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Figure33: Hairy Ridge,looking roughly northwestat a little over 11,000feet. (Location:
justeastof last“s” in “EastButtress”on Fig.32.) The Cook Societys EastButtressRoute
suppose€ookwentalongthetop of this serratednife-edgefromright to left, thenstraight
uptheicy cliff beyond. Theoppositesideof the Hairy Ridgeis nearlyasforbiddingasthe
faceshavn. Photocourtesyof BradfordWashhurn.

Figure34: Thesummitof Mt. McKinley asit really is, looking duesouth. TerrisMoore &
Bob Bates,July 1942. Comparingto Figs.2,3, & 18, it'simpossibleto seeary similarity.
Photoby & courtesyof Brad Washlurn.
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Figurel: Aerial photo(compareo Fig.32),lookingWNW: Mt. McKinley loomsover Fake
Peak(circled molehill, lower right). Key: 1 = Mt. Church(8233ft), 2 = Mt. Gros\enor
(8450ft), 3=Mt. Johnsor{8460ft), 4 = Mt. Wake (double-peaks.9100ft), 5= Mt. Bradley
(9140ft), 6 = Mt. Dickey (9545ft), 7 = Mt. Barrille (7650ft), A = GlacierPt.(3753ft), B=
Gatavay (c.5000ft), S= Mt. McKinley S.Peak(20320ft), N = N. Peak(19470ft). Cook's
nal 1906 mavements(beforeheadinghome): throughlower-left cornerto A; thenceto
Fake Peakarea;backto A; A to B (pastpeaksl-7). Photocourtesyof BradfordWashhurn.
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Figure32: A simpli ed mapof Ruth Glacier& the approacheso Mt. McKinley asthey
reallyare. Boundarieof glaciersin their upperreachesreapproximate Thesmallglacier
justnorthwesbf KarstensRidgeis HarperGlacier Scale:2 1/2 statutemilespercentimeter

sameasfor Fig.31.
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Figure31: A detailof Cook's mapfrom p.8260f Harper's Monthly Magazine May 1907
(enlagedsoscaleequalghatof Fig.32). N-Ssolidline is longitude151 W; E-W solidline
islatitude63 N, justnorthof thepointBarrill saidthey turnedback. Thedash-dotine is the
routeCookclaimedhetookto the summit. This path(like z7 xAl) is dramaticallydifferent
from the Cook Societys proposed E-to-W) East-Buttressoute: CTC Plate2/12. No path
atall wasprovided on themapappearingn Top (1908pp.152-153r CTC Platel/5).
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Z7 The Fake Peak Revisited

An examination of the new evidencefor and againstFrederick
A. Cook's claim to have climbed Mount McKinley in 1906

by Robert M. Bryce?
A Intr oduction

Al Lateonthenightof October2, 1906,atelegraphmessengeknocked atthedoor of
604 Carlton Avenuein Brooklyn, New York. HerbertL. Bridgman,businesamanageiof
the Brooklyn Standad Union, paidthe $12.50collectchagesandopenedhetelegram. It
wasdatedSeptembeR7:

Tyonek,Alaska
H. L. Bridgman,Brooklyn, NY.:
We have reachedhe summitof Mount McKinley by a new routein the
north, and have mapped3000 miles of country Returnto Seattleby next
steamerFred.A. Cook?

A2  FrederickA. Cook wasa medicaldoctorandfriend of Bridgmans. He wasalso
a noted explorer  Cook had beenRobertE. Pearys suigeonon his North Greenland
Expeditionin 1891-1892andwasrecognizedublicly by Pearyfor his contritutionsto its
success.He hadalsosened with distinctionin a similar role with the Belgian Antarctic
Expeditionof 1897-1899.I1n 1903hehadmadehis rst attempto climb thehighestpeakin
North America,andnow his telegramto Bridgmanproclaimedhis victory in thatventure.
But this claimedsuccesgameasa surpriseto mary, especiallyHerschelParker, a physics
professorat ColumbiaUniversity, who hadonly recentlyreturnedfrom Alaska,wherehe
hadbeenpart of Cook’s expedition. He wasunderthe distinctimpressionthat Cook had
givenup ary attemptto climb themountain.In fact,thatis why Parker hadreturnedo New
York aheadf therestof the party

A3  Whenconfrontedwith Cook's telegram,Parker couldscarcelyallow thatit couldbe
true. “He will have to tell mehow hedid it beforel canbelieve thatit wasdone,® asserted
Parker. “He may have ascendedne of the peaksof the range,but | do not believe that
he madethe ascentof Mount McKinIey."4 WhenCookreached\ew York in November
hewentto seeParker, who apparently wascorvincedof thetruthfulnessof Cook's claim,
thoughhe discountedts scienti ¢ importance.In Alaska,hovever, doubtsremainedhat
anEasternehaddonewhatmostAlaskan“Pioneers”consideredmpossible.

A4 Cook publishedthe rst accountof his climb in Harper's Monthly Magazinein
1907° Thetaleit told wasvery thrilling. Cook,with two companionsan Alaskanminer
namedJohnDokkin and a horsepacler from MontananamedEd Barrill, setoff toward

! [Note by DR: RobertBryce (HeadLibrarian, MontgomeryCollege, Germantn Campustele-
phone301-353-7855)s authorof the widely and well reviewed 1997 book, Cook & Peary: The
Polar Contioversy, ResolvedStackpoleBooks,5067 Ritter Rd, Mechanichirg, PA 17055,telephone
800-732-3669)Cook& Pearyhasdeseredly become— andwill remain— the primesourceon The
Controversy]

2 New York Times October3, 1906.

% Ibid, October7, 1906.

4 Ibid, November10. 1906.

5 Though,seeD.Rawlins Pearyat the North Pole: Factor Fiction? (Wash,DC, 1973)p.81.

5 Cook,FrederickA., “The Conquesbf MountMcKinley,” Harper's MonthlyMagazine May 1907,
pp.825-837.
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Mount McKinley by motorlaunch(the Bolshoy in late August. Cook hadtold the restof
theexpeditionmembersvho stayedbehindthathewould merelybelooking for aworkable
routefor anothemattempthefollowing year Accordingto Cook'saccountthey established
abasecampsome40 air milesfrom the mountainandstartedup RuthGlacier which Cook
haddiscoreredcurling away from McKinley's southeasterranks in 1903andnamedfor
his adopteddaughter Dokkin soonturnedback, but Cook andBarrill continuedon with
heary packs,andin threedaysreachedhe baseof a 12,000-footridge on the mountains
easternank. Onceatopthisridge,they wereencouragetb goonby abreakin theweather
They continuedclimbing for two moredaysand,aftera numberof harraving escapesnd
amiserable sleeplessight spentin a hole duginto a nearlyvertical slopeat 14,000feet,
they realizedthey hadachanceof reachinghevery summit. Theweathetheld,anddespite
headachesiosebleedsnavblindnessandotherevil effectsof thehighaltitudeandintense
cold, Cookrelated they managedo struggleto within 2,000feetof thetop onthe seventh
day of the climb. On the morningof the eighthday they madea dashfor the higherof
thetwin summitsandreachedt about10 o'clock, Septembel 6. They stayedonly twenty
freezingminutesat 16 degreesbeforebeginningtheir descentreachingtheir boatagain
on SeptembeR0.

A5  Accompaping his article, Cook publishedtwo drawvings shaving dramaticscenes
from thenarratve, severalphotographsvith captionamplying they hadbeentakenduring
the actualascentandoneunequvocally identi ed asthe summitwith Ed Barrill standing
atits apex holdinganice axwith anAmerican ag lashedoit. DuringDecembefd906and
the rst monthsof 1907,Cooklecturedon his climb andwaselectedthe secondoresident
of the ExplorersClub of New York, succeedind\dolphusW. Greely

A6  InJuly1907,Cookembarledonanew expeditionto theArctic. Duringhisabsence,
in 1908,afull- edged bookdetailinghistwo expeditionsto Alaskaappearedinderthetitle
To the Top of the Continent in which the samepicturesashadappearedn Harper's were
printedwith somevhatdifferentcaptions.In thecaseof theoneof EdBarrill onthesummit,
the picturewasrenderedifferently from thatwhich hadaccompaniecCook’s article. In
Harper's the sky hadbeenairbrushedbut and appearedlank, but in the book, the same
picturehada dark sky, matchingthe descriptionin Cook's narrative, which remarled on
its peculiarcolor at the summit. The bookwasreviewed favorablyin AmericaandEurope
andthereseemedo beno lingering doubtsover Cook's claim to have conqueredhe great
Alaskanpeak.

A7  All of thatchangean Septembet, 1909,whenCooksentadispatcHfrom Lerwick,
Scotlandsayingthathe hadreachedheNorth Poleon April 21,1908. He wasbeinggiven
atumultuouswelcomein Copenhagerenmarkwhenword arrivedfrom RobertE. Peary
that he claimed he had reachedthe North Polein April of 1909, followed shortly by
Pearys rst allegationthat Cook's prior claimto the Polewasa fraud. In the chagesand
counterchagesthatwereto ragefor monthsin the nation's nevspaperstheinitial doubts
aboutCook's climb of Mount McKinley wereraisedearlyon, but it wasnot until October
14,1909, that Cook's climb of McKinley becamea centralissuein what hassincebeen
dubbedThePolarControversy

A8  Onthatday the New York Globe & Commecial Advertiserpublisheda detailed
af davit signedby EdwardBarrill swearingthatneitherhe nor Cookhadever beenwithin
12 milesof thesummitof Mount McKinley, thatthey hadnever climbedevena12,000foot
ridge,muchlessstoodon the 20,320-footsummit,andthatall of theharraving adventures
in betweerhadbeemothingbut fantasyon Cook's part. Cook's mary supportersincluding
thepawerful New York Herald, counteredhatBarrill' s af davit could notbetrusted since
it hadbeenmadeby a manwho wasnow admittingto have lied in the pastwhenhetold
friends on numerousoccasionghat he and Cook had reachedhe summit. He had even
shavn themhis diary bearinga recordof the climb, substantiallyasCook haddescribedt
in hiswritings. Indeed,the diary, whenpublishedin full the next day, did corroboraten
all majoraspectCook’s narratize of his ascent.However, his af davit saidthatthediary
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this say aboutthe Cook Societys ability to detecta genuineconspiecy? In particular
Browne's Fake Peakphotowasallegedly retouchedand Browne himselfwassaidto have
beerapartyto fraud(allegationsshavn hereto have been at-out falseall along). Question:
Whyhavesud hystericallyextremechargespersisted(for over 90 years),if the Fake Peak
photos locationis now beinghurriedly re-classi edasjust ho-hum‘irrelevant” (z7 xG3)
— asis certainto bethe Cookparty's permanenfuture partyline?

G2  Cook's moreimaginatve supporterdiave (Polar Priorities 15 p.36,1995)accused
BradWashhurnofignoringor“suppressingvidence” aspartof a“Peary-Bravne-Washurn
vendetta .. anasty’ historicalcoverup”— andhavetried portrayingWashlrnasaPeary-
cultstooggpartlybecaus®eary-backinglationalGeographihadtheexcellentgoodsense
to award Bradits medals— andto rejectCook’s grosshoaes). Comments:a] Anybody
whoknows BradWashhurnquickly realizeghathisfranktemperameris utterlyantithetical
to covering up arything. [b] Rightin the prefaceto his crucial 1958 AmerAlpine J paper
Washlurn pointedlycriticized the over-aggressienesof Pearys supporters|c] Theonly
time DIO 's publisherandhis wife have ever metBradandBarbarawashturn (1995/7/16),
Brad openlymentionedthat Pearys failure, to take navigatorwitnessBob Bartletton the
lastleg of his famous1909trip, left Brad (& Bartlett,whom Bradknew) suspiciousf the
PearyNorth Poleclaim. Such(typical) opennesdy Washlurn — who is perfectlyhappy
with our publicationof his skepticismhere— seemgatherodd behaior for a National-
Geographic-puppet-conspiratofFurther: the bestreview of Rawlins' disbeliezing 1973
book, Peary . . . Fiction, was by Brad's protege, Dave Roberts,in the 1973/7/19Wash
Post) Sincethe Cook movementcontinuesto focuson thetheorythatPearyiteforcesare
responsibldor the nonrecognitiorof Cook's claims, it shouldbe addedfurther that this
DIO 's author editor, andpublisherareall utterdisbelieversin Pearys North Poleclaim.
Butthethreeof usagreewith WashlurnthatPearycamemuchcloserto thePolethanCook,
andthe majority of the four of us believe thatthe immortal Pearyat leasttried his bestin
1909(shortof suicide)}— andwasworth tenof Cookasanexplorer

G3  Questionsfor the suppression-loathingrederickA. Cook Society: [a] Is Polar
Priorities willing nally to publishthe full “summit” photo (preferablythe “lost” sharp
copy: z7 fn 12)andits mate?(OurFigs.18&4 respectrely.) Indeedwhy hasit notalready
long sincedoneso,having (z7 fnn 9-12)possessekothfor years?b] CanPolar Priorities
cite® thisDIO 7.2-3andouraddressindphone&Bax numbersNo needto suppres$olar
Priorities readersaccesso bothsidesof the McKinley controversy

G4  Thebottomline of xG1andof thenow-completevindicationof thosewhocontended
that Fake Peakwasthe site of Cook's “summit” photo: Cook's adwocatesobviously now
owe Washturn— andtheshade®f Browne& Parker— anapologyfor theirironic*® slurs.
No matterhow well desered®® it is anapologythatonesadlysuspectsvill notcome.If it
doesDIO will behappy to reportit.

andslungbackatone.l.e.,it's bestif all sidessimply stick to basicissues& logic.)

47 More projection(xF3)? After evidenceprovesthemwrongin a controsersy someopenly ac-
knowledgethefact(see,e.g.,DIO 1z1xC3,z9 fn 7, DIO 6 z3 xF2), while others(the badlosers)can
never forgive the bearerof thatevidence— and nd compensatorgatishctionin launchingattacks
uponhim forever after (Seeg.g.,DIO 2.2fn 14,andDIO 2.3z9 fn 32. Or thestalleresquédehaior of
Keystone-CSICOPs-archd®Klass— thegoons'goon— towardsTom Mclver [tel. 216-252-5715].)

48 |n asfull & detailedafashionasfn 14 & z7 fn 30, which hereinform ourreadershow to contact
all the centralCookloyalists,how to obtainPolar Priorities 14 & otherissuesandhow to subscribe
and-orcontritbute to the Cookites'housgournal.

4 Seedisappearances? fn 9-12,fn 25,xE2. (Also: Sleptical Inquirer 2.1:62[1977] pp.73-74.)

50 [On 1998/7/29 Washhurn got new precisedataon key controrersysites.Adoptedhere.]
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readerssinceCTC pp.281-28ZFailsto reproducdor evenprovide thetexts of) Cookdiary
pp.448&46(Figs.12&13),both of which placepeak? just shortof the Gatavay. (Seealso
Bryce's commentsat z7 fn 25.) Incidentally asto the larger questionof why Cook has
sketch-mapsouthof the Gatavay (but not north): thexD7-vsxD8 contrasts alsoloston
CTCreadersagainbecausehe Cook Societyhasnever publishedthe sketch-maps.

[d] But the p.52 datumthat de niti vely torpedosthe whole east-ridge-Pgasus-Peak
crockis the briefestentryonthepage,'Bar 24" (right sideof Fig.16)— Cook's barometer
readingof 24 inches.This correspond’&3 to about6000ft; while, for 11,000ft (thealtitude
the CookSocietyhasbroadcagt for thesedrawings), thecorrectharometriceadingwould
be 20inches.(As to thelikelihoodof a4 inch error: noneof Cook's otherrealbarometer
readingsvary from meanexpectationgfn 43] by morethanaboutl 1/2 inches.) So, say
goodbyeotheCookSocietysprimenen McKinley-dataexhibit, by farthemost-adertised
evidencefrom its 1994expedition,which drainedthe Societys coffersby roughly$40,000.
F3  AstheCookSocietyfalselyaccusegfn 46) othersof forging material,evenwhile
the Societyitself juggles(andrepeatedlyignoresincorvenientor even glaringly contrary
partsof) its own sliver of self-proclaimechen-vindicationp.52-&idenceijt' stimetore ect
uponthepsychologicable nition of “projection”.

G Apostacy Apotheosis & Apology

G1 Returningto crucial-experiment- nality: the signi cance of the uncropped'Sum-
mit” photois twofold: First, it shavsindisputablythatCooklied in his displayof the most
importantphysicalevidencefrom the climb. Cook's veracityis of centralimportwhenthe
only evidencein favor of his claim is his own unsupportedvord. Second,t shavs that
BelmoreBrowne, HerschelParker, and Brad Washlurn were not satanicde lers of The
One True Explorer but were legitimately attemptingto determinethe truth in their now
completelyvindicatedinvestigationsof Fake Peak. Pastdefendersof Cook (inspiredby
Cookhimselff*® have imputedvariousdishonesmotivesto thesemen[Polar Priorities 15
pp.32&35],andtheir chagesarestill faithfully cited by Cookitestoday*® (Whatdoesall

43 A corvenientexpressiorfor themearrelationof heightz (in statutemilesabove sea-leel) to baro-
metric pressureP (in inchesof Hg) is: z = 121og[30f]. ThatCook's barometemwasnot seriously
defectveis acknavledgedatCTC pp.269-2D, andis obviousfromthebarometedatin thediary (CTC
pp.283f). At diary pp.59&65,the barometetwice indicatedP closeto 24.6inches(CTC p.286)for
GlacierPoint(“CeracPt’: z7 fn 19). Evidentlyworking (accuratelyfrom atablebasedbntheabose
formula, Cook (diary p.59,CTC p.286)placedGlacierPointat about5500ft (528012 log[30/24.6]),
thoughit is actuallyonly 3753ft above sea-leel. Theerrorcouldbefrom slightinstrumentamiscali-
brationor local atmospheripressure-ariationor both. Correctingfor the effect, we canestimatethat
24 incheson Cook's barometeat this time correspondetb almost5000ft, which is aboutconsistent
with his actualaltitudein the Fake Peak-Gatway areawherehedrev thep.52sketches.

44 E.Ridge11000ft altitude: Polar Priorities 14 insidecover, p.8; CTC pp.245-248 And seefn 40.

4 F.Cook My Attainmentof the Pole 1913 ed. p.534, on Peary Parker, & Browne: “bribery,
conspiray, andperjury’ He continuegwith unwitting irony, givenhis own latertermin Leavenworth
for mail fraud): “That suchmencanescapehedoomof prisoncellsis aparodyuponhumandeceng.”

