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PREFACE 

DURING my many years as scientific consultant to the United 
States Air Force on the matter of Unidentified Flying Objects 
I was often asked (and frequently still am) to recommend 'a 
good book about UFOs'. Very often, too, the request was ac­
companied by remarks along the line of 'Is there really any­
thing to this business at all?' 'Just what's it all about anyway­
is there any reliable evidence about UFOs?' or 'Where can I 
read something about the subject that wasn't written by a nut?' 

With a few notable exceptions I have been hard pressed to 
give a good answer to such questions. There are, of course, 
many books dealing with the subject. They regale the reader 
with one UFO story after another, each more spectacular than 
the other, but little space is devoted to documentation and to 
evaluation. What were the full circumstances surrounding the 
reported event? How reliable and how consistent were the re­
porters (all too often it is the lone reporter) of the event? And 
how were the UFO accounts selected? Most often one finds 
random accounts, disjointed and told in journalese. 

I hope that this is a book to answer the questions of the 
person who is curious about the UFO phenomenon as a whole, 
who would like to have it appraised and to appraise it him­
self. 

I have often asked myself what 'a good book on UFOs' 
would be like. Who would be qualified to write it, what should 
it contain, and what questions should it attempt to answer? I 
decided to try to write such a book, basing it on my 20 years of 
close association with the subject, during which time I had 
interrogated many hundreds of persons and personally inves­
tigated nearly as many cases. I decided to describe, primarily 
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for the benefit of those who have been honestly puzzled by the 
UFO question, what UFO reports are like firsthand, what kind 
of people make them, what sorts of things the reports have in 
common, and how the subject has been presented and treated (I 
cannot honestly say 'studied') in the past. 

I cannot presume to describe, however, what UFOs are be­
cause I don't know; but I can establish beyond reasonable 
doubt that they are not all misperceptions or hoaxes. Indeed, 
those reports that do stem from identifiable sources do not, 
obviously, satisfy the definition of an Unidentified Flying 
Object. Misperceptions of aircraft, high altitude balloons, 
meteors, and twinkling stars do account for many initial 
reports, but these do not qualify as UFO reports and need be 
treated only briefly in a book about UFOs. 'A good book on 
UFOs' should, I think, be honest, without prejudgment; it 
should be factual and as well documented as possible. It should 
not be, however, a book that retails- or retells - UFO stories 
for the sake of their story value; rather it should attempt to 
portray the kinds of things that people- real everyday human 
beings with jobs and families - say they have actually experi­
enced. These people are not merely names in a telephone book; 
they are flesh and. blood persons who, as far as they are con­
cerned, have had experiences as real to them as seeing a car 
coming down the street is to others. 

I hope this book is one that will be recommended to you as 'a 
good book on UFOs'. 

Northwestern University 
Evanston, Illinois 
January I, 1972 

J. ALLEN HYNEK 
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PROLOGUE 

THERE is a sense. in which each age is ripe for breakthroughs, 
for changes that were not only impossible but even frightening 
when imagined in an earlier age. Yet despite man's potential 
for discovery, there is inherent in each epoch of man's history a 
certain smugness that seems not to be apparent to most par­
ticipants in that age. It is a complacent unawareness of the 
scope of things not yet known that later epochs look back upon 
with a sympathetic smile of condescension, if not with polite 
laughter. 

By the same token, the breakthroughs and world concepts of 
the future probably would be unthinkable and certainly be­
wildering if we could now glimpse them. Yet changes in their 
proper time do occur, and it therefore behooves us to study 
seriously, not dismiss with scathing ridicule, the puzzling 
phenomena of today in the hope of coming upon satisfactory 
explanations. We may thus venture into the future, so to 
speak. 

The UFO phenomenon may well be one such challenging 
area of interest even though it is seemingly out of place in our 
present world picture - as incredible to us as television would 
have been to Plato. The study of this frequently reported 
phenomenon may offer us an enticing glimpse of and point a 
beckoning finger to the future. 

Occasionally scientists sense the presence of the intangible, 
awesome domain of the unknown. Sir Isaac Newton, one of the 
greatest scientists who ever lived, was one who did: 

I do not know what I may appear to the world; but to myself 
I seem to have been only like a boy playing on the seashore and 
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diverting myself, now and then finding a smoother pebble or a 
prettier shell than ordinary, whilst the great ocean of truth lay 
all undiscovered before me. 

More often philosophers sense the limitations of the present 
more quickly than do scientists, absorbed as the latter are in 
their immediate problems. The philosopher William James 
pointedly remarked upon the restrictive views of the 'establish­
ment' of his day (1 895), particularly as manifested among his 
colleagues at Harvard: 

There is included in human nature an ingrained naturalism 
and materialism of mind which can only admit facts that are 
act11ally tangible. Of this sort of mind the entity called 
'Science' is the idol. Fondness for the word 'scientist' is one of 
the notes by which you may know its votaries; and its short 
way of killing any opinion that it disbelieves in is to call it 
'unscientific'. It must be granted that there is no slight excuse 
for this. Science has made such glorious leaps iQ the last 300 
years . . .  that it is no wonder if the worshippers of Science lose 
their heads. In this very University, accordingly, I have heard 
more than one teacher say that all the fundamental con­
ceptions of truth have already been found by Science, and that 
the future has only the details of the picture to fill in. But the 
slightest reflection on the real conditions will suffice to show 
how barbaric such notions are. They show such a lack of 
scientific imagination that it is hard to see how one who is 
actively advancing any part of Science can make a statement so 
crude. Think how many absolutely new scientific conceptions 
have arisen in our generation, how many new problems have 
been formulated that were never· thought of before, and then 
cast an eye upon the brevity of Science's career. Is this credible 
that such a mushroom knowledge, such a growth overnight at 
this, can represent more than the minutest glimpse of what the 
universe will really prove to be when adequately understood? 
No! Our Science is but a drop, our ignorance a sea. Whatever 
else be certain, this at least is certain: that the world of our 
present natural knowledge is enveloped in a larger world of 
some sort, of whose residual properties we at present can frame 
no positive idea. 

12 



Three quarters of a century have passed since William James 
berated his Harvard colleagues; time has fully vindicated him. 
Though he could hardly have suspected it, the year 1895 was to 
be the first of 'the thirty years that shook physics', that saw 
relativity, quantum mechanics, and many associated new con­
cepts uproot the tenets of classical physics that were accepted 
by all physicists as the very rock foundation of the physical 
universe. The growth of our knowledge and technology has 
been exponential, yet we must say, unless we are both purblind 
and unutterably smug, that our ignorance is still a sea. 
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Part I 

The UFO Phenomenon 

INTRODUCTION: AN INNOCENT 
IN UFO LAND 

AFTER 22 years of 'stewardship' of the UFO problem, the air 
force terminated its 'Project Blue Book', the name given to the 
major portion of its UFO investigation program. Originally 
termed 'Project Sign' and initiated in September, 1 947, on 
February I I, 1 949, it became 'Project Grudge' ; then from 
summer of 1 95 I to late 1 960 it was called, 'Project Blue Book'. 
Code names are not supposed to have any special significance, 
but the reader may read into them whatever he wishes. 

Throughout this period the project was located at the 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio, first as part 
of the Air Technical Intelligence Center (ATIC) and later 
under the aegis of the Foreign Technology Division (FTD). 
The air force's formal public association with the UFO prob­
lem ended in December, 1969, when Secretary of the Air Force 
Robert C. Seamans officially terminated Project Blue Book, 
largely upon the recommendation of the Condon Report, the 
work of the air force-sponsored scientific group at the Univer­
sity of Colorado under the direction of Dr. E. U. Condon. 

In my association with the UFO phenomenon I was some­
what like the proverbial 'innocent bystander who got shot'. 
Project Sign needed an astronomer to weed out obvious cases of 
astronomical phenomena - meteors, planets, twinkling stars, 
and other natural occurrences that could give rise to the flying 
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saucer reports then being received, and I was a natural choice. I 
was then director of Ohio State University's McMillin Observ­
atory and, as such, the closest professional astronomer at 
hand. 

Before I began my association with the air force, I had joined 
my scientific colleagues in many a hearty guffaw at the 'psycho­
logical postwar craze' for flying saucers that seemed to be 
sweeping the country and at the naivete and gullibility of our 
fellow human beings who were being taken in by such obvious 
'nonsense'. It was thus almost in a sense of sport that I accepted 
the invitation to have a look at the flying saucer reports- they 
were called 'flying saucers' then. I also had a feeling that I 
might be doing a service by helping to clear away 'nonscience'. 
After all, wasn't this a golden opportunity to demonstrate to the 
public how the scientific method works, how the application of 
the impersonal and unbiased logic of the scientific method (I 
conveniently forgot my own bias for the moment) could be used 
to show that flying saucers were figments of the imagination? 
Although many of my colleagues at the university looked ask­
ance at my association with such 'unscientific' activity, I felt 
secure. I had ample 'files protection'; as an astronomer I had 
been invited to examine the subject. 

Such was my initiation and my inclination at the time. How­
ever, the opportunity to demonstrate to the public how the 
scientific method works, using the analysis of flying saucer 
reports as the vehicle, never materialized. While I was still 
working on my report for Project Sign, it became Project 
Grudge, and the Pentagon began to treat the subject with 
subtle ridicule. Furthermore, even though many UFO reports 
were not militarily classified, they were still by no means open 
to public examination. Such strictures effectively prevented 
letting the public in on the results of flying saucer inves­
tigations, let alone the process of investigation. The public was 
given only the end results - in cryptic news releases that, on the 
whole, left their questions unanswered and lowered the public's 
estimation of the air force's scientific image. 
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I played essentially no part in Project Grudge, and it was not 
until after the organization of Project Blue Book, under Cap­
tain Ruppelt in 1952, that I again became scientific consultant 
on UFO matters. Although my chief responsibility was as as­
tronomical consultant, I concerned myself with all reports as 
they came in, each month reviewing current reports. Thus I 
became aware of some very interesting cases, most of which 
were submerged in a veritable quagmire of nonsense reports. 

The termination of Project Blue Book heightened my sense 
of obligation to set forth my experiences, many of them start­
ling, with the UFO problem and with the air force over a 
period of more than 20 years. Now I feel somewhat like a 
traveler returned from a long journey through unexplored, 
strange, and exotic lands, who finds it incumbent upon himself 
to set down an account of his travels and of the bizarre antics 
and customs of the 'natives' of that strange land for the benefit 
of those who stayed at home. 

The last 20 years have seen a plethora of books and articles 
on UFOs and flying saucers, but I have not contributed to that 
flood of literature except by submitting a few articles. I cer­
tainly do not wish to add just 'another' book to the pile. I hope, 
rather, that the present work will be a positive contribution to 
the serious study of this subject. In any event, it is a view from 
within since I 'happened to be around' when the air force 
needed an astronomer to help examine the rapidly accumu­
lating pile of UFO reports. I have had an opportunity to read 
and study all the reports in the Blue Book files, to interview 
many hundreds of witnesses - the reporters of UFO experi­
ences - and even to testify several times before Congressional 
groups which expressed considerable interest in the antics of 
the natives of UFO land. 

I have often been asked whether I myself have had a 'UFO 
experience'. The answer is no if I apply the tests I insist are 
necessary, which will be made clear in later chapters. On two 
separate occasions in the past 20 years I have seen an object and 
a light, respectively, that I could not readily explain, but since a 
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possible, though not particularly probable, natural explanation 
exists, these two experiences do not fall within the definition of 
UFO used in this book. I have never experienced a 'close en­
counter' (Chapter Four) and probably would not have reported 
it if I had, unless I had several reputable witnesses, but this 
does not surprise me. Statistics indicate that such sightings are 
indeed rare events, perhaps akin to the sighting of an extremely 
rare or unnamed species of bird (and how would you prove that 
on a walk through the mountains and woods you had sighted a 
California condor?) though not as rare as finding a coelacanth 
in the ocean depths. My experience with UFOs is secondhand, 
observed entirely through the eyes of others. The natives in 
UFO land are reports and the people who have made those 
reports. They are both worthy of discussion. 

For the purpose of clarity I include a list of terms commonly 
used in the description of UFOs and in this text: 

UFO Report - a statement by a person or persons judged 
responsible and psychologically normal by commonly accepted 
standards, describing a personal visual or instrumentally aided 
perception of an object or light in the sky or on the ground 
and/or its assumed physical effects, that does not specify any 
known physical events, object, or process or any psychological 
event or process. 

UFO Experience - the content of a UFO report. 
UFO Phenomenon - the total class of the UFO Report and 

the UFO Experience. 
UFOs - the existential correlates, if any, of the UFO Pheno­

menon; i.e., what if it exists, exists in its own right quite inde­
pendently of the UFO Phenomenon. 

The issue of existence is not amenable to a priori settlement 
but to settlement by investigation. If investigation indicates 
existence, this class may comprise: 

(a) Hitherto undiscovered space-time items that conform 
to the laws of physics but require an extraordinary explana­
tion. 
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(b) Hitherto undiscovered space-time items that conform 
to hitherto unformulated laws of physics. 

(c) Hitherto undiscovered items, not in space, requiring 
nonphysical modes of explanation. If so, then these may be 
either unique products of individual or group mental action, 
conforming to known or unknown psychological laws, or 
something quite different from any of the above. 

(New) Empirical Observations - any experience obtained 
directly through or with the aid of one <?r more human sense 
receptors that can be described in a report, which gives us in­
formation about what exists in its own right, quite apart from 
being thus experienced. 

A New Empirical Observation is such an experience con­
sidered in relation to an existing body of information (e.g., 
scientific theory or theories) that is unable to incorporate it 
without being revised or altered in fundamental respects. 

Flying Saucers- the original journalistic term for UFOs. In 
its long history, however, the term has been employed very 
broadly and with great confusion. To some it connotes a ma­
terial craft capable of interstellar travel and of transporting in­
telligent extraterrestrial beings to earth. To some, on the other 
hand, it connotes any report of a seemingly unlikely sighting in 
the sky or on the ground, even when this is almost certainly due 
to a misperception of a normal object or event. 

And to still others (generally members of 'flying saucer 
cults', or to groups of 'true believers'), it signifies the visitation 
to earth of generally benign beings whose ostensible purpose is 
to communicate (generally to a relatively few selected and fa­
vored persons - almost invariably without witnesses) messages 
of 'cosmic importance'. These chosen recipients generally have 
repeated contact experiences, involving additional messages. 
The transmission of such messages to willing and uncritical 
true believers frequently leads, in turn, to the formation of a 
flying saucer cult, with the 'communicator' or 'contactee' the 
willing and obvious cult leader. Although relatively few in 
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number, such flying saucer advocates have by their irrational 
acts strongly influenced public opinion - sometimes the 
opinions of learned men such as Dr. Condon and some of his 
associates. 

Clearly, flying saucers, whether defined as extraterrestrial 
craft, misperceptions, or highly mission-oriented carriers of 
cosmic knowledge to 'contactees', obviously do not satisfy the 
definition of UFOs since all of these definitions presuppose, a 
priori, the origin and nature of flying saucers. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE LAUGHTER OF SCIENCE 

I know the moon and the stars, and I know shooting 
stars. I am not a young man. I have been born many 
years. I have been looking at the sky all my life. But I 
have never seen anything like this before. You are a 
white man. Can you tell me what it is? 

- Papuan village counselor 

DuRING an evening reception of several hundred astron­
omers at Victoria, British Cohunbia, in the summer of 1 968, 
word spread that just outside the hall strangely maneuvering 
lights - UFOs - had been spotted. The news was met by casual 
banter and the giggling sound that often accompanies an em­
barrassing situation. Not one astronomer ventured outside in 
the summer night to see for himself. 

Erwin Schrodinger, pioneer in quantum mechanics and a 
philosopher of science, wrote, 'The first requirement of a scien­
tist is that he be curious. He should be capable of being aston­
ished and eager to find �mt.'1 

The scientific world has surely not been 'eager to find out' 
about the UFO phenomenon and has expressed no inclination 
to astonishment. The almost universal attitude of scientists has 
been militantly negative. Indeed, it would seem that the reac­
tion has been grossly out of proportion to the stimulus. The 
emotionally loaded, highly exaggerated reaction that has gen­
erally been exhibited by scientists to any mention of UFOs 
might be of considerable interest to psychologists. 

Such reaction has been interesting to observe. I have attended 
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many gatherings of scientists, both formal and informal, 
at which the subject of UFOs has been brought up incidentally, 
either by chance or sometimes 'innocently' by me in order to 
observe the reaction. I have found it amusing thus to set a cat 
among the pigeons, for the reaction has been out of keeping 
with the traditional 'weigh and consider' stance of mature 
scientists. Frequently the reaction has been akin to that of a 
group of preteenagers watching a movie scene of exceptional 
tenderness or pathos quite beyond their years to appreciate: 
giggles and squirming suggest a defense against something the 
scientists cannot yet understand. It has seemed to me that such 
exhibitions by mature scientists are more than expressions of 
pity fdr the uninformed. Perhaps they are expressions of deep­
seated uncertainty or fear. 

It is necessary here to distinguish two different classes of 
scientists who are confronted formally with the topic of UFOs: 
(1) those scientists who treat the UFO phenomenon with ridi­
cule and contempt, refusing even to examine it, denouncing the 
subject out of hand; and (2) those scientists who maintain - or 
might come to believe after examination - that there is a strong 
possibility that UFOs are purely psychological phenomena, 
that is, generated wholly by individual or group mental ac­
tivity. (No scientist who examines the subject objectively can 
claim for long that UFOs are solely the products of simple 
misidentification of normal objects and events.) 

The views of the latter group are entitled to serious dis­
cussion and scientific debate, for the scientists have taken the 
trouble to examine the problem and accordingly should be 
heard. The views of the former group do not meet the con­
ditions of scientific debate because there has been no exam­
ination of the data. Scientists of good standing have toured the 
country declaiming against the UFO phenomenon, refusing to 
answer questions from the floor while proudly pointing out that 
they haven't taken the trouble to examine 'all the rubbish'. The 
phenomenon of this modem witchhunt, the antithesis of what 
the scientific attitude stands for, is itself a phenomenon worthy 
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of study. If 'all this UFO business is nonsense', why the over­
reaction on the part of established and highly respectable scien­
tists? Is it a subconcious reaction to a challenge they are not 
prepared to accept? 

Thomas Goudge, a noted Canadian philosopher of science, 
writes: 

'One of the most interesting facets of the UFO question to 
me is its bearing on the problems of how science advances. 
Roughly I would say that a necessary condition of scientific 
advancement is that allowance must be made for ( r) genuinely 
new empirical observations and (2) new explanation schemes, 
including new basic concepts and new laws.'2 

Goudge points out that throughout history any successful 
explanation scheme, including twentieth-century physics, acts 
somewhat like an establishment and tends to resist admitting 
new empirical observations (unless they have been generated 
directly within the framework of that explanation scheme). 
Thus, for instance, most physical scientists were initially re­
luctant to admit now accepted theories of meteorites, fossils, 
the circulation of the blood, bacteria, and, in our times, ball 
lightning, into the area of respectable science. 

'For,' Goudge continues, 'if the establishment assimilates the 
new observations into the present explanation scheme, it 
implies that the empirical observations are not genuinely new . 
. . .' For example, scientists once were prepared to allow that 
meteorites existed not as stones from the sky but as stones that 
had been struck by lightning. This theory allowed assimilation 
of a new phenomenon into the accepted explanation scheme of 
the physical world about them. They could not admit that 
meteorites came from space. 'Hence the present establishment 
view,' Goudge concludes, 'that UFO phenomena are either not 
really scientific data at all (or at any rate not data for physics) 
or else are nothing but misperceptions of familiar objects, 
events, etc. To take this approach is surely to reject a necessary 
condition of scientific advance.' 

The phrase 'genuinely new empirical observations' is central 
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to the entire UFO problem. Either UFO observations represent 
genuinely new empirical observations - that is, new in the sens�· 
that they do not fall immediately into place in the presrf.'lt 
scientific framework - or they simply are misperceptions and 
misidentifications. As far as UFOs are concerned, which is the 
case is not at all obvious except to those scientists who 
steadfastly refuse to dismiss the subject without con­
sideration. 

It is likely that many scientists would have given serious 
consideration and effort to the UFO problem had they been 
properly apprised of its content. Unfortunately, those few 
scientists who wished to be informed on the subject were forced 
to obtain information from the press, from sensational tabloid 
articles, and from pulp magazines generally catering to adven­
ture, mystery, sex, and the sensational aspects of the occult. 
Until very recently no scientific journal carried any UFO in­
formation whatever, yet a recent bibliography of 'UFO litera­
ture' of all sundry sorts ran to 400 pages. It would appear that 
the UFO became a problem for the librarian sooner than it did 
for the scientist. 

Scientists are not the only group that is misinformed about 
the UFO dilemma. As the result of 'bad press' the public at 
large has accepted certain misconceptions about UFOs as 
true: 

Only UFO 'buffs' report UFO sightings. Oddly enough, 
almost exactly the opposite is true. The most coherent and 
articulate UFO reports come from people who have not given 
much thought to the subject and who generally are surprised 
and shocked by their experience. On the other hand, UFO buffs 
and 'believers' of the cultist variety rarely make reports, and 
when they do, they are easily categorized by their incoher­
ence. 

This misconception was certainly in the mind of a most 
prominent scientist and an erstwhile colleague, Dr. Fred 
Whipple, director of the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observ-: 
a tory, for which I served for several years as associate director: 
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'I will end with my now standard comment to newspaper re­
porters who ask me about UFOs. My reply is, "I do not make 
public statements about the beliefs of religious cults." '3 
(Faced with such a reaction, I made the proper answer: 
'Neither do I.') 

UFOs are never reported by scientifically trained people. On 
the contrary, some of the very best reports have come from 
scientifically trained people. Unfortunately, such reports are 
rarely published in popular literature since these persons 
usually wish to avoid publicity and almost always request an­
onymity. 

UFOs are reported by unreliable, unstable, and uneducated 
persons. Some reports are indeed generated by unreliable 
persons, who in daily life exaggerate other matters besides 
UFOs. But these people are the most apt to report mis­
perceptions of common objects as UFOs. By the same token, 
however, these reporters are the most easily identified as such, 
and their reports are quickly eliminated from serious con­
sideration. Only reports that remain puzzling to persons who 
by their training are capable of identifying the stimuli for the 
report (meteors, birds, balloons, etc.) are considered in this 
book as bona fide reports. 

Reports are sometimes generated by uneducated people, but 
'uneducated' does not necessarily imply 'unintelligent'. Air 
crash investigators have found, for instance, that the best wit­
nesses are teenaged boys, untrained but also unprejudiced in 
reporting.4 In contrast, dullards rarely overcome their in­
herent inertia toward making written reports and frequently are 
incapable of composing an articulate report. 

Very few reports are generated by mentally unstable persons. 
Psychiatrist Berthold Schwarz examined 3,400 mental patients 
without finding experiences related to UFOs.5 His findings 
are supported by many colleagues, who found that there is an 
almost complete absence of UFO-related experiences among 
mental patients (they have, incidentally, little or no interest in 
the subject). 
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UFOs are synonymous with 'little green men' and visitors 
from outer space. It is not known what UFOs are. To reject the 
phenomenon on the assumption that UFOs can arise from 
nothing except 'space visitors' is to reject the phenomenon be­
cause one, for his own good reasons, rejects a theory 

'
of the .. 

origin of the phenomenon. 
The chief objective of this book is to help to clear away these 

misconceptions by presenting data rather than by giving, ex 
cathedra, a pontifical pronouncement on the nature of UFOs. 
Before we examine the UFO experience further, it will help­
indeed it is essential - to define as strictly as possible what the 
term UFO will mean throughout this book. It need not be a 
complex definition. 

We can define the UFO simply as the reported perception of 
an object or light seen in the sky or upon the land the ap­
pearance, trajectory, and general dynamic and luminescent be­
havior of which do not suggest a logical, conventional 
explanation and which is not only mystifying to the original 
percipients but remains unidentified after close scrutiny of all 
available evidence by persons who are technically capable of 
making a common sense identification, if one is possible. 

(For example, there are many thousands of people to whom 
the planet Venus is unknown, but UFO reports generated by 
this brilliant object in the evening or dawn sky will not fool an 
astronomer.) 

Using this definition, I can say categorically that my own 
study over the past years has satisfied me on the following 
points: 

( 1) Reports of UFO observations that are valid for study 

exist quite apart from the pronouncements of 'crackpots', re­
ligious fanatics, cultists, and UFO buffs. 

(2) A large number of initial UFO reports are readily 
identifiable by competent persons as misperceptions and mis­
identifications of known objects and events. Hence they must 
be deleted prior to any study aimed at determining whether any 
genuinely new empirical observations exist. 
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(3) A residue of UFO reports is not so identifiable. They may 
fall into one or more of the following categories: 

(a) those that are global in distribution, coming from such 
widely separated locations as northern Canada, Australia, 
South America, Europe, and the United States; 

(b) those made by competent, responsible, psychologically 
normal people - that is, by credible observers by all com­
monly accepted standards; 

(c) those that contain descriptive terms that collectively do 
not specify any known physical event, object, or process and 
that do not specify any known psychological event or 
process; 

(d) those that resist translation into terms that apply to 
known physical and/or psychological events, objects, pro­
cesses, etc. 

In the chapters that follow data to support these contentions 
are presented. 

