’s relevance—but after the explosion, no one dared suggest shutting it 
down. 

• The wreckage of these disasters, rather than being respectfully buried, was put on 
display to ensure that future generations would never forget the “cost of space 
exploration.” 

It’s no different than how wars use fallen soldiers to justify future conflicts. The message 
is always the same: If we stop now, their deaths will have been in vain. 

 

Conclusion: Tragedy or Narrative Control? 

Were Challenger and Columbia genuine accidents, or were they carefully controlled 
disasters designed to emotionally reinforce belief in NASA? The patterns, the symbolism, 
and the timing of these events raise far more questions than answers. 

What we do know is this: NASA has a history of ritualistic patterns, repeated tragedies, 
and emotional manipulation. The fact that these disasters did not cripple the space 
program, but instead strengthened public support, suggests that their impact was far too 
convenient to be random. 



And if these disasters were, in any way, engineered rather than accidental, then we must 
ask: What else in NASA’s history has been carefully scripted for public belief? 

One thing is certain—these tragedies, whether real or orchestrated, served the narrative 
far too well to be ignored. 
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Introduction: The Rise of the Space Billionaires 

For decades, NASA dominated the public’s perception of space travel. It was the ultimate 
authority in exploration, the gatekeeper of the cosmos, and the face of scientific progress. 
But in the 21st century, a new breed of space pioneers emerged—billionaire CEOs 
branding themselves as modern-day explorers, leading humanity into the next frontier. 

Elon Musk’s SpaceX, Jeff Bezos’ Blue Origin, and Richard Branson’s Virgin Galactic have 
turned space into a corporate spectacle, promising everything from Mars colonization to 
luxury space tourism. These companies claim to be private competitors, each racing to 
revolutionize spaceflight, yet a closer look reveals a different reality: 

• These billionaires aren’t truly competing—they’re collaborating with NASA and 
heavily funded by taxpayer money. 

• They push grand promises but deliver little real progress, keeping public attention 
locked on the “future of space” while avoiding scrutiny over the present. 

• Their ventures seem less about true exploration and more about controlling the 
space narrative for profit and power. 

So, is modern space travel just a billionaire-backed PR stunt designed to keep the illusion 
of progress alive? 

 

NASA and the Billionaires: Partners, Not Competitors 

SpaceX: The NASA-Approved “Rebel” 

Elon Musk presents SpaceX as a maverick company—disrupting the industry, taking bold 
risks, and pushing the boundaries of space travel. But SpaceX is deeply intertwined with 
NASA, receiving billions in government contracts. 

• NASA gave SpaceX its first major contract in 2008 ($1.6 billion) when the 
company was on the verge of collapse. 



• Since then, SpaceX has received over $10 billion in government funding, making it 
more of a taxpayer-subsidized program than a true private company. 

• Musk claims SpaceX is racing toward Mars, but the company hasn’t sent a single 
human beyond low Earth orbit (LEO)—the same as NASA since 1972. 

Despite the flashy launches, SpaceX is just an extension of NASA—a corporate rebrand to 
keep the space dream alive in the private sector. 

Blue Origin: Bezos’ Space Monopoly 

Jeff Bezos’ Blue Origin takes a different approach, focusing on space tourism and future 
Moon missions. But like SpaceX, it’s heavily tied to government funding: 

• Blue Origin has secured contracts with NASA and the Pentagon, including a $3.4 
billion contract for its lunar lander project. 

• Amazon’s AWS cloud computing services power NASA’s data infrastructure, 
meaning Bezos profits from NASA’s operations even outside of Blue Origin. 

• Blue Origin’s space tourism flights are essentially high-altitude stunts, going just 
past the Kármán Line (62 miles up) before falling back down—not real space 
travel. 

Bezos’ vision of space isn’t about exploration—it’s about monetizing the skies while 
keeping NASA’s approval. 

Virgin Galactic: Selling Space as an Experience 

Richard Branson’s Virgin Galactic takes space travel a step further into theme park 
territory. Unlike Musk and Bezos, Branson doesn’t even pretend to aim for deep space—
his company is all about luxury space tourism for the ultra-rich. 

• Virgin Galactic’s suborbital flights barely last 10 minutes, reaching lower altitudes 
than SpaceX or Blue Origin. 

• Despite charging customers up to $450,000 per ticket, the company is heavily 
backed by government partnerships. 

• The entire experience is more about selling the fantasy of space travel than 
actually advancing space exploration. 

While SpaceX and Blue Origin give the illusion of innovation, Virgin Galactic openly 
markets space as a consumer product. 