46 SeexxC3-C5, CTC pp.252-253. Attacks summarizedn Bryce's Cook & Peary pp.816f. Ted
Leitzell's claimthatBrowne's photowasdoctoredachagespready Cookhimself: My Attainmenbf
thePole 1911p.531)is publishedn Polar Priorities 14 (1994)p.17. (Browneis anoddtamgetof attack
for fraudsinceheon 1912/6/29otwithin afew hundredfeetof McKinley's summit— all thewayto
FarthingHorn[fn 7] — yethonestlyadmittedhe'd fallenshortof the exactsummit,entirelyunlike the
big-lie heroof thosewho keepdenigratinchim.) A morerecentCookSocietyattackon Browneclaims
(CTC p.261)that he temporarilymis-locatedFake Peakon a map. Comments:[a] Since Browne
waseventuallythe rst post-1906explorerto locateFake Peak(demonstrablyorrectly— his written
cairn-recordvasfoundon the spot: Washlurn AAJ11.1[1958]p.21& plate16), why obfuscatewith
suchan obsoletenit-pick? [b] The Cook Societys own map (CTC Plate2/12) mislocatesits fave
formation, “PegasusPeak”, placingthe 12206 ft & 12060ft peaksin its photo (our Fig.14) north
insteadof southof WestFork TraleikaGlacier (To preventary unfair conclusion:the mappetin this
case,TedHeckathornis notignorantof wherethesepeaksare;i.e., thisis justameaninglesslip. But,
if onegeneratea nit-contestthisis thesortof thingthatcangetunmercifullyblown outof proportion
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entriesregardingthe climb werealsoinvention,having all beendictatedby Cook.
A9  Beforetheaf davit waspublishedtherehadbeemumerousumorsof bribesoffered
to Cook's former climbing partnerandto othersfor the purposeof bringingdown Pearys
rival. Barrill's af davit provedthateitherin the pastor now, hewasalliar; but, purchased
or not, theaf davit wasultimatelyto have a powerful effect onthe declineof public belief
that FrederickCookwasa truthful man. NonethelessiyhenCook's North Poleclaim was
rejectedn Decemberl909by a Konsistoriumappointecdby the University of Copenhagen
to examinehis proofs,mary still adheredo the notionthat Cook hadbeendefeatedoy a
moneg/ed conspirag bankrolledby the powerful menof the PearyArctic Club, which had
nancedPearysattemptgo reachthePolefor tenyears— aconspirag, they said,in which
theBarrill af davit, which hadbeenbought,hadplayeda majorrole.
A10 In 1910,theExplorersClub,which hadpreviously formedacommittegto examine
themeritsof Cook's claimto have climbedMount McKinley andrejectedt, elded its own
expeditionto Alaska. Led by HerscheParkeralongwith anotheformermemberof Cook's
1906expedition,BelmoreBrowne, it was nanced by the PearyArctic Club. Its objective
wasto visit the smallpeakalongatributary of Ruth Glacierdescribedn Barrill' s af davit
to obtainphotographshat would shav thatit, andnot the summitof the greatmountain,
waswhereCook's pictureof Barrill standingwith the ag hadbeentaken.
Al11  BrowneandParker locatedthe spot,but wereunableto exactly duplicateCook's
photodueto deepsnawv, which obscurednary of theimportantfeaturesvisible four years
before,andbecause shift in a drifted snawv cornicepreventedthemfrom standingin the
positionthat would have allowed the samecameraangle Cook had used. So even their
photograph®f whatthey called“Fake Peak”did not corvince somethatit wasthe same
placeasthe onein Cook's photographespeciallysincethey weresponsorednd nanced
by Cook's opponentsBrowne andParker weresuccessfuin exactly duplicatingseveral of
Cook's otherphotographshowever, thusshaving conclusvely thatthey werenottakenat
the locationsor the altitudesascribedto themin Cook's book or magazinearticle, being
milesaway andthousandsf feetlowerin altitudethanthosehe hadassignedhem.
Al12 In the 1950s,Bradford Washlurn, the foremostexpert on the topographyof the
AlaskaRangewasableto duplicateall but two of the controversialpicturesin To the Top
of the Continent noneof which wereat the altitudesor locationsCookhadsaidthey were.
But hetoo wasunableto duplicateCook's summitpicture at Fake Peak,for two reasons.
Fifty feetof snav hadmeltedaway’ at the site since1906, placingthe spot Cook might
have stoodwhenhe took his picturefar up in thin air. Also, partof theright side of the
pro le of rocksjust belav the positionBarrill wasshavn standingin Cook's photograph
wasmissing,makinganexactduplicateof this key photono longerpossible.
A13  This samerock pro le was visible in Browne's Fake Peakphoto of 1910, but
Washhlurn contendedhatthis ledgehadcollapsedsinceBrowne's photographwastaken;
Cook’s supporteramaintainedthat this ledge had never existed (z7 xG1), but had been
paintedinto Browne's phototo corvict Cook of fraud. Even Washlurn associatéAdams
Carters 1957 attemptto erecta climbable 50-foot mastso asto place him at the right
cameraanglefailedto settlethe matterwhenhefoundit left him severalfeetshortof the
conjecturakpotwhereCookhadstoodin 1906.
Al4 In 1995,Brian Okonek,an Alaskanclimbing guide,duplicatedthe lastof Cook's
supposedhhigh-altitudepicturesfrom the surfaceof Ruth Glacier(Top opp. p.238). But
withoutaduplicateof thesummitpicture,mary Cooksupportersemainecadamanthathis
photoactuallyshavedthe top of the continentasit lookedin 1906,andsuggestedereral
innocent-soundingxcusego explain the misattribution of thelocationsof therest. Thus,
Cook’s photographof Ed Barrill holdingthe ag hasbeencalled“the mostcontroversial
picturein the history of exploration” Is it afake or not?

7 SeeBradfordWashhurn, “Doctor Cook andMount McKinley,” AmericanAlpine Journal, vol.11
no.1[1958],p.22.
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B Newphotographic evidencecomesto light

B1 In 1989mostof FrederickCook's papersveredonatedo the Library of Congress.
They hadbeenin the possessionf his family sincehis deathin 1940andhadnever been
availableasawholefor scholarlyexamination. Amongthemwasthe original diary of his
1906 expeditionto Alaska,the existenceof which was previously known only to Cook's
family and a few of their intimate friends. However, a portion of the papersremained
in the custodyof the FrederickA. Cook Society a non-pro t educationalorganization
composedf asmallgroupof ardentsupporterand Cook family memberseadquartered
in the Sullivan CountyHistoricalandCulturalMuseumin Hurleyville, New York.

B2 Inthecourseofresearchior abiographyof FrederickA. Cook?® | wasgivenunlimited
accesgo bothrepositorieof the papersonceheldby the Cookfamily. In asearchthrough
the photographianaterialsat Hurleyville in 1991,a numberof negativestakenby Cookin
1906turnedup, someof themnever published.

B3 It hadalwaysbeenlamentedhatno onehadever hadaccesgo theoriginal negative
of Cook's summit photograph,becausethe picture as publishedin his book was dark,
obscuringmary of thedetailsneededo de nitely identify whereit hadbeentaken,andthe
publicationof thesamephotoin Harper's hadbeensobadlyretouchedhatit hadthesame
effect. If additionalprintscouldbemadefrom theoriginal negative, studentf thesubject
speculatedthat might clearup the whole matter Unfortunately the negative of Cook's
mostcontroversial picturewasnot amongthoseat Hurleyville. Therewerea numberof
prints madefrom Cook’s original negatives,howvever, andamongthemwasa sharp,clear
copy of his summitpicture. That shouldhave settledthe matter but the history of this
picturecontinuedto be bizarre.

B4  Aspartof myrequesfor documentatiofrom theFrederickA. CookSocietyacopy
of this picturewasasledfor on several occasions. Nearly all of my mary otherrequests
wereeventually lled — but time aftertime a copy of the crucial summitpicturedid not

8 Bryce,RobertM. Cooké& Peary: thePolar Controversy, ResolvedMechanicshrg, PA: Stackpole
Books,1997.

9 Letters,RobertM. Bryceto Mary Allison Farley [then-archiist of the FrederickA. CookSociety],
datedOctober21,1991: “De nite musts. . .: Photocog of Dr. Cook's ‘summit' picturethatwe sav
amonghis Mt. McKinley photosonmy rst trip this summef; Decemberl1,1991: “On the summit
picture: Pleasesendmeal:1sizecopy of thisandoneaslargeasyoucangetonapageby enlagement.
Take an enlaged exposurelighter anddarler also. This picturewas part of the McKinley printswe
cameacrosson my rst visit”; January21,1992: “What | wantedwasthe print of the famous Top
of the Continent'picture— the onethatDr. Cook alwaysclaimedwasthe top of Mt. McKinley with
Ed Barrill holding the ag. We found a print of it in thoseboxes of Alaskan pictureswe looked
throughonthe rst visit” Letters,RobertM. Bryceto WarrenB. Cook, Sr, datedFebruary6, 1993;
March3,1993;Februaryl7,1994;April 15,1994:“l dowish,thoughwhenhefoundit, that[Sheldon
Cook-DoroughtheCookSocietyhistorianatthetime] hadsentmecopiesof theMt. McKinley summit
pictureas| outlinedin detailin several of my lettersto Ms. Farley.”; May 11, 1994: “While [Mrs.
Burns,caretakr of the collectionat Hurleyville atthetime] is atit, | hopeshewill sendmethe copy
of the 'summitpicture' thatl have requestedn anumberof occasionsn the past,or thatyouwill do
it yourselfwhenyou make your upcomingyvisit to the Museummentionedn your letter . .. When
| waslastin Hurleyville, the picturewas containedn a greencardboardolding storagebox on the
top of the grey bookcasebehindthe deskasyou enteredthe door to the room in which the papers
wereheld. Sheldoncon rmed to methatit wasstill solocatedwhenhewasatthe Museumdoing his
evaluationof the paperdn 1993. Obtaininga copy of thisis alsoimportant,since,while my memory
is excellent,| would rathernotrely onit here. Of coursejt would bebestif | could be sentanactual
photographicopy of the photo. It would have to be 1:1 in size(not anenlagement) thenthe xerox
copieswould be unnecessaryut they alsowould be completelysatishctory andpreferablejf thisis
goingto causeabig delayor causeyouary incorvenience.l amsendingacopy of the ‘summitphoto’
from Harper's sothat Mrs. Burnsmight easilyrecognizethe onel amlooking for”; May 18, 1994.
Copies possessionf author

Summits & Bombs 1997 Decenber DIO 7.3 z9 93

E Chargeof the Slight Brigade — into the Valley of Eternal Reruns

When Cook's paperswere nally openeda decadeago, his shrinking circle of loyalists
jumpedeagerlyinto them,nakedly hopefulof nding, e.g.,thecompass-dat@ookclaimed
(fn 27) to have taken from the summit. Polar Priorities 14 p.5 (similarly at CTC pp.239-
240), bright with initial optimismuponthe nding of his compasslata,reported: “This
new evidencewarrantedurtherinvestigatiori. Butwhenthisveryinvestigatiorprovedthat
all thesecompasgataplaceCookin the lower Ruth Glacier(fn 26), the Societyneither
learnsarything nor informs its members. (Seefn 16.) Whenevery hopefor hard-data
vindicationcameup utterly dry, nothen-sympathizefior Cook(exceptBryce)wasall-there
enoughto aska simple question: doessuchtotal failure, on every evidential front, favor
or disfavor’” Cook's claims? Instead,the Cook Societybegan a well-fundeddiversion-
campaign:[a] Glossingits publication,Polar Priorities. [b] Claiming Cook's Im must
have becomedamagedfn 49]. [c] Spendingtensof thousand®f dollarsuponits inner
circle, and upon a prayerless-wheebf expeditionsaimed at the chimeraof generating
corvincing evidencefor Cook's claims. (Cook himself having neglectedto do so: CTC
pp-261&265. Question: who would wish to squandetis life in the role of a perpetual
quixote — chaging into one hopelesshattle after another— defendingso sloppy and
fecklessa“hero”? SeeCook& Pearyp.944.)

F Self-DestructBombson Diary Page52

F1 Itisanappallingmeasuref thebarenessf Cookisms evidentialcupboardhat,in

patheticappositionto the 5 hard-dateblanks3® the only documenin Cook's handthatthe
Societyattempts® to call undeniablestartlingly speci ¢ proof®® (that Cook passednuch
beyondthe Gatevay) is p.520f thediary, i.e., themuddledsketchesof Fig.15.

F2  Theveryideaof ghting perfectly& very-multiply-consistenphotographigroof
by adducingan isolated(z7 xG16), discordarft' pageof sketches(by an untalentedand
guestionablyhonestartist) is wild, right on its face. But, aswell, this “evidence”itself
(Fig.15)criesout*? in Cook'shandwith somary fatalcortradictionsof theverycult-theories
it is supposedo con rm, thatit mayrepresenhistory's rst known caseof serial-suicide:

[a] Thepageis explicitly labelled“McK”, which clearlybacksthe Okonek-Washlurn-
Brycetheory(z7 xG5) thatMcKinley (not Pegasus-Friendlyis thesubjectof thedravings.
The Cook cult simply ignores“McK” and claimsthat the upperp.52 drawing is of irrel-
evant PegasusPeak,a view implicitly acceptingthat Cook was so smittenwith Pegasus
(unmentionedn his public or privatewritings) thathe drew a closeuppictureof it (andof
minor Friendly Peak)— but noneof his expeditions goal, Mt. McKinley.

[b] The Societys insistence that p.52's upperdraving was madeon the eastridge,
hasanotherunsubtledif culty , namely this drawing's distantforegroundis labelled“east
ridge”. (SeeFig.15.) How couldaridge at the draver's feetalsobe partof the horizontal-
vista-draving? (Seez7 xG9.)

[c] Thelowerdrawingislabelledasbeingfrom“gl. opp.peak7”, whichis notarywhere
neartheeastidge. (Seez7 xG7.) However, this contradictionwould meannothingto CTC

37 ThestrongesadmissionxC2): this “would raisea question”of possiblenon-success:At most”.

38 SeexxD7-D8.

¥ E.g.,z7 xG.

40 polar Priorities 14 cover, insidecover, p.8; CTC pp.248,249,253. Also hereatfn 44 & z7 xG3.

41 Oneis remindedof the caseof the Piltdown “discovery”, which — as anthropologicaldata
accumulatedfternards— wasincreasinglyisolated-inconsistenwith respecto the wider corpusof
evolutionaryknowledge.

42 Theres a simplerule of investigatve research:don' talk to evidence;listento it. If you make
up your mind beforeevidencearrives, thenyour intelligencewill be spentnot uponinductionfrom
the evidence, but uponresilienceto it — and, when evidencegets overwhelmingly one-sided the
determinedeliever eventuallybecomesscomicasJoeE. Brown in Somelike It Hot's nal scene.
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D10 Cook's 1906 farthestnorthis also obvious from a glanceat Fig.12 (diary p.44),
wherehis own marksof activity — andthelack of a sketch-mapfartherorth— shaw that
henever evenapproachedry of thefour peakshenumbers#9-#12 which hemerelysan

(atthe Gatavay) from thesouth,in thedistance’ Friendly Peakwasprobablypeak#11of

thefour. As Bryce correctlyremarks(z7 xG6), the Cook Societyphotoof Friendly Peak
(Fig.26,sameas CTC Plate2/7) doesnot especiallyresembleCook’s “Gun Sight peak”
sketch(bottomdrawing at Fig.15),thoughthe Societyclaimsit does.This despitethe neat
assistingploy of shootingthis photofrom a point®? lessthan7000ft above sea-leel, more
than3000ft lower than TraleikaCol, from which the Societystated® Cookdrew Friendly
PeakandfromwhichtheSocietyclaims(fn 33)its 1994expeditionswiftly spotted-riendly
Peakasamatchto the drawing. However, neitherPolar Priorities 14 nor CTC includesa
photoof Friendly Peaktaken at TraleikaCol — from which pointit in factdoesnotlook

like thelone peakdepictedin Fig.150r Fig.26: [a] it cannottherebe seenagainsthe sky

(sinceit's muchlower thanTraleikaCol); and[b] it merelylookslike thefront peakof a
bunchof in-line peaks,Cook's #11-#9(#10 peekingup from behind,on the left) — and
anyonedrawing it would obviously have depictedthatsituation®*

D11  Unsurprisingly Cook stoppedjust wherethe going got tough (asalsoin his try

for the N.Pole). The Gatavay is only 12 mi from McKinley's summithorizontally but

nearly 3 mi vertically, a huge 25% meangrade. Indeed,the entire McKinley massifis

notedamongalpinistsfor someof the steepesgradesn theworld. The EastButtressoute
currentlyfavoredby Cookitesis particularlydif cult. Cookatthe Gatevay wasstaringat
a gradeof over 100% (muchtougherthanwhat stoppechim in 1903)just to getonto the
E.Ridgeatall. And, onceup,hewould have hadto traverseafeaturéeWashhurn calls“Hairy

Ridge” (Fig.33),whichis sohorriblethat Gonnasorandthreeothersgave up their try after
just 100 feet. In 1994, S.FischemreachedHairy Ridge's startbut didn't bite, obviously
realizing® Cookcouldnt have nished it without specialequipmenhelacked®

30 Fig.12& Top p.197suggesprobable(thoughnot certain)identi cation of the four peaks#9-#12
which line up (bothin reality andon Fig.12) with peaks#1-#8(seeFig.1 & z7 fn 33). Heightsof
#9-#12(S-to-N): 7272ft, 7400+ ft, 8425ft (Friendly Peak),and9150ft. The Cook Society1994
expeditionattempted CTC p.245)to photograptihewholeline of twelve, but theresultis notin CTC.

81 Thereis anunexplained‘26 mi” written nearGlacierPointon Fig.13(rule [10]). It seemdo refer
to thetotal distanceravelledsinceleaving theboat. The same'26” appear®nFig.12(rule[11]), just
southof GlacierPoint (scratchedut atrule [8]). We also nd purely-northvard distancegjiven: at
rule[13], “15 milesfrom boat”;andatrule [12], “16”. So,thenearby*26” mayre ect theadditionof
aleg up&back,perhapsnto the Fake Peakamphitheatrgthough,in Fig.12,26" is a bit far southfor
thatinterpretation) perhapgo the Gatevay. In ary casewhatis glaringly missingfrom Cook's diary
is: sketch-mapdistance-datéor his claimedtravel beyondthe Gatevay.

%2 Friendly Peaks locationis accuratelyprovided at CTC Plate2/12. The Societys Friendly Peak
photo(Plate2/7, reproducechereat z7 Fig.26) wastaken [also PolPri 14 p.7 photo] from very near
the centerof CTC Plate2/13, itself an aerialphoto(with Friendly Peakstretchingupwardé&rightward
of center).Both of theseCTC photosof Friendly Peak(Plates2/7&13) areaimedroughly SSE.

33 CTC Plate2/12 caption. (Also p.245& Polar Priorities 14 p.7.) The E.Ridgeviewing-site is
probablynotaccidental Withoutit, thedravings' orderis odd: why shouldCookdraw Friendly Peak
(which heencounteredsst) atthebottomof diary p.52(Fig.16),andthenlaterdrav PegasusPeakat
the top of the samepage? (Sothe TraleikaCol site recommendstself to Cookitesbecauset is the
lowestpoint on theridgefrom which Pegasus& Friendlypeakscanbothbeseen.)

34 Onefailsto seewhatadata-bareult hopesto accompish— otherthan soakinguptensof thousads
of Cook Societydollars(which might be morepro tably spentin glorifying Cook's genuinelyheroic
rble on the Belgicaexpeditionof 1897-1899)— by ying andclimbing aroundthe McKinley area,
looking in all directionsto try vindicatingan isolatedroughdrawing by nding a sharppeak As if
that's a shockinglyunusuakightin sucha geologicallynew region.

3 CTCp.262counterswith a(verbal)quotefrom a (deceasedjuide(CookSociety-funded)‘It was
doabl€. Like“CanDo”, Guys&Dolls hymnto tout sheetaand“a handicappefwho's] real sincere”.