NOTES 

r. Schrodinger, Erwin: Nature and the Greeks. p. 55· 

2. A personal communication from Thomas Goudge to the 
author. 

3· A personal communication from Dr. Fred Whipple to the 
author. 

4· Barlay, Stephen: The Search for Air Safety. Wm. Morrow & 
Co., Inc.: New York, 1970. p. 145. 

5· Journal of the Medical Society of New Jersey. Vol. 66. August, 
1969, pp. 46o-64. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

\ 
THE UFO EXPERIENCED • 

. '\ 
The experience that I had on that 'june 8, 1966, morn­

ing will never be forgotten by me. Nothing since that 
sighting has convinced me that I was only thinking that 
I was seeing what I did see. I was upset for weeks after 
that experience; it scared the hell out of me. I was one 
of the combat crew members that sighted the first 
German jet fighter flights in World War II. The Air 
Force tried to convince us that we were seeing things 
then also, 

-from a personal letter to the author 

IN my years of experience in the interrogation of UFO re• 
porters one fact stands out: invariably I have had the feeling 
that I was talking to someone who was describing a very real 
event. To him or her it represented an outstanding experience, 
vivid and not at all dreamlike, an event for which the observer 
was usually totally unprepared - something soon recognized as 
being beyond comprehension. To the reporter and to any com­
panions who shared the experience the event remained unex­
plained and the phenomenon unidentified even after serious 
attempts at a logical explanation had been made. The experi­
ence had the 'reality' of a tangible physical event, on a par with, 
for example, the perception of an automobile accident or of an 
elephant performing in a circus, except for one thing: whereas 
reporters have an adequate vocabulary to describe automobiles 
and elephants, they are almost always at an embarrassing loss 
for words to describe their UFO experience. 

In my experience in interrogating witnesses one phrase has 
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been repeated over and over again: 'I never saw anything like 
this in my life.' But I have also found that the reporters of the 
UFO experience try their best to describe and explain their 
experience in conventional terms. They almost always attempt 
to find - even force upon the lack of fact, if necessary - a 
natural explanation. In direct contradiction to what we are 
often told, that people 'see what they wish to see ', my work with 
UFO reporters of high caliber indicate that they wish to see or 
to explain their observations in terms of the familiar. A typical 
statement is: 'At first I thought it might be an accident up 
ahead on the road - the lights looked something like flasher 
beacons on squad cars. Then I realized that the lights were too 
high, and then I thought maybe it was an airplane in trouble 
coming in for a crash landing with power off, since I didn 't hear 
any sound. Then I realized it was no aircraft.' 

I have seen this process of going from the simple, quick 
description and explanation, step by step, to the realization that 
no conventional description would suffice (escalation of hypoth­
eses) happen far too often to be able to subscribe to the idea 
that the UFO reporter has, for inner psychic reasons, uncon­
scious images, or desires, used a simple, normal stimulus as a 
vehicle for the expression of deep-seated inner needs. The ex­
perience is for the reporter unique and intensely baffling; there 
is an unbridgeable gap between the experience and being able 
to fit it into a rational description and explanation. 

It is indeed difficult to dismiss, out of hand, experiences that 
lead a person of obvious substance to say, in all sincerity: 

I only know that I have never seen anything in the sky 
shaped quite like it, nor have I ever seen any plane which moves 
at such a great speed.1 

It was just like looking up under an airplane, just as if an 
airplane were standing there. Just perfectly motionless and no 
noise whatever. We watched this possibly for five minutes -
then the thing got a tremendous burst of speed and sped right 
off. No sound whatsoever.2 

The RCMP (Royal Canadian Mounted Police) asked me at 

29 



the time if I thought it was a helicopter above the clouds, with 
this object dangling on a rope. Now that's the silliest explana· 
tion I've ever heard. s 

These are by no means exceptional quotations. Dozens of 
others, gathered from my own as well as from Project Blue 
Book files, could fill this chapter, and much more. And many of 
them concern experiences shared by more than one participant. 
Still, the words alone do not convey the human experience de· 
scribed by the observer. Many times I have mused, 'How is it 
possible that this apparently sane, steady, rt'Sponsible person is 
standing there telling me this story with ail �eeming sincerity? 
Can he possibly be acting this out? Could he be such a good 
actor?' And if so, to what end? He surely must know that this 
incredible tale could set him up as a target for merciless ridi· 
cule.' Here are two other reactions: 

I heard the dog barking outside. It was not a normal barking, 

so I finally got a little angry with him and went outside. I 
noticed the horses were quite skittish and were running around 
the pasture. I looked up to see what the horses were worried 
about. I saw this object sitting up in the air- it would be about 
400 to soo feet off the ground. I asked my friend to come out 

and have a look to see what I saw or if I was going off my 
rocker. That person came out, took one look, screeched, and 
ran back into the house . . •  

I assumed as a matter of course that it was a totally new 

invention and fervently hoped that the inventors were our own 
people, for this was still prior to VJ-Day. I made up my mind 
that I would tell no one of my sighting until the news became 
public. 

Sometimes the reports or interviews contain frank and 
artless remarks, which nonetheless attest to the 'realness' of the 
event for the witness. This comment came from four boys at 

Woodbury Forest School about a sighting on February 15, 
1967: 'This is the truth, and there is no hoax implied since that 
is a serious offense at this school.' 

From three Boy Scouts in Richardson, Texas: 'Mike, Craig, 
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and I are Boy Scouts in Troop 73 ... and we give you our 
Scout's Honor that this is not a hoax or optical illusion.' 

It would be hard to beat the following remark for in­
genuousness: 'What I am trying to say is that I didn't use any 
trick photography because I don't know how yet .. .' This 
statement was made in a report of a sighting in New Jersey on 
December 26, 1967. 

Finally we have this plaintive appeal (from a letter to Blue 
Book describing a sighting of a cigar-shaped object on January 
19, 1967): 'Although I am only a child, please believe me.' 

:-l:t is often the peripheral remarks of a mature and serious 
nature that emphasize the vividness of the reporter's experi­
ence. This comment was made by a Trans-Australia Airlines 
pilot with some 11,500 hours of flying experience: 'I had 
always scoffed at these reports, but I saw it. We all saw it. It 
was under intelligent control, and it was certainly no known 
aircraft.'4 

The following is a statement from a man who flew 50 
combat missions in World War II. He is a holder of 5 Air 
Medals and 12 Bronze Major Battle Stars, and he is, pre­
sumably, not easily alarmed: 'There was no sound, and it was 
as long as a commercial airliner but had no markings ... My 
body reacted as if I had just experienced a "close shave" with 
danger. For the remainder of the day I was somewhat emotion­
ally upset.'5 

The objects, or apparitions, being described are discussed in 
some detail later. Here I wish simply to convey to the reader as 
best I can the fact that the UFO experience is to the reporter an 
extremely real event. 

Often I wondered as I listened to a graphic account of a 
UFO experience, 'But why are they telling me this?' I realized 
at length that the reporters were telling me because they 
wanted me to explain their experiences to them. They had been 
profoundly affected, and they wanted an explanation that 
would comfortably fit into their world picture so that they 
could be relieved of the burden of the frightening unknown. 
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Their disappointment was genuine when I was forced to tell 

them that I knew little more about it than they did. I knew only 
that their experience was not unique, that it had been recounted 
in many parts of the world. 

Though it cannot be explained - yet - the UFO experience 
(as UFO is defined in this book) has every semblance of being a 
real event to the UFO reporter and his companions. That is our 
starting point. 

NOTES 

I. See Appendix I, NL-I3. 
2. See Appendix I, CEI-2. 
3· From an interview with a woman from Kenora, Canada, 

about her sighting of May 30, I969. This case is not listed in 
Appendix I because it had only one witness. 

4· Sighting of May 24, I965. Report is not included in Appendix 
I because author had no personal contact with the reporter or 
the investigator. 

5· The sighting took place on June 8, I966, in Kansas, Ohio. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE UFO REPORTED 

The unquestioned reliability of the observer, together 
with the clear visibility existing at the time of the sight­
ing, indicate that the objects were observed. The prob­
able cause of such sightings opens itself only to 
conjecture and leaves no logical explanation based on 
the facts at hand. . 

- from an official investigation report made 
by an air force captain 

WHAT kind of person has a UFO experience? Is he represen­
tative of a cross section of the populace or is he something 
'special'? In trying to answer such questions, we immediately 
face two conditions. First, we can study only those who report 
having had a UFO experience. There is much evidence that 
relatively few who have such an experience report it. Second, 
we consequently cannot ask what kind of person has a UFO 
experience but only what kind of person reports that he or she 
has seen a UFO.* 

What sort of person fills out a long questionnaire about such 
a sighting or writes an articulate account of it in the face of 
almost certain ridicule? Is he a charlatan, a pixie, a psychotic, 
or a responsible citizen who feels it is his duty to make a report? 
The only type of reporter the serious student need- and should 

* For that reason it is better to speak of a UFO reporter rather than 
of a UFO observer since if it should prove that UFOs are not real, 
there could be no UFO observers, but there could be, and indeed are, 
UFO reporters. 
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- bother with is the sort of person who wrote the following 
letter: 

I am postmaster here at - and I hesitated before reporting 
this subject to the postal inspector. But after a great deal of 
serious thinking I felt I could not be a good American citizen if 
I did not ask these questions, 'What was the lighted object and 
where did it come from?'1 

The reliable UFO reporter is generally acknowledged in his 

community to be a stable, reputable person, accustomed to re­

sponsibility - a family man, holding d0wn a good job and 
known to be honest in his dealings with <;�hers. 

It has been my experience that UFO reporters have little in 
common by way of background. They come from all walks of 

life. Yet in addition to a shared reputation for probity they 

often experience a marked reticence to talk about their experi­

ences, at least until they are assured of the interrogator's sin­
cerity and seriousness. 

What I have written ... is for you and your research work 
. . . I have never reported any of this. But I do believe you 
should have this information in detail. But for no newspaper, 
no reporters ... I am still reluctant, but somehow I feel you are 
the right person.2 

I have discussed this matter only with two men - one a 
prominent manager in our area, and the other my pastor.8 

I can tell you one thing - if I ever see another one, mum's the 
word. We called the city police first to ask if anybody had 
reported a UFO, and the man at the telephone laughed so long 
and loud that I'm sure he must have almost fell off his chair . .. 
[the paper] ran some darn smart aleck story that made all of us 
look like fools.4 

Such expressions of embarrassment and hesitation are 

frequently encountered, and the very fact that the reporters, in 

the face of almost certain scorn, have persisted in making a 
report indicates a genuine feeling that the information is of 
importance and should be transmitted to someone. Reporters' 

actions likewise indicate a haunting curiosity about their ex-
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periences, a feeling frequently so great that it alone is enough to 
make the reporters brave the almost certain ridicule. 

Why this emphasis on the character of the reporter? Given 
the fact that in most other areas of science, electronic and op­
tical instruments supply us with the data for analysis, the 
nature of the UFO reporter is of paramount importance. In this 
area of scientific inquiry the UFO reporter is our only data­
gathering instrument. 

In science it is standard practice to calibrate one's instru• 
ments. No astronomer, for instance, would accept measures of 
the velocities of distant galaxies obtained by means of an un­
calibrated spectrograph. However, if such an instrument had 
given consistently good results in the past, had frequently been 
tested, and had not recently experienced any recent jarring 
shocks, the astronomer will usually accept its results without 
further checking. 

The parallel for us is, of course, obvious: if our UFO re­
porter has by his past actions and performance shown a high 

degree of reliability and responsibility and is known to be 
stable and not 'out of adjustment', then we have no a priori 
reason to distrust his coherent report, particularly when it is 
made in concert with several other 'human instruments' also of 
acceptable reliability. 

While a battery of tests designed to determine the veracity 
and stability of a person is available today, because of the 
scientific establishment's refusal to take the matter seriously, 

the tests are not usually readily available to the UFO inves­
tigator, even though the UFO reporter frequently is willing to 
undergo such tests (an important point of fact in itself). We 

must, therefore, usually content ourselves with judging - from 

the person's vocation, his family life, the manner in which he 
discharges responsibilities and comports himself - what his 
'credibility index' is. We must decide whether the composite 
credibility index that can be associated with a report when 
several persons contributed to that report makes the material 
worth consideration. 
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Essentially, the crucial question is, did what the reporters say 
happened really happen? We may equally well ask: if, when a 
speedometer indicates a speed of So miles per hour, is an auto­
mobile really going So miles per hour? Is the speedometer to be 
trusted? Or, are the reporters to be trusted? Obviously the 
human mind cannot be equated with a speedometer. There are 
too many stories of people who have led exemplary lives and 
have suddenly gone berserk, committed a murder or a robbery 
or exhibited some other act of outrageous antisocial behavior. 
Still, it is most unlikely that several pe�sons would simul­
taneously 'break ' and commit such an ac� entirely out of keep­
ing with their characters - or jointly c Jmmit the 'crime' of 
reporting a UFO. And provided we do not put too much weight 
on any one single report, there is no reason not, at least at first, 
to believe them. 

'Why shouldn't we believe what several UFO reporters of 
established personal reputation tell us?' is just as valid a ques­
tion as 'Why should we believe them?' Criteria for disbelief 
and for belief are on a par. For example, what a priori reason do 
we have not to believe the following direct statements from, 
according to all other evidence, reputable people: 

I have traveled U.S. Highway 285 over Kenosha Pass for 
over twenty years, day and night; This was my first sighting of 
a UF0.5 

We own a business in our home town, and we are well 
known, so I am not the sort of person that would make a crank 
call. I don't know what it was that we saw, but we saw some­
thing, and it was as real as real can be. 6 

Before you throw this away as just another crank letter, con­
sider that I am a 5 1-year-old mathematics teacher who has 
never suffered from mental illness nor been convicted of a 
crime. I have never knowingly had hallucinations nor been 
described as neurotic . . .  nor do I seek publicity. Quite the 
opposite is the case, for it has been my experience that anyone 
who claims to have witnessed a genuine UFO is regarded as 
some kind of nut. Yet I have unquestionably and clearly 
sighted an as-yet-unexplained flying object/ 
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(These are just a small sample of the types of statements I have 
listened to, read in personal letters, and found in official UFO 
reports.) 

It is interesting to note, as substantiation of the theory of the 
credibility of reliable witnesses, that in those instances in which 
'fake' UFOs have been deliberately contrived to test public 
reaction - hot air balloons and flares dropped from airplanes 
are examples - the resulting UFO reports were not only in­
variably far fewer than the experimenter expected but of 
interest more for what they did not report than for what they 
did. Occasionally a fanciful UFO report is generated as a result 
of such a test, but it fails to meet the test of acceptance because 
it does not square with what others have reported about the 
same event - often solely because of its internal inconsistency 
and incoherence. 

The almost complete absence in such reports of occupants, 
interference with automobile ignition systems, landing 
marks, and other physical effects on the ground, and the 
many other things characteristic of reports of Close En­
counters is eminently noteworthy. Comparison of accounts 
from various reporters adds up to a perfectly clear picture 
of the actual event - a hot air balloon, a flare, or a scientific 
experiment. The duration of the event, the direction of motion 
of the balloons or flares, and even the colors are reasonably 
well-described. 

There are exaggerations, of course, and considerable latitude 
in descriptions (but hardly greater than one gets in collective 
accounts of fires, automobile accidents, etc.); but one is rarely 
left in no doubt about what actually happened. Descriptions of 
fires or airplane crashes made by seemingly reputable witnesses 
may vary greatly in detail, but one is never in doubt that a fire 
or a plane crash and not a bank robbery is being described. One 
does not get collective statements from several witnesses to a 
'hot air balloon UFO ' that they saw a UFO with portholes, 
antennas, occupants, traveling against the wind, changing di­
rection abruptly, and finally taking off at a 45-degree angle 
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with high speed. One is quickly led by the study of such reports 
to the actual event that caused them. 

True, occasionally a lone witness of low credibility will make 
a highly imaginative report, generated by an obviously natural 
event. But such reports are a warning to beware of UFO reports 
from single witnesses; one can never be too careful, even in 
instances in which the reporter is adjudged to be reliable. 

For all these reasons, then, there are no a priori reasons for 
dismissing such statements out of hand. The crux of the UFO 
reporter problem is simply that perfectly incredible accounts of 
events are given by seemingly credible pe.-sons - often by sev­
eral such persons. Of course, what the UFC) reporter says really 
happened is so difficult to accept, so very difficult a pill to 
swallow, that any scientist who has not deeply studied the UFO 
problem will, by the very nature of 'his training and tempera­
ment, be almost irresistibly inclined to reject the testimony of 
the witnesses outright. Not to do so would be to reject his faith 
in his rational universe. Yet not to do so also involves the rejec­
tion of material that will not 'just go away' if it is ignored. 
Responsible persons have reported phenomena that defy 
scientific explanation, and until unimpeachable radar records 
and photographic evidence are at hand, the UFO reporter, who 
is all we have to depend on, must be heard out. There are just 
too many of them, from all parts of the world, to disregard their 
word. To do so would be scientific bigotry, and we must not 
stand accused of such a charge. 

NOTES 

I. From a letter to the commanding general, Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. 

2. From a personal letter to the author reporting a UFO 
sighting. 

3· See Appendix I, CEI-3. 
4· Taken from a letter to the author reporting a UFO sighting. 
5· See Appendix I, DD-13. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

ON THE STRANGENESS OF UFO REPORTS 

I should add that I have never been a believer in UFOs 
before, but this one was so unexplainable by our present 
standards that it has me wondering. 

- from a letter to Dr. Condon reporting a UFO 

UFOs exist, for most of us, as reports, and most of us con­
sider such reports sensationalized stories in pulp magazines and 
as scattered news items: 'Police Track Mystery Object' or 'Air­
craft Buzzed by Glowing UFO'. Such newspaper accounts at 
one time became so commonplace that editors ceased to con­
sider them newsworthy. To the UFO percipient, in strong con­
trast, the UFO exists as an intensely personal experience. The 
gap between the two approaches a yawning chasm. 

The problem is compounded by the fact that most UFO 
reports are frustrating in the extreme. They contain so few 
facts! This lack alone has deterred several scientists from de­
voting time to the matter, for these men expect to find data 
they wish to study in the form to which they are accustomed: 
instrument readings, photographs, charts, graphs, and tables, 
with as much of the data as possible in quantitative numerical 
form. 

Yet the paucity of data is more often the fault of the inves­
tigator than of the original reporter. The latter comes upon his 
experience suddenly, totally unprepared. He generally is so 
shocked and surprised that careful sequential observation and 
reporting are impossible. The skillful interrogator can, of 
course, extract details from the reporters that they had noticed 
only incompletely or had believed to be irrelevant. Most people 
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faced with witnessing a sudden and shocking automobile acci­
dent do not go about methodically making measurements, 
checking times, durations, length of skid marks, condition of 
the weather, and other related evidence. However, in retelling 
the incident to a competent interrogator the latter can deduce 
and extract through calm and adroit questioning a surprising 
amount of information from the witness. 

By contrast, very frequently air force investigators, imbued 
with the official philosophy that UFOs are delusions, make only 
a perfunctory interrogation (why spend time on something that 
is meaningless in the first place?). • 

Still, there exist UFO reports that are cJherent, sequential 
narrative accounts of these strange human experiences. Largely 
because there has been no mechanism for bringing these reports 
to general attention, they seem to be far too strange to be be-: 
lieved. They don't fit the established conceptual framework of 
modem physical science. It is about as difficult to put oneself 
into a 'belief framework' and accept a host of UFO reports as 
having described actual events as, for example, it would have 
been for Newton to have accepted the basic concepts of quan­
tum mechanics. 

Yet the strangeness of UFO reports does fall into fairly 
definite patterns. The 'strangeness-spread' of UFO reports is 
quite limited. We do not, for instance, receive reports of dino­
saurs seen flying upside down, Unidentified Sailing Objects, or 
strange objects that burrow into the ground. 

A critic of the UFO scene once remarked, ' . . .  unexplained 
sightings do not constitute evidence in favor of flying saucers 
any more than they constitute evidence in favor of flying pink 
elephants'. What he failed to realize was that the strangeness 
spectrum of UFO reports is so narrow that not only have flying 
pink elephants never been reported but a definite pattern of 
strange 'craft' has. If UFOs indeed are figments of the im­
agination, it is strange that the imaginations of those who 
report UFOs from over the world should be so restricted. 

Precisely because the spectrum of reports of strange sight-
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ings is narrow can they be studied. If each strange report was 
unique and their totality ran the gamut of all conceivable 
strange accounts, scientific investigation of such a chaotic pan­
oply would be impossible. Scientific study presupposes data 
patterns and a measure of repeatability, and by and large, UFO 
reports lend themselves to classification within their domains of 
strangeness. It is these we shall pursue. 

Turning, then, to the content of UFO reports, let us assume 
that we have eliminated all those reports which do not fit the 
definition of UFO as used earlier; that is, the dross from the 
original mass of 'raw' reports - all reports that can be explained 
with good reason as balloons, aircraft, meteors, etc. (Such 
reports represent the 'garbage' in the problem. If we incor­
porate that in our studies, the computerage adage, 'Garbage in 
- garbage out', will surely apply. This has been the trap that 
UFO investigations in the past have not been able to avoid.* 

In terms of scientific study, the only significant UFO reports 
are, as we have seen, UFO reports that remain puzzling after 
competent investigation has been conducted. Only these can be 
termed reports of UFOs. The stimulus for these reports is truly 
unknown - that is, the reporters have passed a reliability 
screening, and the known possible stimuli have passed a physi­
cal explanation screening. Thousands of such reports exist; 
there are about 700 acknowledged cases in Blue Book files 
alone, and many others are contained in the files of UFO or­
ganizations and private investigators. 

Each such screened report demands an answer to two distinct 
questions: What does it say happened? What is the probability 
that it happened? We can make those two questions the basis of 

* Many critics maintain that all UFO reports are garbage. Since a 
large portion of the original, unfiltered reports are clearly the result of 
misperception, critics say that investigation in depth would reveal that 
the entire body of UFO phenomena can be so characterized. Such 
arguments assume that all UFO reports belong to the same statistical 
population and that the deviants, the truly interesting UFO reports, 
are merely extremes in that population. One might with equal justice 
say while plotting the variation in sizes of oranges that watermelons are 
merely 'the tail end of the distribution curve' of the sizes of oranges. 
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a very helpful two-dimensional arrangement of UFO reports. 
Each report that has satisfied the definition of UFO used in this 
book can be assigned two numbers: its Strangeness Rating and 

its Probability Rating. 
The Strangeness Rating is, to express it loosely, a measure of 

how 'odd-ball' a report is within its particular broad 
classification. More precisely, it can be taken as a measure of 

the number of information bits the report contains, each of 
which is difficult to explain in common-sense terms. A light 
seen in the night sky the trajectory of which cannot be ascribed 
to a balloon, aircraft, etc., would nor•etheless have a low 
Strangeness Rating because there is O;llY one strange thing 
about· the report to explain: its motion. A report of a weird 
craft that descended to within 100 feet of a car on a lonely road, 
caused the car's engine to die, its radio to stop, and its lights to 

go out, left marks on the nearby ground, and appeared to be 
under intelligent control receives a high Strangeness Rating 
because it contains a number of separate very strange items, 
each of which outrages common sense. 

As we have seen, in the absence of hard-core evidence in the 
form of movies, detailed close-up shots, and so forth, we must 

depend greatly on the credibility of the principal reporter and 
his witnesses. Clearly, a report made by several independent 
persons, each of obvious sanity and solid general reputation, 
deserves more serious attention as probably having actually 

happened than a report made by a lone person with a none too 
savory record for veracity in past dealings with his fellow man. 

This still leaves open a wide range of probability as to 
whether the strange event occurred as stated. Several judgment 
factors enter here as to whether what these otherwise reputable 
people reported on a particular occasion can be accepted - and 
with what probability. How much would one 'bet', even con­
sidering the qualifications of the reporters, that what was re­
ported really happened as reported?* 

* The philosopher Hume proposed a betting criterion as a way of 
measuring strength of belief. We can hardly do better. 
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Assessment of the Probability Rating of a report becomes a 
highly subjective matter. We start with the assessed credibility 
of the individuals concerned in the report, and we estimate to 
what degree, given the circumstances at this particular time, 
the reporters could have erred. Factors that must be considered 
here are internal consistency of the given report, consistency 
among several reports of the same incident, the manner in 
which the report was made, the conviction transmitted by the 
reporter to the interrogator, and finally, that subtle judgment of 
'how it all hangs together'. It would be most helpful in the 
Probability Rating assignment if 'lie detector' and other 
psychological tests were available. Likewise, a doctor's state­
ment on the state of the reporter's health at the time or infor­
mation of any severe emotional disturbance just prior to the 
time of the reported event would be helpful. Ideally, a mean­
ingful Probability Rating would reqtire the judgment of more 
than one person. 

Such luxury of input is rarely available. One must make do 
with the material and facilities at hand. In my own work I have 
found it relatively easy to assign the Strangeness number (I use 
from 1 to 10) but difficult to assign a Probability Rating. Cer­
tainty (P = 1 0) is, of course, not practically attainable; P = o 
is likewise impossible under the circumstances since the original 
report would not have been admitted for consideration. The 
number of persons involved in the report, especially if indi­
vidual reports are made, is most helpful. I do not assign a 
Probability Rating greater than 3 to any report coming from a 
single reporter, and then only when it is established that he has 
a very solid reputation. This is not to denigrate the individual 
but merely to safeguard against the possibility that the single 
meritorious reporter might have been honestly mistaken about 
what he experienced. 