 



The Billionaire Club’s Real Goal: Controlling the Space Narrative 

If these companies were truly revolutionizing space travel, we’d expect to see radical 
advancements—new propulsion systems, deep space exploration, or evidence that we’re 
closer to interplanetary colonization. Instead, we see: 

• Reused NASA technology dressed up with new branding. 

• No real missions beyond low Earth orbit. 

• Constant delays, cost overruns, and CGI-heavy “updates.” 

So, if they aren’t truly innovating, what’s their real purpose? 

1. Keeping the Space Dream Alive Without Proof 

For decades, NASA has struggled to maintain credibility—especially with growing 
skepticism about the Moon landings. The rise of private space companies reinvigorates 
public faith in space travel, even though these companies haven’t actually 
accomplished more than NASA did decades ago. 

Instead of questioning NASA’s stagnation, people now look to Musk, Bezos, and Branson 
as the “future” of space. The illusion of progress replaces actual progress. 

2. Creating a Space Monopoly 

Rather than truly democratizing space, the Billionaire Space Club is centralizing control 
over it. 

• NASA’s budget feeds these private companies, ensuring they remain 
gatekeepers of space access. 

• Small independent space companies don’t stand a chance against these 
billionaires, ensuring the entire industry remains in elite hands. 

• They decide who gets to go to space, what information is released, and how the 
public perceives space travel. 

3. Expanding Surveillance and Military Power 

Despite the sci-fi rhetoric of space colonies, the real money in space is in military 
applications and surveillance technology. 

• SpaceX and Blue Origin both work with the U.S. military, launching classified 
payloads for the Pentagon and National Reconnaissance Office. 



• Amazon’s satellite projects aim to create global internet surveillance networks, 
using space infrastructure for data control. 

• The public is sold a vision of “space hotels” while the real investments go toward 
military dominance and corporate-controlled orbital infrastructure. 

In other words, the “space revolution” is really just a high-tech arms race under the 
guise of commercial progress. 

 

The PR Machine: How the Public is Manipulated 

To maintain the illusion that these billionaires are ushering in a new space age, their 
companies rely heavily on marketing, CGI, and staged spectacles. 

• Dramatic rocket landings (that are suspiciously perfect despite the extreme 
challenges). 

• Hyperbolic claims about Mars and Moon colonies (without actual evidence of 
progress). 

• Celebrity endorsements and media hype to make space travel seem trendy. 

The entire industry functions more like Hollywood than a legitimate scientific field. 
Instead of real exploration, we get big-budget productions and emotional storytelling. 

 

Conclusion: Space is a Billionaire’s Playground, Not Humanity’s Future 

The so-called “space race” of the 21st century isn’t about exploration—it’s about 
consolidation of power. SpaceX, Blue Origin, and Virgin Galactic don’t exist to push 
humanity forward; they exist to: 

1. Maintain the illusion of space progress to keep public belief intact. 

2. Monopolize space access so only elite-approved organizations control space 
travel. 

3. Develop military and surveillance technology under the guise of commercial 
space innovation. 

Real space exploration should lead to undeniable, tangible advancements—but all we 
get is repackaged NASA tech, delayed promises, and expensive stunts. 



So, is space just a billionaire-backed PR stunt? All signs point to yes. The real question 
isn’t whether they’ll take us to Mars—it’s why they want us so distracted by space in the 
first place. 

 

6 of 7: Why Is Everything in Space “Classified” or “Experimental”? 

Introduction: The Cloak of Secrecy in Space Exploration 

Standing at Kennedy Space Center, I watched a SpaceX Falcon 9 rocket ascend into the 
sky, its trajectory curving outward rather than straight up. The launch was an impressive 
spectacle, but the real mystery wasn’t in the technology—it was in the mission itself. This 
particular launch was for the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), one of the most 
secretive branches of the U.S. government. Unlike the grandiose talk of Mars colonies and 
interstellar travel, this launch had no detailed public explanation—just the phrase 
"classified mission." 

It made me wonder: Why are so many space missions shrouded in secrecy? If space 
exploration is about science, discovery, and the advancement of humanity, then why are 
taxpayers funding missions that they aren’t allowed to know anything about? 

The deeper we look, the clearer it becomes that space travel is not about open scientific 
progress—it’s about government and military control, corporate secrecy, and a 
carefully curated narrative that keeps the public believing in space while restricting 
real access to information. 

 

The Rise of “Classified” Space Missions 

For decades, NASA presented itself as an agency of discovery—one that sought to unlock 
the mysteries of the universe for the benefit of mankind. But in reality, many of its most 
important missions have been wrapped in secrecy, controlled by military contracts, or 
labeled "experimental." 