3 Hairy Ridgeis still unconqueredy ary humanbeing. One canonly hopethat no misguided
Cookitewill bekilled or injuredonit, attempting[note Bryce 1997 p.731]a vain rescueof the lost
Cookmyth. [Recentclosecalls warn us of McKinley's mortalthreatto real climbers(91 deadsince
1932): Newsweekl998/7/6p.40. They alsoremindus of the dangersskillfully overcomeby genuine
summit-attainerssuchasBradWashhurn— andhis wife Barbarathe 1stwomaneveratopMcKinley.]
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come®® In 1994 adirectappeato WarrenB. Cook, Sr.,** presidenbf thesociety produced
aserienf xeroxcopiesof aprint from theoriginal negative of Cook's summitphotograph,
but not from the one | hadseenin 1991% This secondprint was distinguishableby a

differentinscriptiononits backand,judgingfrom the copies wasevidently not assharpas
theonel hadseerin 1991. However, whencopiedatvarioussettingsonthexeroxmachine,
its detailswereenhancedothatthey wereclearlydiscernible.Later, in 1994,] wasasledby

the societyto evaluatethe collectionat Hurleyville for contentandpreseration®* During

my examinationof thecollection,| revisitedtheoriginal negativesandprintsthatl hadseen
in 1991. Thesocietys formerarchiist hadprocessedthe photographienaterialssincemy

lastvisit andhadplacedeachof theseitemsin a separatecid-freeenvelope. | looked at

eachof the picturesagain,but the summitpicturel hadseenin 1991wasnolongeramong
them. Therewas,however, one emptyacid-freeenvelopein the box containingthe other
1906prints. Fortunatelythe secondorint (from which the xerox copiesthat| hadreceved

weremade)wasstill amongthe papersput assuspectednsteadof beingcrispandclear

it hadyellowed andfadedbadly

C Thethreeversionsof Cook's“summit” photograph

Cl Cook's“summit” photograpiwas rst publishedn theMay 1907issueof Harper's
Monthly Magazineaspartof his article entitled“The Conquesbf Mount McKinley.” (see
Fig.2). In this guise,it wascroppedat theleft andright andthe sky waspaintedout. Many
Cook critics have assumedhat this wasan intentionalattemptto alterthe pictureenough
to malke it dif cult to recognizethe placewhereit hadbeentaken. However, accordingto
thelaterrecollectionof amemberof theHarper's staf, Cookwasnotresponsibldor these
changestheretouchinghadbeenaneditorial decisiontakenwithout consultingCook,and

10 | etters,Mary Allison Farley to RobertM. Bryce,datedJanuaryl7,1992: “I' ve enclosedseveral
copiesof summitshotssincel do not remembeipreciselywhich oneyou werethinking of. If these
arenotwhatyou hadin mind, perhapg/ou cancheckagainif you make areturntrip thisspring” June
30,1992:“Youwill nd thephotocop of theprint of Marie Cookclimbingin 1903aswell asanother
peakshot. Theonly print thatl can nd of Barrill onthe summitis a reproductiorof the photograph
from thebook” Letters,WarrenB. Cook, Sr. to RobertM. Bryce, datedFebruaryl6, 1993; March
22,1993:“l appreciategourlongletterof 3/3/93andwill try to helpor seekhelpwherever possible
to addresshe openissues”;March 8, 1994: “As regardsyour requestedtemsvia your 5/18/93letter,
you canimaginemy frustrationin notbeingableto overseedistribution of ary itemsthatmight be of
valueto your researclif indeedwe have samein Hurleyville.” Attachedto this letterwasa copy of a
letterto WarrenB. Cook, Sr. from SheldonCook-DoroughgdatedFebruary26,1994,which contained
thefollowing: “The otheritemwhich Robertwantedwhich| wasableto nd wasaprintof Dr. Cook's
photograptof the peakwhich he captionedhetop of Mt. McKinley. Now, of course] couldnotmail
this photographBut | told Bill [Smith, executize directorof the Cook Societyatthetime] thatRobert
wasveryinterestedn it andl told Bill, asl recall,wherethephotograplwas led. |thenwroteRobert,
| believe after| returnedto Atlanta,thatthe photograpthe wantedwasindeedstill in the Collection,
in theboxwherehe hadseenit the previousyear’ All, possessionf author

11 Letter RobertM. Bryceto WarrenB. Cook,Sr., datedMarch22,1994. Copy, possessioof author

12 |_etter, PatriciaBurnsto RobertM. Bryce,datedluly 1, 1994:“l have enclosedopiesof McKinley
— sorry we could not locatethe original” Possessionf author Thattherewasa different, sharper
copy wascon rmed by then-historiarof the FrederickA. Cook Society SheldonCook-Doroughjn
a letter to the authordatedJune25, 1994: “I found the photographof the summitof Mt. McKinley
to which you referred: Cook's summit. It is indeedin the collectionandis a print from the original
negative, so notedby Dr. Cook on the back of the photograph.| told Bill Smith who is executie
directorof the Collectionthat| hadfoundit andits exactlocationandthatyou might wantto copy it
for yourbook. Write Bill anoteandlet him know yourdesires. Only six daysafterthisletter asnoted
above, PatriciaBurnssentmethexeroxcopiesof thefadedpicture,but “could notlocatetheoriginal”
eventhoughthe historianof the societyhadtold the executie directorthe“exactlocation” of it. Both,
possessionf author [In a phonecorversationin February1998,Mary Allison Farley told theauthor
thatshewasnever instructedo hold the photograptbackby aryonein the Cook Society andthatshe
hadno knowledgeof whatbecameof it.]

13 Bryce,RobertM. TheCollectionof theFrederik A. CookSocietyHousedat TheSullivanCounty
Historical MuseumArt and Cultural CenterHurleyville, New York: A Report 1994,33 pages.
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Cook had objectedto the alterations,sincethey had removed the dark sky prominently
mentionedin his text and replacedit with a featurelesshite blank; the magazinewas
alreadyon saleby thetime of his objection,hawever, andnothingcouldbe donel*

C2  Thenext versionof the “summit” photographwasthe onethatappearedn Cook's
To theTop of the Continent(DoubledayPage,1908,Fig.3). In this version thepicturewas
croppednoreontheleft thanin Harper's, butlessontheright, revealinganimportantdetail
thatthe magazines editorhadmostly croppedandpartially airbrushedout. Thisis in the
form of a peakvisible in thedistancewhich Cook’s critics assertedjave the true location
of the pictureaway. They saidthis “distant peak” wasidenticalto one of the mountains
that could be seenacrossRuth Glacierin one of Cook's otherphotographshat appeared
in his book (Mt. Groswenor Fig.4). If this wastrue,they reasonedthenFigs.3& 4 must
have beentaken at very similar locations. Fig.4 waslater shavn by Bradford Washlurn
to have beentaken from the top of Fake Peakitself, proving that Cook visited the spotin
1906%° Therefore,if ary featureof Cook's “summit” photograptcould be tied to Fig.4,
it would conclusvely demonstratéhat Cook's summitis identicalto Browne's Fake Peak.
Thatconnectioncannow be clearly establishedvith the recovery of the original prints of
Cook's photographs.

C3  Thecollectionformerly heldin Hurleyville by theFrederickA. CookSocietyis now
housedat Ohio StateUniversity asaresultof anagreementoncludedetweerthetwo in
1996. An inquiry to theuniversity's archivesdisclosedhatthe sharp original print viewed
in 1991,whichwasmissingfrom the Hurleyville collectionin 1994,wasnottransferredo
Columtus alongwith the restof the documents.But the yellowed versionusedto make
the 1994 xerox copieswas. It is this copy thathasbeenusedherefor the rst publication
of Cook'sfull original photograptthatheclaimedrepresentetcKinley's summitin 1906
(Fig.18, pp.68-69)t* When Cook's original photographis comparedwith Fig.4 andthe
photographiakenby AdamsCarterin 1957(Fig.5),it canbeindisputablyshavn thatCook's
is indeedFake Peakandnot partof Mount McKinley, muchlessits summit.

D The threekey points of comparison

D1  Eachof thekey pointshasbeennumberedor comparisoron Figs.2,3,4,5, 7, and
18. The“distantpeak”seenonthe extremeright (Mt. Gros\enor)is labelled[1]. Thiswas
mostly croppedandairbrushedut of the Harper's version,but a partof it is visible in the
onefrom TotheTop oftheContinent Fig.6(a),anenlageddetailfrom Fig.4,is providedfor
comparisorwith Fig.6(b),andenlagemenbf the samedetailfrom Fig.18. Noticehow the
shaw liesidenticallyon this peakin bothphotographsyhich wereexposedwithin minutes
of eachother AdamsCarterwasunableto getquite high enoughfor a perfectalignment
of the distantpeakwith the rock faceof Fake Peakthatwould matchCook's photo (see

14 |etters, William E. Mearsto E.A. Murphy, datedOctober14 & 26, 1931. FrederickA. Cook
Papers/Library of CongressSeeCook& Pearypp.819-820.

15 Washlurn, Bradford,AmericanAlpine Journal, vol.11n0.1[1958],p.17.

16 Fig.18is reproducedrom the yellowed print enhancedy OSU by meansof a die-sublimation
printer, which correctsfor the original's fadedappearanceThe original print seenin 1991waseven
sharperthanthis. Notice the blemishin the sky in the upperright quadrantof both this print and
the one printed in To the Top of the Continent which proves that the samenegative was usedto
print both of them. Correspondenceith LauraJ. Kissel, Polar Curatorat the Byrd Polar Research
Centerat OSU, disclosedhatalthoughshesaid“OSU receved the entirephotographicollectionthat
wasin Hurleyville, to the bestof our knowledge” andthat she“con rmed this with Dr. Goerler the
University Archivist,” a numberof itemsseenby the authorduring his researctwerenot transferred
from Hurleyville to Columhus. Theseincluded: the clear original print of Cook's summitpicture;
all of the original 5 x 7 negativestaken on Ruth Glacierin 1906;thefull original print of the picture
reproducedn p.8220f Cook& Peary shaving Ed Barrill standingto the right of the tent; the clear
versionof the photoreproducedat the bottom of p.832in Cook & Peary [E-mail messagefrom
LauraJ.Kisselto Keith Pickering,datedNovemberl3& 17,1997;January26, 1998(quotedabore).]
Copies possessionf author
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Figure30: Page56 of Cook's 1906diary, shaving a sketchof the peaks(Mt. Church,Mt.
Gros\enor etc,alongthewesterredgeof theGreatGormge. (SeeFig.1& z7fn 33.) Numbers
on the peaksare Cook's measureccompasdearings. The notation“obs from amp th”
suggestghat (at leastpart of) the draving was madefrom the Fake Peakamphitheatre.
However, the raw bearing-datandicatethat they were obsered southof Glacier Point.
(Seefn 26.)
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D7  The foregoing highlights a recurringthemein all of the evidencefrom the 1906
non-climb: absolutelyeverythingcanbe veri ed belav the point thatBarrill saidCook &
heturnedback,andabsolutelynothingcanbeveri ed beyondthatpoint. Below the point
Barrill saidthey turnedback,we have:

A completephotographiaecord,includingmary striking & beautifulphotos;

Severalsketchesn Cook's diary of views from thelower Ruth Glacier;

Two setsof compassearingé® on visible peaksfrom thelower RuthGlacier;

Two sketch-mapsn Cook's diary of thelower Ruth Glacier;

A ne, accuratenaprepresentinghe lower Ruth Glacier publishedn Harper's.

D8  And above thepointBarrill saidthey turnedback:

Not onephotograph;

Not onediary sketchthatis a crediblematchto realterrain;

Not onecompassearing?’

Not onediary sketch-map(the contrasto xD7 wassuppresseth CTC: xF);

A suspiciouslyncompletemapof theregionnorthof the Gatavay, publishedn Harper's.
D9 Finalscoreonthehardevidence(seealsoz7 xH2): Cookis v e-for- v ein providing
evidencebelav the point whereBarrill saidthey turnedback, asagainstzero-for v e in
providing evidencebeyond that point. And this scoreis charitable,sincethe published
cartographyis not merely lack of evidencebut positive evidencefor fraud. (Washturn
notes:themapappeare@ monthsheforeCookleft theUS, for his polarhoax.) Soif Cook
reachedhe summit,not only did hestoptakingphotosatthe precisepoint Barrill saidthey
turnedback,he also: stoppednakingsketchesstoppedakingcompasdearingsstopped
makingmaps(did helosehis compassndhis map-senst thesamegremlinwho stolehis

Ims?),28 andbeganto falsify thetopographyof theregion. All atthesamecritical point2°

% First recognizedas suchby Ted Heckathorn. SeeCook diary pagess0 & 56, reproducechere
asFigs.20&30(alsoat pages283&285of Heckathorrs afterword to CTC). DIO's analysef these
two bearingsetsput Cook on the Ruth Glacierat 62 47°N, 150 38W (diary p.50),and62 52N,
150 .6 W (diary p.56). Both points(accurateto abouta mile) arewell southof whereBarrill said
Cook& heturnedback. Mostof thecompasslataondiary p.51,CTC p.283,arenothingbut p.50data
offsetby 1 1/2. (The samemountain[perhapsthe 11530ft peakat 62 57°N, 150 59°W] is called
“Mt. Hunter”[z7 fn 38] onp.50,“McK” onp.51.) So,thesitewaslikely thatof p.50. As for thel 1/2
differential: its steadinesss a creditto Cook's vision, but its sizeshavs pooraccountingor compass
deviation.) Notethatthebunchingof the p.56bearingf peakssuggestshatthesedataweretakenas
anafterthoughtduringthereturnsouth— becausét would be oddto obsere suchcrovdedbearings
if oneweremoving northward, with the prospecbf soonbeingmoreathwart theline of peaks.

27 |n spiteof Cook's claimthathetook “a roundof angleswith the prismaticcompassfrom thetop
of Mt. McKinley (To the Top of the Continent p.233),his own diary containsno compasslataexcept
from Ruth Glacier (fn 26). Explaining-avay this glaring omissionrequiresan extra-epigcle alibi
entirelyseparatérom the otherbaselessxcuse( Im-going-bad) — andsowe have theproto-makings
of a burgeoning-out-of-controtlisconnected-alibjoulash,which obviously isn't goingto male the
Occams-Razorcut. SeexD9 & DIO 4.3z15xF5. (AlsoDIO 1.1z7xD1,DIO 1.2xF4,fnn 103&209,
2.328xC20& fn 46,6 z1fn 47.)

28 [Seez7fn 49, whereunshakabléaithin Cookleadsto thetransformaionof adesperaely-conjured-
upwispy speculation— thatCook's Im suddenlywentbadatthe Gatevay — into aconcrete-posie
corviction of this. No matterthat Cook never publicly saidso. Insteadhe palmedoff low-altitude
photosashigh-altitude. Which proveshim aliar. OK, OK, sohelied aboutthe Im — but not the
summit-conquest(Note: the ability to be sure of thisimprobablydisproportionatene-distinction is
what makes a Cookite. Seefn 3. Also R.Newton at Q. J. Roy Astr So0c.20:390[1979], & 21:390
[1980], andDIO 1.2 xH3.) The sole,entirebasisof the bad- Im alibi is need Cook-loverscrave a
controversy-losers escape-hatctsomeway — ary way — of continuingto insistthatbeingon the
wrongsideof 100%o0f thephotographievidenceprovesnothing. Nothing (Seealsofn 16.) Certainly
this overwhelmingevidential situationcannotprove that Cook-junkieshave for decades— i.e., for
mostof their research-lies— beenwrong. Utterly & spectacularlyvrong. Ironically-upside-dan
wrong: connedjnto decade®f dedicationby theclumsiesthoaer in explorationhistory No, notfor
all thoseyears — duringwhich devoteesincreasinglyinsultedthe intelligence integrity, andmotives
of thosewho have now beenprovenabsolutelycorrecton THE key photoof thecase.]

2 Anothertype of hard evidenceruns out at the Gatavay: remainsof Cook’s campshave been
foundby bothWashlurn (seeFig.29caption& AAJ11.1[1958] p.14)andOkonek(1993/1/13etterto
Bryce). But notracesof Cook's 1906trip have beenfound closerto McKinley thanthe Gatavay.
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Figure2: Cook's“summit” photograptasit appeareéh Harper's MonthlyMagazine May,
1907. Original caption: “THE FLAG ON THE SUMMIT OF MT. MCKINLEY, 20,300
FEETABOVE SEA-LEVEL. Theleft andright edgeshave beencroppedandthe sky has
beenpaintedout.
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Figure3: Cook's “summit” photographasit appearedppositep.227in To the Top of the
Continent(1908). Original caption:“THETOP OF OURCONTINENT.Thesummitof Mt.
McKinley, the highestmountainof North America. Altitude, 20,390feet”. The left edge
hasbeencroppedmore severely thanFig.2, but the sky is original. Note feature[1], the
“distantpeak”(Mt. Gros\enor),atthe centerof the extremeright-handmamin.
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D DocCooked: the unequalbattle betweenFaith & Data

D1  Solet'sfollow Cook-Dorougts adviceandlook attheevidence.Therealevidence.
Herewe will includeonly evidencedirectlyfrom Cookhimself: hisdiary, his photography
andhis publishedaccounts.Much of this evidencehasalreadybeendiscussedn z7, but
we will addonenew exhibit here: the map publishedby Cookin his Harper's article of
1907. Fig.31is a detail of this map,enlaged6 times;the original mapwaspublishedin
smallscale perhapgieliberately? soasto obscurenon-eistentfeatures.

D2  Comparethis to a real map of the samearea(Fig.32). Note particularly thatthe
southerrpartof Ruth Glacieris drawvn correctly including the alcove on the easterredge
that containsFake Peak. The westward curve of the lower glacieris alsoaccurate. The
tributaryglacierwestof GlacierPointis there,asis thenarraving of theRuthGlaciernorth
of GlacierPoint. All of thisis mappedcorrectly (The mapis thework of RussellPorter
amemberof the 1906 expeditionwho hadseenthis portion of the Ruth Glacierfrom the
west[shortdash-dotine in Fig.31], beforeturningbackto the coastin thelate Summer)
D3  But beyond the point Barrill saidthey turnedback, the mapis pretty bad. Ruth
Glacier doesnot extend more than a few miles beyond Barrill's turnaroundpoint, but
Cook's mapshavsit becomingahugeserpentin€ glaciercurvingfarnorth-northeasthen
backtrackingar southwesto a pointjust belon the summit.

D4  Moreimportantis thetopographyalongCook's claimedroutebeyondthepointthat
themapshavsthey left theglacier Themaphasacontinuougidgeline runningnortheast-
southwestJeadingdirectly to the summitin a roughly straightline for about20 miles.
Actually, thereis a network of fairly shortbranchingridgesleadingto the summit. Of
these,only KarstensRidge runs northeastandit petersout after aboutsix miles. The
EastButtressendsaboutseven miles from the summit,andit doesnot runin thedirection
Cook's mapshaws. Bryce hasplausiblysuggestedhat Cook confusedthe EastButtress
with KarstensRidge;but thiscouldonly have happenetiadCooknotclimbedthemountain.
D5 EvensupposingCook climbedthe EastButtressand had mistalenly thoughtthat
it ran northeasthe would have beenableto seefrom its top that the Ruth Glacierlooks
nothinglike the way he mappedt. And mostcritically, he would have beenableto see
theregion beyondthe EastButtress:the TraleikaGlacierandthe upperMuldrow Glacier
Cookwould have beenthe rst personto have seenthesefeatures.Why arethey missing
from his map?In the areahe indisputablytraveled, his mapis correctin all details;in the
areain which histravel is in dispute his mapis suspiciouslyinaccurate.

D6 Here's what Cook did claim to seefrom the top: “The icy conesof the burning
volcanoesRedoubt,llliamna, and Chinabora. . . were clearly visible with their rising
vapors.?* To testthis claim, Brad Washlurn took a photograptrom 1000feetabove the
summitof McKinley on a perfectlyclearday With Mt. McKinley in the foreground,the
photo shavs that both Redoubtand lliamna (modernspelling) are hiddenfrom view by
higher and directly-intenening topography especiallyMount Spurr With Velikovskian
invincible-unglsi ability , the Cook Party doesnot cite the Mt. Spurrblockageandmerely
respond§CTC p.261;seealsofn 17): “future obserersmayresohe this disputedtem? %

22 De nitely deliberate:whenvirtually the samemapwaspublishedin To the Top of the Continent
(1908pp.152-153)Cook's 1906 routewasomitted. Oddbehaior for anallegedly honestman.

% Theserpentinglacierof Fig.31is evidently just a speculatie extrapolationby R.Porter(anearly
skeptic abouttheclimb: Cookdiary p.164,CTC p.291),linking two prior (then-separatejotted-line
semi-conjecturagjlaciers. For the evolution of this mapping,seethe 1906-data-baseahaps(XV vs.
1I&IX) in A.Brooks 1911 (citedin fn 21). (Bryce haswonderedwhetherthe serpentingglacieris
ultimately basedupona hugeCook exaggeration-misplacemeat the Ruth Glaciers WestFork.)

24 To the Top of the Continent p.232. (SeeWashlurn 1958p.12.)

% samedefensdor Cook's lack of McKinley summitcompasslata(xE) andfor his “North Pole”
fantasys navigationalhowlers. The Cook Societycontainsno navigators,andfor decadeshe Society
hasbeenunable(despiteDR's urging) to nd — or even to askpublicly for — navigationalexperts
who will vouchfor the non-farcicality of Cook's purported1908 sextant “data”. (For which planet
theseallegeddataput Cookon, seeRawlins Peary. . . Fiction 1973pp.86-87.)
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hasturnedsensiblephilosophy-of-sciencepside-dwn.)® Thenhe rolls out an attempt
at appealingto Authority, quotingexpertswho state atly (andincorrectly)that“thereis
no questionthat Cook's summitphotois not Fake Peak. Thenhe reversescourseagain
andsaysthat, oh-by-the-vay, justin casethe summitphotoreally is Fake Peak,we must
look at (all theother)evidence (Of course Cook-Dorougtadseertheuncroppedsummit
photo— z7 fn 10 — andthereforemusthave known thathis cited experts' opinionswere
false.) Particularly preciousis Cook-Dorouglts insistencethatthe Summitphoto,evenif

fake, musthave someperfectlyinnocent® explanation. (Fn 17. Similar slipknot-thinking
atfn 28.)

C9 Thosewhorunoutof hardevidenceareproneto askfor aLargerView — appealing
to the whole-of-the-gidence(xxC2&C7), or CTC p.253: whetheror-not-Cooks-summit-
shot-is-bked-is-secondanpecause;The real resolutionto this disputeis to examineDr.
Cook'scompleteroutealongtheEastRidgeto thesummit” (Whichrathertakesfor granted
thattheroutewascompleted.Or evenstarted.After all, the moreseriouscontrorersyhere
isn't: did Cook getto Mt. McKinley's top? It's rather: did he even getto McKinley's
bottom?) Thereare several lawyeresqueadwantagesof this wholistic approach:[a] No
possibility of a crucial experimentis permitted— the prime conditionfor maintenance
of an unfalsi able mentality [b] No matterthe weight of evidence,the controsersy’'s
loser can avoid admitting the embarrassingruth by eternally generatingnit-picks and
alibis!” [c] Indisputablehardevidencesarelessimportantthanour ExpertTeams superior
understandingf the Whole Situation’®

C10 Thetroublewith item [c] is thatit tendsaway from logic andtowardspersonal
attacks,an effect which may help explain the Cook Societys peculiarvenomtowards
theworld's leadingMt. McKinley expert, BradfordWashhurn (longtime headof Bostons
Museumof Science)'® whoseoverwhelminglyconclusve 1950sphotographit® investiga-
tionswouldhave endedheCook-McKinley controsersyforeveramongperson®f balanced
judgement.A likely purposeof the recentCook Societyexpeditionto the McKinley area
wasthe establishmentf we've-been-up-therExpertise.Noneof which will impresssci-
entistswho obsere the Societys diary-p.52four-way-disaste(seexF) or its manglingof
the mereprinting of basicsuneying equationg!