\"(hen the report 'hangs together' and I honestly cannot find 
reason to doubt the word of the reporters - that is, unless I 
deliberately and with no reason choose to call them all liars - I 
assign a Probability of 5 or greater. Assignments to the upper 
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right-hand region of the diagram showing the S-P indexes for 
the cases considered in this book (the symbols used for case 
classifications are explained below) are sparse because of the 
severity of the criteria employed. In fact, however, I discovered 
that a report accorded an S of 3 and a P of 5 (or a combined 
index of SP = 35) in every respect should command attention 
and challenge science. 

The symbols used in the S-P diagram refer to the 
classification of the content of the report itself, independently 
of the reporter. The classification system itself is an empirical 
one, based on the reported manner of tl>:!'UFO observation. It 
presupposes no theory of origin of UF�s but is helpful in de­
lineating the most prevalent patterns found in UFO reports. 

The classification has two main divisions : (I) those reports 
in which the UFO is described as having been observed at some 
distance; (II) those involving close-range sightings. The div­
iding line is not very sharp, but Close Encounter cases are those 
in which the objects were sighted at sufficiently close range 
(generally less than 500 feet) to be seen as extended areas 
rather than as near-points and so that considerable detail could 
be noted about them. The Close Encounter cases in category II 
clearly are apt to yield more strangeness information bits than 
the cases in category I since the witnesses presumably would 
have opportunity to observe colors, protrusions, sounds, dim­
ensions, structural details, linear and rotational motion, 'occu­
pants', and any interaction of the UFO with the environment. 
The more distant UFOs will almost always have a lower S 
rating simply because there was not as much to observe and 
hence to explain. 

The more distant UFOs I have arbitrarily divided into three 
categories: (I)  those seen at night, which we will call Nocturnal 
Lights (designated by N in the diagram) ; (2) those seen in the 
daytime, which we will call Daylight Discs (designated by D in 
the diagram), so called because the prevalent shape reported is 
oval or disc-like, although it should be understood that the term 
is rather loosely applied; and (3) Radar-Visual, those reported 
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through the medium of radar (designated R in the diagram). In 
my own work I have chosen to exclude UFO observations made 
by radar alone because of a lack of a suitable 'filter' to establish 
beyond reasonable doubt that the radar observation cannot be 
explained by natural causes (malf�;;tions, anomalous propa­
gation, extraordinary meteorological conditions, flocks of 'in­
visible' birds, swarms of high-flying insects, and so forth). 

When radar experts disagree among themselves as to the 
causes of 'bogies' or 'angels', I feel it is wisest to avoid intro­
ducing such evidence. When, however, visual observations ac­
company the radar observation and if it can be established that 
the two types of observation refer with high probability to the 
same event, the radar observations become a powerful adjunct 
to the visual observation. In this book I use only such Radar­
Visual cases (the R in the diagram signifies this category); 
some of the very best UFO reports fall in this category. 

The Nocturnal Lights and Daylight Discs may not be mutu­
ally exclusive, but at night almost invariably only the bright­
ness, color, and motion of a light are reported. Rarely is the 
object noted to which the light is presumably attached (this is 
purely an assumption; the UFO may be nothing more than the 
light). Nocturnal Lights form a sizeable group of the 'true' 
UFO reports.* 

The second major division of UFO reports comprises the 
Close Encounter cases. Here also there appear to be three natu­
ral subdivisions, which we can call, respectively, Close En­
counters of the First, Second, and Third Kinds (designated in 
the diagram by the numbers I, II, and III, respectively). 

Close Encounters of the First Kind: this category is the 
simple Close Encounter, in which the reported UFO is seen at 
close range but there is no interaction with the environment 
(other than trauma on the part of the observer). 

* Of course, before the screening process is undergone, reports of 
night lights constitute the great majority of the input. Bright planets, 
satellites, meteors and special aircraft missions are the pre­
ponderance. 



Close Encounters of the Second Kind: these are similar to 
the First Kind except that physical effects on both animate and 
inanimate material are noted. Vegetation is often reported as 
having been pressed down, burned, or scorched; tree branches 
are reported broken; animals are frightened, sometimes to the 
extent of physically injuring themselves in their fright. In­
animate objects, most often vehicles, are reported as becoming 
momentarily disabled, their engines killed, radios stopped, and 
headlights dimmed or extinguished. In such cases the vehicles 
reportedly return to normal operation after the UFO has left 
the scene. 

Close Encounters of the Third Kind: in these cases the pres­
ence of 'occupants' in or about the UFO is reported. Here a 
sharp distinction must be made between cases involving reports 
of the presence of presumably intelligent beings in the 'space 
craft' and the so-called contactee cases. 

In general, the latter reports are 'stopped at the gate' by the 
screening process. The reader will recall that implicit in our 
definition of UFO is the basic credibility of the reporter (unex­
plained reports made by ostensibly sensible, rational, and repu­
table persons). The contactee cases are characterized by a 
'favored' human intermediary, an almost always solitary 'con• 
tact man' who somehow has the special attribute of being able 
to see UFOs and to communicate with their crew almost at will 
(often by mental telepathy). Such persons not only frequently 
turn out to be pseudoreligious fanatics but also invariably have 
a low credibility value, bringing us regular messages from the 
'space men' with singularly little content. The messages are 
usually addressed to all of humanity to 'be good, stop fighting, 
live in love and brotherhood, ban the bomb, stop polluting the 
atmosphere' and other worthy platitudes. The contactee often 
regards himself as messianically charged to deliver the message 
on a broad basis; hence several flying saucer cults have from 
time to time sprung up. He regards himself definitely as having 
been 'chosen' and utterly disregards (if, indeed, he were capable 
of grasping it) the statistical improbability that one person, on a 
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random basis, should be able to have many repeated UFO ex­
periences (often on a nearly weekly basis), while the.majority of 
hwnanity lives out a lifetime without having even one UFO 
experience. The 'repeater' aspect of some UFO reporters is 
sufficient cause, in my opinion, to exclude their reports from 
further consideration, at least in tl.e present study.* 

I must emphasize that contactee reports are not classed as 
Close Encounters of the Third Kind. It is unfortunate, to say 
the least, that reports such as these have brought down upon the 
entire UFO problem the opprobriwn and ridicule of scientists 
and public alike, keeping alive the popular image of 'little 
green men' and the fictional atmosphere surrounding that 
aspect of the subject. 

The typical Close Encounter of the Third Kind happens to 
the same sorts of persons who experience all other types of 
UFOs, representing the same cross section of the public. The 
experience comes upon these reporters just as unexpectedly and 
surprises them just as much as it does the reporters of the other 
types of Close Encounters. These reporters are in no way 
'special'. They are not religious fanatics; they are more apt to 
be policemen, businessmen, schoolteachers, and other respect­
able citizens. Almost invariably their UFO involvement is a 
one-time experience (whereas as we have seen, the contactee 
cases almost always involve rampant repeaters), and the sight­
ing of occupants is generally a peripheral matter. The occu­
pants in these cases almost never make an attempt to 
communicate; in contrast, they invariably are reported to 
scamper away or back into their craft and fly out of sight. They 
do not seem to have any 'messages' for mankind - except 'Don't 
bother me.' 

We thus have six categories of UFO reports, three in each 

* Of course, perhaps the possibility that there are indeed 'chosen 
ones' deliberately picked by UFO occupants for a special mission 
should not be completely disregarded. In that event, however, one is 
reminded of the Englishman's quip: 'How unfortunate for these space 
visitors - every time to have picked a "kook" I' 
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broad division, to discuss. The classification is based solely on 
the manner in which the UFOs were reported to have been 
observed. The categories are obviously not mutually exclusive; 
a Daylight Disc seen from close by would become a Close En­
counter; a Nocturnal Light seen by daylight might well be a 
Daylight Disc; and so on. It is convenient to discuss UFO 
reports in these categories simply because the data to be de­
scribed are closely dependent on the manner in which they were 
experienced. If all reports in each separate category are dis­
cussed together, the patterns inherent in each are most directly 
delineated. 

Finally, it should be remarked that when, in the original 
screening process, it is determined that the stimulus for the 
UFO report was indeed a natural event or object, the report 
does not generally fall easily into any of the six described cat­
egories. A UFO report generated by a hot air balloon does not 
contain the most often repeated feature of the typical Noc­
turnal Light. An aircraft fuselage glistening in the sun, re­
ported by some untutored person as a UFO, is not reported to 
rush away at incredible speeds. Flares dropped from airplanes 
(which have often given rise to UFO reports) are not reported 
as having stopped cars, frightened animals, or cavorted about 
the sky; nor do the reports contain reference to 'occupants' or to 
oval-shaped craft hovering six feet off the ground. 

Having now briefly examined the nature of the UFO experi­
ence and the persons who report such experiences, and having 
classified the UFO reports into six convenient categories and 
established a system for the rating of UFO reports, let us now 
turn to the core of the book, the data available for study. Then, 
with this in mind, we shall proceed to a survey of how these 
data have been treated in the past, first by the air force and, 
more recently, by the Condon committee. Finally we will arrive 
at my suggestions for a positive program for the study of the 
UFO phenomenon. 
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Part II 

The Data anq the Problems 

INTRODUCTION: THE PROTOTYPES 

THE problem central to this treatise is whether there exist, in 
the considerable body of data on reported UFOs, any 'genu­
inely new empirical observations ' calling for 'new explanation 
schemes'. Very little ought to - or could - be said about what 
those new explanation schemes might be before a thorough 
examination of the data has been undertaken; this would be 
truly putting the cart before the horse. In such a controversial 
subject, which so frequently has triggered highly emotional re­
actions, examination of the data must come first; only then may 
we arrive at any judgment about new empirical observations. 
Indulging in explanation schemes before we know what there is 
to be explained is an arm-chair luxury. 

One might be tempted to be less rigid on this point were the 
data of the 'hard-core' variety, the kind with which physical 
scientists are accustomed to dealing in laboratory experiments. 
But from the standpoint of the scientist, the data in this prob­
lem are most unsatisfactory. They are mote apt to be anecdotal 
than quantitative, more akin to tales told by the fireside than to 
instrument readings, and not verifiable by repeating the experi­
ment. 

The facts are not strictly scientific. Yet the data nonetheless 
form a fascinating and provocative field of study for those 
whose temperaments are not outraged by the character of the 
information. And it should be remembered that there are those 
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whose fields of study abound with equally 'unsatisfactory' data. 
Anthropologists, psychologists, and even meteorologists deal 
daily with evidential and circumstantial data that must be 
fitted together like pieces of a jigsaw puzzle. Lawyers and 
judges must weigh and consider conflicting evidence; military 
intelligence agents occasionally attempt to fashion a whole pic­
ture out of extremely fragmentary bits. Indeed, what con­
stitutes hard-core data for one field of study may not be 
considered so for another. We may, therefore, examine the 
UFO data without reference to whether it meets the hard-core 
requirements of any particular field. Rather, we will examine, 
as objectively as possible, a specially selected series of data: 
accounts that were made, in each instance, by at least two 
persons of demonstrated mental competence and sense of re­
sponsibility, accounts that 'do not yield solutions' except by the 
trivial and self-defeating artifice of rejection out of hand. 

To this end, we may construct a paradigm for each of the 
observational categories delineated in the last chapter, drawing, 
for these prototypes, upon examples in whole or in part from 
cases I have personally studied. These archetypes will serve us 
better than would a review, perforce a brief one, of a whole 
series of individual cases.* 

There is little point to 'playing the numbers game' in pre­
senting evidence in this or other categories of UFO reports. But 
the fact is that there is a wealth of material extant, if not easily 
available. For instance, although it is stated by the air force 
that all the 1 2,ooo cases in Blue Book are unclassified and 
available to the public, they are housed in a classified area, and 
a security clearance is required of anyone who wishes to exam­
ine these reports. UFO reports appear in many small, scattered 
journals and local publications of limited circulation, and the 

* I personally have found it extremely difficult to deal with what 
essentially is a catalog of one UFO case after another, each briefly 
described but with the details and documentation omitted. The mind 
boggles at the 'repetitive strangeness' and finds it difficult to digest and 
to order, in any logical manner, the veritable feast of strange ac­
counts. 
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serious investigator must have not only scientific training but 
the temperament of a collector, culling a report or two here and 
there by looking through newspaper files and the publications 
of such organizations as the National Investigations Committee 
on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP), the Aerial Phenomenon Re­
search Organization (APRO), and a host of smaller organ­
izations in this and other countries. 

In my own work with this phenomenon I maintain three 
separate files for variously collected material: one containt. 
highly selected cases with responsible observers, another has 
cases that might have been eligible for the selected files but for 
which there is not sufficient information about the observers to 
determine their reliability, and the third, a catch-all file, teems 
with reports that are scarcely above the caliber of a brief news­
paper report, with many pertinent data missing and little or 
nothing said about the witnesses. Even the latter cases form a 
pattern and would probably be useful in statistical studies, 
though they are virtually useless for detailed studies. 

All three files have about the same frequency of occurrence 
according to dates of the reported events; generally when news­
paper accounts abound, so also do well-documented reports 
from responsible observers. There is nothing in the evidence to 
support the claim that the well-documented reports are 
spawned by a wave of loosely reported, sketchy accounts in the 
press. Rather, it might be argued that the former are simply the 
relatively few well-documented instances that might be ex­
pected to be found when there is a general period of UFO 
activity. 

Since it has been my obligation over the years, as consultant 
to the air force, to try to separate the 'signal' from the 'noise', to 
wade through and judge the mass of vague and incomplete 
data, we can benefit from that experience and can short circuit 
much tribulation by examining what the accounts in each cat­
egory essentially have in common. To that end, in the following 
chapters some dozen examples in each category have been 
chosen. The quality of the reporters involved in the cases has 
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been evaluated, and the essential features that characterize that 
category have been set forth. References to the actual cases 
used are given in Appendix I. 

As part of the evaluation of the reporters, it is of interest to 
include many of the spontaneous reactions of the reporters to 
the 'event'. Such instantaneous and ingenuous personal remarks 
and reactions help to characterize the reporters and to illumi­
nate the extraordinary event. In the last analysis, the reporters 
or witnesses must take the center of our stage; they are our 
actors, and unless we know all we can about them, we might 
find to our embarrassment that we have 'a tale told by an idiot 
. . .  signifying nothing'. 

The cases in the six categories for which we seek prototypes 
have, of course, been passed through the filters described in 
Chapters Three and Four, and for each of the more than 6o 
UFO reports used in the next several chapters I have not been 
able to find a logical, commonplace explanation - unless, that 
is, I assume that the more than 250 reporters were, in truth, 
idiots. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

NOCTURNAL LIGHTS 

They [lights] appeared beneath the clouds, their color a 
rather bright red. As they approached the ship they ap­
peared to soar, passing above the broken clouds. After 
ris'ing above the clouds they appeared to be moving di­
rectly away from the earth. The la:rgest had an apparent 
area of about six suns. It was egg-shaped, the larger end 
forward. The second was about twice the size of the sun, 
and the third, about the size of the sun. Their near 
approach to the surface and the subsequent flight away 
from the surface appeared to be most remarkable. That 
they did come below the clouds and soar instead of 
continuing their southeasterly course is also certain. 
The lights were in sight for over two minutes and were 
carefully observed by three people whose accounts agree 
as to details. 

- from the March, 1904, issue of Weather Review, 
a report from the ship U S  S Supply, at sea 

WE start with the most frequ�ntly reported and 'least 
strange' events : Nocturnal Lights, lights in the night sky. 
These represent the major class of reports that I, as an astron­
omer, had been asked, since 1948, to explain whenever possible 
as astronomical objects and events. 

It should be clearly understood that initial light-in-the­
night-sky reports have a very low survival rate. An experienced 
investigator readily recognizes most of these for what they are: 
bright meteors, aircraft landing lights, balloons, planets, vio-
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lently twinkling stars, searchlights, advertising lights on planes, 
refueling missions, etc. When one realizes the unfamiliarity of 
the general public with lights in the night sky of this variety, it 
is obvious why so many such UFO reports arise. Of course, 
such trivial cases do not satisfy the definition of UFO used in 
this book. Equally, when a UFO is defined, as was the case in 
the Condon Report, as 'any sighting that is puzzling to the 
observer' rather than as we have here - a report that remains 
unexplained by technically trained people capable of explain­
ing it in common terms - one can recognize the reason for the 
basically unsatisfactory nature of the investigation con­
cerned. 

In the Nocturnal Lights category, in particular, we should 
admit for consideration only those cases reported by two or 
more stable observers, in which the reported behavior of the 
light and its configuration and overall trajectory are such as to 
preclude by a large margin explanation as a simple mis­
perception of natural objects. 

After such a critical assessment is made, to dismiss such 
highly selected cases as being without merit or potential 
significance for physical or behavioral science is, at best, cav­
alier and irresponsible. 

THE REPORTERS 

Since the observer who reports the UFO event is pivotal 
to any study of UFOs, let us first consider the 41 reporters 
concerned in the cases I have selected to delineate the pri­
mary characteristics of this category. I suggest that they can, 
and should - because of their evident qualifications as com­
petent witnesses - be taken seriously by scientists. 

The average number of reporters in the selected Nocturnal 
Lights case was 3. 5;  the median number was three. Among the 
3 7 adult observers we note a wide range of occupations1 and 
technical competence - ranging from a butcher and three 

55 



housewives to a Royal Canadian Air Force telecommunications 
officer, a U.S. Naval security officer, and an MIT laboratory 
head - but most of the observers at the time of their sightings 
were holding positions of responsibility: pilots (4), air control 
operators (8), police and security officers (5), etc. - positions in 
which we would be distressed to find persons who are mentally 
unstable or prone to silly judgment or hoaxes. In all cases, the 
reporter observed in concert with at least one other responsible 
adult. 

As we have already noted, often the rep�rters' immediate 
reactions, in their own words, can be very enlightening. 

In the first category, Nocturnal Lights, we can well start 
with. the reactions of the associate laboratory director at the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. (See Appendix 1, NL-
1 .) When his 1 1-year-old son ran ino the house calling, 
'There's a flying saucer outside,' he and the rest of his family 
went out to look. In our interview the father said: 

Going out of the house, I got my small glasses [4x3o] to 
observe the object. I really didn't believe I was going to see 
anything. In the meantime, my 15-year-old boy went back into 
the house and got the Bausch and Lomb 6x3o binoculars. We 
both observed the object. 

My very first impression was . • .  is it an extremely bright 
star? But that thought was dispelled almost immediately. The 

second thought - searching for a logical explanation - was that 
it might be a landing light of an aircraft. [This theory was soon 
dispelled by the strange trajectory of the light, as plotted by the 
observer against the bare patches of a tree. It was midwinter.] 
. . .  the next morning, I asked my oldest boy to describe his 
observations to me, and these checked with mine entirely. 

I don't honestly see how I could call it an aircraft. Besides, I 
had both the plane and the helicopter for comparison. [These 
had passed by during the 20-minute observation period.] Oh, 
my wife said maybe it was a satellite. I said how could a satellite 
possibly go through the motions that this did. 

Eight airport tower operators figure in the set of Nocturnal 
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Lights cases recorded in this chapter. A comment such as the 
following - backed up by four other witnesses - deserves atten­
tion: 

'I've been working in this tower for 27 years, and I've never 
seen anything like this before . . . .  It was the violent maneuver 
. . . and the apparent cooperation between the two bright 
objects that made the sighting significant.' (See Appendix I, 
NL-2.) 

Of another UFO sighting reported by an airport tower oper­
ator, the witness said: 'I've been an air traffic control supervisor 
for the last four years. I am familiar with burn-ins and satellite 
crossings. I have tried to figure out what I saw and explain it to 
myself.' (See Appendix I, NL-3 .) 

If the observer could not explain it, neither could the air 
force. An official communique commented: 'In view of the ex­
perience and reliability of the observers [air control operators] ,  
it is concluded that a phenomenon of some sort was observed, 
but the logical cause cannot be determined.' 

For a change of pace (and occupation) in the matter of im­
mediate reactions to the experiencing of a UFO event here is 
the comment of a young but mature antiques dealer: ' . . .  as I 
kept saying, "What can it be?" he [her husband] just kept re­
peating, "Oh my God!" ' (See Appendix I, NL-4.) 

On a lighter note, we have the following report: 

One night back in 1961 I was engaged in the noble American 
tradition of 'parking' with a girl . . .  What caught my atten­
tion, and at that time it took an awful lot to distract me, was 
the way the thing [a bright Nocturnal Light] moved . . . .  The 
object was noiseless and, not to sound corny, glowed. It was 
much brighter than any star in the sky . . . .  So as it moved 
slowly northward, I figured it to be a weather balloon 
reflecting the sun's light. However, balloons don't stand still, 
change direction, and have reverse gears, so to speak . . . .  Well, 
I finally pointed it out to the girl to assure myself that it wasn't 
an illusion. She saw it with no trouble and got quite scared. We 
watched together as the thing went through its antics. . . .  
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Finally, after some five minutes of fooling around, it took off 
for greener pastures. From far to the south it moved out of 
sight to the north in about five seconds. I timed it, I know it. I 
don't expect you to believe it, but it happened. [See Appendix 
r, NL-5. ]  

One could quite literally fill a book with such spontaneous 
reactions of mature observers at the time of their experiences, 
but it would serve little purpose save that of amplification. 
Thus we will look at only one more reaction to a UFO in this 
category: 

Allow me first to give you a bit of information on myself so 
that you can see that I am a reasonably qualified observer. I am 
44 years old, have been a member of the Canadian Air Force 
for over 25 years, first as a member of air crew during the 
Second World War. For the last 29 years I have been employed 
in the telecommunications field. I have spent over half of that 
time on flying bases and have seen most of the aircraft of both 
military and civilian types • . .  I should add that I have never 
been a believer in UFOs before, but this one is so unexplainable 
by our present standards that it has me wondering . .  , none of 
the flying experts from the base have an explanation for it 
either. [See Appendix r NL-6.] 

THE REPORTS 

Turning to what these mature persons reported, let us start 
with a report transmitted to me by Dr. David Layzer (but not 
originated by him), of the Harvard College Observatory. In his 
covering letter Dr. Layzer stated: 'Here is an absolutely re­
liable eye-witness account [eight observers] of mysterious 
moving lights seen . . •  by a neighbor of mine [a member of the 
faculty of the Harvard Medical School] and several members 
of his family.' (See Appendix 1, NL-7.) 

In his letter the doctor stated: 

The object caught my attention because . . .  the light looked 
wrong for an airplane. We often see, from our house, planes 
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with their landing lights on an approach to Logan Airport; 
usually, however, when I see landing lights I can also see red 
and green wing lights. In this case it was not possible to see any 
lights. There was no sound whatever as the object seemed to 
get closer . . . .  It was an exceptionally clear, cold, and still 
night . . . .  When the object appeared to be at its nearest point, I 
would guess one-half to one minute after it first appeared, a 
second light appeared on essentially the same course as the 
first, and my curiosity was further heightened when a third 
light appeared about a half minute after the second. I immedi­
ately went indoors for my field glasses. 

Upon returning, I saw that all three lights were still visible; 
the first two had stopped about 15 to 25 degrees above the 
horizon and were near to each other and motionless. The third 
light was still moving. With field glasses no red, green, or other 
normal running lights could be seen. At this point the lights 
came, I would guess, about one-half minute apart, a series of 
them, to a total of six or seven. I am neither a trained observer, 
nor at the beginning was I particularly trying to keep careful 
account of what was happening. Several of the early lights 
became completely motionless, while others were moving over 
the horizon; finally two, or perhaps three, of them from the 
motionless position appeared to drop smaller lights, which 
twinkled or flashed as they dropped vertically, and as this 
happened, the motionless lights appeared to dim and ex­
tinguish. 