Today, companies like SpaceX, Blue Origin, and Boeing have joined in on the classified 
space game, launching government payloads under the cover of national security. 

Classified Space Missions: Who’s Hiding What? 

• The National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) – Oversees top-secret spy satellites 
and military space technology. Many of SpaceX’s launches, including the one I 
witnessed, were NRO missions, meaning their purpose is hidden from the public. 



• The Department of Defense (DoD) – Regularly partners with NASA and private 
space companies for classified military payloads that never get explained to 
taxpayers. 

• The U.S. Space Force – Established in 2019, this military branch is focused on 
dominating space as a warfighting domain—raising the question: Is space really 
about discovery, or is it just another battlefield? 

If these agencies are truly pushing the boundaries of space exploration, why are they so 
secretive? Shouldn’t scientific progress be open-source, transparent, and available to 
all? Instead, space is being treated like a private military sector, where only the elite get 
access to real information. 

 

The Apollo Missions: The Beginning of Space Secrecy 

The first major red flags about secrecy in space started with the Apollo program. 

NASA told the world that six successful Moon landings happened between 1969 and 
1972—yet, decades later, we are told that the technology to return is somehow lost. 

Suspicious Details About Apollo Secrecy: 

• NASA conveniently lost the original Moon landing telemetry data and high-
resolution tapes. 

• The astronauts on Apollo never seemed able to answer basic questions about 
the trip, acting awkward and uncomfortable in interviews. 

• When researchers ask about the Van Allen radiation belts—which should have 
been a major obstacle for manned missions—NASA gives vague and contradictory 
answers. 

• The Apollo 17 mission was supposed to be the last Moon mission, yet plans for 
Apollo 18, 19, and 20 were suddenly canceled—without a full explanation. 

After Apollo, NASA became increasingly more selective in the missions it shared with the 
public. Was it because they never actually went to the Moon, or was it because they 
discovered something they didn’t want the public to know? 

 

Why Are Modern Missions Still Wrapped in Secrecy? 



NASA, SpaceX, and other space agencies claim they are taking us toward a new era of 
space travel—yet, the biggest and most expensive missions are classified. 

1. The James Webb Space Telescope: What Are They Really Looking At? 

The James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) was presented as a scientific marvel, capable 
of peering deep into the universe. But curiously, much of what it discovers is controlled by 
a select few organizations. 

• The telescope is run by NASA, the European Space Agency (ESA), and the 
Canadian Space Agency (CSA)—not by independent scientists. 

• Its raw images are processed before the public ever sees them, meaning any 
findings can be altered, classified, or withheld. 

• Several of its discoveries have been labeled "confidential" before being released—
why would telescope images need to be secret? 

2. The Mars Rovers: Why No Live Feeds? 

We’ve been sending rovers to Mars since 1997, yet we still don’t have a single continuous 
live feed from the planet’s surface. 

• Every image is heavily processed, and some have been caught using CGI 
enhancements. 

• The Mars helicopter, Ingenuity, supposedly flies in an atmosphere that is 1% the 
density of Earth’s—something that aeronautical physics suggests shouldn’t be 
possible. 

• The delay in transmission conveniently gives NASA time to alter and adjust 
footage before releasing it to the public. 

If these missions are legitimate, why is everything pre-recorded, edited, and selectively 
released? Why don’t we have raw, unfiltered, real-time access to space footage? 

3. The International Space Station: A Closed-Door Club 

The ISS is one of the most closely controlled environments in the world. 

• Every crew member is handpicked and sworn to secrecy about many of their 
activities. 

• The live feeds frequently glitch or cut out when unusual objects or anomalies 
appear in the background. 



• The zero-gravity demonstrations have raised suspicions, with some appearing to 
use harnesses, green screens, or even underwater filming techniques. 

If space is real and the ISS is as advanced as we are told, why the extreme secrecy about 
simple things like live footage and astronaut movement? 

 

Who Controls Space? The Private and Military Takeover 

At this point, space is no longer about scientific curiosity—it is a corporate-military 
hybrid designed to control information. 

1. Private Companies Own the Infrastructure 

Space exploration has been handed over to billionaire-controlled corporations: 

• SpaceX runs NASA’s most critical programs, including launching astronauts and 
military payloads. 

• Amazon (Jeff Bezos) is launching thousands of satellites for global surveillance 
and internet control. 

• Google and Microsoft handle much of the data processing for space imagery. 