15 E.g.,thediscovery-ruleandthe Mirandizationof suspectsreboth agrantly contraryto creating
conditionsin whichcompetingheories'credibility & fruitfulnesscanbetestedby incomingevidence.

16 By golly, theremustbesomdogicalreasorwhy theunimpeachablevidencedoesnot t thesacred
theory if only we coulddiscernit. Readersvith thewit to solve thisriddle mayalsowishto helpC. S.
Lewis outof his equallyself-imposedanimal-paindilemma: seeDIO 4.3z15xI3, fn 42. Suggestions
thateithersacredheory might possbly bewrong wil | bereceived with predictable&invinciblededness.

17" A gem,by Cook-Doroughfrom Polar Priorities 15. “The reasongor Cook possiblynot having
aphotograplof the summit. . . could be weatherconditions,snav, haze,extremecold. Conditions
aresopooron somedays,particularlyat the highestlocations thatno good,clearphotographganbe
made. Thusa substitutephotographof similar featuresfound at lower elevations might be usedfor
purpose®f illustration” As Washlurnnotesapoorvisibility excuseis prettyoddfor anexplorerwho
claimed(xD6) thathecouldseedistantvolcanoegrom thesummit! SoCTC p.260turnsaroundand—
in amasterdisplayof swivel-hippedzigzag-undlsi ability — offersthatCook's very claim of seeing
the volcanoess evidencein his favor regardlessof whetherit's deadwrong (which it positively is:
xD6): “If someoneaverefakinganascentjt seemshighly unlikely [that he] would provide refutable
obsenrations.[He] might easilyclaim thatit wastoo cloudyto geta photoor seedistantpeaks. This
is typical (seealsoxD6) of the Cook Societys evasion(noncitation)of Washlurn's demonstratiothat
higher& nearemountainsarein a directline with (andso make impossible)two of Cook's reported
volcano-sightings.

18 Eminentprofessorarenotimmuneto suchdelusions:seeDIO 1.2 fnn 66&100.

19 SciencePark, Boston,MA 02114-1099telephones17-589-0229%ax 589-0363.

20 The sheerbeautyof Washhurn's picturesis assistedby useof large negatives. Cook madethe
samewise choice.

21 CompareCTC p.302to the original RussellPorterrenderingat p.41 of A. Brooks, “Mount
McKinley Region, Alaska”, Dep't Interior, USGeolSuryProfessionaPaper70 (Wash,DC, 1911).
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Figure4: Thefull, original print of the photographthatappeareappositep.239in To the
Top of the Continent publishedherefor the rst time. Cook's 1908caption:“ SCENEOF

GLACIERS,PEAKSAND CLIFFS. Shoulderof Mt. McKinley, a cliff of 8,000feet. Ruth
Glacier, a freightcarrier of the cloudworld. TheGreatWhiteWay, wheee the polar frosts
meetthePaci ¢ drift of thetropicaldews” (His Harper's 1907articlep.833putthisscene
at16,000feet.) View looksalittle southof west-southwesfrom atopFake Peak.Thetall

backgroungpeaksCooknamed(l. tor.) Mt. Church(8233ft), Mt. Gros\enor(8450ft), &

Mt. Johnson8460ft), namesavidently not now recognizedy the USGS. (SeeFig.1 &

fn 33.) Detailsof this photographareenlagedasFigs.6(a)& 8(a). Photocourtesyof the
Ohio StateUniversity PhotoArchives.
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xA13), but hadhe beenableto, it would align correctly But of course the missingrock
pro le madea duplicateof Cook's photoby Carterimpossible. Due to the changein the
positionof thesnav corniceleadingup to thetop, Parker andBrowne wereunableto align
the peakwith theforegroundin their 1910photographseither(Fig.7).

D2  Whatappeardo be adarkcave-like recesshut maybeonly a shadeved rock face,
is the secondkey point[2]. This featureis visible in all versionsof Cook's pictureandis
especiallystriking when Carters and Cook's original photographsre compared.Notice
thedark streaksradiatingdown the slababove therecess Only thetop slabof this feature
protrudesrom the snaw in the Parker-Browne photograph.

D3  Thetop of thecliff adjacento Fake Peakon the extremeleft is the third key point
[3]. Thisis the cliff prominenton the left-handmagin of Fig.4. This tell-tale featureis
croppedout of the versionprintedin To the Top of the Continent but is just visible in the
Harper's version,thoughbadly retouched. Here, for the rst time, a direct comparison
canbe madebetweenCook’s two original photographsTwo detailsareincluded.Fig.8(a)
is an enlagementof the top of the cliff asit appearsn Fig.4. Fig.8(b)is taken from the
centerof theleft-handmaugin of Fig.18. Noticetherock outcropsandthatthesnaw is lying
identicallyin all of the crevicesin bothof the pictures proving it is the samecliff andthat
thepicturesweretakenatnearlythesamdocation. Notice,too, theorientationof thissame
cliff to Fake Peakin the Parker-Browne photograph(Fig.7).

D4  ComparingCook's original summitpicturewith Carters photographdiscloseser-
eralotherinterestingpoints. Therockfacebelav Barrill musthave actuallycollapsedsince
all otherfeaturesarereadilyidenti able from onepictureto the other exceptfor onelarge
rock, which canbeseerbelon andslightly to theleft of Barrill in Cook's original (Fig.18),
thatalsohasslippedaway. In 1912,a strongearthquak centeredn the KatmaiPeninsula
violently shookthe areaimmediatelysurroundingMount McKinley. This may have been
responsibldor thesechangeswhich areknown to have occurredsometimebetweerl 910,
whenParkerandBrowne madetheir photographsand1938whenTedLeitzell, ajournalist
and supporterof Cook, visited Fake Peakand rst notedthat this rock facewas absent.
Thereis no known publishedrecordof ary othervisit to this spotin the intervening 28
years.

D5  With the publicationhere— at last— of Cook's full “summit” photo, therecan
be no further amumentover its authenticity It joins all the othersin To the Top of the
Continentthat purportto representCook’s climb (beyond the Ruth Glacier) in beinga
misrepresentatioof bothits locationandaltitude. The point at which Barrill is standing
in Cook's photographs merelyafew hundredfeetabove theglacier oor and19.42miles
from the actualsummitof Mount McKinley. Its altitudeis only 5338feet, asopposedo
McKinley's altitudeof morethan20,000feet.

E Other photographic evidence

E1 As Cook's allegedly-high-altitudepictureswere revealed,one by one, as misrep-
resentationshis adwcatesadwancedvarious explanationsthat would avoid them being
brandedasoutrightfakes. They weremix-upsat the publishers for which Cook wasnot
responsiblethey said,or they weresubstitutiondor photograph$hathadbeenspoiledb;;
theharshconditionsencounteredthigh altitudesonthemountain.OneCookbiographef
who acceptedhatthe summitpicturewasprobablyafake, allowedthatin presenting-ake
Peakasthe summit, Cook was merely“cutting a corner” andstill maintainedthat Cook
hadactuallyclimbedthe mountain.If Cookdid, thenhis narrative shouldsupporthim.

E2  Anotherimportant picture that turned up in the searchef the Cook Societys
collection bearsdirectly on the veracity of Cook's account. That photographwas rst
reproducedn p.8220of my book, Cook& Peary: the Polar Contoversy, Resolved.The

17 HughEamesWnner LoseAll, Little, Brown, & Co.,1973,p.67. Seez9 xA2.
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C4 E. C. Rostalso studiedthe questionwhetherBrowne and Parker's
“Fake Peak” as shawvn in their 1910 photographis the peak depictedin
Cook's summit photograph. Rostexaminedthe questionindependentlyof
Edwin Swift Balch but during the sameperiod, 1912-1914. Rostcameto
the sameconclusionwhich was reachedby Edwin Swift Balch: the peak
in Cook's summitphotographand “Fake Peak” capturedby the cameraof
BrowneandParkerin 1910arenotthe samepeak thedissimilaritiesbetween
thetwo peaksareclear Thus,thepeakdepictedn Cook's summitphotograph
is not “Fake Peak”and cannotbe “Fake PeaK. Rost's conclusionsare set
forth in his monograpH? MountMcKinley and Its BearingUpon the Polar
Controversy, 1914.

C5 HansCorneliusWaalemadeanexhaustve studyof thisquestiorin the
1970sand1980sandconcludedhatthe peakin Cook's summitphotograph
and“Fake Peak”are different peaks. He found marked dissimilaritiesbe-
tweenthem,althoughlike RostandEdwin Swift Balch, he discoreredsome
resemblancédetweenthe two peaks. But the pronouncedlifferencesbe-
tweenthetwo, in hisview, make it impossiblethatthey arethe same.Waale
concludedthat whetheror not Cook's summit photographdepictsthe true
culminatingpeakof Mt. McKinley, thereis no questionthat Cook’s summit
is not“Fake Peak.

C6 Bradford Washlurn contendsthat Parker and Browne were correct
andthat “Fake Peak”is the peakdepictedin Cook's summitphotograph.
[AmericanAlpine Journal 11.1, 1958] Neither explains satistctorily how
“Fake Peak” and Cook's Peakcan be the samepeak yet display certain
marked dissimilaritiest® It seemsmostunlikely that the peakcapturedin
Cook's summitphotographs “Fake Peak

C7  Toconcludewith areferenceo the rst pointmadein this discussion:
Evenif it wereshavn thatCook's Peakis “Fake PeakK; this would not prove
thatCookdid notreachthetop of Mt. McKinley. Thequestionwhetheror not
CookscaledMit. McKinley to its summitmustberesoled on the basisof all
the evidencepertainingto his climb of the mountainin Septembef906,the
entirebody of theevidence,ncludingthis photographandif theevidenceas
awholesupportghereality of hisascentthenit mustbeconcludedhatCook
probablyindeedalmostcertainly reachedhetopandthatthephotograpthas
an explanationconsistentvith the reality of his achi&zement. The evidence
as a whole very strongly supportsCook'’s claim to the rst ascentof Mt.
McKinley andrenderst highly probablethathe accomplishedhe feat*

C8  Cook-Dorougtstartsby sayingthatif thesummitphotoshovs Fake Peakthatwould
notprovethatCookdidn't climb McKinley. In thisway, lawyer Cook-Doroughriesto shift
the burdenof proof off Cook,in effect sayingthat Cook doesnt have to prove hereached
the summit,ratherhis critics mustprove hedidn't. (Not the rst time the legal profession

12 RostwasCook's often-acutepaid Washingtorlobbyist,who later suedCookfor non-paymenbof
wages. (The accuratditle of his [atypically bad] monographs Mount McKinley, its bearingon the
Polar Contioversy.) SeeRawlins Peary. . . Fiction pp.247-248&ndBryceCooké& Peary, pp.599-601.

13 Thisargumenttriesto exploit natures alterationof Fake Peak(including collapseof its right side).
Thereasoningds aboutonalevel with disputingacoronersidenti cation, of acorpsevhoseright hand
is missing by protestinghattheleft hands perfect ngerprint-matchprovesnothingwithoutthe other
hand. If we add-insuspicionof forgery (xG), the parallelwould be to supposehatthe coronercould
fabricatethe corpses left hand— but wasstumpedif youwill) by thetaskof fakingtheright hand.

14 polar Priorities 14 (October1994)pp.14-15note2. Cook-Doroughinamenow legally changed
to SheldonShaclelford RandolphCook) can be reachedn careof the FrederickA. Cook Society
Sullivan County Museum,P.O. Box 247, Hurleyville, NY 12747 (telephoned14-434-8044)which
alsohandleamembership-subscriptior§$10/yr). Submissiongo Polar Priorities go to editor Russell
W. Gibbons,P.O. Box 11421 Pittshurgh, PA 15238;telephonet12-782-0171fax 412-784-8801.
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Il know it when| seeit, unlessl don't

A morecorvolutedargumenton the Summitphotocanbefoundin atractauthored
by (lawyer) SheldonCook-Dorough(no family relationto F. Cook)in Polar Priorities 14.

It is so gloriously bizarrethat it deseresto be quotedhere at length. (Bearin mind

that Cook-Doroughwasthe last personknown to have seenthe sharp,clearprint of the
uncroppedsummitphoto. Thatprint waslastseenin earlysummerl994[z7 fn 12], justa
few monthsheforethe article quotedherewaspublished.)Cook-Doroughs reasoning:

The primary item of evidencewhich is presentedy Cook's adwersaries
assupposegroofthathedid notreachthe summitof Mt. McKinley in 1906
is their allegationthatthe photographwhich is displayedn Cook's book, To
the Top of the Continent asthe summitof Mt. McKinley is in facta much
lower andindeedinsigni cant peakin the foothills of Mt. McKinley located
off thelower reache®f RuthGlacierhaving and[sic] elevations[sic] of only
5,500feet.

C2 At theoutsetthe controlling point shouldbe clerarly[sic] statedand
thatis simply this: Evenif the peakdepictedin Cook's summitphotograph
is notthetruesummitbut is a peakata muchlower elevation, this factwould
not prove that Cook did not reachthe summit. At most, it would raisea
guestionasto whetheror not Cookhadin reality attainedthetop. In orderto
male a determinatiorwhetheror not Cookactuallyreachedhe summit,it is
necessaryo examineandweighall the evidencepertainingto his climb, the
entirebody of the evidence,including the photographin question. If there
is otherevidence,evidencewhich is extensve andsigni cant and supports
Cook's assertiorthathereachedahetop, asthereis, thensucha photograph,
thoughnot of the true summit, would almostcertainly have an explanation
which is consistentwith his having scaledMt. McKinley to the top of its
ultimatepeak.[SeeLewis sourcecitedatfn 16. — ed] If theevidenceasa
whole stronglyindicatesthat Cookaccomplishedhe ascentasit doesthen
it is quiteprobablethathedid, andthatthe photograptwasusedfor purposes
of illustration becauséhe was unableto male a satishctory photographat
the summitand the highestelevations; that Cook was compelledto usea
photographof a peakotherthana true summitfor a reasonotherthan his
failureto reachthetop.

C3  Butthesecondbointis equallyinterestingandmay be dispositve of
the assertion®f Cook's enemiesduring the last 80 years,thatthe peakde-
pictedin Cook's summitphotographis, in fact,an unimportantpeaklocated
in the foothills of Mt. McKinley off Ruth Glacierbetweenl4 and20 miles
southeasdf thesummitandhaving anelevationof only approximatelys,500
feet. Cook's adwersariehave referredto this peakas“Fake Peak”in derision
of Cook'sassertiorthathereachedhesummitof Mt. McKinley in September
1906. Thesecondhointto bemadeis this: While Parker, Browne,andWash-
burn maintainthat “Fake Peak”is the peakdepictedin Cook's photograph
of the summitof Mt. McKinley, threecarefulandthoroughgoingstudentsf
the questionduring the last 80 yearshave concludecthat the peakdepicted
in Cook's summitphotographand“Fake Peak”cannotbethe same;thatthe
peakin Cook's summitphotographis not “Fake PeaK. Edwin Swift Balch,
adistinguishedAmericanhistoricalgeographeandmountainclimber, made
avery lengthystudyof Cook's photograptof the summitandof Browneand
Parker's photograplof “Fake Peak”duringthe period1912-1914.He found
thatwhile thereare somesimilaritiesbetweerthe two peakstherearealso
distinctdissimilaritiesbetweenCook's peakand“Fake PeaK. Edwin Swift
Balch thus concludedthat “Fake Peak”is not the peakre ected in Cook's
photograplof thesummit,thatit cannotbe.
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Figure5: Photograplof Fake Peakmadefrom a 50-foot mastby AdamsCarter July 21,
1957. Photocourtesyof BradfordWashhurn.
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Figure6: [a] A 4.5xenlagemenbf themiddlepeakfrom theright of the“PeaksandCliffs”
photo, Fig.4 (p.49). [b] A 4.5x enlagementof the distantpeakin the backgroundat the
extremeright edgeof the original “summit” photo,Fig.18(pp.68-69).Slightdifferencesn
shadavs indicatethat Fig.4 wastaken a little after Fig.18. Note the matchingpatternsof
barerock andsnav belowv the summit,andthe chevron-like rock patternsnearthe bottom.
(Photoscourtesyof the Ohio StateUniversity PhotoArchives.) Bothimagesin possession
(for 91 years)of the Cookfamily, thenthe Cook Society— but never publishedoy them.
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B Similarities, Faking the Wrong Summit, & Legal Blindness

B1 Accordingto Eames,“Cook chosethe ‘fake peak' to photographbecausats tip
resembledhetip of McKinley. The similaritiesbetweernthem] areevidencethat Cook's
memoryof the sceneashe struggledup the lasthundredyardswasvery keen'®

B2  But,evenif oneacceptshissimilarity (andotherallegedones) thisis evidenceonly
for theundisputedactsthat: [a] Cookhadeyes,and[b] McKinley (andsomeeastermidges
aroundit) arevisible from the Gatevay. (Note that, whenhe hasto mapthe allegedly-
exploredareawhich is not visible from the Gatevay, Cook's putative ultra-keenmemory
fails horribly: seexxD4-D5.) However, this whole (alreadysufciently ridiculous)line of
argumentendsup back ring with high justiceandhighercomedy dueto a simplereality:
thetrue,unsharpsummitof McKinley is NOT seenasthe highestpoint for anobserer at
Fake Peakor the Gatavay: rather narrav CarterHorn— 100feetbelov and1/5 mi east&
southof the summit— seemsangularlyhigherandintervenes’ andpointedCarterHornis
in truth the sharp“Gun Sight” (Fig.27)thatCook,from his Ruth Glacierviewing position,
mistookfor the actualsummit(which is not sharp:Fig.34). Therefore by choosingacute
Fake Peakspeci cally for this similarity (seez7xG7), Cook againbombs— andcorvicts
himselfof notarriving at the summit,wherethe actualsituatiorf would be obvious.

B3  Thedefensie notion that “similarity” is asimportantas hardreality may alsobe
foundin an especiallyweird Cookite passagein which Washhurn's lock-in 1956 photo-
graphicmatch(our Fig.29)to the topographyof Cook's “15,400ft” scene(our Fig.28)is
passedff asnot establishinganything much, becauséValter Gonnasor{who hasdravn
Cook-cliquefunding for decades)hada vision. CTC pp.251-253emphadded):“Wash-
burn believesthat he found a spoton the lower Ruth Glacier whereDr. Cook took the
[15,400ft] cliff photo. Gonnasorbelievesthathe hasseena similar cliff nearthe Thayer
Basin,which would be at the 15,000foot level” [Photonot included] (Analogousll at
CTC p.252-253regardingthe summit.) Any societythat canbroadcassuchstuff should
putin adisability claimfor blindness.Mental or whatever.

B4  Thefrontcoverof CTCis aphotoof McKinley from azimutH® ¢.120 (virtually the
CarterHorn azimuth— whata coincidencel— aswell asCook's azimuthatthe Gatevay:
fn 7), deliberately® presentinga sharp-looking‘summit” to the unwary readey who will
notknow thatit' sactuallyCarterHorn. Thus,oneof Cook's funniestgiveavay blunderds
repeatedandperpetuated.

5 Winner LoseAll, p.67. This passagethroughthe word “evidence, wasinsertednto Eames'text
atthelastminute. [The sameargumentis still repeatedn 1998: seez7 fn 49.]

” Fromthetruesummit,CarterHorn's azimuthis ¢.120 ; the Cooknorthernmostamps (alsoFake
Peaks) azimuthis very similar: ¢.125 . (Angle of depressiorirom the summitto CarterHorniis less
thanl/10radian,butit's 1/4 radianto the Gatavay, or 1/7to Fake Peak.)Thesummitof Mt. McKinley
is triangular extendinginto three“horns”, eachroughly 1000ft distantfrom the only-slightly-higher
centralsummit (20320ft): FarthingHorn (20125ft) ¢.25 eastof north; Kahiltna Horn (20120ft)
c.25 southof west;andthe highest(andslightly moredistant)of the three,CarterHorn (20220ft),
¢.30 southof east.In Cook's p.52sketch(Fig.15),the SouthPeak‘summit” is CarterHorn, andthe
bumpsjustbelow it on eithersideareKahilthaHorn (left) andFarthingHorn (right).