This reporter disclaims being a trained observer. Would that 
the average UFO report were as coherent and detailed as this 

onf" from an 'untrained' observer! He continues: 

• . .  one of the most striking things about the lights was their 
color. It was orange light and therefore unlike any I have ever 
seen on an airplane. Not a vivid or harsh orange but simply too 
orange to be a normal landing light . . . .  During the time when 
the lights were visible, several planes passed within audible 
range, but their sound faded and the lights continued with no 
sound that we could detect . . . .  Their speed would certainly be 
impossible to judge as we could not tell how far away they 
were, or even guess at it. As far as angular speed they moved 
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[between] the same rates as satellites [and] a jetwith its landing 
lights on during an approach to the airport, we· very com­
monly see . 
. . . The lights were as bright as Venus as seen at its brightest; 
that is, very striking lights, but they certainly cast no light on 
the ground. Subsequent conversations with friends always 
seemed to result in two questions. • • •  First, the lights that 
moved up from the south toward the northeast were com­
pletely steady. They did not twinkle, they did not flicker, they 
were as steady as the light of Venus or an aircraft landing 
light. I could see no shape or form or anything else attached to 
these lights. The lights that appeared to be dropped or de­
tached from the object did twinkle as they fell . 
• . . 'in relistening to this account, it seems to me that the order 
of events is not clearly stated . . . .  I had been across the street at 
a neighbor's house and was walking back to ours when I saw the 
first light. My wife was still at their house. About three or four 
of the lights had appeared, and I had already gotten my field 
glasses from the house when my sister, her children, and my 
parents arrived back from church. Even though three of the 
objects were in the sky, I was still feeling extremely skeptical 
that this was anything out of the ordinary, although I was 
extremely curious. In calling these lights to the attention of the 
party that had just arrived, I felt more than a little foolish, and 
all treated it as something of a joke [a common reaction] .  We 
all passed the field glasses around and agreed that we could see 
nothing particularly different with or without the field glasses . 
. . . I went into the house to call Dr. David Layzer, who is a 
neighbor. Receiving no answer, I came outside . . .  [They] were 
still watching the lights, and the count had become confused. 
We think that a total of six or seven appeared . . . .  The entire 
episode took perhaps twenty minutes before the last light dis­
appeared from sight. The lights that dropped the little lights 
were, as far as I could tell, stationary. They were definitely not 
moving perpendicular to our line of sight. It was easy to keep 
them centered with the glasses propped against a tree, 
and their illumination was so steady that I am quite certain 
they were not vanishing into the distance along our line of 
sight. 
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I corresponded with the observer a year later. In answer to 
my questions, he wrote: 

I would say, yes, the event still seems as strange now as it did 
then . . . .  My own (admittedly unsatisfactory) explanation was 
that the lights were connected with some type of ordnance 
work that the public was not supposed to know about. I 
confess to being open, but essentially skeptical, about extra­
terrestrial objects and visitors . . . . I have enclosed a carbon of a 
letter from Donald Menzel [ Harvard astronomer] ,  to whom 
David [Layzer] also sent a copy of my account. I confess I 
didn't answer his note because, aside from the fact that he 
seemed to treat the whole matter facetiously, he obviously had 
not read the report with any care . . . .  I would say that his final 
explanation [bright stars in the main, with an airplane landing 
light or two, possibly plus a satellite] is out of the question in 
that, by trying to apply a combination of these objects that he 
suggests, for six or seven objects that behaved essentially ident­
ically, he simply taxes the imagination too much. 

The reaction of Blue Book was similar - and negative. When 
I proposed that an inquiry be made through military intelli­
gence channels as to whether there were indeed any classified 
exercises being conducted on that cold winter night, my sugges­
tion was met with a complete lack of enthusiasm. Since a con­
sultant has no authority, the matter rested there. 

The above sighting is certainly one of the 'less strange' 
variety; possibly it has a 'normal' explanation. I have given it 
in some detail here first, because it so excellently illustrates the 
attitudes of some scientists and of Blue Book and second, be­
cause it also gives the lie to the contention that only status 
inconsistent people report UFOs. 

Now, if no sightings involved any greater exhibition of 
speed, maneuvering, or other indications of an esoteric means 
of propulsion, we might very well not have a problem. Yet 
there are cases with great Strangeness Ratings, and, therefore, 
the sighting quoted above is retained as a UFO because it 
meets the definition of UFO: the airborne lights and their 
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trajectories remained unidentified by persons deemed capable 
of identifying them if they were indeed identifiable as a normal 
occurrence. 

Among the dozen or so cases under discussion in the present 
category, we have the following example. This was recounted 
by one of the two observers involved, an MIT graduate engin­
eering student: 

At this time Ursa Major [the Big Dipper] was almost at the 
zenith. I suddenly noticed that two of the stars were moving 
. . .  in a circle about a common center while maintaining posi­
tion at opposite ends of a diameter, much like two paint dots at 
opposite ends of a spinning phonograph record. They were 
rotating about 30 rpm counterclockwise at a very constant vel­
ocity . . . .  The rotating stars were separated by a distance ap­
proximately equal to • . .  about one and a half moon diameters. 
The objects were fainter than Arcturus, a little fainter than 
Alph�, Beta, Gamma in Ursa Major . . . •  abruptly stopped 
their motion, and this left them in a roughly north-south 
orientation . . . .  They remained dead motionless, they started 
moving away from each other, the one moving south suddenly 
halted . . . .  The 'star' that had begun moving northward con­
tinued to do so. At this time its velocity was constant and 
slower than most meteors but faster than ordinary aircraft. 
[See Appendix I, NL-8. ]  

The case was reported to the National Center for Atmos­
pheric Research at the University of Colorado (not to the 
Condon Committee) on the advice of two MIT professors, one 
of whom was the reporter's graduate adviser. It was also re­
ported to the Harvard College Observatory. In neither case was 
there any follow-up. 

The sighting occurred in May, 1 970, quite some time after 
the Condon Committee had concluded that there was no point 
to further study of UFOs. One can as easily use the following 
paraphrased excerpts from the taped interview with two 
policemen who reported a Nocturnal Light case at the time 
'J!e Condon Committee was just beginning its work. 
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(See Appendix 1, NL-9.) The case was not studied by the 
committee. 

The policemen observed a large, bright, round white object 
50 degrees above the horizon and apparently located between 
two neighboring towns (as attested by radio reports from these 
and other locations, which made a rough triangulation pos­
sible). The object hung motionless for about 15 minutes, black­
ing out when the officers shined their spotlights up toward it. 
They said it was the size of a silver dollar held at arm's 
length.* 

Shortly afterward a smaller object - a light - streaked in 
toward it from the northwest, moved close to the bright object, 
and stopped. Then another light streaked in from the southeast 
and also stopped close by the large light. Then the large light 
executed a 'square' trajectory, sending occasional blue shafts of 
light toward the ground. After some 30 minutes of such man­
euvering the small lights shot off at high speed in the direction 
from which they had come, taking about 5 seconds to disap­
pear. No sound was heard. 

Unfortunately the interrogator did not obtain as full an ac­
count as he might have, and I did not discuss the case with him 
until much after the event. But here, as in other instances, we 
come directly to the question that any serious investigator must 
ask himself over and over again: how does such a report orig­
inate? Either the police officers had for more than an hour been 
bereft of their reason and were reporting sheer fantasy, and the 
police-radio operators in the adjoining towns had succumbed to 
hysteria and were unable to separate facts from fancy as they 
talked with their colleagues, or these police officers did indeed 
observe something extraordinary. 

The policemen were not as articulate or learned as the 
doctor who reported the strange lights seen outside Boston or 

* This is undoubtedly an exaggeration - a very common one in 
UFO reports. People do not realize how large an angle a silver dollar 
would subtend on the sky when held at arm's length. Virtually no one 
realizes, for instance, that an aspirin tablet held at arm's length will 
cover the moon. 



the MIT graduate student and his wife who reported the whirl­
ing starlike lights, but the taped interview indicated that they 
were certainly equally puzzled. 

If it should be concluded that the first hypothesis is the more 
probable - that the observers were temporarily bereft of their 
reason - then in view of the many strange reports from police 
officers throughout the nation (and in other countries), perhaps 
we should call for a thorough revision of our method for select­
ing police officials. One would indeed be in a sorry plight if 
such misguided and nonobjective officers were to testify against 
one in court. How could their testimony be trusted? 

Could it be that pilots are similarly affected by loss of judg­
ment?, In the N octurnal Light category of UFOs, as an example 
of one of many cases in the files, we have, from a Blue Book 
'Unidentified' report, the following statement (See Appendix 
I, NL-ro): 

A reddish white, blurred, large, luminous glare appeared 
ahead and sao feet below aircraft on a collision course. It 
maintained its altitude but made a right tum when the aircraft 
commander took evasive action [the report of an air force 
major, lieutenant, and two crew members] .  Investigation to 
date offers no indication of possible causes. 2 

In an official report from an Atlanta-based Eastern Airlines 
captain, dated February 28, 1 968, and made available by an 
Eastern Airlines flight director, we find this interesting pass­
age: 

I picked up the mike and asked, 'Who's this at our n:3o 
position?' The center replied that the airplane he was. talking to 
was 15 miles away. I said, 'Well, this guy isn't 15 miles 
away.' 

With this I prepared to take evasive action. The center ad­
vised that they still had no target showing, and I said, 'Aw, 
come on! He's going right by us at our nine o'clock posi­
tion.' 



It should be remembered that while these are merely two 
examples from a very great many pilot reports, pilots are wary 
of making such reports unless they are under military instruc­
tions to do so.3 

Turning now to airport tower operators, whose judgment we 
citizens trust many times a day for their ability to recognize a 
plane coming in for a landing and to distinguish between a 
landing light, Venus, or some 'unknown craft', three of the 
eight tower operators included in the roster of reporters of 
selected cases of N octumal Lights concurred in the statement 
of one of them (there were just three in the tower at the time): 

The two objects [in a deep blue twilight sky, moon present 
but stars not yet visible] were just bright points of white light 
and could have been taken for satellites except for the sudden 
maneuvers, change of direction, and speed of disappearance . 
. . . One was headed north at 45 degrees above the horizon, the 
other south at about 30 degrees. The southbound light execu­
ted a sudden r8o-degree tum, rose, joined the other object, 
hovered in what appeared to be a formation, and then flew off 
to the northeast. [ See Appendix I, NL-2.] 

The speaker, a tower operator of 27 years' experience, was 
sufficiently impressed to call me long distance to report it. He 
had four witnesses, two of whom told me in a personal interview 
during my stay in North Dakota, the scene of the sighting, that 
they had contacted Great Falls radar and that the presence of an 
erratic target had been telephonically confirmed. This state­
ment was officially denied the next day, thus adding to the host 
of reported air force and Federal Aviation Administration 
denials made a day or so after a reported radar confirmation. 

Another good example in the Nocturnal Lights category is 
the 'MIT case' because of the unimpeachable qualifications of 
the principal observer, a man thoroughly acquainted with 
scientific procedures. The following direct quotations from my 
taped interview with him refer to the description of the object 
sighted rather than to his reactions. (See Appendix ,x, NL-1 .) 
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It was much brighter than Venus. It appeared as an intense 
white - maybe with a slight yellowish tint - source, probably 
not a pinpoint source. 

I would describe it just as a very small source in a very hot 
furnace, as a central source, white hot type of flame, and then 
with this peripheral color dancing around on the outside of it, 
the red and green - the red bordered on the pink. The other 
thing we observed as we looked at the object through some 
small trees [denuded] .  It was quite evident that there was a 
wandering motion of the object with respect to the background 
of the trees . . . .  

Q: How long did it stay in the hovering, wandering posi­
tion? 

A,: Somewhere between five and ten minutes. 
Q: When we talked about it before, you said something 

about it being an eerie kind of thing you had not experienced 
before. In fact, I think you said it was a sort of 'radioactive' 
kind of thing. Can you go into that a little more? 

A: I don't know why I said that except that the source was 
extremely intense, and it was of a color you would not expect 
to see generated by artificial means such as a lamp - or any 
known type of lamp. 

Q: How would it have compared with a short circuit of 
electrical wires such as occurs in an ice storm? 

A: There would be some similarity there except for the fluc­
tuations of color. The central light was much more steady than 
you would experience in a thing like that. 

Q: Do you suppose it could have been an experimental craft 
of some sort trying out strobe lights? Did it bear any re­
semblance to a strobe light? 

A: No, it did not. 
Q: Now let's go back. Was there any identifying sound? 
A: None. None whatever. 
Q: What about its later motion? 
A: After observing the object for some five or ten minutes in 

its apparent hovering position and its wandering, it started to 
increase its altitude and travel toward the east; I would esti­
mate its altitude went up to about 30 degrees, and it arrived at 
an azimuth of approximately r6o degrees [southeast] ,  at which 
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time it appeared to stop and hover again. This motion, al­
though it did not seem to be in proximity to it, seemed to be 
coincidental with the passing of an airliner. 

Q: I think this sort of reviews our previous discussion. I 
can't think of any salient facts we left out. Let's try to get the 
angular rate. We haven't gotten that down. When it was 
moving its fastest - apparent motion - how would you . . . ? 

A: It was going somewhat, I would say, in excess of a degree 
per second. Something of that order of magnitude. 

A former chief scientist of the Pentagon, my personal friend 
and friend and colleague of the MIT reporter, had asked me to 
look into this case in the first place, calling me from across the 
country at the time. Despite this instigation from a highly 
placed professional man, I was unable to get Blue Book to 
investigate further. 

I include yet another Nocturnal Light case because of the 
circumstances surrounding its reception. After this book was 
virtually completed, I had addressed a letter to the editor of 
Physics Today,4 soliciting UFO reports from scientifically and 
technically trained persons. The following Nocturnal Light 
case was one of the first responses I received. It is noteworthy 
in another respect: the report is I I  years old; the reporter, 
who today is a professional astronomer, did not wish to report it 
earlier because he was unwilling to expose himself to ridi­
cule.* 

This Nocturnal Light sighting took place in Canada. (See 
Appendix 1, NL- 1 1 .) The reporter and his brother had been 
alerted by a relative, a newspaperman, who, in tum, had been 
called by the provincial police, who had been attempting to 
follow the light with their cars but had not succeeded in catch­
ing up to it as it moved from place to place. The call had come 
about 2:00 A.M., after the chase had been on for nearly an hour. 

* Another respondent, also a professional astronomer, wrote: ' . . .  
being a scientist, I had never reported . . .  .' This person had preferred 
to regard his sighting as being of an unusual physical phenomenon 
rather than to admit the possibility, perhaps even to himself, that it 
was 'a genuinely new empirical observation'. 
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I quote directly from the report, but names and places are not 
given, (as I promised in my Physics Today solicitation). (See 
Appendix I, NL-I 1 .) 

We followed country roads until we came within roo yards 
of the object.* It was hovering around a large tree, which 
stood alone in the center of a cultivated field. The tree was 
about roo yards distant and about 120 feet high. The object, 
which subtended an angle of about I/ 4 degrees (giving it a 
physical diameter of less than 3 feet), appeared circular in 
shape and was thus probably a spheroid. It was highly lu­
minous against the dark sky background and changed color 
through the whole visible spectral range with a period of - 2 
sec;onds (rather an irregular period). Because it was rather 
bright, I may have slightly overestimated the angular size, and 
1 I 4 degrees should perhaps be considered an upper limit. A 
lower limit would certainly be r/8 degrees. 

The object appeared to be examining the tree rather closely. 
It circled the upper branches, ranging from 50 to roo feet off 
the ground, passing in front of the tree, then clearly visible 
through the branches on passing behind the tree again. It con­
tinued this apparent 'observation' of the tree for several 
minutes while we watched. Then, anxious for a picture, we 
climbed the perimeter fence and started slowly toward the tree 
facing due west. We had not gone more than ro feet before it 
'noticed' us and, noiselessly accelerating at a very high rate, 
headed almost directly south, disappearing over the horizon 
(on a slightly rising trajectory in about 2-1/2 seconds. (I con­
sider my length and time estimates to be quite reliable as I was 
actively engaged in track and field at the time and thus quite 
competent at this type of estimation. Even under such excep­
tional circumstances, these figures are most probably within 
+ 20 per cent.) 

Several observations about the object: 
r. It was certainly too small to contain human life; 
2. It had no apparent physical surface features apart from 

* Because of the distance between the reporter and the object this 
case falls within the upper limits of a Close Encounter and might be 
considered as such. 
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the circular shape it presented - possibly because the 'surface' 
was highly luminous; 

3· It moved deliberately and purposefully in its 'inspection' 
of the tree, pausing slightly at apparent 'points of interest' and 
giving the distinct impression of 'intelligent' behavior; 

4· Its motion was completely silent, even the final rapid 
acceleration; 

5· It was definitely not any natural physical phenomenon I 
have ever encountered or read about (I'm sure you are familiar 
with what I refer to - 'marsh gas' and the like); 

6. It was definitely not a distant astronomical object. It was 
clearly visible alternately through the branches of the tree and 
obscuring the branches of the tree, fixing its distance quite 
exactly; 

1· It was definitely seen by competent witnesses (including 
several police officers) besides myself; 

8. On acceleration from the tree it almost certainly should 
have exceeded the speed of sound. There was no acoustical 
disturbance whatever. (My uncle attempted to take a picture of 
it as it accelerated, but the result was not good enough to 
publish due to our excessive distance from the object and its 
rapid motion, which combined to produce a very faint blurred 
image.) 

The salient points to consider are these: the object appeared 
to be governed by some intelligence, and it did not behave as 
would a physical phenomenon as we understand it. 

The small estimated linear size of the last Nocturnal Light is 
unusual.* The general impression given by reporters of these 
cases is that the light is considerably larger than three feet. 
Since, however, these are nocturnal sightings and only rarely is 
it possible to judge distances with any confidence, linear sizes 
remain unknown. 

It would be difficult to estimate how many good cases of 
Nocturnal Lights a diligent investigator might be able to 

* A Nocturnal Light case in Fargo, North Dakota (February 26, 
1967), which I personally investigated and was totally unable to ex­
plain, involved a light of estimated size of a few feet. (See Appendix 
I, NL-12.) 



collect. Thousands upon thousands of raw, unfiltered initial 
reports of Nocturnal Lights very probably exist; how many of 
them would survive the filtering process and be admitted into 
the arena of truly puzzling cases remains a matter of conjecture 
until serious investigation is undertaken. However, the proto­
type of the Nocturnal Light is clear. 

The typical N octumal Light is a bright light, generally not a 
point source, of indeterminate linear size and of varying color 
but most usually yellowish orange, although no color of the 
spectrum has been consistently absent, which follows a path not 
ascribable to a balloon, aircraft, or other natural object and 
which often gives the appearance of intelligent action. The 
light ·gives no direct evidence of being attached to a solid body 
but presumably may be. 

As far as trajectories and kinematic behavior are concerned, 
despite exceptions that defy normal physical explanations, even 
when generous allowance is made for exaggeration and error of 
judgment, the reported motions of the Nocturnal Lights do not 
seem generally to violate physical laws. 

The 13 cases used in this chapter are representative of many 
hundreds of others, by no means agreeing in details but gen­
erallyfaithful to the prototype gleaned from these selected cases. 
Even were we limited to this handful of cases, it would be most 
difficult to say that each of them must have been the result of 
some unusual but natural event, for in not one instance has that 
'unusual but natural event' been tracked down and established. 
Some will ascribe this failure to the fact that in none of these 
cases was a truly in-depth investigation undertaken. (Would 
that in even a few cases Blue Book had adopted the inves­
tigative attitude and procedures of the FBI!) We are left in 
doubt; we click our tongues and say, 'Strange - but there must 
be some natural explanation.' 

If so, what is it? 



NOTES 

I. Observers of Selected Nocturnal Lights Events 

Occupation Number 

Air Control operations 8 
Teenagers 4 
Children 4 
Housewives 3 
Police officers 2 
Antiques dealers 2 
Air force crew 2 
Service station attendants 2 
Butcher I 
Laborer I 
MIT graduate student I 
Royal Canadian Air Force 

telecommunications operator I 
Associate Director MIT Physical Lab I 
Air force major J: 
Air force I st lieutenant I 
Medical doctor I 
U.S. Naval security member I 
Civilian pilot I 
Shop man I 
Unknown 3 

Total 4I 

2. This statement was made by an air force intelligence officer 
who investigated the case. 

3· These instructions are fully covered in Joint Army-Navy-Air 
Force Proceedings GANAP-I46E). 

4· The following is the full text of the letter I wrote to Physics 
Today: 

'More than a year has passed since the air force formally 
closed its Project Blue Book, which acted as a national center 
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for the receipt of reports of certain types of strange phenom­
ena more commonly known as UFOs. 

'As consultant to that project for many years I am aware 
that neither the closing of Blue Book nor the Condon report 
has laid the UFO problem to rest, and a number of my 
scientific colleagues and I have become concerned lest data of 
potential scientific value be lost for want of a reporting center. 
As evidence that the subject is still very much alive under the 
covers, I can cite not only my own personal mail, which con­
tinues to contain UFO reports from reputable persons, but 
also news-clipping services. The latter show an almost com­
plete absence of UFO reports from urban dailies but a con­
tinued spate of UFO reports from small-town newspapers, 
where the editor is either less sophisticated or less prone to be 
influenced by officialdom, or where he may have knowledge 
of the source of the UFO reports. 

'It has been my estimate over the past 20 years that for 
every UFO report made there were at least 10 that went un­
reported. Evidence for this comes from the Gallup Poll, the 
many UFO reports I subsequently learned of that were not 
reported to the air force, and from my own queries. There has 
always been a great reluctance to report in the face of almost 
certain ridicule. It would seem that the more trained and 
sophisticated the observer, the less prone he is to report unless 
he could be assured of anonymity as well as respect for his 
report. 

'Accordingly, in order that material of potential scientific 
value not be lost, and in order that persons, particularly those 
with scientific training and experience, can submit a UFO 
report without fear of ridicule and publicity, my colleagues 
and I, all associated with universities, hereby offer to act as a 
receipt center for UFO reports that otherwise would almost 
certainly be lost to science. I will be personally responsible 
that the data so submitted will be treated seriously and that no 
embarrassment to the sender will result. Names, for instance, 
will be immediately disassociated from the report and not 
used without specific written permission of the originator. 

'It may be of interest to note, in passing, that over the years 
I have been the recipient of UFO reports from many highly 
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trained technical people and scientists. It is a gross but popu­
lar misconception that UFO reports spring from "ding-a­
lings". A study of the record shows that such persons are 
almost entirely absent. The address to which UFO reports 
may be sent is : J. Allen Hynek, Chairman, Department of 
Astronomy, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois 
60201.' 
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CHAPTER SIX 

UFOS SEEN IN THE DAYTIME­
DAYLIGHT DISCS 

A large airplane body with no wings is the nearest I can 
explain; or perhaps like the outer edge or circum­
. ference of a disc rolling towards me, the edge 5 r or so 
feet or more. 

- description of sighting of February 4, rg66, 
in Houston, Texas, from Blue Book files. 

IN this observational category - reports of UFOs seen in the 
daytime - we deal primarily with discoidal or oval shapes. 
There are fewer reports of daytime than of nighttime sightings; 
even when we limit ourselves strictly to well-investigated 
baffling cases - true UFOs - we still come up with more night­
time than daytime cases. 

Perhaps the UFO phenomenon is intrinsically nocturnal. If 
it is, there are still many hundreds of 'good' daytime sightings 
on record. In my own files filtered daytime entries eligible for 
the select group do not run far behind the hightly selected 
nighttime reports, but this may be because I place very high 
derwnds on nighttime sightings for inclusion in the file. 

THE REPORTERS 

Since in approaching the daytime category we must once again 
start with the observers and their qualifications, I have, as 
before, chosen a dozen or so representative cases, each of which 
had at least two reporters. 
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The total number of witnesses in these daytime cases is 6o; 
the average per case is 4.8, and the median, 4· Many 'spec­
tacular' single-witness cases might have been included, but I 
have felt it wise throughout to omit single reporter cases even 
when the credibility rating of the person in question is high.1 

Once again the words of some of the reporters involved in 
the 13 cases throw an interesting light on the whole pheno­
menon. The quotations are all taken from the Daylight Disc 
cases listed in Appendix I .  It is the reaction and not the sub­
stance of the case in which we are interested here. These are on­
the-spot reactions to the sighting of a Daylight Disc . 

. . . my friend, who was driving the vehicle, said, 'Do you see 
what I see?' . . .  This odd-looking object looked like a stunted 
dill pickle. We agreed we didn't know what it was . . . .  While 
we stopped there, a half ton truck came along with two men in 
it - they were taking a load of hogs into Calgary. The one man 
asked us if we were having trouble. We said no but showed 
them the object and asked what they thought of it. One of the 
men said, 'Oh that must be one of those flying saucer things 
• .  .' However, I sat around and thought about it all day, and 
that afternoon I decided to phone the control tower at Calgary 
Airport to see if they knew anything about it. They said they 
didn't. [ See Appendix I, DD-r.] 

I wish now that ! had taken more pictures as it moved 
groundward in a controlled approach, but I was anxious to see 
it with the naked eye rather than through the viewfinder. [ See 
Appendix I, DD-3. ]  

I have been an airlines pilot for nearly five years and have 
reasonable vision, and naturally I am used to observing things 
in the sky. This was not a fleeting glimpse. While I was watch­
ing, explanations occurred to me and were discarded on the 
spot. [From a report by a BOAC pilot of a daylight sighting on 
July I3, I97I, Kent, England. See Appendix I, DD-4.] 

During World War II I was a pilot in the U.S. Air Force. In 
all that time I never once, day or night, observed anything 
unusual in the skies. Now, at age 43, I have observed a pheno­
menon which is beyond my comprehension and which taxes 
my sense of reasoning and credulity. [ See Appendix I, DD-2. ] 
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The daytime reporters evince the same reaction of surprise 
and bewilderment shown by reporters of nighttime sightings. 
One might well think that in the clear visibility of brilliant 
daylight several observers simultaneously would not long 
remain puzzled by a sky sighting, especially when the duration 
of the event is relatively long. But they do, and generally they 
try, in vain, to fit some natural explanation to the experience. 
As well trained as some of the witnesses concerned in these 
sample cases are, it is surprising to note how often they felt 
inadequate to put into words a cogent description of their ex­
perience. 