This means that space exploration is not public—it is privatized, censored, and 
controlled. 

2. The U.S. Space Force: Space as a Battlefield 

In 2019, the United States established the Space Force, a military branch dedicated to 
controlling space as a warfighting domain. 

• Space is now classified as a potential combat zone. 

• Military budgets for space-based weaponry and surveillance have skyrocketed. 

• The secrecy surrounding classified space missions makes it nearly impossible for 
the public to know what is happening beyond Earth. 

If space is about peaceful exploration, why is it being militarized at an alarming rate? 

 

Conclusion: Space Is a Controlled Illusion 

Space was sold to the public as a place of discovery, where humanity would expand and 
explore the unknown. But what we have instead is: 



• Secrecy instead of transparency. 

• Private corporations instead of public science. 

• Military control instead of open access. 

Every major mission is either classified or experimental, meaning the public never gets 
the full truth. The deeper we look, the clearer it becomes: 

NASA, SpaceX, and the government aren’t taking humanity to the stars—they’re keeping us 
in the dark. 

If space is truly real and accessible, why do they go to such great lengths to keep us from 
seeing it for ourselves? 

 

7 of 7: If We Went to the Moon in ‘69, Why Are We Still Stuck? 

Introduction: A Half-Century of Stagnation 

On July 20, 1969, NASA claimed that humans set foot on the Moon, marking one of the 
most significant achievements in history. Apollo 11’s astronauts, Neil Armstrong and Buzz 
Aldrin, supposedly spent just over two hours walking on the lunar surface, planting the 
American flag and leaving behind a handful of instruments before returning to Earth. 
Between 1969 and 1972, six successful Apollo missions allegedly landed on the Moon, 
with a total of twelve astronauts exploring its surface. 

Yet, in the more than 50 years since, not a single country—not even NASA itself—has sent 
humans back. Instead, we are told that space travel is harder now than it was in 1969, 
and despite half a century of advancements in technology, NASA’s current Artemis 
program seems to be relearning everything from scratch just to get back to where we 
were decades ago. 

So, the question stands: 

• If we successfully landed men on the Moon with 1960s technology, why haven’t we 
made leaps forward? 

• Why does every new lunar mission face extreme delays, budget overruns, and 
technical issues? 

• And perhaps the biggest question of all—was the Moon landing the greatest 
deception in modern history? 

 



The Vanishing Technology: Why Can’t We Go Back? 

If the Apollo Moon landings were real, then one would expect the technology to have 
improved over time. Instead, we are told that the original Apollo technology is “lost” and 
cannot be replicated.” 

NASA’s Official Explanation: “We Lost the Technology” 

One of the most baffling admissions from NASA comes from Don Pettit, a NASA 
astronaut, who once stated: 

“I’d go to the Moon in a nanosecond. The problem is we don’t have the technology to do 
that anymore. We used to, but we destroyed that technology and it’s a painful process to 
rebuild it.” 

NASA claims that the original Apollo data, blueprints, and tapes were either lost or 
erased—a conveniently convenient excuse for why no one has been able to reproduce 
the original success of the Moon landings. 

If the Moon landing was truly the greatest achievement of mankind, wouldn’t NASA have 
preserved every detail with extreme care? Instead, we are told: 

• The original high-resolution Apollo 11 tapes were “accidentally erased” in the 
1980s. 

• The Saturn V rocket technology is “too costly to recreate”, even though far more 
complex technologies have been developed since. 

• The astronauts themselves struggle to answer basic questions about the Moon’s 
appearance, gravity, or radiation exposure. 

This raises a critical red flag—if we went to the Moon so easily in the 1960s, why is it now 
so difficult to even replicate the mission, let alone advance beyond it? 

 

Artemis: NASA’s Struggle to Recreate Its Own Past 

NASA’s Artemis program is being marketed as “humanity’s grand return to the Moon.” But 
a closer look reveals something strange—it’s not a continuation of Apollo, it’s a 
reinvention of the wheel. 

Artemis’ Major Problems and Delays 

• Artemis I (Uncrewed Test Flight) 



o Originally scheduled for 2016, delayed until 2022. 

• Artemis II (First Crewed Lunar Flyby) 

o Originally set for 2023, now delayed to 2025 or later. 

• Artemis III (Supposed “Return to the Moon” Landing) 

o Originally planned for 2024, now pushed back to 2026 or later. 

If NASA landed humans on the Moon six times in just three years (1969-1972), why does it 
now take decades of development and endless delays just to attempt the same mission? 