8 Cook later got impreciselyimpreciseaboutthe summits character:seehis peculiarremarksat
pp.530-5310of his 1911 book, My Attainmentof the Pole (andthe 1913 edition's updateat p.534).
SeealsoAmerAlp J 11.1[1958] pp.12-13for Washhurn's amused& just commentshereon,ashe
contrastsCook's slippery prosewith genuine rst Mt. McKinley conquerer(1913) HudsonStucks
preciseverbaldescriptionof thetop. For a full descriptionof McKinley's real summit,seeWashhurn
op cit AppendixA. For Stuck’s photoof the vistafrom McKinley's summit(the bestproof — which
cannotbefaked, so Cookof coursedidn't have it), seeopp.p.1020f H.StuckAscentof Denali 1914.
(NotethatCookitestendto speakof earlyexplorers'dif culty with gettingphotographsfthe summit
— without mentioningStuck’s morecrucialphotofromthe summit. Seee.g.,Eamesl973p.62.)

9 SeePolar Priorities 14 p.25& z7 hereatfn 28.

10 Miscalledasjust “east” (Cook Societys now-favored Cook 1906 approach:CTC Plate2/12)in
thecaptionto CTC's Plate2/15 (of which the cover is a detail).

11 Hasthe Cook Societyever publisheda photoof the actualunsharpsummit? — which it keeps
claiming (Polar Priorities 14p.11& CTC pp.252-253)ooksjustlike Cook's sharpFake Peakphoto.



84 1997 December DIO 7.3 79

Figure28: AnotherhugelymislabelledCook1906photo,printedopp.p.2260f Tothe Top of
theContinent.Originalcaption:“IN THE SILENT GLORY AND SNONY WONDEROF
THE UPPERWORLD. 15,400FEET". View actuallylooksalittle eastof southalongthe
easterredgeof the Fake Peakamphitheateat merely5305feet. Barely 30 ft higher Fake
Peakitselfis thetiny outcrop(5338ft) indicatedby thesuperimposedrraw. Ironically, the
summitof Fake Peakwasthe highestaltitude Cook attainedon his 1906expedition.

Figure29: Bradford Washhurn (AAJ 11.11958)joined two of his 1956 photosto match
Fig.28. (Tiny arrons pointto Fake Peakandto the cliff of Fig.8. Dottedline equalsright
edgeof Fig.28.) Accountingfor Cook's camerehaving beentilted 4 moreclockwisethan

Washlurn's, the pictures(printedhereto the samescale)will almostperfectlysuperpose.

(Washlurn's locationso closelymatchedCook's that, whenphotographinghis scene he
found that he was virtually standinguponsomeof Cook's 1906 camp-trash:Washlurn
1958p.16.) However (seexB3):

THE COOK SOCIETY IS NOT CONVINCED OF THE MATCH
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Figure 7: Parker-Browne photographof Fake Peak. Photoby Merl La Voy, July 1910,

publishedn WinchesterJ.W, “Dr. Cook,Faker,” Paci ¢ Monthly, March1911,p.253.The

white frameline correspondso the eld of view shavn in Cook’s “summit” photograph
as publishedin To the Top of the Continent. The other white line running acrossthe

whole imageis a defectcausedby a fold in the original pages middle. Notice thatthe

photographewasunableto align Mt. Gros\enorwith Fake Peaks rocky outcropsbecause
thesnaw cornicehadshiftedto theleft from whereit wasin 1906. Notealsotheorientation
(with respecto Fake Peak)of thecliff top seenon theleft magin of Fig.4.
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Figure8: (a) A 2.5xenlagementfrom theleft of the“PeaksandCliffs” photo,Fig.4(p.49).
(b) A 2.5xenlagementof thecliff top from theleft of the original “summit” photo,Fig.18
(pp-68-69). Note the matchingpatternsof rock andsnaw, especiallythe angularshadev
justbelav thetop of thesnavbank. Theslightdifferencesn sizeandorientationshav that
thevantagepoint of (b) is fartherfrom thecliff andlower & to theleft. Photoscourtesyof
the Ohio StateUniversity PhotoArchives.

imageprintedtherewasmadefrom a copy of a croppedtestprint, which | took asa study
recordfor my 1994 reporton the Hurleyville papers. Fig.9 reproduceshe imageof this
sameprint from the (also-croppedropy now at Ohio StateUniversity Cook took this
photographfrom the eastside of Ruth Glacierlooking northwesttoward Mount Barrille,
which is prominentlyseenin the distance.A very similar, but notidentical,view (Fig.10)
appearedh To the Top of the Continent but again theoneCookpublisheddid notshaw the
scenes mostsigni cant element:the presencef Cook's distinctive tentin theforeground,
which was croppedout of the publishedprint. (In both 1991 and 1994, alsosav the
original of this imagewhich includesthe gure of Ed Barrill standingto the right of the
tent. An inquiry to the university's archives disclosedthat this, like the original sharp
summitprint, wasnottransferredo Columtusby the FrederickA. Cook Society)

E3 Inhisnarratvein TotheTopoftheContinent Cooksaidhereachediplacehecalled
GlacierPointin two daystravel from his boat. After heleft the campat GlacierPoint,he
next campedht“8000 feetwithin afew milesof thenorthernridge”*® Theentryon p.650f
Cook's diary for the day afterhe campedat “Cerac(sic) point” (ashe calledGlacierPoint
in his dairy) is headed'Ceracto 8300campat baseof N. Ridge” He notesthathe started
from GlacierPointat 8 A.M., andclaimsthathe campedat the baseof the N. Ridgeat 6
P.M. Thereis notext in his diary to indicateary stopsor campsbetweerthesetwo points.
But this alleged8,300foot campdoesnot t thelocationshavn in Fig.9 at all, beingfar
beyondit andmuchhigher Fig.9wastakenatanelevationof 4767feet,nearthe Gatavay
(thenorthendof theGreatGorge: seeFig.32),atthewesterrfoot of thegranitecliffs of the
Mooses Tooth® MountMcKinley is still 12.68milesdistant. Thislocationexactly ts the

18 Cook,FrederickA., To the Top of the Continent New York: DoubledayPage& Co.,1908,p.202.

19 Washlurn, Bradford, AmericanAlpine Journal, vol.11no.1[1958], p.15. Somemight arguethat
the campat “Ceracpt”” could be the onepicturedhere,andthereforea differentcampfrom the one
describedy CookatGlacierPointin To the Top of the Continent But thisis disproredby Cook's own
texts. Cookdescribeshe campat “CeracPt”’ in his diary aspitched“on a bedof picturesquanoss”
— exactly whatis shavn in the pictureof his campat GlacierPointin his book, which he describes
thereason“a beautifulmoss-ceeredpoint” Thereis nomossshavn in thepictureof thetentpitched
ontheglacialice acrossrom MountBarrille, andthereis no mossarywherenearthis campsiteyhich
was locatedat the foot of the nearvertical cliffs of the Mooses Tooth. Glacier Point cant be the
“2000 foot camp; mentionedn Cook's diary, either becauséie labelshis pictureof it in To the Top
oftheContinent(opp.p.192)“Campat5,000feet”. Actually, thecampshawn in hispictureat Glacier
Pointis 3753feetabo/e sea-lgel. The correctaltitudeof the Mount Barrille campis only 4767feet,
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z9 A DIO Commentary:

Unfalsi ability-Summit, Flub-Summit, BarometerBomb

A If you missedthe truth, the movie'sjust asgood

Al  Fake Peak,in spiteof its geographical insigni cance (seeFig.28)— no contour
surroundst oneventhelargest-scal& SGStopographianap— hasplayedafamousolein
thehistoryof USalpineexploration. In light of BobBryce'sepochatecoreryandanalysiof
Cook's uncropped Summit' photo(z7), it' s worthwhile to review someof themorerecent
argumentsput forth by Cook supportersregardingthe importanceof this photograph.
(Throughoutthe following appraisal,we will usethe abbreiation “CTC” for the Cook
Societys 1996reprint-plus-commentargf Cook's 1908To the Top of the Continent)

A2  In hisbiographyof Cook,HughEamesconcededz7 xE1) thatthe 'Summit' photo
really shaved Fake Peak but heexcused thefraud (seez7 xE1) with this argument:Cook
neededo raisemone by lecturing, lecturingwasa form of shav businessandin shav
businesseveryonelies. Therefore,reasonedtames,it's okay for Cook to lie, too. In
Eames'end-justi es-the-meangiew, the fake photowasnothingmorethananearlyform
of SpecialEffects,thenasnow adevice for bringingin the crowvds. And theirfunds?

A3  EameshadseenrAdamsCarters photoof Fake Peak(reproducedereasFig.5), but
wasunaware of the existenceof Cook's diary* Thus,althoughEamesconcludedhatthe
"Summit’ photowastaken asa backupin caseof camerafailure, he alsobelieved (1973
p.65)thatit wastaken on the way downthe mountain. But Cook's diary p.59 shaws (z8
xB Sept.10)hatthe excursioninto Fake Peakamphitheatewas madeon the way up the
mountain. Taking a spareon the way up cannotbe easilyexplained,exceptin the context
of deliberatefakery. Not only wasthis beforeCook could have knowvn whetherhis climb
would be successfubr not (seez7 xH4, fn 49), but alsoary “backupphoto' excusemust
now supposeahat Cook knew aheadof time that his camera(or Im) wasgoingto fail on
theway to thetop® Sothe “backupphoto’ agumentcastsCook notjustin therole of a
cautiousman,but lessplausiblyin therole of anhonestpsychic.

! Fake Peak(5338ft) is locatedat62 54°16°°N, 150 30°21°W (MichaelSchoderAEROMAP, 907-
272-4495). The SouthPeakof Mt. McKinley (20320ft) is at 63 04°09°N, 151 00°23%W (Jefrey
Yates DAT/EM, 907-522-3681)theslightly lower North Peak(19470ft) is atapproximatelys3 06°N,
151 0CPW. [DIO thanksBradford Washlurn for expertinformationon locating Fake Peak,and for
muchotheradviceonMcKinley andCook,aswell asproviding crucialphotosfrom hisvastandunique
Mt. McKinley collection.]

2 Winner LoseAll, Little, Brown, & Co., 1973 (pp.64f),a book published,jronically, on the same
day(1973/6/29msDR's Pearyat theNorth Pole: Factor Fiction?, which (atchapter$ & 19) provides
amuchlessglowing review of Cook's careerashoaver. Could Eamegwriting at the high-Wategate
periodof US history) have beenin uenced by variousdefense®f presidential‘cornercutting”? —
suchalibis as,e.qg.,if Johnsorearliergot away with Nixoniancrimes,thenNixon mustbeinnocent.

3 Totake Eamesreasoningstepfurther: if Cookhadnt lied aboutthe“summit” photo,hewouldn't
have hadenoughmoney to try for theNorth Poleprize. Soif, asEameseemdo believe, it'sacceptable
to fake for money, why would heobjectto Cook's lying aboutmakingit to McKinley's summit?Since
Cook's motive in thatwasalsoto raisemoney for exploration.[Seefn 28.]

4 NotethatCook's 1906diary wasenterednto aregisterwith preprinted-paginationSincesucha
choicemalesfakery hardey this providessomeevidencein favor of the theorythat Cook originally
intendedo climb McKinley. He probablyalsointendedn 1908to reachthe North Pole— presumably
via Crocler Land (thusexplaining his odd westerlydetouracrossHeibeg Land), which thenturned
outnotto exist: DIO 1.1z4 xxB1-B2.

5 SeeCook & Peary p.820for an eyewitnessaccountof an embarrassinglipup by Cook in this
connectiorsoonafterhis 1906return.



82 Robert M. Bryce Cook's Timetable 1997 December DIO 7.3 z8

Figure27: Enlaigeddetail of BradfordWashturn 1955photoof Mt. McKinley, takenfrom
the Gatavay (Cook's closestl 906 approach)pppositeCook’s peak#7, right whereCook
states(Fig.16) that his “Gun Sight” drawving was made. The sharp-summiillusion is
striking. (SeeBarrill on “gunsight”atz7 xG7.) Theapparentop is actuallyCarterHorn.
(Seez9 xB2.) Thereadercandeterminefor himself whetherthis or Fig.26 more closely
resembleshe bottomdrawing of Fig.16. Photocourtesyof BradfordWashhurn.

(Full photo: AAJ10.1[1956], taken a few minutesbeforeplate6b of AAJ11.1[1958].)

that he originally had himself at the summiton Septembed5 in his diary, but whenhe
realizedhe shouldnot mentionthe trip into the amphitheaterlest he give his deceptions
away, he addedin an extra day to make up for the omission. However, the two should
have canceledachotherout, andhestill shouldhave arrived on the 15th. Perhapshrough
oversighthe declaredSeptembed 6 as summitday without thinking abouthow the two
dayscanceledzachotherout, andsincehe hadnothingto offer for whathappenean the
missingday, he putin his vaguehintsabouta “day of rest”to make up for thediscrepang
alreadypublishedin his Harper's article the yearbefore. No otherexplanationaccounts
for the nished text of TTC, which placeshim on the summit one day soonerthan he
reported otherwise.Accordingto BA, thefalseentriesin BD weremadeup on this very
day Septembed6, notin a snav houseat 15,600feet, but in their tentonceagainsafely
on the mossycarpetat Glacier Point. (This is very similar to what Cook seemsto have
donelater with his North Pole narratve. He apparentlywrote his accountof his polar
attainmenwhile comfortablyensconcedh a stoneigloo at CapeSparboduringthewinter
of 1908-1909. In thataccountthereis evidencé that he setbackhis time by a weekfor
thesamereason:to male his timetableseenmoreplausible andall of his earliestreports
of his arrival at the North Poleare statedas April 22, 1908, thusdiffering by a day from
theoneheeventuallysettledon, April 21.) Signi cantly, Septembet6is the rst daythat
all threeaccountshave ever beentogetherduringthe entiretrip. As for his returnjourney,
insteadof comingall the way backfrom the summitto his boatin a merefour days,BA
saysthey only hadto returnfrom GlacierPoint,about25 miles and 3,000vertical feetin
four days,asopposedo 40 milesand19,000verticalfeet. Cookclaimedit took him only
two daysto cover this distancegoing up with full packs. BA allowed v e daysfor the
outward journey over the samedistance.In this, andin every otherrespectBA seemshe
mostplausibleaccountf thefour.

2 Cook& Pearyp.890f.
3 |bid p.894.
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Figure9: Looking WNW toward Mt. Barrille, a view similar to the onethatappeareap-
positep.193in To the Top of the Continent(Fig.10). Notice Cook's distinctive tentpitched
in the lower right handcorner with glovesdrying onthetentline. Thatthisis notthefull
imagecanbe shavn by taking a simpleratio. A 5 x 7 photographhasa ratio of 0.714
betweerits width andheight. But this photograpthasaratio of about0.8 betweerits two
dimensions[DIO note. Theabovereproductiormissesabit ontheleft edge andtheimage
reproduceat Cook& Pearyp.822missedasliverontheright.] A slidemadeatHurleyville
by theauthor of a print of the photoshavs a ratio exceeding0.75. Therefore a substantial
partof the original imagehasbeencroppedoff. The original of this photograprshaved
Ed Barrill standingto the right of Cook's tent. This original versionwas evidently not
forwardedby the Cook Societyto OSU. Photograpttourtesyof the Ohio StateUniversity
PhotoArchives.[DIO note.Umbralandparallacticanalyseshav thatFig.10wastakena
few minuteslaterandnearthetent,whichis why thetentis notvisible in Fig.10.]
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Figure10: View similarto Fig.9aspublished.

positionof camp8 on the mapBarrill drew to accompan his af davit (Fig.11). Thiswas
the lastcampBarrill saidhe and Cook madeduringtheir journey up Ruth Glacierbefore
turning back.

E4  In his book, Cook saysthey madesuch“splendid progress’thathe setup his tent
for two hoursat lunchtime?® on Septembef 0. So this photographjt might be amued,
wasmadeat this lunch stop,thoughthereis no mentionof settingup thetentor stopping
for lunchin eitherCook's or Barrill' sdiary text to supportthis conjecture Moreover, Fig.9
wastakenonly about v e milesfartherup theglacierfrom their lastcampat GlacierPoint.
So this “splendid progress™would be lessthan Cook's reportedaveragefor the rst two
daysof thetrip. Butit is the pictureitself that provesthatthis is an overnightcamp,not
alunch stop. Thetentis pitchedon the glacier at the foot of the greatcliffs belov the
Mooses Tooth. In the picture,the shadws of thesecliffs extendacrosshe glaciertoward

not the 5500feethe mentionsin his diary (p.59)for “Ceracpt.”. All of Cook's altitudesarein some
error, dueeitherto theinaccurag of his aneroidbarometergwhich herelieduponfor hisreadings)r
becausehey areeitherguessesr fantasiesBut the differencein the givenaltitudesfor GlacierPoint
and CeracPointof only 500 feetassureghatthey arethe sameplace,sincethe actualdifferencein
altitudebetweerthetwo campsin Cook's photographss 1000feet. Thedifferenceof 500feetmerely
follows Cook's patternof lowering the altitudesin To the Top of the Continentfrom the gures he
recordedn hisdiary. For instancethecampbeyond GlacierPointis putat8,300feetin thediary, but
only 8,000in thebook. Furthermorein his diary he sayshe campecat CeracPoint rst, befoe going
into the Fake Peakamphitheaterlf CeracPointwasthe campoppositeMountBarrille, hewould have
hadto doubleall theway backto theamphitheateandreturnto the samecampbeforegoingonto the
8,000/8,30G0o0t camp,somethinghatwould bedif cult to doin oneday, andsomethinghedoesnot
claimto have done eitherin hisdiary or his book. Besidesthis courseof actionwould malke no sense
whatever for a personwhoseintentwas (asCook claimed)to climb Mount McKinley rapidly, before
theseasomotary later

20 Thetext on pp.201-202f To the Top of the Continentreads:“We tried to setup our alcohollamp
in abig grotto,but de ectedcurrentsof air soblew theblue ame thatthe heatwaslost. Thetentwas
setup andin it we breved a pot of tea,atepemmicarandbiscuits,andrestedfor two hours.. .” Was
thelunchtentsetup in the grotto? At the next campCook speci cally stateghatthe tentwassetup
“on theglacier’
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Thisleavesno accountn CD of how heandBarrill gotfrom theicy ditch at 14,200feetto
theplacethey built “Snow House2” In otherwords,eitheradayis skippedherein CD, or
two daysarecombined.So CD is now oneday aheadocf BD andhasthuscaughtup with
TTC, which hadbeenoneday aheadbof both sinceSeptembef 0. Noticealsothatin TTC
Cooksaysthatthisis the“sixth dayof ourclimb” whichit couldnotbe,no matterhow you
countit up. If you countfrom Septembe8, it is the seventhday If you countfrom when
they startedseriousclimbing on Septembed 1, it is only the fourth day Also, asnoted
above, thediscrepancies altitudesaregrowing largerbetweenT TC andCD, in this entry
they areasmuchas700feetapartat onepoint. However, CD andBD continueto agreeas
to altitudes. Thisis goodevidencefor thejoint forgery BA claims,aswell asfor theidea
of aninventedstorythatis beingimprovedin TTC, sinceit nolongermatcheghe original
diary evenin speci c detailslik e the altitudesof Cook's camps.

Day 8: Septemberl5

BD: “We reachedhe saddleabout4 PM. Thisis about18200.. .. We will male the
top or frees:

CD p.93: Entry headed:“18.200in the split tent” “At dawvn beforesunrisewe are
readyfor the nal assault. He givesthesenotes: “Bar. 5 am. 18,150temp 16.5. ne
snov. 10am.Top. 20400temp 16 — somesnow.”