THE OBJECTS 

We can start with those who are perhaps the least technically 
trained of our present roster of reporters, two farmers who 
found themselves, at 7:25 A.M., near Three Hills, Alberta, 
Canada. (See Appendix I, DD-1 .) The best description of the 
object they reported that they could muster was that it 'looked 
like a stunted dill pickle'. The recipients of this unique descrip­
tion, the drivers of the hog-carrying truck, described the object 
thus : 

The color was greenish blue. It seemed to have a sort of 
fluorescent glow to it, but it wasn't really a fluorescent color as 
we would know it. I would say it was more like the writing on 
these signs along the highway that say, 'Calgary (so many) 
miles', something like a scotch light with a green background. 
Actually no [definite] lights on it whatever. 

Untutored as these men might be, they certainly would be 
capable of a more articulate description of lights with which 
they were familiar, such as lights on cars or on barns. As it is, 
they tried hard to describe the color of the glow of this 'stunted 
dill pickle' that traveled along with them, following the rise and 
dips of the hilly land. 

Their puzzlement is not unique. Repeatedly I have bad wit­
nesses tell me, 'I just can't describe the color. I've never seen 
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anything quite like it before. I never saw just that shade of red 

[or blue or green] before.' Frequently the object is described as 
having a general fluorescent glow with no specific lights, as in 
another two-observer case, in which one witness stated, 'The 
outline was definite, but there were no port lights on it to make 
you think it was a kind of airship or anything like that. No 
exhaust or jet flames, actually no lights whatever [except for 
the general glow] .' 

Descriptions that lack precision of terminology are by no 
means confined to untrained observers. The same groping for 
words to convey to the listener a faithful picture of what the 
observers are sure they saw occurs also in cases involving well­
trained observers. Thus the best the two airport tower operators 
on duty and a third airman on duty at the alert pad at the end of 
the runway could do was 'two oblong-shaped devices having 
the appearance of a table platter'. Yet that morning the weather 
was clear and cool, and the visibility was excellent.* (See Ap­
pendix I, DD-3.) 

Interrogation of many reporters has convinced me that the 
vagueness of their descriptions (which might appear as a delib­
erate attempt to 'confuse the issue' and thus to prevent ex­
posure of a misperception, of which the reporter secretly thinks 
he might be guilty but to which he is committed) is actually the 
result of the high Strangeness Rating of the sighting. The re­
porter simply has a vocabulary inadequate for the situation. I 
have found that the witness seems to be doing the best he can. 
Farm workers can give accurate descriptions of something with 
which they are familiar - a tractor, for example, or other farm 
machinery. A similar ambiguity of expression plagues reporters 
with considerable technical training: police officers (who are 

* The message sent to Dayton from the local air base stated: 'In 
view of the fact that three reliable personnel reported the sighting . . .  
it is concluded that a genuine sighting of a phenomenon of some sort 
did occur but that sufficient information is not available to determine 
the cause.' To the best of my knowledge, no attempt to obtain more 
information was made after this message was received by Blue 
Book. 
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supposed to be able to give accurate descriptions of accidents 

and crimes), airport tower operators, scientists, . engineers. 
Perhaps the ingenuous description of the conveyors of the load 

of hogs is the most practical and pragmatic after all: 'Oh, that 
must be one of those flying saucer things! '  

It has been my experience also that reporters are usually 
ahnost as hard-pressed to describe the sounds made by the 
sighted object. Ahnost always they say, 'That wasn't exactly it, 
but that's about as close to it as I can come.' Daylight disc 
sightings are, ahnost without exception, noiseless, and this is 
reported to be the case from all over the world. Thus in the 
Calgary case (as in countless others.): 'There was not a bit of 
sound, but we could hear the sound of the airplane taking off 
from the airport at Calgary [much farther away] .' (See Appen­
dix I, DD-1 .) 

Turning now to the trajectories and kinematics of the Day­
light Discs, it is reported that the UFOs' actions generally 
appear controlled except that frequently a wobbling or tum­
bling, or 'falling lear, motion is described. The discs appear to 
have a universal ability to take off smoothly, often with fan­
tastic accelerations and usually without producing a sonic 
boom. 

Newton's Second Law of Motion rules out extremely rapid 
accelerations for bodies of appreciable mass. It is not my aim, 
however - here or at any point in this monograph - to pass 
physical judgment; that requires more data than presently exist 
in recorded form. I am merely playing the role of the assessor 
of experiences reported by people 'good and true', and reports 
of high strangeness from reporters of high credibility rating do 
exist. That much is incontrovertible. 

Part of the high Strangeness Rating arises from the reported 
trajectories. Here is an example from a taped interrogation. 
(See Appendix I, DD-x.) 

Q: There is some hilly country in there. Did the thing float 
right along evenly over the hills, or did it follow it? 

A: That was one thing we noticed. As high up as it was [500 
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or 6oo feet] , it didn't have to do the things it was doing. When­
ever there seemed to be a slight rise in the land it made a slight 
rise. When there was a dip in the land, it seemed to dip. This 
was another thing I couldn't figure out. 

The question was asked deliberately because of my previous 
experience in such interrogations. The disc 'hugs' the contour 
of the ground over which it glides, often stopping over small 
bodies of water. 

The paradigm of this class is contributed to by other sight­
ings in our selected multiple-witness cases: 

Very briefly, what I saw was a small silvery white disc of 
unknown diameter, unknown altitude, but definite physical 
existence; it first appeared stationary, under visual obser­
vation, for about ten minutes. Then it moved across. the sky, 
visually passing under the clouds and finally disappearing into 
the white clouds. No sound could be detected. 

The white dot stood still too long and moved too silently to 
have been an aircraft; it appeared to travel in a direction dis­
tinctly inconsistent with the direction of the clouds so as to 
preclude . . .  that it was a balloon. [ See Appendix 1, DD-4.] 

The descriptions of daylight sightings are remarkably simi-
lar: oval or discoid white or silvery objects, apparentJ.y solid. 
Sometimes a disc is reported to have a dark band along its 
circumference. 'It was like a silvery hamburger sandwich,' said 
a professional sculptor whose report is not included for con­
sideration in this chapter because it was reported by only one 
person. This disc, or 'silvery hamburger sandwich', reportedly 
executed a large square in the sky and then streaked away 'like 
a frightened rabbit'. In another single-witness case, the re­
porter, a mechanic, used the term 'sandwich', with the central 
rim of the craft described as the edge of meat protruding 
beyond the slices of bread. 

Photographs of reported daylight discs are readily available, 
and while the circumstances under which they were taken have 
not been sufficiently investigated and many are patent fakes, it 
is difficult to dismiss others. Some photographs that I have 
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examined may be authentic daylight disc photographs, for I 
have not been able to find any evidence of trickery in these 
cases. Since some celebrated hoaxes have been accompanied by 
photographs - it would seem hoaxers subscribe to the idea that 
a picture is worth a thousand words - I am extremely wary of 
any photograph submitted to me. In my opinion, a purported 
photograph of a UFO (particularly a Daylight Disc) should not 
be taken seriously unless the following conditions are satisfied: 
(I) there were reputable witnesses to the taking of the picture 
who sighted the object visually at the time; (2) the original 
negative(s) is available for study because no adequate analysis 
can be made from prints alone; (3) the camera is available for 
study� and (4) the owner of the photograph is willing to testify 
under oath that the photograph is, to the best of his knowledge, 
genuine, that is, that the photograph is what it purports to be -
that of a UFO. The last condition need not apply if the photo­
graph in question is accompanied by several independently 
taken photographs, preferably from significantly different lo­
cations. 

Clearly these conditions are stringent, but they must be -
usually a photograph is no more reliable than the photographer,* 
Even when all the conditions are met, all one can say posi­
tively is that while the probability that the photograph is genu­
ine is very high, certainty cannot be established. Still, if, for 
example, 25 such instances can each be accorded a very high 
probability, the compound probability that photographic proof 
of UFOs exists would be all but indistinguishable from cer­
tainty. 

I do not know of 25 such cases, but there are several that 
meet nearly all the necessary conditions. One is the classic 
Great Falls, Montana, case of August I5, I 950 (see Appendix 
I, DD-5), in which movies of two point-like lights, in a bright 

* The same may be said of radar photographs. Here it is a question 
not of fakery but of interpretation (assuming the proper fuctioning of 
equipment) by the operator. So again we are reduced to fallibility of 
the human element. When all is said and done, the UFO remains a 
'human' experience and must be evaluated as such. 
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daylight sky, were taken, incorporating a sufficient number of 
reference objects (for instance, a water tower) to enable a mean­
ingful study of the series of frames to be made. The attempt to 
ascribe the recorded parameters of the motion of the objects to 
aircraft, balloons, etc., was entirely unsuccessful. Dr. Baker, 
writing in the Journal of the Astronautical Sciences, con­
cluded: 

Because of the conflict between every hypothesized natural 
phenomenon and one or more details of the hard data in the 
photographic evidence analyzed (in addition to the uncer­
tainty of the soft data) no clear cut conclusions . . .  can be 
made . . . .  

A number of other films have been viewed by the author, 
which purport to be UFOs, and they all seem to exhibit the 
common quality of poor image definition . • . .  Most of them 
have been taken with amateur equipment . . .  like the Montana 
film. Like the Montana film, some of these films definitely 
cannot be explained on the basis of natural phenomena (others 
can be explained if one searches one's imagination).2 

I have examined many purported photographs. Most of them 
are of little scientific value (the object is too distant, no frame 
of reference, image blurred, etc.) even if 'genuine', and many 
lack the quality of conviction. Perhaps the best that I have 
personally investigated at some length, which essentially met 
the criteria listed above, is shown in Fig. 4· It is not shown here 
as photographic proof of the existence of Daylight Discs but as 
the best Daylight Disc photograph I have personally inves­
tigated. Even so, not all the circumstances surrounding the 
taking of the photograph are as clear as they might be. 

In this case I was able to obtain the two original negatives 
and, with the permission of the owner, to subject them to lab­
oratory tests in which the standard lacquer was removed, nega­
tive copies were made, and a study was then made by 
microscope and by flying spot scanner of the grain structure of 
the original negatives.3 

In addition to the study of the negatives, the camera was 
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examined4 and tested, the three witnesses - one of whom, the 
photographer, was the owner of the camera - were interviewed, 
and affidavits were obtained from two of them. 

The results of the tests leave no doubt that real images exist 
on the color photographs and that the images satisfy the stated 
time sequence and the light conditions under which the pictures 
were reportedly taken (there are no telltale inconsistencies in 
shadows, cloud movements, etc.). Of course, the real image 
could be that of a large platter tossed high into the air and 
photographed. (I say large because a close object would not 
exhibit the 'softening' effect the atmosphere produces when an 
object, particularly a shiny one, is viewed from some dis­
tance.) 

To satisfy myself that the locale of the sighting was indeed 
'in the bush' and not at all easily accessible for the staging of a 
hoax I arranged to fly over the specific area in a small plane. It 
was truly rough, hilly brush country - the foothills of the Can­
adian Rockies - but not impassable. To mount a hoax at that 
point would have required monumental motivation, including, 
I should think, a very good prospect of financial gain. 

My repeated conversations and correspondence with the 

principal observer, Warren Smith of Calgary, have failed to 
produce any substantiation for such motivation. Smith's 
affidavits, made under the stringent provisions of the Canada 
Evidence Act, further support my feelings. 

Although the purpose of these chapters is to construct 
prototypes of the major observational categories of UFOs 
rather than to present detailed accounts of individual sightings, 
a synopsis of the Warren Smith sighting will be to the point. 

Warren Smith and two of his companions, who prospect as a 
hobby, were returning from a weekend prospecting mission 
when, at about 5 :30 P.M. on a fairly clear July day, the young­
est of the three, a teenaged boy, drew his companions' attention 
to what at first everyone thought was a plane in trouble. No 
noise was heard, so they thought that the engines had been cut 
off. As soon as it was apparent that the object had no wings and 
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was gliding smoothly downward, the men abandoned the air­
plane hypothesis. 

Even before this, however, Warren Smith, who remembered 
that he had a loaded color camera in his pack, called excitedly 
for it and started photographing. He thought that the object 
was an aircraft heading for a crash, and it crossed his mind that 
the photograph could be sold to the newspapers on their return. 
(This was the only time in which the idea of monetary gain 
entered their thinking, as far as I could gather.) One picture 
was reportedly obtained as the object came down toward the 
trees in the foreground, behind which the object soon disap­
peared. Then, the men reported, the object reappeared from 
behind the trees and ascended toward the clouds. The observers 
also reported that rthe object dropped some material, but this 
report was never fully substantiated. 

The entire incident took some 25 seconds. The only tangible 
evidence we have are the two color photographs - taken, un­
fortunately, with a fixed focus camera - both of which con­
tained real images and gave no evidence whatever of having 
been tampered with. 

The remote possibility exists that quite independently of 
Smith and his companions and without their knowledge, some­
one in the 'bush' had at that moment 'launched' a 'platter', 
which Smith was 'fortunate' enough to have been on hand to 
photograph. Yet we have both the word of Smith that the disc 
was first seen to descend and then to ascend and disappear into 
the clouds and the established sequence in the negatives, which 
shows that the stipulated descending photograph was taken 
first. One could argue, even then, that the invisible platter­
tosser had tossed twice and that Smith photographed the de­
scent of the first one and the ascent of the second, some 1 5 
seconds or so later, but we have the word of the reporters (who 
in this case must have been independent of the tossers) that this 
was definitely not the case. In any event, close examination of 
the cloud structure shows that the two photographs were taken 
in close succession; even a brief interlude would have resulted 
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in minor but detectable changes in the cloud edges. None is 
perceivable. 

The Smith photographs portray quite well the archetype of 
the Daylight Disc, and most descriptions of reporters in the 
other multiple-witness cases included here support the Smith 
photographs in this respect. Going as far back as I 952, we have 
this description of a Daylight Disc from two personnel at the 
Carco Air Service hangar adjoining the southeast comer of the 
Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, New Mexico. (See 
Appendix I, DD-1.) 

�
There appeared high in the sky directly over Kirtland Air 

Fo�ce Base an object which first appeared to be a weather 
balloon, but after closer examination it was determined by the 
observers to be of a design unfamiliar to them. It was then 
noted that a similar object of the same design was nearby. The 
two objects moved slowly to the south . . .  making no sound 
which could be heard by the observers. The objects were of a 
round, disc-like design and silver in color. Both objects seemed 
to pick up instant speed and climbed almost vertically. One 
object continued on a south-southeast course while the other 
object veered to an almost due east course. The entire observ­
ance took place within 30 seconds. The winds were south­
westerly at IS miles per hour. 

It would be easy to 'explain away' this incident by saying 
that the observers mistook some very close windblown objects, 
or perhaps by something else. Or would it? The winds were 
from the 'wrong' direction, the objects disappeared in different 
directions, climbing vertically. It seems most unlikely that all 
this could have been accomplished and the objects propelled 
rapidly upward by a IS-mile-per-hour south-southwesterly 
wind. 

As in so many other Blue Book cases, no follow-up was, to 
my knowledge, undertaken. The credibility of the observers 
(other than the fact that they were airport personnel) or their 
motivation in making the report or the manner and attitude in 
which they made it was never established. 
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Earlier that year, on January 16, at Artesia, New Mexico, a 
similar event contributed to the paradigm of this class. (See 
Appendix 1, DD-8.) The report in Blue Book files goes as 
follows: 

On January 16, 1952, two members of a balloon project 
from the General Mills Aeronautical Research Laboratory and 
four other civilians observed two unidentified aerial objects in 
the vicinity of the balloon they were observing. The balloon 
was at an altitude of n2,ooo feet and was no feet in diameter 
at the time of the observation. 

The objects were observed twice, once from Artesia, New 
Mexico, and once from the Artesia Airport. In the first in­
stance, one round object appeared to remain motionless in the 
vicinity, but apparently higher than the balloon. [Nothing is 
said about what the other object did.] The balloon appeared to 
be I-I/2 inches in diameter and the object, 2-1/2 inches in 
diameter (thus the ratio of 3 to 5), and the color was a dull 
white. This observation was made by two General Mills ob­
servers. 

Nothing is said about the assumption that the two objects 
observed from the balloon's launching site and later from the 
airport were the same pair. Details of this sort mattered little to 
the Blue Book investigators. 

The Blue Book report continues: 

A short time later the same two observers and four civilian 
pilots were observing the same balloon from the Artesia Air­
port. Two objects apparently at extremely high altitude were 
noted coming toward the balloon from the northwest. They 
circled the balloon, or apparently so, and flew off to the north­
east. The time of observation was about 40 seconds. The two 
objects were the same color and size as the first object. [Here it 
would seem that the first sighting had only one object.] They 
were flying side by side. When the objects appeared to circle 
the balloon, they disappeared [momentarily, it is to be pre­
sumed, since they later flew off to the northeast] ,  and the ob­
servers assumed they were disc-shaped and had turned on edge 
to bank. 
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There was no follow-up by Project Blue Book for the fol­
lowing reasons: 

Unfortunately this report was not made until April 5 and 
did not reach ATIC until April r6. Due to this time lapse no 
further investigation is contemplated. The observers are 
known to be very reliable and experienced. 

Conclusions: 'None.' 
The time lapse was certainly no excuse for the lack of further 

investigation. Determination of the qualifications of the re­
porters could certainly have been carried out, even at a much 
later date. 'The observers are known to be very reliable and 
experienced,' is a meaningless statement without further sub• 
stantiation. 

The following year personnel from General Mills Lab­
oratory figured in another UFO report, class 'Daylight Disc'. 
(See Appendix I ,  DD-9.) 

Three research engineers observed a white smoke or vapor 
trail at 4o,ooo to so,ooo feet, while tracking a 79-foot balloon 
at 73,000 feet through a theodolite, Object moved in horizontal 
flight for approximately 30 seconds at a rate of ro degrees per 9 
seconds (estimated 900 miles per hour) then began verti­
cal dive lasting ro to 15 seconds� During dive object was visible 
several times appearing to glow. As object leveled off, smoke 
trails ceased. Observation was made from roof of General Mills 
Laboratory, 

Further comments on the Blue Book case card were as 
follows: 

One of the observers is a meteorological engineer and is 
considered to be completely reliable. The two other sources are 
also considered reliable. The nearest AC&W [radar] facility 
was inoperative at the time of the sighting. Two F-86 aircraft 
were in the area southwest of Minneapolis at the time of obser­
vation, but this does not correlate with the UFO. Conclusion: 
UNIDENTIFIED. 

Not included on the card but submitted by observers in the 
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original report was the statement that the object passed below 
the sun, which was at an elevation of about 25 degrees. There 
was no sound. 

The observers were a former B-17 pilot, now a meteor­
ological engineer, a private pilot with two years of postgraduate 
work in supersonic aerodynamics, and a development engineer 
who made observations by naked eye, the others making their 
observations through a theodolite. The observers jointly stated, 
'The possibility that the appearance of a dive was produced by 
the object merely receding into the distance seems unlikely 
since the speed normal to the line of sight was undiminished in 
the dive.' They also pointed out that there was no sonic boom 
and that 'the vertical dive was a highly dangerous if not suicidal 
maneuver'. 

The best attested case of 'UFOs appearing to be interested 
in balloon launches' - to be anthropomorphic for a moment -
was reported by my friend Charles Moore, Jr., an aerologist 
and balloonist, in 1949. (See Appendix 1, DD-10.) Moore de­
scribed the event to me personally. 

He was in charge of a navy unit involving four enlisted per­
sonnel; they had set up facilities to observe and record local 
weather data preparatory to the Special Devices Center Sky­
hook operation. The instrumentation on hand consisted of a 
stopwatch and ML-47 (David White) theodolite, a tracking 
instrument consisting of a 25-power telescope so mounted as to 
provide elevation and azimuth bearings. 

At 10 :20 A.M. the group released a small 350-gram weather 
balloon for observation of upper wind velocities and directions. 
Moore told me that he followed the balloon with a theodolite 
for several minutes, after which he relinquished the tracking 
instrument to a navy man with the admonition 'not to lose it or 
he'd be in trouble'. Moore then picked up the weather balloon 
with his naked eye, and shortly thereafter, looking back at the 
man at the theodolite, he noticed that the instrument was point­
ing elsewhere. 

Using a few choice navy expletives, Moore was about to 
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snatch the instrument from the man and direct it at the weather 
balloon when the man said, 'But I've got it in here.' Moore 
looked and saw a whitish ellipsoidal object in the field of the 
theodolite. The object was moving east at a rate of 5 degrees of 
azimuth change per second. It appeared about 2-I I 2 times as 
long as it was wide. It was readily visible to the unaided eye 
and was seen by all the members of the group. In the theodolite 
it was seen to subtend an angle of several minutes of arc. 

As it became smaller in apparent size, the object moved to an 
azimuth reading of 20 to 25 degrees, at which point the 
azimuth held constant, Coincidentally, the elevation angle sud­
denly increased, and the object was lost in the telescope. It 
disappeared in a sharp climb - thus resembling other Daylight 
Disc cases - after having been visible to Moore and his group 
for over a minute. 

The sky was cloudless; there was no haze. The object left 
no vapor trail or exhaust. No noise of ·any kind was heard in 
connection with the sighting, and there were no cars, airplanes, 
or other noise generators nearby that might have blotted out 
sound coming from the object. As ·the day progressed, many 
airplanes flew over and near the balloon launching site, and 
Moore's group was able to identify them by appearance and 
engine noise. They saw nothing again that day that bore any 
resemblance to the white elliptical unidentified object. To a 
man of Moore's training, this was a 'real' event. And as later 
events proved, it was not an isolated case, though, as usual, to 
the best of my knowledge, it was not taken seriously by Blue 
Book. No follow-up was made . .  

Three other cases used here to delineate the Daylight Disc 
prototype occurred in I967,a year relatively high in UFO inci­
dents of all types in the United States. The three are listed as 
'Unidentified' by Project Blue Book, and occurred in Crosby, 
North Dakota (see Appendix I, DD-1 1), in Blytheville, Ar­
kansas (see Appendix I ,  DD-3), and in New Winchester, 
Ohio (see Appendix I ,  DD-I2). 

In the North Dakota case there were seven witnesses, five in 

88 



one family and two observers located 20 miles away. However, 
the air force investigator did not bother to interrogate the two 
completely independent witnesses, thus losing a chance for get­
ting a geographical 'fix' on the object, for determining its 
speed and trajectory, and for getting completely independent 
testimony on the nature of the object in question. Of the five 
witnesses in one location, only one was interrogated, and then 
only by telephone. What a different situation this might have 
been had a proper investigation been conducted! 

From what information we do have on the North Dakota 
case, we know that an oval, luminous object reportedly ap­
peared from behind a bam and windbreak, then climbed noise­
lessly upward and disappeared. Since it was a commercial pilot 
(and his family) who saw this 'apparition', I am unwilling to 
discount this sighting as a simple misperception. 

The incident reported from New Winchester, Ohio, with 
five witnesses, was also poorly investigated, although listed as 
'Unidentified' by Blue Book. The original report was prompted 
by an article I had written for a friend, then editor of a house 
organ published by an insurance company based in Columbus, 
Ohio .I' 

This Ohio case adds its own piece of information to the 
Daylight Disc prototype: 

This object was oval in shape and was going in a straight 
line from southeast to northwest in a very much tumbling 
fashion . . . .  The UFO, or whatever it was, crossed over the 
road we were going on. There was bright sunshine, and it 
reflected on the object, which was made of metal and was not 
the color of aluminum like airplanes, but I would say the color 
of either brass or copper. What powered the object we do not 
know, but we heard no sound. 

Obviously there are not many 'hard data' here, and the inci­
dent could easily be dismissed if it didn't fit the pattern of so 
many other similar reports. There were no trained witnesses in 
this case, but the letter of transmittal has a frank and open 
style: 
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We were driving east and saw a car with three youths in it, 
ages about 1 8  to 20 years, stopped and they were. looking at 
something in the sky . . . . I saw something, too, so I pulled on 
down the road a little ways and stopped, got out of the car, and 
looked in the sky . . . .  The three boys . . .  came on down the 
road and parked beside my car and we were all watching it, 
and the traffic came from the opposite direction, and we both 
had to move . . . .  None of the five of us had any explanation, 
but we all saw it very plainly. 

After one has had the experience of interrogating many ob­
servers and of reading many letters and repol'ts (and has also 
had ample chance to meet and interrogate bona fide members 
of the. lunatic fringe), one would be obtuse indeed if one did not 
develop a feeling about narratives that have the ring of genu­
ineness about them as contrasted with those that are the prod­
ucts of maladjusted minds. The sincerity and the puzzlement 
of many witnesses are beyond question. 

In Blytheville, Arkansas, two observers on duty in the con­
trol tower at Blytheville Air Force Base and a third observer on 
duty at the south end of the runway (all three observers were 
considered by Blue Book to be 'completely reliable') saw 'two 
oblong-shaped devices' having the appearance of a table plat­
ter. The objects, dark against the sky but with an exhaust of 
approximately seven feet, were sighted suddenly from the con­
trol tower. Their estimated altitude was 1,200 to 1,500 feet. 
They traveled on a straight line from east to west but disap­
peared after 15  to 30 seconds during a tum to the southwest. 

The report stated that the visual spotting was 'confirmed by 
Blytheville Air Force Base, RAPCON, as being some two 
nautical miles distant'. This has not been established as a 
Radar-Visual case because of the lack of specific radar data. 

An air force official stated: 'This is the first phenomenon of 
this kind reported in the vicinity of Blytheville Air Force Base 
for which there has not been a ready explanation.' He con­
tinued, 'In view of the fact that three reliable personnel re­
ported the sighting . . .  it must be concluded that a genuine 
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sighting of a phenomenon of some sort did occur but that 
sufficient information is not available to determine the case.' 