The technology of 2024 is light-years ahead of 1969—yet somehow, going to the Moon is 
more complicated today than it was then? 

The “Relearning Everything from Scratch” Problem 

Instead of treating Artemis as a straightforward expansion of Apollo, NASA behaves as if 
it’s exploring the Moon for the first time. 

• Astronauts are retraining in simulated Moon environments, as if the knowledge 
from Apollo no longer exists. 

• New landing technologies are being “developed”, despite Apollo allegedly 
proving them to work. 

• NASA is struggling with the same basic Moon travel logistics that were 
supposedly solved 50 years ago. 

If Apollo was real, why isn’t Artemis picking up where Apollo left off? The reason could 
be simple—because Apollo never actually happened, and NASA is now trying to fabricate 
a new, more “believable” version of the Moon landings. 

 

Did the Moon Landing Really Happen? The Case for a Hoax 

The Apollo program remains one of the most questioned events in modern history. And 
with good reason—many aspects of the Moon landings defy logic, physics, and modern 
technological expectations. 

1. The Strange Behavior of Apollo Astronauts 

Many Apollo astronauts displayed bizarre behavior when discussing the Moon landings. 



• Neil Armstrong avoided the public eye for most of his life and refused to give 
detailed interviews about Apollo 11. 

• When the Apollo 11 crew held their press conference, they looked uncomfortable, 
nervous, and confused, rather than excited about their monumental achievement. 

• When asked by a child in 1994 why they never went back to the Moon, Armstrong 
replied, “We didn’t go there, and that’s the way it happened.”—a bizarre choice of 
words. 

2. The Moon Photos and Videos Look Staged 

Many of the Apollo images and videos appear artificial or manipulated. 

• Shadows in photos don’t match light sources, suggesting studio lighting. 

• The American flag waves, even though NASA claims the Moon has no atmosphere. 

• Astronauts move as if they are on wires, similar to low-budget Hollywood effects. 

3. The Van Allen Radiation Belts Issue 

To reach the Moon, Apollo astronauts would have had to pass through the Van Allen 
radiation belts, which contain lethal levels of radiation. 

• NASA itself now admits that radiation is a major obstacle for space travel. 

• If the Apollo missions could safely pass through the radiation belts in 1969, why is it 
now such a major problem for Artemis? 

• Could it be that Apollo never actually went through the radiation belts at all—
because the mission was staged? 

 

The Bigger Picture: Why Lie About the Moon Landing? 

If NASA faked the Moon landings, the next question is why? 

• Cold War Propaganda: The 1960s was an intense period of U.S.-Soviet rivalry. The 
Moon landing was a way to establish U.S. dominance without an actual war. 

• Justifying NASA’s Funding: The Apollo program cemented NASA’s status as a 
permanent, well-funded agency. 

• Maintaining Control Over Space Perception: By controlling the “official” version of 
space exploration, NASA ensures no independent access or verification. 



 

Conclusion: The Moon Myth and the Future of Space Deception 

The biggest evidence that Apollo was a hoax isn’t just in the inconsistencies of the 
past—it’s in the stagnation of the present. 

• If we really landed on the Moon in 1969, we should have permanent bases by now. 

• Instead, we have decades of delays, excuses, and "lost" technology. 

• Artemis isn’t building on Apollo’s success—it’s reconstructing the lie from 
scratch. 

The Moon landings are possibly the greatest deception in modern history—one that 
shaped how we view space, technology, and government narratives. 

And if they could fake the Moon landing, what else are they lying about? 

 

Conclusion: When the Stars Fall, So Will the Lies 

After exploring the tangled web of government-funded illusions, billionaire-fueled publicity 
stunts, CGI space missions, and pseudo-scientific mysticism, one thing becomes crystal 
clear: the space deception isn't about curiosity—it's about control. 

From the very beginning, Satan has said, “I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne 
above the stars of God…” (Isaiah 14:13). The deception of outer space is just another layer 
of that rebellion. While the world is looking up for rockets and rovers, God’s Word reminds 
us to look up for our redemption (Luke 21:28), not a space agency’s next performance. 

This world is not spinning out of control through an endless vacuum—it’s held up by the 
very Word of God (Hebrews 1:3). The heavens declare His glory (Psalm 19:1), not NASA's 
camera tricks. 

We were told to believe in astronauts. We chose instead to believe in the Ancient of Days. 
We were told to prepare for Mars. We choose to prepare for the New Jerusalem. 

The Space Deception Series is not just about exposing a lie—it’s about pointing people 
back to the truth. 

       "Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth." – John 17:17 

 

 



 

 