TTC p.232:“Curiousexperiencethis”

Notes: Curiousindeed!UnderSeptembet5, CD saysthatatdavn they are“readyfor
the nal assault,andat5 AM of thatdaythey areat18,150-18,20@eet. At 100'clock they
areat“Top.20400; in otherwords,on the summit. Theonly troubleis, the“ nal assault”
andarrival atthe summitis supposedo have happenean Septembell6. CD continueso
beaheadf BD, which saysthatthey didn't arrive at 18,200feetuntil 4 PM. Accordingto
thechronologyin thetext of TTC, they spentthe“last nightof theclimb” on Septembet 4,
which alsoimplies that the eventssubsequentlylescribedare taking placeon September
15, whichwould put Cookatthe“Top of the Continent’onedayearly, also. Theonly way
we mightexplain this away is by sayingthat CookandBarrill actuallyrestedfor oneentire
day assuggestedy the text on p.2200of TTC. But, aswe have seenabove (note under
Septembel 3), thereis nothingspeci ¢ to supportthis notionin thetext of eitherthebook
or the two diaries. Sowe areleft with this setof curiosities: BD is the only accountthat
placesCookin positionto arrive at the summiton the day he claimedto have stoodatop
MountMcKinley, but only becausét retainghedaydroppedrom TTC. CD impliesthathe
reachedhesummitonthemorningof Septembet5,onedayearly andTTC, likewise,has
left him oneday shortof gettingthereon the datehe eventuallyreported.If we follow on
from thetext's progressiornn TTC, thereis simply notaword aboutanything happeningn
Septembel5, sinceCookarrivesatthe summiton Septembel 6 by his de nite statement
onp.232.

Day 9: Septemberl6

BD: “Wereachthetop atlastataboutll A.M. to thegunsight. He notesthereturnto
the 15,600foot snaw house:“the little snav housdooksgoodto measl| amtired”

CDp.101:Entryheaded!Thetop. “Exhausted— nearlyfrozennotin shapeo enjoy
thescene— the slopethe snaw, wind, cloudsout of Paci ¢ JaparCurrentout of the Arctic
clouds,bothmeeting& drifting northeasterly250miles. 50,000sq. miles”

TTCp.232:“It wasSeptembet6th,thetemperaturd6degreesdelown zero thealtitude
20,390feet”

Notes: Notice that Cook hasskippedeight pagesin CD from Septembed5's entry
wherehe gave the time of his arrival at the summitandits temperatureandaltitude. On
p.101herecordswhathecouldseefrom thetop andafew otherdetailsincludingadifferent
altitude. This suggestghatthis entry may have beenaddedin an attemptto make up for
the diary entry for Septembefl0, which he would wantto skip in his publishedaccounts
becausét containsa descriptionof goinginto theamphitheatewherehetook someof his
miscaptionedgicturesand photographedarrill holdingthe ag on Fake Peak.It appears
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BD: “We campechereat anelevationof 14200. . . We hadto make aholein thesnaw
tonight” Barrill stateghey are“on themainridg — Thatgoesto thetop”

CD p.77: Entry headed: “12,100to 14,200. cut a hole in the side cliff after cliff
step-cutting. Cookcomplainsof aviolentheadache.

TTC pp.218-221:At daybreakthey decideto go on. “Soonafternoonwe swungfrom
the aréteeasterlyto the glacier. . . to the gatheringbasinnearthe summit! Thenightin
theditch hadexhaustedhem,so“underthesecircumstancest seemedestto seekagood
campingspotontheglacierwith aview to restingfor adayto recuperat@andstoreup force
for the nal spurtof theupperascent. They campearlyandbuild asecondsnav house.

Notes: CD andBD continueto be togethey but TTC is still one day ahead. Here
somethingstrangehappensn TTC. Thetext suggestshatthey might take the next day off
to rest,but it doesnot speci cally saythey did soanywherein the succeedingpages.On
p.221,afterthey build the snav house thereis along digressionincludingwhatseemgo
be a recapitulationof the sensation®f the climb up to thatpoint. Thereare musingson
the view from theicy ditch of the night before,the unreality of the whole presentscene,
clouds,colors,angels,boyhood notionsof heaven, the peculiardark sky, andthen Cook
stategthat “we wereableto build a snav houseandin it we pacled oursehesfor along
rest! Whatarewe to malke of this? On p.221he hasalreadymentionecbuilding the snav
house,andheis clearlyinsideit cookingdinner By the endof his musingson p.224he
is building a snav houseagain. This might be interpretedastwo differentsnav houses,
but theactionin betweerseemso be purelymental. Althoughthereis node nite mention
of two dayspassingtwo might be inferred from the contentof the reminisces.But the
headingof thechaptersays‘from 16,300to 18,400, implying only two campssoanother
day of travel andathird snav houseseemsmprobable.Thereis no mentionof arestday
in CD, andBD's time scheduledoesnot allow for oneat all, aswe shall see. Likewise,
thereis no mentionof athird snav housein eitherof thediaries. This questionof whether
or notthey restedoneentiredayis important,however, andwill bereturnedto later. Later
in CD Cookmentionsa campat 15,600,andBD mentionsthe latterasthe altitudeof their

rst returncamp,but this altitudeis not mentionecarywherein TTC. Referringto HM for
guidancewe nd thetwo pagesf musingsin TTC areabsentandthereis no mentionof
eventhepossibility of “restingfor adayto recuperaté. Onthis evidence thetwo mentions
of building theigloo in TTC seemto be merelycareles®diting of the additionalmusings
into thealreadyexisting magazindext, which containgheexactlywordedsecondeference
to building the snav house put notthe rst.

Day 7: Septemberl4

BD: “We hada harddaysclimetoday ... We madea snav househere’ (Theentry
doesnot give anelevation.)

CD p.85: Entry headed:“15,600 Snav House?2 to top vally”. Therearethesetwo
notes:“8 Am 15,600temp 14.5.Snav House2; 7 Pm18,200temp 15.4topvally” He
saysthey stoppedearly to attendto Barrill's nosebleed“and alsoto preparefor our last
sprintto-morrow.”

TTC pp.224-226:The following morning,the sixth day of our climb, we kicked out
the snav block which madeour door. . . . Startingfrom camp,at 16,300feet,. .. our
progressvasgood. . . After prodigiousefforts we wereforcedto campat 18,400feet” On
p.227,Cookdescribesheir dif cult nightandcallsit “This lastnight of theclimb.”

Notes: As HansWaalelikedto say: “Mystery, Mystery!” Herethe spoolgrows very
tangled. Notice thatBD givesno altitudefor this snav house.CD identi es it as“Snow
House2” [not 3, notice] andplacesit by his headingandtemperaturaoteat 15,600feet,
an altitude, aswe have seen thatis not mentionedat all in TTC, but is identi ed asthe
altitudeof their rst returncampin BD (seeentryfor Septembet6 below). Yetin thesame
entry, Cookgivesatemperatureeadingandelevationfor “top vally,” indicatinghereached
18,200feeton thisday Also, he headsthe page“Snow House?2 to top vally,” indicating
sucha progression.Finally, he saysthatthey planto male their “last sprintto-morraw.”
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Figurel1: Barrill' smapaspublishedn the New York Globe Octoberl5,1909. Noticethe
positionof camp8, which correspondso thelocationshavn in Fig.9.
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MountBarrille. Sincethecliffs arein theeastthis shadav patternindicatesearlymorning,
notlunchtime. At noonthe sunwould bein the South,andwould castno shadaevs from
easterrcliffs acrossRuth Glacier which runsnearlynorth-south.Also, Cookmentionsin
histext thathefoundthe bestway to dry clothingwasnotto take it into thetent,but rather
to leaveit onthetentline overnight. A pairof glovescanbeseerhangingfrom theline. In
short,all of this indicatesthatthereseemsno morereasorto believe in the authenticityof
his narratve whenCooksaysthathe stoppedor lunchthanthereis to believe ary of its far
morefantasticclaims.

E5 Cook's narratie in To the Top of the Continentskipsa day here;its Septembed0
correspondingo his diary's Septembet1. In the diary, Septembed 0 was devoted to
exploring the amphitheatecontainingFake Peak ,wherehis fake summitphotographand
someof his othermisleadingpicturesweretaken. His publishedaccountremainsout of
kilter with hisdiary from herevirtually all thewayto thesummit(seez8). Thisskippedday
may explain the peculiarsplit entryin Cook's diary thatwas rst notedin Cook& Peary,
wherethereis every indicationthat he arrives at the summiton Septembed5. Sincehe
did notwantto mentionarythingin his narratve aboutthe Fake Peaksidetrip, thatputthe
diary one day ahead datewise, which would have necessitatediis arrival at the summit
on Septembed5, which the entry indicates. But it appearshe addedone moreday; via
the split entry, stretchingthe time he allowed himselfto reachthe summitin his narratve
while allowing him to leave outthedayhespentin the Fake PeakamphitheaterCuriously
he fails to malke up for this dayin his narrative. If a carefulaccountingof his recorded
actiitiesis made thereadewill nd him arriving atthe summiton the 15thanyway, even
thoughhe saysit is the 16th! (A full discussionof the date-discrepancigsetweenthe
primarydocument®f Cook's climb is appendedo this articleasz8.)

E6 In Decemberl906, Cook publisheda picturein Collier's magazinethat, from its
caption,implied it hadbeentaken from the summititself.?* This picturewasnever again
reproducetby Cook, butanoriginalprintof it wasstill amondhisphotograpsatHurleyville
in 1994, Its true geographicalocationwasidenti ed by Brian Okonek. It wastaken, as
weresomary of theothers,onthetributaryof Ruth GlaciercontainingFake Peak.

E7  Otherunpublishedphotographseenat Hurleyville also shaved that the draving
doneby RussellPorterfor To the Top of theContinento illustrateCook's campontheridge
at12,000feetwashasednascenghotographeglistbelav Fake Peak.Theotherdraving
by Portershaving Cook andBarrill duginto a hole for the night on a nearvertical slope
at 14,000feethasbackgrouncelementsdravn directly from Fig.4, takenfrom Fake Peak
itself.22 Thusevery one of the publishedillustrations,whetherphotographsr drawings,
directlyrelatedto Cook's climb have now beenshavn to bemisrepresentationfabrications
or frauds.Noneof themweretakenoutsideof theareathatBarrill saidheandCookvisited
duringtheirsojournon RuthGlacier andtherearenounpublisheghotographshatsupport
ary otherconclusionbut that Barrill' s accountof eventsis generallyaccurate.A further
studyof Cook's narratize only diminishesthetrustthatcanbe placedin Cook's versionof
events.

21 “The HighestMountainin America; Collier's, Decembef9, 1906. Captionreads:“The summit
of Mt. McKinley, thetop of the continentpiercingarctic skiesat an altitude of 20,464feet, on which
the American ag wasplantedby Dr. FrederickA. Cook on Septembed6thlast’ The implication
seemglearbecaus¢he summitof Mount McKinley is nowherevisible in thepicture.

22 SeeCooké& Peary, pp.830-835.Sincethe publicationof thebook,themountainin thedistancen
the clearpicture (p.832,Fig.5 of Cook& Peary) hasbeenidenti ed asthe Mooses Tooth, positively
con rming thatthelocationascribedo it in Cook& Pearyis correct.
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CD, version2, p.55: Entry headed:“N. faceof Gl. to 2nd Lake”. Cook mentions
stoppingfor lunch 15 milesfrom theboatatthe rst lake.

TTC p.196: “On the evening of the secondday we took to theice, crossedhe rst
northerlytributary andcampednabeautifulmoss-carpetegointabout fteen milesfrom
Mt. McKinley.”

Notes: Thereareagaintwo versionsontwo differentpages.NeitherCD versionagrees
with TTC, but the rst versionpartially agreeswith BD. Thetwo lakesmentionedcanbe
seenon the mapon p.46of CD, andbotharefar shortof the “moss-carpetegoint” Cook
later calledGlacierPoint. BA saysthey did not campat GlacierPoint until the sixth day
out, Septembef 3.

Day 3: Septemberl0

BD: “We seena higherplacehereso we moved campup this morning. . . . | don't
think we cango ary higherin thisdirection. . . Campedn 3 feetof snaw to night”

CD p.59: Entry headedCerac& ampthexp.” It describeshe campat Ceracpt. “on
abedof picturesquenmoss.. . . madeascoutingtrip into ampth’ Thenthey “ret[urnto] the
big gl[acier]”. Cookdescribegz7 xG14)thetop of McKinley asseenfrom this location.

TTC pp.201-202:They continueup the glacier making“splendidprogress”they stop
for lunchfor two hours. “Before dark we pitchedthe tenton the glacierat an altitude of
8000feetwithin afew milesof thenorthernridge”

Notes: “Ceracpt” (a misspellingof serac)waswhat Cook called Glacier Pointin
TTC. (Seez7 fn 19.) CD describeghe sidetrip into the amphitheatecontainingFake
PeakandBD seemdo imply the same.However, TTC skipsthis day completelyandthus
is now oneday aheadof CD. Unlike the rst two days,thereis only oneversionof the
subsequengventsin CD for therestof the climb from hereon. BA saysthatthey visited
the Fake Peakamphitheateon Septembet 2, andcampedherein thesnawv. Accordingto
BA, they did not campat GlacierPointuntil the next night.

Day 4: Septemberll

BD: Barrill complainsthat it was so cold and his sleepingbagwas so dampthat it
preventechim from sleepinganddescribesheglacieratthis pointas“rough” and“scarry”
He saysthey areabout v e or six milesfrom thetop of Mount McKinley atthis point.

CD p.65: Headingreads:“Ceracto 8300campat baseof N. Ridge” Cookcomplains
of hisdampbagpreventinghim from sleeping.

TTC pp.204-210:Cook mentionsthey arenow 35 miles from their startingpoint (or
about5 mi from the summit). “We chosethe lateralmoraineof the seracof the rst glacial
tributary asa routeinto an amphitheatr&. They dropin the snav and eatpemmicanfor
lunch. Thenthey climb theridge and nd themseleson the divide wherethe arctic air
currentsmeetthetropicalones.They build asnav houseat 12,000feet.

Notes: CD andBD agreeasto dateandevents. TTC is still oneday ahead.BA says
all theseeventsandthosefrom this pointonare ction, andthatthenightof Septembef4
wasspentabouthalf way betweenGlacierPointandthe Gatavay (seeFig.32). Thecamp
shavn in Fig.9 (Gatavay) is the oneof thenight of Septembel5, accordingo BA, which
saysthatthey wentnofarthertoward McKinley thanthis camp.Fromhereon, thealtitudes
givenfor thesameplacesn CD andTTC donotagree.

Day 5: Septemberl2

BD: “It is 8000feethighwherewe start! They make a snav houseat 12,000feet.

CD pp.71& 73: Entry headed:“8300 to 12100ft. Snav houseN. Ridge. BaseN.
Ridgeto top of Ridge” They build a snav houseat the top of theridge. Cook describes
miragesandthe meetingof thearcticandtropicalair currents.

TTC p.213: After anhourof obsenationsthey setoff. “We. .. startedonthemorning
of Septembel 2th”; p.217: They spencthe nightropedtogetherin a ditch at 14,000feet.

Notes: BD andCD agreebut TTC remainsonedayahead.

Day 6: Septemberl3
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A7  In the summarythat follows, arnything in quotationmarksis a direct extract from
theitemin question. Therestis paraphraseThe notesareaimedat giving insightto arny
readerattemptingto cometo grips only with what Cook saysthat he did — not with the
truth of whathe saidhe did, which is a far more challengingproposition. However, even
thedif culty of doingtheformergoesalong way toward settlingthe latter propositionby
suggestingeasonsvhy theseconfusionsn Cook's texts exist.

B Daily Comparisons

In thecomparisorthatfollows, eachday of theclimb is numberedn sequencandits date
is given. Thethreesourcesarecomparedor eachof the daysCook saidhe wasengaged
in the climb of Mount McKinley: BD = Barrill's diary; CD = Cook's diary; TTC = the
narratve in To the Top of the Continenf BA = Barrill' saf davit of 1909;HM = theaccount
in Harper's Monthly Magazine Barrill's diary is unpaged;the pagesreferencedn the
othersaregiven. The quotationsherearefrom the original diaries,not theinaccurateand
corrupttranscriptionspublishedby the FrederickA. Cook Society All otheraccounts,
andthereareseveralincidentalreports,areleft asidedueto the factthatthey arereported
seconchandandare,therefore strictly hearsay Barrill' s af davit of 1909 purportsto be
whatactuallytranspiredvhile heandCookwerealonetogetheron Ruth Glacierin 1906.

Day 1: September8

BD: “Wereachtheice cliffs at 7.30PM”

CD, version1, p.45: No heading. “Crosseda creekand campedalongthe rst ice
walls”

CD, version2, p.51: No heading.Cook, Dokkin, andBarrill setoff with heary packs
to exploretheglacier

TTC p.195: “We startedfrom the [boat] Bolshoywherethe altitudewas 1000feet,on
themorningof the 8th of Septembeér

Notes: It is only the rst dayandtherearealreadycomplicationsaplenty It is unclear
from the two diarieswhenDokkin, CookandBarrill startedfrom their boat. BA saysthat
on Septembe® “Dr. Cookand| startedalonefor the purposeof exploring Mt. McKinley.”
Barrill's mapsaysthey left the boatthe “morning of the 8th;’ but sinceDokkin is saidto
have turnedbackafter the secondday out, this would seemto imply they left on the 7th,
but atits endBA saysDokkin turnedbackon Septembel 0. CD p.47impliestwo previous
traveling camps(seebelow), but this might be corrupt, becauseCook apparentlysetback
his dates,andso this might be the descriptionof a later day thanthe dategiven. On CD
p.43 Cookwrites: “On the 6th day we pulled into the TokoshitnaandthereBrill male a
dockfor the Bolshoy Johnbaled the breadandon the next day Sept.9we startedfor the
gl” Cookleft with Dokkin andBarrill in his motor boaton August31, sothe “6th day”
outwith thelaunchwould be Septembeb, sothe “next day” couldnotbe Septembe®. In
TTC, howvever, Cook de nitely setsSeptembeB asthe rst day of the climb, sowe will
obserethis corventionthroughout.Noticethattherearetwo completelydifferentversions
of SeptembeB on two completelydifferentpagesin CD. It appearghat the “second
version”is anattemptto move the progresforward up Ruth Glacieron the rst two days
to allow longerfor theseriousclimbing later, sincethedistancecoveredis far greateiin the
secondversionthanthatrecordedn the rst. BA saysthatall theearlyentriesin BD were
adjustedbackwvard for this purpose.Both BD andCD shawv evidencethat someof these
early dateshave beenchangedBarrill' s beingerasecand Cook's written over. BA states,
however, thatthe eventsrecordedup to SeptembeB in BD aretrue. The rst versionof
CD matche®8D; the seconddoesnot.

Day 2: September9

BD: “Wetake to theice today’

CD, versionl, p.47: No heading. “Last night andthe night beforewe madesuperb
campsbesidethegl”
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F Newevidencefrom Cook's 1906diary

F1  Until recentlythediariesof thetwo menhadbeerhiddenfrom scholarlyeyes,Cook's
in the (generally® unacknwledged)possessiomf his descendentsBarrill' s effectively
los?* in the immenseaccumulatiorof paperskept by RobertE. Peary The openingof
thosediariesonly furtherunderminesheclaim of FrederickCookto have ascendedlount
McKinley in 1906. Barrill's dairy is the lessimportant nd of the two, sincethe entire
diary appearedh areasonablyaccuratdranscriptiorin the Globeonthedayfollowing the
publicationof his af davit againstCook. The Globe article alsoreproducedn facsimile
the pagesf thediary coveringthe daysof the climb.

F2  Of speciainterestaretwo pagesrom Cook'sdiary, herereproducedor the rst time
(Figs.12& 13). Theseshav sketch-map®f RuthGlacier onemoredetailedthantheother
with several importantandtelling featureswhencomparedwith Barrill's publishedmap
(Fig.11)andaf davit. Oneisthepositionof two lakesonthemapondiaryp.46. Thesdakes
werementioneddy subsequerttavelerson RuthGlacier andthey arekey to understanding
therateof Cook’s progresaip theglacier?® Notetheword “Lake” justbelow-left of center
of themapon p.44(Fig.12)betweerrules[13] and[14]. In hisdiary, Cooksayshecamped
at the secondlake the secondday out from his basecamp (Septembe®), but Barrill's
af davit saysthis campwasmadethe fourth day out. The word “camp” is written about
the samepositionon this map (betweerrules[11]-[12]) asBarrill indicatesthey camped
(fourth day out) on his sketch-map(Fig.11),which accompaniedhis af davit. Cookdoes
notindicatethathe campedn this areaatall in ary of hiswritings. In fact, his published
narrative saysthey campedatGlacierPointon Septembe®. Barrill saidin hisaf davit that
Cookinstructedhim to rewrite andbackdatehis diary to shortenthe time to the beginning
of theactualclimb in orderto male his time scheduldook moreplausible. If true, Cook
musthave donethe samehimself. Thesefeaturesof Cook's mapandinternalevidencein
bothdiariessupporBarrill' sassertionespeciallytheconfusionof dateghroughoutCook's.
Also, thetwo mensdiariescoincidein otherrespectshatsupporBarrill' sversionof events
andrefuteCook's 2

F3 A numberof small circleswith lines radiatingfrom them can be seenon Fig.12,
suggestinghatthesemight be remindersof the positionsfrom which Cook's photographs
weremade. (Someof thesecirclesseemto have aline pointing away, possiblyindicating
the cameras direction.) Whencomparedwith the actuallocationsof the photographse
published,all of the marks correspondexactly with this interpretation. (The Top page
numbersppositethesephotosarelistedto theright of Fig.12.) However, no suchsymbols
canbe found on the tributary glaciercomingin from the east. This is wheremostof the
photographsCook misrepresenteds having beentaken on the actualclimb were taken
andwhereFake Peak which hetried to passoff asMount McKinley's summit,is located.
Perhapsheabsencef thesesymbolsfrom this partof themapindicategshathehadalready
decidedwvhich photographfiewould displayastakenontheclimb, andthathe didn't want
it known wherethey hadbeenexposed.