Blue Book was content to list this case as 'Unidentified' 
without further investigation. This is understandable to some 
extent in view of the inadequate staff of Blue Book. 

My call for good UFO reports published in Physics Today 
produced a good multiple-witness Daylight Disc case. (See Ap­
pendix 1, DD-14.) Reported by a professional astronomer, it 
occurred in 1965, though for obvious reasons the observer hesi­
tated to report it. 

The sighting was made just after sunset, but the clear sky 
was still starless. The report stated that the object had lights as 
well as a disc shape, indicating, perhaps, that here we have a 
transition case between the Nocturnal Light and the Daylight 
Disc. The trajectories and kinematics of the two categories are 
strikingly similar, perhaps suggesting that Nocturnal Lights are 
Daylight Discs seen at night and that, therefore, the distinction 
between the two categories is purely observational. 

The observer, accompanied by his wife, her friend, and two 
children, was traveling eastward at 30 miles per hour. They 
noticed 'a silvery, disc-shaped object heading slowly south. The 
bottom of the object had a ring of bluish white lights, which 
made the object appear to rotate'. The object subtended an 
angle of two to three degrees and was topped by a white 
light. 

After moving slightly to the south of us, the object rapidly 
accelerated in an east-northeast direction . . . .  We moved onto 
a high speed highway still heading east, but now at 70 to

' 
So 

miles per hour. The object quickly became a white starlike 
object [Nocturnal Light] far to the east of us. It appeared to 
move five to ten degrees up and down for about five minutes. 
Then the object rapidly moved to the south, disappearing over 
the Atlantic Ocean. 
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PROTOTYPE 

On the basis of these reports, we can now summarize the salient 
features of the Daylight Disc. 

Those that I have investigated to any degree are charac­
terized by similarity in shape, in color, and particularly in their 
manner of motion, which can be extremely slow - even hover­
ing close to the ground or executing a slow pattern of motion -
or extremely rapid, so that the disc can disappear in a matter of 
seconds. 

Despite the presence of daylight in the dozen cases used in 
our prototype, all we really glean from them is that the object 
(often objects in pairs) is variously described as oval, disc­
shaped, 'a stunted dill pickle', and ellipsoid. It generally is 
shiny or glowing (but almost never described as having distinct 
point source lights), yellowish, white, or metallic. It exhibits in 
most cases what we would anthropomorphically describe as 
'purposeful' directed motion, with the ability to accelerate ex­
tremely rapidly. No loud sounds or roars seem to be associated 
with the Daylight Discs; sometimes there is a faint swishing 
sound. 

The sad fact is that even after years of reports of 'Daylight 
Discs' from various parts of the world, and despite some seem­
ingly genuine photographs, the data we have to deal with are 
most unsatisfactory from the standpoint of a scientist. Part of 
the reason for this is clear: official apathy and the 'ridicule 
gauntlet'. 

The majority of the reports of Daylight Discs with which I 
have spent any time came from people of at least some training, 
of established common sense, who are reasonably articulate. 
Yet the desired details, so necessary for any meaningful study, 
elude us. Why? In very large measure simply because no one in 
authority (and in the United States this means the Air Force) 
conducted any investigation worthy of the name. 

What investigations were carried out (and I overheard many 
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phone conversations during my regular visits to Blue Book) and 
what questions were asked were almost always aimed at estab­
lishing a misperception, and the questions were so directed. 
Rarely were the questions set in the framework of 'Here may be 
something quite new; let's find out all we can about it. What 
were the details of its trajectory (never mind if they did seem to 
violate physical law)? Describe as best you can exactly what 
happened first and what happened next. How much time did it 
take to do that part of its motion, how many times a second did 
it wobble, how many seconds did it take to cover an arc of 25 
degrees?' Are these questions that the average observer cannot 
answer? Nonsense. Given patient interrogation (rather than the 
desire to fill out a form quickly) of a normal person, one can by 
'reenacting the crime' - preferably at the scene of the sighting ­
obtain such a time-motion sequence even if the investigator 
must translate the observers' words, 'It took as long as it takes 
me to count to ten to go from above that tree to the edge of the 
bam' into, 'The object had an angular rate of two degrees per 
second/ 

Colors can be checked by the use of a good color wheel (I 
never came across a Blue Book investigator who used one); and 
brightness, 'As bright as that yard light over there' can be trans­
lated into lumens and finally into a rough estimate of ergs per 
square centimeter even if only the upper limits to the distance 
can be ascertained, as is the case in which the luminous source 
passes in front of an object (tree, house, hill) the distance of 
which is known. 

But investigations conducted in that manner were notoriously 
absent in Blue Book procedures. Investigations were predicated 
on the assumption that all UFO sightings were either mis­
perceptions or the products of unstable minds. Such official 
failings are tragic in the extreme, though, as we have seen, not 
uncommon. Examination of another set of cases, those which 
involved both radar and visual evidence, makes this point 
clear. 
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NOTES 

I. Observers of Selected Daylight Sighting Events 

Occupation 
Army artillery trainees 
Teenagers 
Civilian pilots 
Farmers 
Children 
Technicians 
Research engineers 
Prospectors 
Scientific balloon observers 

Number 
I2 
6 
4 
4 
5 
3 
2 
2 
2 

Housewives 4 
Air force base personnel 2 
B-I7 pilot I 
Astronomer I 
Meteorological engineer I 
Commercial pilot I 
Physiotherapist and former USAF pilot I 
Army veteran, now university student I 
Secretary I 
Owner of baseball team I 
Security policeman I 
Unknown 3 

Total 58 

2. Baker. 'Observational Evidence of Anomalistic Phenomena.' 
Journal of the Astronomical Sciences, I5, 3I (I968). 

3· The original negatives were returned to the owner, who then 
submitted them to the Condon committee. In the committee 
report it was stated that these photographs 'have no pro­
bative value'. 

4· Mr. Fred Beckman, a colleague who has frequently assisted 
me in UFO photographic matters, made the tests on the 
negatives in question. 

5· I mention this circumstance only to show that this report 
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would never have been made except for this condition and 

would have remained, I suspect, in the large reservoir of 
latent reports. The original observers had no intention of 
reporting the incident officially. In my many years as a UFO 
investigator I have repeatedly encountered an overwhelming 

reticence to report officially, especially to the police or to the 

air force. Many letters sent to me carry the specific injunction 
not to transmit the information contained to the air force. In 
this particular instance, however, the report was transmitted 
directly to Dayton, where I came upon it in the course of my 

routine monitoring of reports. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

RADAR-VISUAL UFO REPORTS 

At about 1040Z ECM operator No. 2 reported he then 
had two signals at relative bearings of 040 and 070 deg. 
Aircraft cdr. and co-pilot saw these two objects at the 
same time with same red color. Aircraft cdr. received 
permission to ignore flight plan and pursue object. He 
notified ADC site Utah . . . .  ADC site Utah immedi­
ately confirmed presence of objects on their scopes. 

- from official report of Wing Intelligence Officer 

ON the surface it would appear that instances involving both 
radar and visual mutual confirmation of a UFO should offer 
superior 'hard data'. Yet such is unfortunately not the case. A 
lack of follow-up and the application of the 'Blue Book The­
orem' - it can't be, therefore it isn't - prevented, in my opinion, 
such hard core data from being properly reduced and pre­
sented. 

Radar sightings of UFOs might appear to constitute hard 
data, but the many vagaries of radar wave propagation are such 
that it is almost always possible to acribe a radar UFO sight­
ing to such vagaries if one tries hard enough. Nevertheless there 
are in Blue Book files examples of radar sightings that carry the 
classification 'Unidentified' (even though one Project Blue 
Book chief officer testified before Congress, but not under oath, 
that there was no radar UFO case in the Blue Book files that 
had not been satisfactorily explained1). Unidentified radar 
cases in Blue Book are, for example, the sightings of September 
13, 1951, at Goose Bay, Labrador (see Appendix I ,  RV-10);  
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August I3, I 956, at Lakenheath, England (see Appendix I ,  
RV-4), from which report the quotation heading this chapter is 
taken; June 3, I957, at Shreveport, Louisiana (see Appendix I, 
RV-6); and December 6, I952, in the Gulf of Mexico (see Ap­
pendix I ,  RV-1 1). 

It is often stated that UFOs are not picked up on radar. It is 
quite true that, as far as has been officially disclosed, the highly 
mission-oriented radar defense coverage of the country does not 
appear to yield a crop of UFO observations. 'UCTs' - Uncor­
related Targets - are observed on the North American Radar 
Defense (NORAD) radar screens, but since these do not satisfy 
the conditions of a ballistics trajectory, they are automatically 
rejected without further examination. It would have been an 
easy matter to introduce a subroutine into the NORAD com­
puter system that would isolate the UCTs without interfering 
with the basic mission of NORAD; but despite my suggestion 
to that effect, Blue Book never adopted the idea. Consequently 
it is not possible to state that reports in which radar is involved 
are intrinsically rare. It may be that while they are not officially 
reported, they are by no means rare. 

In any case, radar sightings are reported. When visual obser­
vation accompanies a radar UFO sighting and when, of course, 
the visual and radar observations can be established as definitely 
having reference to the same object or event, there is great 
promise of 'scientific paydirt' if proper investigations are 
made. 

As before, I have chosen a dozen or so representative cases 
(listed in Appendix I) to illustrate this category and to con­
struct a prototype displaying the overall pattern of the sight­
ings, using, as before, direct quotations from the observers. In 
addition to the 'human experience', we have added an 'instru­
mental experience', which gives strong support to the 
former. 
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THE REPORTERS 

We start, also as before, with the types of reporters involved in 
this category of cases.2 In no case are there fewer than two 
observers for any one sighting reported. The average number of 
witnesses is s .o;  the median number, 4·5· Ten of these cases are 
from Blue Book files, only two of which are officially listed as 
'Unidentified'. One case that Blue Book has listed as 'Anomal­
ous Propagation' the Condon Report lists as 'Unidentified'. 
Blue Book has evaluated the remaining seven cases as probable 
aircraft ( 4); possible aircraft (I); aircraft, mirage, and radar 
inversion (I); probable balloon and probable aircraft (I). None 
of the Blue Book identifications has been substantiated by posi­
tive'evidence, largely, perhaps, because in none of the cases was 
there adequate follow-up. 

The reactions of various observers to their experience are 
interesting. A pilot and his student had been informed by the 
tower that radar showed a UFO on their tail for the past five 
minutes. The pilot acknowledged the report, stating that the 
object was not a conventional aircraft. The pilot said: 'We were 
more petrified than anything else as to what it was. Maybe it 
was going to shoot us down for all we knew.' (See Appendix I, 
RV-Iz.) 

THE REPORTS 

The following excerpts from a transcript of a conversation be­
tween a Lear jet pilot, the Albuquerque control tower (see Ap­
pendix I, RV-I), and a National Airlines pilot are revealing 
with respect to both reactions and attitudes. 

Prior to the excerpts given, a conversation had been in pro­
gress between the Albuquerque control tower and the pilot of a 
Lear jet near Winslow, Arizona. The jet had been describing a 
red light, initially at their ten o'clock position, that flashed on 
and off and that quadrupled itself in a vertical direction. The 
Albuquerque radar 'painted' just one object whenever the light 
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was on, none when it was off. The light repeated the quad­
rupling process a number of times, seeming to 'retract into itself 
the lights below the original light; then as the tower warned the 
jet that the object was getting closer,it seemed to playa cat-and­
mouse game with the jet, involving some rapid accelerations. 

After some 25 minutes and with terrific acceleration, accord­
ing to the jet pilot, whom I interviewed at length but who insists 
on anonymity, the object ascended at a 30-degree angle and 
was gone in fewer than 10 seconds. The Albuquerque radar, 
according to the jet pilot, 'painted' the object until the time of 
its final acceleration and disappearance. A brief portion of the 
radio conversation involving the Lear pilot (L), the Albu­
querque tower (A), and a National Airlines pilot (N) is re­
vealing of both reactions and attitudes. 

A to N: Do you see anything at your eleven o'clock position? 
N to A: We don't see anything . 

. A to N: Are you sure nothing at your eleven o'clock posi­
tion? 
A to N: Did you hear conversation with Lear jet? 
N to A: Yes, we have the object now - we've been watching 
it. 
A to N: What does object appear to be doing? 
N to A: Exactly what Lear jet said. 
A to N: Do you want to report a UFO? 
N to A: No. 
A to L: Do you want to report a UFO? 
L to A: No. We don't want to report. 

Another representative Radar-Visua·l case, illustrative not 
only of Radar-Visual cases in general but also of the operation 
of the 'Blue Book Theorem', involved two commercial airlines 
pilots and an Air Traffic Control Center operator. (See Appen­
dix 1, RV-2.) Blue Book dismissed the case as 'landing lights' 
on the word of a reluctant American Airlines pilot, who clearly 
did not wish to get involved. I received a letter from the air 
traffic controller, who answered my inquiry for further infor­
mation thus: 
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I have pondered on whether to make a reply to your letter . 
• . . However, the more I thought about the explanation the Air 
Force gave for the incident, the more disturbed I have become . 
• . . I have been an air traffic controller for 1 3  years, three 
actual years of control in the U.S. Air Force and ten with the 
FAA. What happened on May 4, 1966, is as follows: I was 
assigned the Charleston, West Virginia, high altitude radar 
sector on the midnight shift . . . .  At approximately 04:30 a 
Braniff Airlines Flight 42 called me on a VHF frequency of 
134·75 and asked if I had any traffic for his flight. I had been 
momentarily distracted by a land-line contact, and when I 
finished (10 to 15 seconds), I looked at the radarscope and 
observed a target to the left of Braniff 42, who was heading 
eastbound on jet airway 6, about 5 miles off to his eleven 
o'clock position. 

I advised Braniff 42 that I had no known traffic in his vicin­
ity but was painting a raw target off to his ten o'clock position; 
however, it was not painting a transponder and was probably 
at the low altitude sector (24,000 feet and below). Braniff 42 
advised that the object could not be at a low altitude because it 
was above him and descending through his altitude, which was 
33,000 feet . . • .  I was completely at a loss for explanation for I 
advised him [that] at the time there were only two aircraft 
under my control - his flight and an American Airlines flight 
about 20 miles behind him. I asked Braniff 42 if he could give 
me a description of the object, thinking it might be an air force 
reSearch aircraft or possibly a U-2 type vehicle. Braniff 42 
advised that whatever it was, it was not an aircraft, that the 
object was giving off brilliant flaming light consisting of alter­
nating white, green, and red colors and was at this time turn­
ing away from him. At the same time the American flight 
behind the Braniff, who had been monitoring the same fre­
quency, asked the Braniff if he had his landing lights on. 
Braniff advised the American negative. Even if Braniff 42 had 
had his landing lights on, American wouldn't have seen more 
than a dull glow, for they were 20 miles apart and going in the 
same direction! Which means to me that the American saw the 
same brilliant object. When I ask�ed the American if he could 
give me any further details, he politely clammed up. Most 
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pilots know that if there is an official UFO sighting, they must 
(or are supposed to) file a complete report when getting on the 
ground. This report, I understand, is quite lengthy. 

I contacted Braniff 42 and said I saw this target come at him 
from about eight to ten miles at his ten o'clock position and at 
a distance of about three miles, make a left turn, and proceed 
northwest bound from the direction it had come from. Braniff 
42 confirmed this and added that it was in a descending 
configuration at about 20 degrees off the horizon. 

As I have stated, I think my previous experience speaks for 
itself, and I know what I saw; and I'm sure the pilot of Braniff 
42 was not having hallucinations .. The target I observed was 
doing approximately r,ooo miles an hour and made a complete 
18o-degree turn in the space of five miles, which no aircraft I 
have ever followed on radar could possibly do, and I have 
followed B-58s declaring they are going supersonic, all types 
of civilian aircraft going full out (in the jet stream), and even 
SR-71 aircraft, which normally operate at speeds in excess of 
1,500 miles per hour. 

Doctor, that concludes my statement. I am forwarding a 
diagram showing the geographic location of the jets and the 
object. 

Conflicting evidence was given by the American Airlines 
captain in a letter to Project Blue Book: 

I did not place any significance to the incident, and to me it 
only appeared to be an airplane at some distance, say six or 
eight miles, who turned on his landing lights and kept them on 
for three or four minutes, then turned them off. 

I asked the radar operator if he had a target at my nine or 
ten o'clock position, and he replied that he did not have, and I 
said, 'Well there's one there all right.' I had no idea he was 
going to turn in a UFO report. I thought nothing further of it. 
I presume it was the air force refueling. I still think it was just 
an airplane with its landing lights on. 

The air traffic controller's testimony, combined with that of 
the Braniff captain, is consistent, whereas the American Air­
lines pilot's sketchy statement is not. It is inconceivable that an 
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air force refueling mission, which involves at least two man­
euvering planes, would be in progress six or eight miles ahead 
of an airliner on a commercial jetway. A refueling mission in­
variably shows a great many lights. Why would American ask 
Braniff whether he had his landing lights on, especially when 
Braniff was miles ahead of him and facing the wrong way? 
Further, both Braniff and the controller placed the object at 
Braniff's ten o'clock position and thus ahead of the Braniff, 
which itself was twenty miles ahead of the American. 

Yet American did say he saw something at his ten o'clock 
position, and if brightness caused American to misjudge the 
distance and place it much closer to him, hence apparently 
behind Braniff, this still would not account for the ten o'clock 
position. Again, if it was some dozen miles behind Braniff, why 
ask Braniff if he had his landing lights on? 

Since Project Blue Book seized on the testimony of the Am­
erican Airlines pilot and did nothing to follow up this case by 
obtaining depositions from the air traffic controller, from 
Braniff, and from American, this case and many similar to it do 
not constitute scientific data, and little can be proved by them. 

All that can really be said of the Radar-Visual cases is that, 
in a number of instances, responsible persons at radar posts and 
at visual posts (air traffic controllers, pilots, etc.) - posts re­
quiring responsible attitudes - agreed that highly puzzling 
events were simultaneously detected visually and by radar. But 
what were the exact time-motion sequences, the exact trajec­
tories, accelerations, the detailed nature of the radar blips, and 
to what extent did the several observers agree on details? All 
these factors remain distressingly unknown and will continue to 
do so in future Radar-Visual cases (and in other categories) 
unless the subject of UFOs is accorded scientific respectability, 
and thorough investigations are allowed to be carried out in a 
responsible manner. 

Insofar as a prototype of the Radar-Visual case is concerned, 
it can be said that the radar operator observes a blip on his 
screen that, he avers, is definite, is akin to the type of blip given 
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by a large aircraft, is not the result of malfunction, and does not 
resemble 'weather phenomena'. A visual sighting is charac­
teristically a light, or possibly a formation of lights strikingly 
unfamiliar to the observer, with generally only a suggestion, if 
that, of an object dimly outlined by the brightness of the lights. 
The speeds involved are invariably high, but combinations of 
high speed at one time and hovering at another are not uncom­
mon. Reversals of motion and sharp turns, not abrupt 90-
degree turns, are characteristic of Radar-Visual cases. 

Virtually all Radar-Visual cases are nighttime occurrences, 
a point that might be considered as damning evidence against 
the reality of the targets. But we are examining the data and 
evidence as reportedly experienced by the observers, not as we 
preconceive it ought to be seen. In the Close Encounter cat­
egories daytime sightings do occur with considerable fre­
quency. 

An interesting example of a Radar-Visual case that 
contributes to the prototype and illustrates the cavalier disregard 
by Project Blue Book of the principles of scientific inves­
tigation occurred in New Mexico on November 4, 1957 (see 
Appendix I, RV-3), just prior to the celebrated Levelland, 
Texas, Close Encounter cases (Chapter Eight). The officer who 
prepared the report, a lieutenant-colonel in the air force, said of 
this case: 

The opinion of the preparing officer is that this object may 
possibly have been an unidentified aircraft, possibly confused 
by the runways at Kirtland Air Force Base. The reasons for 
this opinion are: 

I. The observers are considered competent and reliable 
sources and in the opinion of this. interviewer actually saw an 
object they could not identify. 

2. The object was tracked on a radarscope by a competent 
operator. 

3· The object does not meet identification criteria for any 
other phenomena. 

That is, the observers were reliable, the radar operator was 
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competent, and the object couldn't be identified: therefore it 
was an airplane. In the face of such reasoning one might weiJ 
ask whether it would ever be possible to discover the existence 
of new empirical phenomena in any area of human experience. 

The report of this incident in the Blue Book files is as 
follows: 

SOURCE'S DESCRIPTION OF SIGHTING: At 050545 
Z November [ 10:45 P.M. local time],  both SOURCES were on 
duty alone in the control tower at Kirtland Air Force Base, 
New Mexico; this tower is slightly over 100 feet high. One of 
the controllers looked up to check cloud conditions and no­
ticed a white light traveling east between 150 and 200 miles per 
hour at an altitude of approximately 1500 feet on Victor 12 [a  
low altitude airway] .  SOURCE then called the radar station 
and asked for an identification of the object. The radar oper­
ator reported that the object was on an approximate 90-degree 
azimuth from the observer; it disappeared on 18o-degree azi­
muth from the tower observer. The object angled across the 
east end of runway 26 in a southwesterly direction and began a 
sharp descent. One SOURCE gave a radio call in an attempt to 
contact what was believed to be an unknown aircraft that had 
become confused about a landing pattern. A LOGAIR C-46 
had just called in for landing instructions. The object was then 
observed through binoculars and appeared to have the shape of 
'an automobile on end'. This was estimated to be 15 to 18 feet 
high. One white light was observed at the lower side of the 
object. The object slowed to an estimated speed of so miles per 
hour and disappeared behind a fence at 'Drumhead', a restric­
ted area which is brilliantly floodlighted. This is approxi­
mately one-half mile from the control tower. It reappeared 
moving eastward, and one SOURCE gave it a green light from 
the tower, thinking it might be a helicopter in distress. The 
object at this point was at an altitude of 200 to 300 feet; it then 
veered in a southeasterly direction, ascended abruptly at an 
estimated rate of climb of 4,500 feet per minute, and disap­
peared. SOURCE stated the object climbed 'like a jet', faster 
than any helicopter. (SOURCE e�timated this rate of climb.) 

Although there were scattered clouds with a high overcast, 

104 



visibility was good. Surface winds were variable at ro to 3 0  

knots. SOURCES observed the object for five to six minutes� 
approximately half of which was through binoculars. 

The air force officer who prepared the report stated: 

Both SOURCES, interviewed simultaneously, made ident­
ical replies to all questions, and gave identical accounts of the 
sighting. Both appeared to be mature and well-poised indi­
viduals, apparently of well above average intelligence, and 
temperamentally well qualified for the demanding re­
quirements of control tower operators. Although completely 
cooperative and willing to answer any questions, both 
SOURCES appeared to be slightly embarrassed that they 
could not identify or offer an explanation of the object which 
they are unshakably convinced they saw. In the opinion of the 
interviewer both SOURCES are considered completely com­
petent and reliable. 

Meanwhile, what did the radar operator - physically sep­
arated from the visual observers - indicate that he saw on his 
scope? The following teletype message indicates that the agree­
ment with the visual sighting was excellent except in the 
manner of disappearance of the object. The visual observers 
stated that it ascended abruptly in a southeasterly direction; 
the radar report has the object finally disappearing in the 
northwest, some ten miles from the radar station. Possibly 
there is an inconsistency in this, but, equally, the radar may 
have had the object on its scope considerably longer than the 
visual observers had it in sight. The radar report states: 

Observer was called by tower operator to identify object near 
east end of east-west runway. Object was on an approximate 
90-degree [east] azimuth from the observer. Object disap­
peared on r8o-azimuth [south] from observer. Object was first 
sighted on the approximate east boundary at KAFB [Kirtland 
Air Force Base] on an east-southeast heading, where it re­
versed in course to a west heading and proceeded to the Kirt­
land low-frequency range station [was this the same as 'Drum­
head'?]� where object began to orbit. From the range station 
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object took northwest heading at high rate of speed and disap.; 
peared at approximately ten miles from observer. 

The radar report adds something not noted by the visual 
observers: 

About 20 minutes after disappearance [of the unknown 
object] an AF C-46 4718N took off to the west, making left 
turn out; at this time observer scanned radar to the south and 
saw the object [presumably the same unknown] over the outer 
marker approximately four miles south of north-south 
runway. Object flew north at high rate of speed toward within 
a mile south of east-west runway, where he made an abrupt 
turn to the west and fell into trail formation with the C-46. 
Object maintained approximately one-half mile separation 
from the C-46 on a southerly heading for approximately 14 
miles. Then object turned up north to hover over the outer 
marker for approximately one and one-half minutes and then 
faded from scope. Total duration of radar sighting: 20 
minutes [as opposed to the 4 to 5 minute visual sighting] .  

What, indeed, can one say of a Radar-Visual case like this? 
The basic agreement of the radar and visual reports and the 
competence of the three observers, in my opinion, rule out ques­
tions of mirages, false returns on radar, etc. Something was 
quite definitely there. If it was an ordinary aircraft, one must 
ask how it was that the two visual observers, with a total of 23 
years of control tower experience, could jointly not have been 
able to recognize it when visibility conditions were good. Even 
if there were no radar confirmation of the slow and fast motions 
of the object, or indeed just of the presence of an unknown 
object, this question would still have to be answered. The de­
scription of the object's appearance through binoculars -
'like an auto standing on end' - would also demand explana­
tion. 

The lack of adequate follow-up - apparent inconsistencies in 
the radar and visual disappearances should have been checked, 
and a far more detailed documentation of the entire incident 
likewise should have been undertaken - plus the application of 
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the Blue Book Theorem led inexorably to misguided aircraft as 
the only possible solution for Project Blue Book. 

While they lend themselves better to investigation than do 
UFO reports of the first two categories we have examined, 
Radar-Visual reports offer a special challenge to the inves­
tigator. Two classic cases, investigated in as much detail as was 
possible after the passage of several years by the late Dr. James 
McDonald, have been treated in the Flying Saucer Review3 
and in Astronautics and Aeronautics,4* respectively. They need 
not, therefore, be treated in detail here. One occurred on July I 7, 
I957, at Lakenheath, England. (See Appendix I, RV-4.) 

The Lakenheath case involved two separate ground-radar op­
erators, one military pilot, and one air control tower operator. 
It was the subject of grossly incomplete investigations both by 
Blue Book and by the Condon committee, whose conclusions, 
however, are worth noting: 'In summary, this i s  the most puzzl­
ing and unusual case in the Radar-Visual files. The apparently 
rational, intelligent behavior of the UFO suggests a mechanical 
device of unknown origin as the most probable explanation of 
this sighting.' But then 'common sense' comes to the rescue: 
'However, in view of the inevitable fallibility of witnesses, 
more conventional explanations of this report cannot be en-: 
tirely ruled out.' 

The report does not suggest what conventional explanations 
might cover the situation. In another section of the Condon 
Report this case is brought up again, with this unsatisfying 
statement: 'In conclusion, although conventional or natural ex­
planations certainly cannot be ruled out, the probability of such 
seems low in this case, and the probability that at least one 

* The UFO Subcommittee of the American Institute of Aero• 
nautics and Astronautics (AIAA) after publishing their Appraisal of 
the UFO Problem (November, 1970), in which they concluded that 
the UFO phenomenon was worthy of scientific study, announced that 
from time to time they would publish in their journal selected UFO 
cases so that their readers could form their own judgment of the prob­
lem. The Lakenheath case, studied by Dr. McDonald, was one of the 
cases they chose. 
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genuine l,JFO was involved appears to be fairly high.' Nothing 
further is stated in the Condon Report or conjecture as to what 
this 'genuine UFO' might be. 

Probabilities, of course, can never prove a thing. When, how­
ever, in the course of UFO investigations one encounters many 
cases, each having a fairly high probability that 'a genuinely 
new empirical observation' was involved, the probability that a 
new phenomenon was not observed becomes very small, and it 
gets smaller still as the number of cases increases. The chances, 
then, that something really new is involved are very great, and 
any gambler given such odds would not hesitate for a moment 
to place a large bet. 

This point bears emphasis. Any one UFO case, if taken by 
itself without regard to the accumulated worldwide data (as­
suming that these have already been passed through the 'UFO 
filter'), can almost always be dismissed by assuming that in that 
particular case a very unusual set of circumstances occurred, of 
low probability (but strange things and coincidences of ex­
tremely low probability do sometimes occur). But when cases of 
this sort accumulate in noticeable numbers, it no longer is 
scientifically correct to apply the reasoning one applies to a 
single isolated case. Thus, the chance that a thoroughly inves­
tigated UFO case with excellent witnesses can be ascribed to a 
misperception is certainly very small, but it is finite. However, 
to apply the same argument to a sizable collection of similar 
cases is not logical since the compounded probability of their 
all having been due to misperceptions is comparable to the 
probability that if in one throw of a coin it stands on edge, it will 
stand on edge every time it is thrown.* 

* An objection can be raised, and correctly so, that the above argu­
ment is specious in that a numerical probability value cannot be as­
signed to the chances that a given report was not the result of 
misperception. The analogy is valid only to the extent that one feels 
justified in saying, as the Condon Report did for one case in particular 
and implied in several others, that the probability was high that at 
least one genuine UFO had been encountered and thus that the prob­
ability that the sighting was due to misperception was numerically 
quite low. 
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The second classic case is summarized in the introduction of 
the Astronautics and Aeronautics article: 

An air force RB-47, equipped with electronic counter­
measures (ECM) gear and manned by six officers, was followed 
by an unidentified object for a distance of well over 700 miles 
and for a time period of 1.5 hours, as it flew from Mississippi, 
through Louisiana and Texas, and into Oklahoma. The object 
was, at various times, seen visually by the cockpit crew as an 
intensely luminous light, followed by ground radar and detec­
ted on ECM monitoring gear aboard the RB-47. Of special 
interest in this case are several instances of simultaneous ap­
pearances and disappearances on all three of those physically 
distinct 'channels' and rapidity of maneuvers beyond the prior 
experience of the air crew. 

A Radar-Visual case that the Condon committee did not 
examine and of which it was probably not even aware - which 
Blue Book dismissed as having 'insufficient data', though no 
attempt was made to obtain further data, and as 'aircraft' - was 
reported from a navy ship in the Philippines. The sighting 
occurred on May 5, 1 965. (See Appendix I, RV-5.) I quote 
from the official report: 

At 060910, in position 20 degrees 22 minutes north, 135 
degrees 50 minutes east, course 265, speed 15, leading sig­
nalman reported what he believed to be an aircraft, bearing 
ooo, position angle 21. When viewed through binoculars three 
objects were sighted in close proximity to each other; one 
object was first magnitude; the other two, second magnitude. 
Objects were traveling at extremely high speed, moving toward 
ship at an undetermined altitude. At 0914, 4 moving targets 
were detected on the SPS-6C air search radar at ranges up to 
22 miles and held up to 6 minutes. When over the ship, the 
objects spread to circular formation directly overhead and re­
mained there for approximately 3 minutes. This maneuver was 
observed both visually and by radar. The bright object which 
hovered off the starboard quarter made a large presentation on 
the radarscope. The objects made several course changes 
during the sighting, confirmed visually and by radar, and were 
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tracked at speeds in excess of 3,ooo (three thousand) knots. 
Challenges were made by IFF but were not answered. After the 
three-minute hovering maneuver, the objects nioved in a 
southeasterly direction at an extremely high rate of speed. 
Above evolutions observed by CO [ Commanding Officer], all 
bridge personnel, and numerous hands topside. 

The ship in the Philippines added the following to its report, 
in defense of its crew as careful observers : 

During the period 5-7 May, between the hours r8oo and 
2ooo, several other objects were sighted. These objects all had 
the characteristics of a satellite, including speed and presen­
tation. These are reported to indicate a marked difference in 
speed and maneuverability between these assured satellites and 
the objects described above .. 

The report is hardly scientific. One would like to know what 
were these 'extremely high speeds' and how it was that with 
such high speeds the radar could 'hold' the objects for as long as 
six minutes. Did the six minutes include the three-minute hov• 
ering period or not? What sort of blips were observed on the 
radarscope? What course changes were made and with what 
angular acceleration? And when the objects 'spread to circular 
formation directly overhead', were they then stationary? Did 
they wobble or move back and forth? Blue Book should have 
explored such questions. 

The witnesses to Radar-Visual cases are among the best tech• 
nically trained of those who have reported a UFO experience, 
yet often their words also portray the same sort of dismay and 
incomprehension that grips the lesser trained. In the Laken­
heath case the radar operator requested the pilot •of the Venom 
Interceptor plane to acknowledge that the UFO had begun a 
'tail chase' of the fighter, as though to confirm his dismaying 
observations. The pilot so acknowledged and advised that he 
was 'unable to shake the .target off his tail', requested assistance, 
and remarked, 'Clearest target I have ever seen on radar.' 

An account of a Radar-Visual sighting by the captain of a 
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Trans-Texas airliner (see Appendix I, RV-6) illustrates not 
only the prototype of these cases but, once again, the ever­
present reluctance, especially on the part of technically trained 
people, to report a UFO. The member of the 4602d Air Force 
intelligence squadron who interviewed the pilot in this case and 
prepared the report to Blue Book wrote: 

SOURCE was reluctant to talk about object as he was some­
what upset because he was being interviewed on the sighting. 
He felt that he had nothing to do with originating the pre­
liminary report other than asking the AC&W [radar] site if he 
had company on his flight. After an explanation by the inves­
tigator he became cooperative and should be considered re­
liable. 

There follows in the original Blue Book report: 

SOURCE'S description of the sighting: one object was 
sighted on takeoff from Shreveport, Louisiana, airport at ap­
proximately 2030 CST 3 June 1957. Altitude of object was 
approximately 400 feet when first sighted. SOURCE stated 
that the control tower called his attention to the object, which 
appeared as a small light. Landing lights of SOURCE's air­
craft were flashed, on and off, and the object responded mo­
mentarily with very brilliant light directed at his aircraft. 
Object then gained altitude from a seemingly hovering posi­
tion, at a high rate of speed. At this time another object was 
sighted at about the same altitude and having the same ap­
pearance of the first object. SOURCE stated he then contacted 
the tower to ascertain whether they had both objects in sight. 
Tower had both objects in sight, using binoculars. Objects 
then paralleled course of SOURCE's aircraft, moving at about 
the same speed, which was approximately 1 10 knots, only at a 
higher altitude than that of his own aircraft. At Converse, 
Louisiana, objects were still with them, so SOURCE decided 
to call GOATEE [radar site] to see if they had object on their 
weapon [sic] . An affirmative answer was received. SOURCE 
compared the size and appearance of objects to that of a star; 
however, he mentioned that at one time he could see the 
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silhouette of objects out would not mai<e a definite statement 
to that effect. 

When interviewed, the co-pilot fully confirmed the pilot's 
statement but added that the object was at r,ooo feet and a half 
mile distant when first noted. He said that the light moved on a 
course of 170 degrees while rising to an altitude of approxi­
mately ro,ooo feet at considerable speed, after which it ap­
peared to maintain the same relative position to the 
SOURCE's aircraft for the next hour. He stated also that the 
radar site reported that they had two objects at 9,700 feet, 

The brief statements of the two pilots and the reported reply 
from the radar site are unsatisfactory and incomplete and 
ther�fore frustrating. Project Blue Book lists the case as 'Un­
identified', but as so many times before and after this incident, 
the unknown nature of the cause was not a spur to inquiry and 
assiduous follow-up. l'he UFO had been satisfactorily 
identified - as Unidentified. With the object in view for ap­
proximately an hour, if the report is correct.; a detailed and 
conscientious investigation surely could have determined 
whether the unknown could possibly have been a misperception 
of natural objects by both pilot and co-pilot, the tower observ• 
ers, and, presumably, by the radar operator, although it was 
never firmly established that the radar was indeed sighting the 
objects that were sighted visually. Of course, if the radar wasn't 
sighting the visually sighted objects, what was it observing? 

The cases so far described serve adequately to establish the 
prototype of the Radar-Visual category. Good Radar-Visual 
cases, properly investigated, are rare. Those that do exist, how­
ever, cannot be easily dismissed. The case already referred to, 
involving an RB-47 and described in full in Astronautics and 
Aeronautics, July, ,1971, is certainly one that must be con• 
sidered seriously as illustrating an unquestionably strange 
phenomenon. (See Appendix r, RV-8.) It is impossible to 
discuss the case as the result of a misperception or a radar 
malfunction or as an effect of anomalous propagation. This 
Radar�Visual encounter occurred on July 1 7,. 1957,. while a 
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special electronics plane flew through Mississippi, Louisiana, 
Texas, and Oklahoma. It was by no means a localized event of 
short duration; it involved ground and air crews and several 
radar installations. 

Earlier that same year, on February 13, 1957, a challenging 
Radar-Visual case occurred at Lincoln Air Force Base, in 
Nebraska. The Blue Book summary reads: 

Objects were visually observed by three control operators 
and by the Director of Operation, who was in town to supervise 
a wing mission. Objects were also observed on radar by the 
NCOIC and GCA operation (two separate radar installations). 
The objects were observed for a period of three to five minutes. 
, • .  The individual objects were about five to six miles behind 
an air liner and moving twice as fast. . ; . One of the objects 
broke in two and another made a r8o-degree turn. All observers 
were interrogated by IFF with no response. Visual estimation 
of the size of the objects was impossible, but the radar operator 
stated that the blip on his scope was about the same size as that 
received from a B-47. The objects appeared to stand still and 
then speed up and rush away. 

Blue Book, applying its standard theorem, evaluated the 
sighting, 'probable balloon' and 'probable aircraft'. 

NOTES 

1. 'Unidentified Flying Objects', Hearing by Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representatives, 89th Con­
gxess, 2nd Session (April s, 1966), the Honorable L. Mendel 
Rivers (chairman of the committee) presiding, p. 6073. 

MR. SCHWEIKER: • • •  have any of the unexplained objects been 
sighted on radar. I thought you said no to that just a couple 
of minutes ago. 

MAJOR QUINTANILLA: That is correct. We have no radar cases 
which are unexplained. 
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2. Observers of Selected Radar-Visual UFO Reports 

Occupation 
Radar operators 
Airport control operators 
Ship's crew members 
Military pilots 
Commercial pilots 
Military airmen 
Ship's bridge personnel 
Private pilots 
Private plane passengers 
Airmen (Second Class) 
Airtllen (Third Class) 
Airman (First Class) 
Ship's master 
Able seaman 
Ordinary seaman 
Third mate 
Commanding officer (ship) 
Director of operations - bomber wing 

Total 

Number 
IS 

7 
6 
6 
5 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

6I 

3· Flying Saucer Review. Vol. I6, No. 2. March/April, 1970, 
pp. 9-17. 

4· Astronautics and Aeronautics. July and September, 1971. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE FIRST KIND 

Suddenly I realized the light was coming from over­
head. I looked up and saw the outlines of an object 
moving out past the pitch of my roof, approximately 
25o-soo feet high. The red glow was coming from be­
neath the object, about center. 

- See Appendix r, CEI-3 

UFO sighting reports that speak of objects or very brilliant 
lights close to the observers - in general less than 500 feet 
away - by definition fall into the second large observational 
division of UFO sightings: the Close Encounter. In all like ... 
lihood this division does not imply a different order of UFO 
reports but merely reports of the same stimuli responsible for 
reports in the first three categories that now, by chance or by 
design, are seen close up. It is eminently probable that UFOs 
seen at a distance will sometimes be encountered close at hand, 
and it is, therefore, purely for convenience in description and 
study that we make this distinction. 

In turn, this large category quite naturally divides itself, op• 
erationally and observationally, into three distinct groups: the 
Close Encounter per se, in which the observers report a close­
at-hand experience without tangible physical effects; the Close 
Encounter in which measurable physical effects on the land and 
on animate and inanimate objects are reported; and the Close 
Encounter in which animated entities (often called 'human­
oids', 'occupants', or sometimes 'UFOnauts') have been re­
ported. We have already made the distinction between this 
latter category and the 'contactee' category. 
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The definition of Close Encounter is best given by the ob­
servers themselves, operationally: what are the most frequent 
distances reported in cases in which the object was close enough 
to have shown appreciable angular extension and considerable 
detail, in which stereoscopic vision was presumably employed, 
and in which fear of possible immediate physical contact was 
reported? From the reports themselves this appears to be a few 
hundred feet and often much less - sometimes 20 feet or less. 
In any event, the reported distance is such that it seems only 
remotely likely that the actual stimulus could have been far 
removed, particularly when the object or light passed between 
the observer and some object (tree, house, hill, etc.) from a 
kno'Yn distance away. 

It is in Close Encounter cases that we come to grips with the 
'misperception' hypothesis of UFO reports. While some brief 
can possibly be established for this hypothesis in the case of the 
first major division of UFO reports - those that refer to sight­
ings at a distance - it becomes virtually untenable in the case of 
the Close Encounter. The UFO reports now to be described, 
each made by two or more observers who wert" capable of sub­
mitting a coherent, seemingly factual report, raise the question 
whether the reported perception can possibly be said to fall 
within the 'limits of misperception' applicable to sane and re­
sponsible people. 

My own opinion, and I believe the reader will agree, is that 
accepted logical limits of misperception are in these cases 
exceeded by so great a margin that one must assume that the 
observers either truly had the experience as reported or were 
bereft of their reason and senses. Yet the evidence of the ob­
servers' occupations, training, and past performance gives no 
indication of the latter circumstance in the 'filtered' cases used 
in this chapter. 

Do we then have a phenomenon in which several people 
suffer temporary insanity at a given instant but at no other time 
before or after? If so, we have to deal with a new dimension of 
the UF'O phenomenon. But the data of the problem - the sub-
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ject of this book - would remain unaltered. Simply, the prob .. 
lem of their generation would need to be attacked from 
another direction. 

The same general pattern of treatment of the cases in this 
category will be followed as in the first large category: UFOs 
in the sky. First, in each of the subdivisions the number and 
nature of the observers involved will be stated; second, their 
firsthand reactions to their experience will be related; and 
third, the category prototype will be fashioned from elements 
common to most of the sightings. As before, the individual 
cases used are listed in Appendix 1 .  

It must be emphasized that cases I have used here are rep-< 
resentative of those that meet the criteria of admission as true 
UFO reports, that is, reports from responsible people the con­
tents of which remain unexplained in ordinary terms. 

CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE FIRST K� 

Close Encounters in which no interaction of the UFO with the 
environment or the observers is reported can be called Close 
Encounters of the First Kind. A representative set of these 
selected from my files are mostly Blue Book cases, and we will 
examine them for the prototype of this category. 

The observers are characterized by the absence of special­
ized occupations - radar operators, pilots, and air traffic tower 
operators - that naturally would be present in Radar-Visual 
observations. We seem to have a more representative cross sec­
tion of the population as reporters in the Close Encounters of 
the First Kind category. 

As before, I have selected a dozen or so multiple-witness 
cases from which to build a prototype. The majority of the 
reporters concerned was interviewed personally by taped phone 
interviews or by mail. In each instance I satisfied myself that I 
was dealing with normal and quite sane people and attempted 
to check one witness against another for consistency. Cogent, 
coherent reports from single reporters do exist in fair numbers, 
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and in some respects it seems manifestly unfair not to include 
many of these, for some are of great interest and fit the pro­
totype. Yet for the sake of consistency I have not deviated 
from the plan adopted in the first three categories. 

The cases used here involve 42 reporters;1 there were at 
least two witnesses in each case, the average number being 3·5 
and the median number, 3·  

Generally, the observers were not independent in the sense 
that they were located in different places but were independent 
in terms of background, experience, and, presumably, psycho­
logical temperament. They also differed with respect to their 
previous knowledge of UFO phenomena. In four of the re­
port�d events the observers were not physically together and 
not in communication until later. Vocations of the observers 
indicate, in many cases, some basic training in critical thought 
and in the proper discharge of responsibilities: president of a 
small airline, school principal, and seven police officers, for 
examples, 

In Close Encounter cases it is not easy to separate the reac ... 
tions of the observers from the description of the event; the two 
seem to go hand in hand. 

A standard question that I have posed to witnesses during 
the past years is: 'If you could substitute some familiar object ­
a household object or anything that is familiar to you - for the 
object you saw, what would you choose that had the greatest 
resemblance, particularly in shape?' 

The answer to this question has often been revealing. In one 
case a witness said, 'A beach ball. Just like one of those beauti­
ful beach balls.' Another witness, a police lieutenant located 
several blocks away and presumably viewing the same object 
from another compass direction, said, 'It was like a yo-yo. It 
was moving off to the northeast. I was sighting it over the top of 
some trees. It was like a glowing ball - a luminous ball.' 

This observation was made at 3 : 00 A.M. The police officer 
reported that the object hovered and then moved away very 
rapidly. (See Appendix 1, CE I-1 .) A lighted balloon does not 
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satisfy both independent observations, even apart from the fact 
that it is not very likely that some prankster would be launching 
a balloon at 3 :ooA.M. outside a very small North Dakota town. 
Nor do the persistently horizontal track, the hovering, the 
sudden rise at the end satisfy the balloon hypothesis. 

The officer continued: 

When I sat there, I had a sort of fear; I wasn't scared for 

myself but for what it might mean. I sat there, I suppose, for 

about five minutes. It bounced up and down, like a ball 

bounces on each word of a song in the movie theater screen, 

but when it left it was gone - bang - it was out of sight in less 

than five seconds. It went straight up, right on up . . . .  In my 

mind it was guided by somebody or something, like a balloon 

floating in the air wouldn't have this sort of motion. 

Just what sort of a phenomenon are we dealing with? 
In a second case (see Appendix 1, CEI-2), involving several 

witnesses riding together in a car, the principal reporter, a 
former nurse, answered: 

Well, you know, you have seen these saucers that kids ride 

down the hill on, you know what I mean? You put two of those 

together with the rims separating, and I swear it looks just as 

near that as I can describe anything . . . .  I wouldn't say it was 

reflecting, I would say it was more [self] luminant - you know, 

like when you look at clock hands that are luminous at 

night. 

Of herself the witness said: 

I have had no military experience, but emergencies often 

arise in the hospital nursing field, and one must learn to school 

oneself to maintain composure, which I feel was most helpful 

to me at the time of our close-range sighting. I worked for 25 
years as a nurse, and I always try to school myself to be calm 

and not panic. I think that helped me some. 

Continuing her description of the object, she said: 

I know it was something physical. I'll never believe other­

wise . • • .  I just can't believe it was gas or anything. The outline 
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was very sharp. It was never fuzzy at any time . • • ,. Then as we 
watched this possibly for five minutes, it just got a tremendous 
burst of speed and sped right off. No sound whatever, though. 
It was something solid, as much as if I were to go out and see 
an airPlane . . • .  It was just like looking up under an airPlane, 
just as if an airplane were standing there • , • just perfectly 
motionless. 

A few more direct quotations will help to establish the pro­
totype. It would be so much easier to do this if one could say 
that all the sightings in a given category had certain things in 
common - four wheels, windshields, headlights, airplane wings, 
etc. Yet in fact, the common denominator in sightings such as 
these, seems to be bewilderment and a universal groping for 
words of description. 

As I looked out of the window, I realized that the neigh­
borhood was lit up in a red glow. My first thought was that a 
police car was parked nearby or a fire truck. I called to my wife 
that something must be wrong in the neighborhood and to 
come and see. Suddenly I realized the light was coming from 
overhead. I looked up and saw the outline of an object moving 
out past the pitch of my roof, approximately 25o-soo feet 
high. The red glow was coming from beneath the object, about 
center. It appeared as a stream of light coming from inside 
through a hole . . • •  My neighbor's green pickup truck looked 
brownish. [ See Appendix r, CEI-3 .]  

Then this witness, to the best of my knowledge quite unac­
quainted with 'UFO lore', described an effect reported to me 
many times: 

An airPlane took off from the airPort and passed overhead 
of the object. All the lights went out until the plane was past it. 
Then with approximately four bright flickers, the object 
moved from west to southwest and through the overcast . • • •  It 
seemed to me that this object was charting a course or inves­
tigating different objects on the ground, as the lights would 
stop on certain objects such as cars, pickups, hedges, shrub­
bery, houses, utility lines, and poles. 
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One can almost sympathize with Project Blue Book officers 
who took refuge in 'identifying' a case such as this as 'Un­
identified' and going on to something else. The above case 
remains listed as 'Unidentified' in Blue Book's files; no attempt 
was made even to sweep it away by appending a 'possible heli­
copter' to this case (as was done in others) probably because it 
would have been too far-fetched even for Blue Book: it was 
6 : oo A.M. on a Sunday morning in midwinter, an unlikely time 
for a helicopter to be about, even if this interpretation weren't 
ruled out by the complete absence of noise. 

We tum now to another case, involving two Oklahoma farm 
boys who were stacking hay in the presunrise hours and were 
taken completely by surprise by the sudden, close appearance 
of a brightly lighted circular but wingless craft. Excerpts from 
a rather long taped interview may help the reader to form his 
own composite picture of Close Encounters of the First Kind 
and to establish the archetype of this class. (See Appendix I, 
CEI-4.) 

Q: Did you ever see anything like it before? 
A: No. I never did. 
Q: What impressed you most about it? 
A: The brightness of it. 
Q: What do you think it was? 
A: I don't know what it was. It scared me at first. 
Q: Do you think it could have been a balloon or something 

like that? 
A: No, it was not a balloon or nothing like that. , . .  We 

thought it was helicopters at first from the Quentin Air Force 
Base, so we called, but they said there were no helicopters up 
then. 

Q: Did they say they had anything on radar? 
A: No, they said there were no airplanes or nothing out that 

night. 
Q: Did it have any effect on the animals? 
A: Well, the dogs started barking. I didn't notice anything 

about the cows, but the dogs started barking. 
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Q: Well, do you think they were barking at it or something 
else? 

A: I don't know, but that was the only thing around to bark 
at. 