% |In a1973/7/29etterto D.Rawlins, HeleneCook Vetterstatedthatshepossesse@ook's “diaries
andnotes”. But not even contemporanpeliever Hugh Eameswvasallowedto plumbthem.

24 [Until foundby authorBryce. —ed]

%5 |n 1996,the FrederickA. Cook Societypublisheda transcriptionof Cook's diary aspartof anew
editionof To the Top of the Continent Thetranscriptioncontainserrorsthatseriouslycompromiseds
value. Forinstancepnp.55,theword “lake” is twice transcribedas“fork,” which completelydestrys
the signi cance of the passage.(A typed transcriptof the diary by HeleneCook Vetter who was
intimatelyfamiliarwith herfathers handwriting,alsotranscribeshesevordsas‘lake””) Thepublished
transcriptionfails to reproducethe two mapson pp.44& 46 (Figures12 & 13), which shav the two
lakesbeingreferredto andwhich containothercrucial elementsiecessaror a correctinterpretation
of thediary's text. Thesemayall beinnocenterrors,but in light of thesocietys failureto forwardary
of Cook’s original 1906negativesor theoriginal printsof key photographso OSU,thesemistalesand
omissionsn thesocietys transcriptionof thediary maybeviewed by somein amoreskepticallight.

% SeeCook& Peary, Chapter28 for afull discussiorof Cook's Mount McKinley claim.
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Figure12: Page44 from Cook's Mount McKinley Diary, 1906,publishedherefor the rst
time. (Seez9 xF2[e].) Notetheword “Lake” atrule [14]. Thetiny circleswith radiating
lines may indicate several positionsfrom which photosweretaken. The corresponding
photographsare indicated(by pages-oppositén Top of the Continen} at the right-hand
maugin of the gure. All of Cook's variouswritten notationsaretranscribedasthey fall
above the ruleson the page,left to right, asfollows: [1] Ruthgl. [2] McK.; 12. [3] 10;
11. [4] 9; slateBlack PinnaclesN gl. [5] low tabletop. [6] 13000;shield;14000.[7] 8
Peakdqwritten vertically]; 5; 12000.[8] yellow peaksiquartz;26; 1000.[9] yellow peaks.
[10] Cerac.[11] 26; slate;passednto Fidelegl. [12] 16; camp;cr.; granite.[13] Little Mc
[written vertically]; 15 milesfrom Boat. [14] 11mi; Lake; 5000.[15] 6000.[17] 3 1/2 mi.
[18] cerac;cr. [19] Tokoshit;5; 6000.[21] gl. face.[22] 5 mi; Sept10.
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z8 Cook's Curious Timetable

A A “spool of mysteries”

Al  Attemptingto extractaclearandconsistenharrative from FrederickCook's various
accountsof his climb of Mount McKinley in 1906is a dauntingtask. For mary years
anyonewho wishedto do so hadonly the two publishedaccountdn Harper's andTo the
Top of the Continentto puzzleover. It might be saidof the storythey contain,asDr. Cook
saidof the “supra-cloudland’he only imaginedhe hadvisited, “It is dif cult to graspthe
threadwith whichit rolls upits spoolof mysteries.

A2  Exceptfor BradfordWashlurn! mostreadershave beenso hopelessiydivertedor
confusedby the mary verbal ights of fang, digressionsandasidesin Cook's published
writings, thatthey have never noticedthatthedayto daysequencef eventsCookdescribes
comesup onedayshortof the datehe sayshereachedhe summit,Septembefl 6. Turning
to his 1906 diary only confusegthe issuefurther, sinceit containsalternateaccountsfor
two of thedays,hasanadditionaldaynotdescribedn Cook's publishedharrativesandstill
comesup onedayshort.

A3  EdBarrill sworethathisdiary entriesrecordingtheeventsof theclimb weredictated
to him by Cook. They aresomavhatmorein line with whatis generallyacceptedasthe
outline of Cook's attempt.But they alsocontainthe extra dayleft out of Cook's published
reportsandarethereforeout of sequencéy adaywith Cook's publishedstory mostof the
way. Becausét retainsthe extraday, Barrill' saccounts theonly onethatactuallyreaches
thesummiton Septembel 6.

A4 Accordingto HeleneCook Vetter it wasexactly this “mixup in dates”"thatcaused
herto keepsecretherrecovery of her fathers diary in the 1950s. Theseinconsistencies,
both internally and with Cook's eventualstory, condemnCook's diary as a fabrication.
Corversely thesevariationsand differencesfrom his eventually publishedreportsalso
indicatethat Cook's of cial accountwasa storyimproved andadjustedasit evolved and
notonebasedn eventhe contentof his own original diary, muchlessactualexperiences.
A5  To allow thereaderto “graspthe thread”of this tangledweb, the threeaccountsof
theclimb arehere(xB) comparediay by day Noteson the contradictionghey containas
well asotherpointsof interestfollow this comparisorfor eachday TheHarper's article,
beingin almostevery respectno more than a word-forword, but shorterversionof the
accountin Cook's book, is not examinedherein detail, but is only calleduponwhena
simpli cation of the corvolutionsof thebook's text is needed.

A6  Barrill' sdiaryfor thedaysof theclimb is brief, informal, unscienti ¢,andoccasion-
ally humorous.Cook's is even briefer, with evenlessdetailthanBarrill's,andvery sober
It generallycontainsno scienti ¢ notesotherthanbarometereadingstemperaturesand
afew compasdearings.As was Cook's habit, his runningaccountis written on the odd
(right-hand)numberedbagesonly, his notesand sketchesoccupying the even (left-hand)
ones.Cook'sdiary hasalargenumberof blankpages He generallysetsdown a characteri-
zationof thecontentof eachpagein alabelatthetop, or givesaheadingvhichsummarizes
eachdatedentry Therefore,t is easyto outline. The narratve in Cook's bookis, on the
otherhand,a“spool of mysteries, ramblinganddiffuse,requiringconcentratiormandoften
inferenceto decipher Sothereis far moreroomfor opinionaboutjust whathappenean
whatday, thoughthereareseveralveryde nite time cuesthathelpcheckthevalidity of ary
inferences Thusanunderstandablehronologycanbe producedwith careandpatience.

1 AmericanAlpine Journal vol.11n0.1[1958] p.6.
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Figure26: Friendly Peak(height8245ft), aspublishedby the FrederickA. Cook Society
in its 1996reprintof To the Top of the Continent Plate2/7. (Seez9 xD10.)

nothingbetterthanhis bareword in supportof his two mostspectaculaclaims. Thereis
simply little morethanthatto supportthe propositionthat FrederickCook stoodat the top
of thegreatestmountainin North Americasevenyearsbeforearyoneelse,or ever attained
theNorth Poleunresupplieéndreturnedo tell aboutit, anaccomplishmerthatwassurely
a physicalimpossibility using nineteenthcenturytechnologicaimeans. Furthermorethe
only witnessedo both of theseclaimedachie&zementscontradictCook's bareword, and
eachof their statementstandshetestof credibility that Cook's consistentlyfails.

H4 In the wake of Cook's fall from heroto humhug in 1909, one editor nevertheless
declared;Therewill bea Cookparty'totheendof time,nomatterhow strongtheevidence
broughtagainsthim in the future, no matterif he madepublic confessiorto fraud. . . .
This sentimentof personaldevotion and championshipncearouseds one of the most
powerful and indestructibleof humanmotives?*® The continuingstory of the efforts to
defendFrederickA. Cook,despiteall the evidencethathasaccumulateégainstim since
then,provesthatpoint, atleast,beyondall cavil. *°

48 “psychologyof the CookFake; IndependentDecembeB0, 1909,pp.1513-1514.

4 [A recentarticle hasseveral goodexamplesof the leapsof faith Cook's partisansarepreparedo
indulgein to keepthis sentimentntactandtheir own self-interestalive. TedHeckathornwhile tacitly
acknavledgingthesummitphotois afake, still excuseCook's lack of ary photographi@videncefrom
ary partof hisallegedclimb: “I'm corvincednow thatDr. Cookwascarryingbad Im packs, heis
quotedassaying. “He'd boughthis Im earlyin theyearandnow it wasSeptembeandthey'd been
goingthroughstreamsandfog andheary snav for months.His realsummit Im wasprobablywater
damagedso he usedotherphotosto expresswhatthe summitlooked like? (DonahueBill, “Dissent
onDenali} Climbing May 1, 1998,p.116.) Heckathorrfails to explain why these'bad Im packs)
which heis corvinced (z9 fn 28) were damagedy ageandexposureto the elementsproducecthe
splendidsequencef picturesof every placeCookactuallyvisitedon RuthGlacierright upto thevery
point Ed Barrill saysthey turnedbackfor their boat,but without exceptionfailedto recordary scene
beyondthatpointright up to the very summititself. He alsofails to explain why anhonesmanwould
take a ag-raising fake summitphotobefore he ever madeanattemptto reachtheactualsummit.]
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Figure13: Page46 from Cook's Mount McKinley diary, 1906,publishedherefor the rst

time. Note the two circlesbelav the centerof the pagelabelled“L.” indicatingthe two
lakesmentionedn Cook's diary text. The notationsaretranscribedasthey fall above the
ruleson the page,left to right, asfollows: [1] Ruth gl. [4] 4 peaks[written vertically].
[6] 1400; 1400. [8] 8 peaks10000[written almostupsidedown]; 1000; passegupside
down]. [9] ceracs|written vertically]. [10] 26 mi; 2 mi [upsidedown]. [11] 4 mi; 6
miles[upsidedown]. [13] cr. [15] L.; Cariboupasqwritten vertically]. [16] Tokoshitnagl.
[written vertically]. [17] passiL. [19] 6000.[20] Tokosha5000[written vertically]. [21] 5
mi; cr; 6000.[22] ceracspgranite.[Above bottomof page]ice face;mostly.



62 Robert M. Bryce Cook-McKinley Photos 1997 December DIO 7.2 z7

G Cook'sdiary sketches

G1 Thefeatureof Cook's diary that hasgeneratedhe mostcontroversy sinceit was
madeknown to scholarsaretwo sketchesCook madeon diary p.52. The rst to theorize
onthis pagewasaretiredCaliforniagardenenamedHansWaale who hadlimited formal
educatiorbut was,in fact,a self-educatedenius holdingseveralimportantpatentgelated
toastronomyWaalehadaccesso partsof Cook'sdiarythroughanintimatecorrespondence
with Cook’s daughterHeleneCook Vetter He becameabsolutelyobsessedvith trying to
prove Cook's climb authenticandcarriedon aninterestingcorrespondenceith Bradford
Washlurn aboutit for mary years. After prolongedstudy and greatpersonalexpense,
heworked out aningeniousif circuitous,routefor Cook by which mostof thedirections
mentionedn hisdiaryandnarratveandthephysicaldescriptionsCook gave of themountain
in his 1908bookcouldbeexplained.His routehadCookgoingover the EastButtressof the
mountainanddown into the TraleikaAmphitheateron his eventualway to PioneerRidge,
by which WaaletheorizedCook gainedaccesgo HarperGlacierasa routeto the summit
by traversingthe north face of the mountain. A numberof Waales suppositionshave,
uponcloseexamination,proved to be no morethanwishful thinking on his part?” but his
amgumenthatCook's sketchesn diary p.52weredravn from the crestof the EastButtress
hastakenrootwith anothemgroupof Cookbaclerswho contendunlike Waale thatit holds
thekey to proving thatCookclimbedto the summitfrom the EastButtressitself.

G2  Thishashecomahemantraof TedHeckathornarealestateagenfrom Woodirville,
Washingtonandlongtimefriendof theFrederickA. CookSociety In 1993heproposedhat
thesociety nanceanexpeditionto testthistheay, and,with severalCookSocietymembers,
hiredandaccompaniedeveralprofessionaflaskanguidesasthey madeanattempin 1994
tofollow Cook's hypothesizedouteto thesummitby way of theEastButtress.Thisattempt
got no fartherthana point on its ridge at about11,000feet. The professionaklimbers,
whoweretheonly onesto reacheventhis point, obtaineda photograpttherethat(they told
Heckathorn)seemedo matchCook's draving. Evenif this were so, it would not come
closeto proving that Cook reachedhe mountains summit, but the Cook Societys point
wasthat sucha matchwould prove Barrill' s versionof eventscorrupt, sinceif Cookdid
reachthis point, it would bein directcontradictionof his partners afdavit. That,in turn,
would lendcredibility to the contentionthattherestof Barrill' sstorywasalie, andthatthe
descriptionof the climb containedn Barrill' s diary, which largely corroborate€ook’s, is
morelikely thetruth. Althoughthis approacho truth may seemmorethanunbiasedogic
would allow, andfrom asourcepaidby aninterestecparty’® — justwhatthe Cook Society
objectsto aboutthe Barrill af davit — anexaminationof ary meritsit may have mustbe
basedon existing documentaryvidence notbaselesspeculation.

G3  Therehasbeenno commentfrom the membersf the FrederickA. Cook Society
aboutthe conclusve revelationsthat Cook's summitphotois a fake, except perhapsfor
Heckathornwho sayshe now considersall of the photographicevidenceagainstCook,
including, it may be surmised his faked summitphotograph;irrelevant” in light of the
“new evidence”in his favor. This evidenceis entirely embodiedin the photographof
PegasusPeak(Fig.14)obtainedby the 1994 climbersonthe EastButtresswhichthe Cook
Societysaysmatchesone of Cook’s sketcheson p.52 of his diary (Fig.15). But neither
in Cook's book nor in his diary is thereary substantialsupportfor the notion that he
climbedMcKinley via the EastButtress.In fact, Cook madetwo very de nite statements
thatindicatethathe claimedto have climbedKarstensRidge,and most, if notall, of his
descriptiongjivenin hisnarratie of theclimb tendto supporiKarstensRidgeashis route?®
So,wemustlookin detailatp.52to verify or rejectthepurportednatchof Fig.14to Fig.15.

27 SeeCook& Peary, pp.830-835.

% Strangeryet: seez9 xB3.

25 Cook,FrederickA., “Mount McKinley,” OverlandMonthly, Februaryl912,p.106;My Attainment
of the Pole (Mitchell Kennerlg, 1913)p.534. SeealsoFig.31& caption.
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H Summary of evidence,and a conclusion

H1  Thepatternof beliefin FrederickCook's claim to have climbed Mount McKinley
in 1906 hasbeenoneof almostcontinuousretreat. At rst it seemednly just to defend
him. He appearedo bein anunequal ght thathadbroughtto bearuponhis North Pole
claim, andsubsequentlis McKinley climb, the vastmonetaryresourcesindin uence of
the powerful menwho hadbacled RobertE. Peary Furthermorethereseemedothingin
Cook's previously genuinerecordof achi&zementasan explorerthatindicatedthathe was
a manof lessthanordinaryveracity A closestudyof Cook's prior career howvever, has
revealeda patternof nancial indiscretionsanda life-long tendeng to embellishhis real
experienceshatwerenotknown atthetime of theinitial controversyoverhisMcKinley and
Polarclaims®® In comparisorto falseclaimsof suchgreatfeatsof exploration,however,
even thesewould have seemedmninor offenseshadthey beenknown. The testimory of
the witnessesagainsthim seemeckitherbribedor faked. (Though,few Cook-supporters,
eventoday have consideredhepossibilitythatEd Barrill waspaidto recanthisformerlies
ratherthanto inventnew ones.§* But over the years,asit wasincontestablyshavn that
eachof Cook's purportedlyhigh-altitudephotographsverelocatedat differentplacesthan
he attributedthem, Cook partisanamadeexcusesto relieve him of the responsibilityfor
their erroneousaptionsor to explain themaway in the mostinnocentway. All but a few
of theseadamantlydefendedCook's “summit” phototo the endasthe true summitof the
greatmountain®® Now thatit, too, provesto beafake, andasnew evidencehasprovedthat
eventhedravingsthatappearedsillustrationsof the spine-tinglingincidentsof his climb
in TotheTop of the Continentarefabricationdasedn photographef completelydifferent
placesthanthey aresaidto represent? his ardentsupporterslismissthis patternof deceit,
includinghisfaked summitphotographas‘irrelevant” (xG3)to theissueof whethemedid
climb themountainor not.

H2  The evidenceagainstCook is neitherirrelevant nor incidental, however, because
(z9 D9) it is objective, not subjectve, like the “new evidence”the Cook Society offers
in his favor. Even subjectvely, the Cook Societys theoriessuffer when comparedwith
other morelogicalinterpretationsThe evidenceagainsiCookis centralandspeci c to the
questionof whetherCookwasan honestman,incapableof suchgranddeceitsasthoseof
which hewasaccusedandit is basedlirectly uponthe primary documentdeft by Cook's
own handin theform of the photograph$ie madeandthe contentsof the actualdiary he
kept,which areimmutable.

H3  This, afterall, is the centralquestion— Cook's character And all of this primary
documentatiorpointsconsistentlyto the conclusionthat Cook was not an honestmanin
eitherhis claim to have climbed McKinley or to have attainedthe North Pole?” but that
bothclaimswereknowing frauds.Despitethis, theinterestegartisanf the FrederickA.
Cook Societyaskthe world to believe thata manwho hasbeenproven untruthful by all
the physicalevidencethat shouldsupportary honestreport,is truthful whenhe presents

43 SeeCook& Peary, Chapter27,for afull discussiorof Cook’s earlycareer

44 Edward Barrill was paid a portion of a $5,000 bankdraft dravn upon the personalaccountof
ThomasH. Hubbard presidenof the PearyArctic Club. A witnesssaidBarrill receved abouts$1,500.
Theoriginal bankdraft, datedOctoberl, 1909, is still amongthe papersof RobertE. Peary RG 401,
NationalArchivesll, College Park, Md.

45 Part of the fake “summit” photois usedasa recurringlogo on the back cover andtitle pageof
the FrederickA. Cook Societys 1996reprintof To the Top of the Continent Below the reproduction
of the full picturewithin the book (its Plate 1/16), underthe unequvocal caption: “THE TOP OF
OURCONTINENT”, thesocietyraiseghesequestiongo suggesits authenticity:“Wasthereexposed
granitein 1906?How muchdid the 1912earthquak changehecon gurationof thesummit,andhowv
deepis theice now?” Apparentlysincethe 1997publicationof Cook& Peary, someCookiteshave at
lastrealizedthat Cook's “summit” photographs probablyafake. Seenote49 belaw.

46 SeeCook& Peary, pp.830-835.

47 SeeCook& Peary, Chapter29, for a full discussiorof Cook’s claimto have reachedhe North
Polein 1908.
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Figure24: Cook's photograpimadefrom atop Fake Peak,betweenthe vantagepoints of
Browne's andBarrill' s diary sketcheqFigs.22& 23, respectiely), publishedherefor the
rst time. Mt. McKinley's twin summitscanbe seenin the distancethe SouthPeaks top
partly obscurecdby clouds. Notice the black rocksat the extremeright center very much
like thosein Barrill' s sketch(Fig.23); noticealsothe centralsnaw point, which is labelled
“GlasierPoint” on Fig.23. Photocourtesyof the Ohio StateUniversity PhotoArchives.

Figure25: An enlagemenbf thetwin summitsof MountMcKinley from Fig.24. Compare
to upperdrawing of Fig.15. Photocourtesyof the Ohio StateUniversity PhotoArchives.
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Figurel4: PggasusPeak aspublishedby the FrederickA. CookSocietyin its 1996reprint
of To the Top of the Continent

G4  Cook's handwritingis extremelyproblematicandno onecanguaranteabsolutely
what someof his written words actually are; but my long familiarity with it makes most
wordsdecipherablePage52's inscriptionsareinterpretecbelov Fig.15. Whatcouldthey

mean?And canthey tell usanything aboutwherethesedravingsweredone,andwhatthey

represent?

G5 TheCookSocietymaintainsthatthetop sketchrepresent®egasusPeakasviewed

from the EastButtressandthattheloweroneis adifferentmountain(FriendlyPeak) which

they identify asthe“Gun Sightpeak:* of diary p.52. However, the Society’s view is not

30 Forafull presentatiomf the FrederickA. Cook Societys agumentssee: Heckathorn;Ted, “Re-
openingthe Book on Mount McKinley,” in Cook, FrederickA., To the Top of the Continent Ninetieth
AnniversaryEdition. Seattle:Alpen Books,1996. Seealso: Polar Priorities vol.14, pp.1-21;vol.15,
pp.33-37v0l1.16,pp.3-14,vol.17,pp.20-25.An experiencednountaineeandmapmakerwhoattended
the FrederickA. Cook Societys symposiumin Seattlein 1994thatpresentedts “new evidence, had
thisto say: “My obsenationsof thewritings andspeechesf the Cook Societys TedHeckathorrhave
givenmenorespecfor his self-proclaimedtatusas’PolarHistorian'. In theappendednaterialin the
1996reprintof Dr. Cook's To the Top of the Continent Heckathorrs text, photosand mapsprovide
very sloppy interpretationsof Cook's claimedroute. His crudelydravn map [his Plate 2/12] has
Cook'srouteto the EastRidgetakingastraightline from abore "Sept9' acrosgshecomple systemof
ridgesandglaciersthatform themassifof the Mooses Tooth. And his delineationof Cook's supposed
descentoutefrom the 'summit'follows adifferentline thanthe ascentroute,straightdown thepeaks
uppereastface. Fromtherehe hasCookandBarrill descendingll theway to their basecampbelon
the Ruth Gorge in a meretwo days” (Letter Dee Molenaarto RobertM. Bryce, datedNovember
13,1997.) [High praisefor Heckathorrs solid and courageousesearch(in a non-Cookcontext) —
contrituting crucially to accuratepolar history— canbe foundin, e.g.,DIO 2.2 xF, DIO 2.3z8 xB,
andSciencel993Junell. AlthoughHeckathorris apersonafriend of DIO's publisheyour policy is
to give discovererauthorswide interpretve andcritical latitude,no matterhow closeto homeshafts
may strike. DIO readersdesiringdirect accesdo Heckathorrs side of thesematters,are urgedto
contacthim, by telephoneor fax, at425-844-9302— ed] It mightbeaddedo this thatHeckathorrs
map, althoughhis legendsaysit is derived, in part, from Cook's diary, is actually contradictedby
Cook's diary atevery turn. The SeptembeB campis in thewrongplace. Cooknever saidhe camped
arywherenearwherethe Septembe® campis locatedby Heckathorn. The map shavs no campon
GlacierPointat all, eventhoughCook publisheda pictureof it. Heckathorrhashim goingover the
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Figure 15: Page52 from Cook's Mount McKinley diary, 1906. Transcriptionsof this
sketchslegends:[A] 8; [B] about750feethigherthanwestpeak(the gure appearsvritten
over, andmight be interpretedas150); [C] N gl.; [D] gl. [Cook's consistenebbreiation
for glacier];[E] gl; [F] Eastridge cornice;[G] Bar. 24;[H] GunSightpeak;[l]] seenfrom
gl. opp.Peak7.; [J] McK. from [or form.] Top. view from N (with asquiggleattheend).
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Figure22: BelmoreBrowne's diary sketch of the summitof Mount McKinley, from the
Fake Peakregion. CourtesyMcGregor Robinson.

Figure23: Barrill's diary sketchof the summitof Mt. McKinley from the saddleof Fake
Peak,aspublishedn the New York Globe Octoberl5, 1909. (Note: his “Glasierpoint” is
not GlacierPoint.)

to representhe summits.

G15 But Cookconsideredhis view soimportanthe did not trustit to his sketchesor
descriptionalone.He madea photograptof it from thetop of Fake Peak.This photograph
(Fig.24)wasnever publishedbutit is nov amongthephotographst Ohio StateUniversity.
An enlageddetailof thisphotographFig.25)correspondsvell to the uppersketchof diary
p.52(Fig.16).

G16 If theCookSocietysargumenthasary merit,thenit is only reasonabléo askwhy
Cookwould lavish somuchattentionon PegasusandFriendly Peak$! (landmarkshaving
norelationto his allegedobjective), would drav themon the samepage(whenthey areon
oppositesidesof theEastButtress)andlabelthe pagethatbearshemas“McK” — though
his diary hasnot a singleothersketchthatindicatesary portionof his actualroutebeyond
whereBarrill saysheturnedback. Commonsensealonewould seento rule all of this out.
(Seez9fn 41))

G17  Althoughthe sketcheson p.52 canobjectively prove nothingaboutCook's route,
muchlessthereality of his claimto have reachedhe summit,therearemassifsof evidence
shaving Cook's dishonestendenciesasalreadydetailed.in bothhis andhis only withess'
writings anddravingsandCook's own duplicitousphotographf lower mountainghathe
passeff asscenedrom his actualclimb, crovnedby his fake “summit” photograph.
G18 A far morefruitful approachto getting Cook's narratie in line with a possible
routemight have beenbasedon thework of HansWaale(xG1). EvenBradfordWashturn
hadto admitthat Waales route t Cook's sketchynarrative in all detailsand madesense
of themary directionalinconsistencieft hadseemedo contain. However, uponstudyof
Waales proposedoute,ary reasonabl@ersonrmustagreewith Washlurn's objectionthat
CookandBarrill hadneitherthetime northeequipmento make suchacircuitoud? journey
andreturnto their basecampon thetime scheduleCook claimedfor his attempt.

41 Neithernameappearso berecognizedy the USGS.
42 [Washhrn notesthatno onehasever eventried to climb McKinley by Waales route.— ed]
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Figure21: Sketchfrom Barrill' sdiary matchingp.500f Cook's, publishecherefor the rst
time. PearyFamily papers(RG 401),NationalArchivesll, College Park, Md.

altitude.) The summitasdravn by Barrill from this position bearsmorethana passing
resemblancéo the contoursof themountainin the uppersketchon p.52of Cook's diary.
G13 In theend,however, becauséis dif cult writing leavesit opento interpretation,
andbecaus&ookwasnot muchof anartist®® shawing little talentwith eventhe simplest
of subjectgandbecaus@icKinley wasfar off, oftensurroundedy clouds),we maynever
know the exact spotwherethe uppersketch on p.52 wasdrawn. It is just not accurate
enouglhthatonecanmatcheachfeatureto reality, to everyones satishction. EvenBradford
Washlurn's labelsof the elementsn Cook's draving are opento quibblesfor the same
reasonsButif weallow thesamestandaraf only roughaccurag usedby theCookSociety
to comparet to their photograplof PegasusPeak Washhurn's labels t far better making
it highly probablethatFig.15wasmeantasarepresentationf McKinley's summit.

G14 Comparethe aerialphotographFig.17) of the view of the summitarea(from the
samedirectionas Mt. Barrille) with the featuresWashlurn haslabelled(Fig.16). Also,
compareCook's draving with the sketchof thetwin summitsof McKinley asviewedfrom
thetop of Fake Peakfrom BelmoreBrowne's diary (Fig.22),aswell asthesketchdravn by
Ed Barrill from nearlythe samepoint (Fig.23)— aview Cookcertainlyhad. They arefar
moresimilar to Cook's drawing thanto PegasusPeak. It may even be that Cook's upper
sketchwasmadefrom the very sameareaaswasBrowne's andBarrill' s— the Fake-Peak
summitwhich Cookcalled“the top of our Continent. Hereis whatCooksaidof thatview
in his p.59diary entry (z8 xB) for Septembed0: “The top from heretwo peaksmiddle
gl. away aroundthe break, exactly asshawvn in the upperdrawing onp.52. Also, Cook's
top note, “about 750 ft. higher thanthe westpeak” [B], is approximatelyaccurateas a
descriptionof the differencebetweerthe heightsof McKinley's twin summit§® andsuch
anotationwritten justabove his sketchof themwould be logicalif thedraving wasmeant

39 [Skepticscannotbe held hostaggo Cook's artisticandotherlimitations. We cannoteven be sure
thathedid not, e.g.,deliberatelyexaggeratehe heightof the North Peak,in orderto pretendthathis
vantagepointwashigherthanreality — ed]

4 TheNorth Peakis actually850feetlower than,andalmostduenorthof, the SouthPeak(z9 fn 1).
But, by Cook's perspectie (looking morewestthannorth) the former may have appearedelatively
muchfartheraway thanreality, becausét is lower andKarstensRidgepartly blocksit. (Alternatiely,
Cookmight possiblyhave beenreferringto 20120ft-high KahilthaHorn, just belon-left of the South
Peaks summitin Fig.15;if so,thenhis notationwas“150 feet” insteadof “750 feet”. KahilthaHorn
is €.1000ft west-southwesatf thetrue summitand200ft below it: z9fn 7.)
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Figure16: Page52 of Cook's diary with thelabelssuppliedby BradfordWashhurn super
imposed.Note the upperdrawing's similarity to Fig.17 or Fig.25 (asagainstrig.14),and
thelower drawing's similarity to Fig.17or Fig.27 (asagainstFig.26).

acceptedy expertson the mountains topography Brian Okonek,who hasbeenover the
areamary times, guesse¥ thatthe diary p.52 sketchesare Cook's views from the Ruth
Glacierregion (thoughhe warnsthat the “terrible” imprecisionof the dravings hinders
pinning down exactlocationsfrom them): the lower sketchis a detail of the SouthPeak,
while theuppersketchis apanoramiaepresentationf McKinley'stwo summits.Bradford
Washlurn agreedwith Okonek’s essential nding (that the upperdrawing's subjectis
McKinley) andwentfurtherby helpfully supplyingthe authorwith alabelledcopy. Fig.16
is Cook's diary p.52, with Washlurn's labels (identifying the uppersketch's prominent
features)superimposean it.>> A comparisonof several photoswith Cook's drawings
shouldshav which theoryhasmorein its favor.

G6 Thewealestpartof the Cook Societys contentionis the claim aboutwhatit calls
GunsightPeak. The picture of it thatthe societypublished(Fig.26) hasno similarity to
Cook's sketchat all, beingfar too sharpa peakto matchit. However, Cook's sketch ts
well with Okonek's andWashhurn's theory Fig.17is adetailof the summittakenfrom the
directionof RuthGlacier Noticethe similarity of thewidth of the peakandthe positionof
theridgesto thelower sketchon p.52,especiallythe curve of the centralridgeline.

cliffs, asMolenaarsays,whenCookclearlydescribedraveling ontheglacieratall times,andthenhe
hashim in a campacrossirom Mount Barrille, of which thereis no tracein ary of Cook's writings.
Also, Cook'sdiary malesit very clearthatthey descendedlongtheexactsamerouteasthey ascended,
sleepingn theuppermosigloo ontheirreturnfrom thesummit,andthetext expressegmotionasthey
passedheholewherethey hadspentthe night duginto the sideof the mountainon Septembef 3.

81 Letter Brian Okonekto Bradford Washlurn, datedNovember22, 1992. Photocog possession
of author Letter Brian Okonekto RobertM. Bryce, datedJanuaryl3, 1993. Possessioof author
Okonekinitially wonderedf the uppersketchwasmadeslightly north of the Gatevay (Ruth Glacier
North Fork). He & Washlurn have high admirationfor Cook's genuinework in the McKinley region.

32 Attachmentoletter BradfordWashhurnto RobertM. Bryce,datedDecembet4,1992. Possession
of author
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Figurel7: Summitof MountMcKinley, viewedfromalittle easbf southeastMt. Barrilleis

atbottomcenter (Solidline is Cook Societys hypothesizedastButtressroute.) Compare

this view to Figs.15& 16,and32. Detail of aerialphotoby BradfordWashlurn.
Figure20: Page50 from Cook's Mount McKinley diary, 1906,sketchdepictinghis north-
westview from Ruth Glacier (seez9 fn 26). The notationsare transcribedas follows:
[A] left toright: From 1stbendBearingsCenterTokoshit54 Pass31 obsPeak52; [B] left
to right: Foraler; Little McK 278; Hunter289.5; McKinley 302; off pointsof compass;
[C] Little McK. [D] Mt. Hunter; SW Ridge; McK. [E] EastRidge. [F] Mt. Hunteris part
of SE Ridge. [G] Sw Ridge1000feetlowerthanEast.(Seez9 fn 26.)
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Figure19: Expandedview of PeggasusPeak,aspublished(unidenti ed) by the Frederick
A. CookSocietyin Polar Priorities, vol.14 (October1994),backcover.

progressiorashemovedup RuthGlacier andthearron betweernrules[6] and[7] onFig.12
mayindicatethepositionfrom which atleastoneof the sketcheson p.52wasdravn, which
is “opp. Peak7” Butit is thelabel“Eastridge cornice”thatde nitely tiesthetwo pages
together Eachhasa similarly shapedidge with this label,andon p.50the massifbehind
this ridgeis unambiguouslyabelled“McK” — McKinley; p.52says® at thetop: “McK.
from Top. view from N.” [J] SinceCookoftenwroteasummaryof whatwason his diary
pagesatthetop of eachpage andthisis theonly non-horizontatext onp.52,it wouldseem
thatthe entire pageis meantto representhe top of Mount McKinley itself viewed from
the northernendof Ruth Glacier Thusthis labelandthe factthatthe dravingson pp.50
& 52 seento overlap,supportg.52asarepresentationf the summitof McKinley, justas
OkonekandWashlurn believe. But the key to p.52may have beengiven us, ashasbeen
somuchelsein solvingthe mysteriesof Dr. Cook's disputedyeographicatliaims,from his
own hand.

G11 In the upperright cornerof diary p.50is the number“52.” This seemso be a
referencé’ to the drawing on diary page52. This falls in line with Cook's tendeng to
crossreferencewithin his diaries. Therearemary suchreferenceshroughouthis polar
notebookof 1907-190%swell assomeothersin his 1906 McKinley diary.

G12 WhenEd Barrill's diary wastranscribedn the Globg only one of the sketches
it containedwvasreproduced.However, the book hasa numberof otherinterestingdraw-
ings including one (Fig.21) which further supportsthe theory of xG11. The sketchwas
unquestionablynadeat nearlythe samespotasCook's sketchon p.50. Both shaw “Little
McKinley” (a namepopularly appliedto this*® peakby Alaskanprospectorat the time
but no longerused)to theleft andsimilar ridgeson the right. But Barrill's sketch shavs
the entire massifbeyond andunambiguouslyabelsit “Mount McKinley from the south-
east. (Compardt to Fig.17,keepingin mind thatthe photograplwastakenfrom a higher

% possiblereading: McK [seen]from top [of a vantagepoint, e.g., Fake Peak(seeFig.25)]. view
from N [point of GreatGomge]. Thelatterinterpretatioris attractvely consistentvith thevery speci ¢
noteelsavhereon the page:“seenfrom gl. opp.Peak7”.

87 Justasthe note“Tokoshit54” on page50 may referto the Tokoshitnaglacier— andthusto the
“glacial notes"foundondiarypage54. [A speculatie alternatereading:“CenterTokosh154™: a154
compasdearingfor the centralTokoshaMts. peak.— ed]

38 [“Little McKinley” wasthe old namefor modernMount Hunter(14573ft). The “Hunter” Cook
alsociteson diary p.50(Fig.20)wasthe old namefor the highest(13440ft) of KahilthaPeaks~ ed]
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G7  Thereferenceo “Gun Sightpeak”[H] on Cook's sketchis notto aspeci c mountain
peak,but rathera generaldescriptve termthencommonlyappliedto arny peakcomingto
a sharppoint. In 1909, Belmore Browne describedthe cliff adjacentto Fake Peakas
a “gunsight peak” in his testimory beforethe ExplorersClub committeethat had been
appointedo look into Cook's claim. In Barrill' sdiary herefersto the summitof McKinley
asa “gunsight” peak. In his entry for Septembef.6, he says“we reachthe top at lastat
aboutl1 A.M. to thegunsight. Moreover, in his af davit, Barrill quotesCook,himself,as
sayingof Fake Peak: “That point would malke a goodtop of Mt. McKinley. It looksjust
aboutlik e the gunsightpeakwould look on Mt. McKinley,” which they hadbeenlooking
at from the saddleof Fake Peak. Supportingthe veracityof Barrill's quotationis the fact
thatit waspublishedn 1909,morethan84 yearsbeforethepictureon p.52of Cook's diary
with its notationabouta “Gun Sightpeak”becamenissueor wasevengenerallyknowvn to
exist. Right underthelower sketch,Cookhaswritten “seenfrom gl. opp.Peak7” Peak7
waswhatCookcalledMt. Dickey (9545ft) — or perhap¥® adjacenMt. Barrille (7650ft)
— nearthe northend of arow of peaksalongthe westernmaigin of the GreatGorge of
Ruth Glacier (seeFig.12,rules[5]-[7], or Fig.13,rule [8]; alsoFigs.1& 32), closeto the
placeEd Barrill saysthey turnedfor home.

G8 ClaudeRusk, a climber from Oregon, said of his view of the summit from the
Gatavay in 1910: “The summit,seenfrom the upperglacier is a very sharpsnav point,
althoughseenfrom the othersidesof themountainit hasmoreof aroundedanddome-like
appearanc&* The lower drawing, therefore,is certainlywhat the inscription saysit is,
the sharp-pointedGun Sight peak” of McKinley asviewed from Ruth Glaciernearthe
Gatavay at the north endof the GreatGorge, whereits conformationappeargFig.27)to
form a sharppoint ratherthanlooking rounded.andwhich Cookreproduce®n p.52with
reasonabl@ccurag. Whatwas“seenfrom gl. opp.Peak?7” if not“McK” itself (so cited
on this very page)?Certainlynot Friendly Peak which when“seenfrom gl. opp.Peak7”
is largely blocked by interveningmountains’®

G9 Theuppersketchis moreproblematicbut if we assuméor it no morethanrough
accurag, theneventhis standardwill eliminatethedrawing asarepresentationf Pegasus
Peak.Noticethefollowing pointsof comparison:

Although somemight initially seea roughconformity betweernthe photograptcirculated
by the Cook Society(Fig.14) and Cook's sketch, whenthe actualPegasusPeaksceneis
enlaged(Fig.19),eventhis roughconformity dissoles. The sharpdrop of the slopeat the
left doesnot match,andneitherdoesthe contourof the oneattheright. The sketchsline
labelled“Eastridgecornice”[F] runningacrosghepeakattheleft is notpresenbnPegasus
Peak. Notice alsothatthe glaciernotedat [E] andthe nearlyhorizontalareabetweenthe
two peaksare both absent. This label (which shouldactually be the SouthButtress,as
BradfordWashhurn pointsout) is signi cant for anothereason.

G10 Thissigni canceliesin thesketchon p.500f Cook's diary (Fig.20),which shavs
several peakssouthof the locationthat would be the vantagepoint of the upperdraving
ondiary p.52,if we acceptthatit representdlcKinley's twin summits. The large arrav
on Fig.12 betweerrules[13]-[15] may indicatethe directionof the sketchon p.50. This
is supportecby the label on the sketchitself, which says‘From 1stbendBearings. The
bendof the glacierreferredto canbe clearly seenon Fig.13. If Cook madehis sketches
in sequencep.50would bethe rst pagepreviousto p.52availableto him, sincehe kept
his narrative diary on the odd numberedhages.If so,thenp.52would represent natural

33 Cookseemso haveinitially countedhepeakgthe rst six of whichheestimatednhisdiaryp.56
as“about 10000feethigh”: Fig.30),from Mt. Churchnorthto Mt. Barrille, assesenin numbery but
latersettledoneightasthecorrectgure. (SeefFig.13,where“8” iswrittenoveroriginal“7”.) [Barrill's
diary drawving of Mts. Wake throughBarrille numberghemexactly asin ourFig.1.] For Cook,thehigh
peaks'namesjn S-to-Norder were Church,Grosvenor JohnsonWake (double-peak)Bradley, etc.
(All identi ed in Fig.1.) He alsosawv four morepeaksbeyond,in aline with theseeight: seez9 fn 30.

34 Rusk,ClaudeE., “On the Trail of Dr. Cook’ Paci ¢ Monthly, January1l911,p.54.

3% Seez9 xD10.



68 Robert M. Bryce Cook-McKinley Photos 1997 December DIO 7.2 z7 Robert M. Bryce Cook-McKinley Photos 1997 Decenber DIO 7.2 z7 69

Figurel8:
Thefull, originaluncroppedrersionof Cook's “summit” photo,publishecherefor the rst time. Sizeof theoriginal printis 5 x 7 inches.
Detailsof this photograptareenlagedasFigures6(b) and8(b). Photocourtesyof the Ohio StateUniversity PhotoArchives.