Q: You don't know of anyone else who saw it that night? 
A: No, I guess there weren't many people up at four o'clock 

in the morning. 
Q: How come you two were up so early? 
A: We were hauling hay. 
Q: How did you first happen to see it? 
[At this point the questions became directed, by phone, to 

the other witness, in a different part of the country. ] 
A: He happened to see it first and he came back, and he was 

sci'ired. I didn't know what was going on. 
Q: Did he looked scared? 
A: Yeah, he was scared. He was real scared. That's the 

reason I went out there, to see what he was scared about. 
Q: How come you never saw it leave? 
A: Well, I thought it was going to crash, and I headed back 

into the barn too. 
Q: Oh, I see. So both of you headed into the bam? 
A: Well, yes sir, that's right. 
Q: I don't blame you at all. I probably would have been 

scared too. What color was it? 
A: Well, it was just luminous white. 
Q: What impressed you most about the whole thing? 
A: Well, I guess the fact that it wasn't an airplane. It was 

some other object. 
Q: Have you ever seen anything like this before? 
A: Never have. 
Q: Would you want to? 
A: Now that it happened, I would sort of like to have a 

picture just to prove that I saw it. A lot of people don't believe 
me. 

Q: How long would you say you were frightened by the 
thing? 

A: Well, it really shook us up for about two weeks. I'd been 
having trouble getting to sleep. I believe in them now; I didn't 
before • . .  until I saw it. 
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Q: Have you done much reading about UFOs? 
A: I have since then. And I'm going to take some astronomy, 

here in college. 
Q: We're doing our best to try to find out what this is all 

about. 
A: Well, I tell you what, the way these guys acted out here, I 

thought maybe they had something they weren't telling us 
about. 

Q: You mean the guys from the air force? [Air force inves­
tigators were sent by the local air force base to investigate. ] 

A: Yeah, 

The craft and its trajectory were described by drawings in 
the correspondence with the boys. The bright light came down, 

at a 45-degree angle, to the height of nearby telephone wires, 

moved horizontally across the farmyard, and was last seen over 
a small silo. In size it appeared as large as or larger than the full 

moon. The drawing indicated a circular craft with no obvious 

protrusions or mechanical features and was described as having 

'numerous lights around the outside'. 

The sighting occurred at approximately 4:oo A.M. Sunrise 
was at 4 :44 A.M. local time; hence the sky was by no means 

fully lighted. One of the teen-aged boys stated, 'The center of 
the craft is what has me puzzled, as either it or the whole ship 

was rotating in a counter-clockwise direction. It was also very 

shiny in the middle and very, very bright.' The entire incident 
lasted less than three minutes, but under no circumstances 

could the duration or the trajectory be satisfied by identifying it 

as a bright meteor. The boys had great difficulty describing in 

familiar terms what was to them a very real experience - a 

common difficulty, as we have seen. 
Contrary to the general plan of this book, I now offer data 

obtained by another investigator, Raymond Fowler, an experi­

enced and dedicated observer. The data are taken from a 
68-page report prepared by him of a sighting in Beverly, 

Massachusetts.2 Fowler, who has undertaken a far more 

exhaustive investigation of the report than either the Condon 
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committee or Blue Book staff, submitted his full report to Blue 
Book; typically, they disclaimed any responsibility because the 
sighting report had not come through official channels. Thus 
this most interesting case, which the Condon group could not 
solve, not only was not investigated by Blue Book but was dis­
regarded by it. 

The case involves a fairly long-duration sighting of a 'lu­
minous platter' that silently hovered over a schoolhouse and 
that at times approached the reporters so closely that they 
feared it might crash down upon them. 

A few excerpts from the detailed Fowler report must suffice 
here in contributing to the prototype of this category of sight­
ing. Once again let us go to the taped interviews, for these give 
us perhaps the greatest insight into the UFO as a human ex­
perience. 

This object appeared larger and larger as it came closer . • • •  
All I could see above my head was the blurry atmosphere and 
brightly lit up lights flashing (not blinking) slowly around. 
I was very excited - not scared - very curious. I would not have 
run at all except for the fact the object got too close, and I 
thought it might crash on my head, 

And from another witness to the same sighting we learn: 

I started to run. Then a friend called, 'Look up. It's directly 
over us'- so I looked up and stood still in surprise. I sawa large 
round object just at rooftop level. It was just like looking at the 
bottom of a plate [a  familiar pattern] .  It was solid . • • I heard 
no sound at all, but I felt this thing was going to come down 
on top of me. [It was like] a giant mushroom. I was fascinated, 
stunned, unable to think, and I automatically found myself 
running away from it. 

One of the police officers who had been summoned to the 
scene reported: 

At 9:45 P.M. on orders from the station, I went with Officer 
B to Salem Road, site of Beverly High School, on a report of a 
UFO. On arrival I observed what seemed to me to be like a 
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large plate hovering over the school. It had three lights - red, 
green and white - but no noise was heard to indicate it to be a 
plane. [The duration of the sighting - 45 minutes - obviously 
rules out a plane.] This object hovered over the school and 
appeared almost to stop. The lights were flashing. The object 
went over the school about two times and then went away. 

This was a multiple-witness case, including two police 
officers, and Blue Book paid no attention simply because it had 
not been officially reported. The Condon Committee was 
unable to offer even a tentative natural explanation for the 
principal sighting, and as for the hypothesis that this was 
caused by a misperception of Jupiter, Fowler argues con­
vincingly against this interpretation, pointing out among other 
things that lines of sight established from the interrogation of 
separate groups showed that the line of sight to Jupiter and to 
the mean position of the object differed by some 50 degrees. 
(Of course, it remains possible that some of the supernumerary 
witnesses may have identified Jupiter as the object after it had 
receded into the distance, not having noted Jupiter previously 
under the press of more immediate and local circumstances.) 

As far as the paradigm of the Close Encounter sightings of 
the First Kind is concerned, we may say that the reporters are 
conscious primarily of a luminous object, sometimes very 
bright - as intense as a welder's torch - and sometimes merely 
glowing, like a neon bulb or a luminous dial watch. The shape 
of the craft seems to be secondary to the luminescence in the 
perception of the observer, but when a shape is described, it is 
generally stated to be oval, 'football shaped', often with a dome 
atop it. Rotation of the lights and presumably of the craft is 
often reported to be in a counterclockwise direction. Hovering 
is common, as is lack of sound, and very frequently a rapid 
takeoff without an accompanying sonic boom is reported. 

For reports so strange as these the pattern spread is remark­
ably small. One might expect that hallucinations, for instance, 
would cover a very wide spectrum. UFO Close Encounters, as 
reported, do not; there is even a sort of monotony to UFO 
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reports (as UFOs are defined in this book), particularly of the 
Close Encounter variety. One gains the impression that the 
differences that exist arise in part from the varying abilities of 
observers to describe an unfamiliar occurrence. 

To add to our concept of the prototype we have the following 
description of a Close Encounter of the First Kind (see Appen­
dix r, CEI-6) from a former naval officer. The sighting began 
when the father, driving his son the officer home from the rail­
way station a little before midnight, saw an object glide in front 
of them, almost directly over the car. After this had happened 
three times, he said to his son, 'Did you see something glide 
over the car?' 

'Yes, I did,' the son answered. 'It looked like a huge pre­
historic bird of some kind.' When later in an interview I asked 
my standard question about what familiar object might be sub­
stituted for it as far as shape and - in this case - size, the 
witness said: 

Very hard to say. , • .  I've never seen anything like it . . . •  
Well, a navy sub, but not just like that, of course . . .  I figured I 
could hit it with a stone . . . .  It was that close . . . .  Very sharp 
• . .  just as sharp an outline as if it had been, well, a boiler up 
there. 

The sighting the father and his son were describing lasted for 
five to eight minutes; the father described it further: 

I dropped my head and looked up through the windshield, 
and I just looked at it completely - there it was. I said to John, 
·'My God - it's a flying saucer' - it was almost like a science 
fiction movie on TV . . . . It just hung there, completely silent, 
like a church steeple lit up at night. Or it looked like those 
Japanese suicide planes that used to get into the floodlights at 
night - and this reminded me of that. It swung in an arc of a 
hundred yards or so - just like it was frustrated. 

When two other cars came along the lonely road, they re­
ported that 'it' turned off its lights 'just like a rheostat on a 
dining room fixture, and left only a dark shadow' then shot up 
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into the sky, with a trailing blue light after it. The father con­
tinued: 

When we got back to the cottage, John said, 'Dad, there's 
something you don't know - when you were at the [car] trunk 
bending over your camera, this thing moved over the trunk 
and came down within five yards of you :• • .  but I heard no 
sound.' 

If John hadn't been with me� I'd have gone to a psy., 
chiatrist. 

Navy subs, boilers, prehistoric birds, footballs, mushrooms, 
soup bowls, hamburger sandwiches, and many other analogies -
all to describe something that to the observers was essentially 
indescribable in ordinary terms. These are the sorts of things 
the investigator hears. 

But let us continue, this time with another 'Unidentified� 
case in the Blue Book files, reported by a school principal and 
his companions (in another car). (See Appendix r, CEI-7.) 

I was coming home from a PTA meeting and heading down 
a small country road, blacktop, and I was thinking of the 
blackboards the PTA had promised to give me for my school. 
All of a sudden I noticed a glow coming from over the cliff -
and I thought, well, one of the old goony birds [ C-47s] is off 
course, and she's going to land in this cornfield. And this was 
the first thing that hit my mind. Then this unbelievable object 
- shaped something like a world War I helmet - came over the 
top of the cliff . . • .  I slowed down at this point . . . .  I couldn't 
understand why an airplane would be on this glide path - and 
this huge object, over 300 feet, I'd estimate, came over the cliff 
and stood still almost directly over me for a split second like 
any object changing direction and then took off towards. the 
airport. • • .  It was terrific bright light. The top of the car 
seemed to have no effect in holding out light. It was a terrific 
bright light, unbelievable, I tell myself. When I looked at my 
hands, it looked like I was looking at X-ray photos. 

The principal joined his companions in the other r-ar, which 
had been following at some distance, and togeth:;t (,  · .• watched 
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the object hover over some power lines for about ten minutes. 

Well, then I decided the airport should know about it, so I 
headed over toward the airport. But I didn't have to tell the 
people outside. They'd seen it. A couple of lawyers from 
Kansas City were still standing there with their mouths hang­
ing open. It had flown practically over the airport, but they 
hadn't told the tower yet. It's a small airport, and there's no 
glass tower where they'd be watching. They were busy inside 
because the Ozark flight was due in . . • .  By the way, the Ozark 
pilot . . .  if I remember hearing the radio correctly, said, 'I see 
it - it's below me - it's huge,' as he was coming in for a 
landing . . . .  When the Air Force came down . . .  his [the inves­
tigating lieutenant] attitude was not 'did you see it', but 'how 
much of it did you see?' 

This sighting has remained unidentified to this day. Charac­
teristically, Blue Book did not, to my knowledge, sponsor any 
sort of comprehensive investigation. Two of the observers, 
teachers, have preferred to remain incommunicado, and I was 
able to get a tape interview only with the school principal. 

In yet another sighting, far to the north, in Canada (see Ap­
pendix I ,  CEI-8), the president of a small Canadian air service 
and his nightwatchman reported: 

It was shaped like two saucers with their open tops 
touching, one above the other. . . . The entire object was a 
beautiful silvery white color and appeared to send out rays 
from its surface, making the object appear like a light on a 
foggy night. 

The executive had gone down to the dock to check the tie­
down ropes of his seaplanes. It was the nightwatchman who 
first called his attention to: 

an object streaking toward us from the west. It was saucer­
shaped and swung and dipped around some low cloud. It kept 
in the clear and did not enter any of the low scud drifting 
across the sky. It tilted on its side about 6oo feet from us, then 
straightened out with the flat side parallel with the ground . . . •  

. 
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It stopped dead still in front of us, 40 feet above the surface of 
the lake and about 75 yards from us. But distance is hard to 
judge at night when you are looking at a bright object. No 
sound came from it, and we could detect no door . . . .  The 
thing appeared to me to be only four or five feet across and 
eight to ten inches thick. 

This object appears definitely to have been smaller than 
similar reported objects, though the difference may be attri­
buted to misjudged distance. Too, there have been other cases 
in which the smallness of the reported object has been sur­
prising. In any case, that the two men perceived, inde­
pendently, a strange 'object' and shared what to them was a real 
experience cannot be seriously doubted. I corresponded at 
length with the principal reporter, and Brian Cannon, an able 
investigator from Winnipeg, has made available to me the 
results of his interviews with both men. On a cloudy night in the 
northern Canadian lake and woods country what could be 'mis­
perceived' to yield the above description? 

The Canadian went on to describe his experience: 

It seemed to sparkle as if some electric force or very hot air 
was flowing from all the surfaces . . . .  The machine, after its 
first stop, slid sideways for a distance of so feet and stopped 
again. Its speed was not faster than four miles per hour. After 
about a minute or two we could see it accelerate so fast it 
disappeared like a shrinking star in three seconds from a 
standing start. Its direction was the same as it came, from the 
west. Its climbing angle would be about 40 degrees. I reported 
this sighting to the Canadian government . • . .  The color was a 
silvery white. I can't explain the color. I've never seen a color 
like it . . . .  It was bright, but it did not have a glare. It looked 
more like a fluorescent glow . . . .  It was a continuous sparkle 
like a diamond. It was a bright, beautiful looking thing. 

By this time the reader should have some concept of what is 
reported in a Close Encounter case. But what were the stimuli 
that gave rise to the puzzlement of the observers? 

The obvious sincerity of those who reported UFOs (as 
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defined here), attesting to real events in space and time, stands 
in contrast to the relatively small number of persons. who report 
a given UFO. Why do not more people report specific sightings 
or, discounting the reluctance to report, why do there seem to 
be so few people around when a 'genuine' UFO appears? It 
appears to be a phenomenon associated with the absence of 
large groups of people (there are exceptions, however). It is 
impossible to establish how many people have seen a UFO but 
have not reported it or how many sky-observing stations, such 
as satellite tracking stations, observe UFOs that are never re­
ported.3 

Obviously there are many unknowns. We must accept the 
scarcity of UFO observers and reporters as a fact of the total 
UFO phenomenon, as we do the results of the Michelson­
Morley experiment or the fact of the quantum of energy. Like 
the phenomenon itself, it calls for an explanation and cannot be 
taken as an argument for the nonexistence of the phenom­
enon. 

One case not only brings to a focus the nature of the Close 
Encounter phenomenon but also stands on the record as an 
example of the ludicrous manner in which Project Blue Book 
sometimes went about investigating a case. A more lucid 
example of the disregard of evidence unfavorable to a pre­
conceived explanation could hardly be found. Were such bla­
tant disregard of evidence to occur in a court of law, it would be 
considered an outrageous travesty of legal procedures. The as­
tounding disregard and distortion of reported facts, failure to 
listen to witnesses, and obdurate and adamant closemindedness 
can be explained either as incompetence of the most gross var­
iety or as a deliberate attempt to present a semblance of incom­
petence for ulterior purposes. 

The story is one of comedy - of errors, of egregious disregard 
of testimony, of seeming intrigue, of excitement (involving a 
car chase at 105 miles per hour), and finally, of tragedy. It 
deserves to be told in some detail and should someday be pub­
lished in full. I was involved only peripherally in the affair 
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since I was not called in as consultant until a very late stage, 
but I watched it develop from the start with great interest. 
Much credit must go to William Weitzel, instructor in phil­
osophy at the University of Pittsburgh, Bradford Branch, who 
with care, industry, tact, and persistence brought together the 
many details of this Close Encounter account. I have Mr. Weit­
zel's permission to use material from his exhaustive report on 
the case, containing much personal correspondence with the 
observers and with government officials. 

The case was not examined by the Condon committee, 
which, indeed, may never have heard of it even though the 
report was made just a half year before the committee under­
took its work. Had it conducted an investigation, I firmly be­
lieve another 'unknown' would have been added to the 
substantial number of Condon cases that remain unsolved. In 
interest, had an unbiased examination of the case been under­
taken by the University of Colorado group, it would surely 
have unearthed some interesting data. 

If it were not for the unhappy circumstance that the initial 
reporter, who took the brunt of ridicule, became a virtual out­
cast, suffered a disrupted home and marriage, and was made to 
bear outrageous personal embarrassment, this case history 
could well be considered high comedy. Three other observers ­
two of whom were geographically independent of the initial 
witness and his companion - through the vagaries of press 
coverage and the failure of the air force to interrogate them, 
escaped the accusation, by implication, of gross incompetence, 
hallucination, and even insanity - even though they inde..: 
pendently described the UFO much in the same manner the 
'spotlighted' witness did. 

It started out in a very routine fashion. On the night of April 
1 6, 1966, Deputy Sheriff Dale F. Spaur, a full-time member of 
the Portage County, Ohio, sheriff's office, after a dinner of 
steak and eggs, took a two-hour nap, had two cups of coffee, 
and reported for duty at midnight. (See Appendix 1, CEI-9.) 
He was immediately dispatched to check a prowler complaint 
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(nothing was found). He received a call to pick up Wilbur Neff, 
a mechanic who on occasion rode with the regular deputy as a 
'mounted deputy'. The two men were then dispatched to 
answer a call about a car that had sheared a utility pole near 
Atwater Center, Ohio. They had the driver sent to the hospital 
and the car towed. Then an Ohio Edison repairman came to fix 
the pole. 

The deputies drove to nearby Deerfield to get some coffee 
for themselves and to bring back a cup for the repairman. In 
Deerfield they assisted a man whose car had broken down and 
arranged to have it towed. They returned to the scene of the 
pole accident at about 4 :45 A.M. 

While they were talking with the Ohio Edison man, their 
police radio reported that a woman in Summit County, directly 
to the west of Portage County, had reported a brightly lighted 
object 'as big as a house' flying over her neighborhood. The 
object, the woman reported, was too low to be a plane and too 
high for a street light. Jokes were immediately exchanged over 
the police radio and with the repairman. Neither Spaur nor 
Neff took the subject seriously. 

The deputies then headed west on Route 224 with the inten­
tion of filling out an accident report at the hospital. They saw a 
car parked on the shoulder on the south side of the road. They 
turned their patrol car around and approached the abandoned 
car from the rear. Spaur reported what happened: 

He [Neff] gets out the right side, I got out the left side, he 
goes to the right front corner of the cruiser, which is where he 
stops - sort of an insurance policy - and I went to the left rear 
of the other vehicle. I turned just to make a sort of visual 
observation of the area, to make sure nobody had walked into 
the woods, you know, to take a leak or something. And I 
always look behind me so no one can come up behind me. And 
when I looked in this wooded area behind us, I saw this thing. 
At this time it was coming up. And there's a slight rise there; 
went up to about treetop level, I'd say about a hundred feet. It 
started moving toward us - well, now, the trees that it was 



clearing were right on top of this rise right beside the road . . •  , 
And at the time I was watching it. It was so low that you 
couldn't see it until it was right on top of you. I looked at 
Barney [Neff] , and he was still watching the car, the car in 
front of us - and the thing kept getting brighter and brighter 
and the area started to get light, and I looked at Barney this 
time and then told him to look over his shoulder. So he did., 
He didn't say nothing, he just stood there with his mouth open 
for a minute, and as bright as it was. he looked down. And I 
started looking down. I looked at my hands, and my clothes 
weren't burning or anything when it stopped, right over on top 
of us. The only thing, the only sound in the whole area was a 
hum. It wasn't anything screaming or real wild. And it'd 
change a little bit - it'd sound like a transformer being loaded 
or an overloaded transformer when it changed. 

I was pretty scared for a couple of minutes; as a matter of 
fact, I was petrified; so I moved my right foot, and everything 
seemed to work all right. And evidently he made the same 
decision I did, to get something between me and it. So we both 
went for the car, we got in the car, and we set there. I wouldn't 
even venture if it was 10  seconds, 30 seconds, or 3 minutes ­
and it stood there, and it hovered, and we didn't make any -
anything - and it moved right out east of us [they were now 
facing east] and sat there for a second, and nothihg still didn't 
happen to me, and Barney looked all right. I punched the mike 
button, and the light came on, so I picked it up. I first started 
to tell them, you know, this thing was there. And I thought, 
well, if I do, he'll think - so I just told Bob on the radio, I said, 
'This bright object is right here, the one that everybody says is 
going over.' And he comes back with, 'Shoot it !' This thing 
was, uh, no toy; this - hell, it was big as a house! And it was 
very bright; it'd make your eyes water. 

They were ordered to follow the apparition, and thus began, 
perhaps, the wildest UFO chase on record. For more than 70 
miles the object was chased, at speeds sometimes as high as 105 
miles per hour. 

While the chase was in progress, Officer Wayne Houston, in 
his police cruiser near East Palestine, Ohio, some 40 miles to 
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the east of the starting point of the chase, was monitoring the 
radio conversation between Spaur and his office in Ravenna; 

Later, in signed testimony, Hust'On admitted to Weitzel: 

I talked with Spaur by radio. I met him at the north edge of 
the city on Route 14. I saw the thing when Dale was about five 
miles away from me, It was running down Route 14 about 
8o0-9oo feet up when it came by, J'hi;s was the lowest I ever 
saw it. 

As it flew by, I was standing by my cruiser. I watched it go 
right overhead, It was shaped something like an ice cream cone 
with a sort of partly melted down top. The point part of the 
cone was underneath; the top was sort of like a dome. Spaur 
and Neff came down the road right after it. I fell in behind 
'
them. We were going 8o to 85 miles an hour, a couple of times 
around 105 miles an hour. At one point at least I was almost on 
Spaur's bumper, and we checked with each other what we saw, 
It was right straight ahead of us, a half to three quarters of a 
mile ahead. 

I am familiar enough with Rochester T they were now in 
Pennsylvania, some 15 miles east of the Ohio border] ,  and I 
guided him by radio. All the way we were trying to get contact 
with a Pennsylvania car. Had the base call Chippewa State 
Police station to see if they had a car on 5 1 ;  they didn't. The 
first Pennsylvania car we saw was in Conway [ a  few miles east 
of Rochester] .  Dale was low on gas, and we stopped where 
Frank Panzanella was parked. 

Thus there enters the fourth observer: Frank Panzanella, 
police officer in Conway. His signed testimony reads: 

At 5:20 A.M. stopped at Conway Hotel and had a cup of 
coffee. I then left the hotel coming down Second Avenue. 
Looked to my right and saw a shining object. I thought it was 
a reflection off a plane. I then got out of the police car and 
looked at the object again. I saw two other patrol cars pull up, 
and the officers got out and asked me if I saw it. They pointed 
to the object, and I told them I had been watching it for the 
last ten minutes. The object was the shape of half of a football, 
was very bright and about 25 to 35 feet in diameter, l'he object 
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then moved out toward Harmony Township approximately at 
1,ooo feet high; then it stopped and went straight up real fast 
to about 3,500 feet [and, according to other testimony, 
stopped] .  I then called the base station and told the radio oper­
ator to notify the Pittsburgh airport. He asked me if I was sick. 
I told him if I was sick, so were the other three patrolmen. The 
object continued to go upward until it got as small as a ball­
point pen. Relative to the moon, the object was quite distant 
and to the left of the moon [Venus was to the right of the 
moon] .  I could not see the moon from my position. The object 
was seen between two antennas in the backyard across the 
street to the east. We all four watched the object shoot straight 
up and disappear. 

The object was hovering when the plane taking off from the 
airport passed under it, then took off directly upward, accord­
ing to all witnesses. 

Major Quintanilla, then head of Project Blue Book, at­
tempted to establish the interpretation that all four police 
officers, who were sequentially and independently involved, 
had first seen a satellite (even though no satellite was visible at 
that time over Ohio4) and somehow had transferred their at­
tention to Venus (which was seen by the observers while the 
object was also in sight). The original 'investigation' was per­
functory; the initial inquiry, made of only one witness, Spaur, 
was a two and one-half minute phone call, which, according to 
Spaur, began with the words, 'Tell me about this mirage you 
saw.' The second interview, also by phone, lasted only one and 
one-half minutes. According to a signed statement by Spaur, 
Quintanilla apparently wanted Spaur to say he had seen the 
UFO for only a few minutes;  when told that it had been in 
sight almost continuously while the observers chased it from 
Ohio into Pennsylvania, a distance of some 6o miles, he quickly 
terminated the discussion. 

Quintanilla's method was simple: disregard any evidence 
that was counter to his hypothesis. Less than five minutes of 
phone interview sufficed for Blue Book to come to a 'solution' of 
the case; only after Congressional pressure did Quintanilla 
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travel to Ravenna, Ohio, to the Portage County sheriff's office, 
to interview Spaur and Barney Neff. 

The interview was taped by Weitzel at the request of Spaur, 
and it provides a rare insight into Project Blue Book. This time 
the interview was long and involved. In addition to testimony 
from Spaur and Neff, it included testimony from Deputy 
Sheriff Robert Wilson, the radio operator who had been in 
radio contact with Spaur and Neff, and Sheriff Ross Dustman, 
whose chief role was to vouch for the character of his deputy 
sheriffs. However, it excluded two prime witnesses, Patrolman 
Huston of East Palestine, Ohio, who joined Spaur and Neff in 
the chase after their car arrived in East Palestine, and Patrol­
man Panzanella, of Conway, Pennsylvania, who joined all three 
'in the sighting when the chase reached his town. 

Because of the length of the taped interview only excerpts 
can be given, and these of necessity will be out of context.5 

SPAUR: Second of all, I'm under the impression that Venus 
rises out of the east, as the morning star. And this is probably 
another thing that's wrong, I'm not sure. 

QUINTANILLA: Depends, depends. 
S: Huh? 
Q: Sometimes it'll rise right over you. 
S: Oh. O.K. So anyway • . .  
Q: Venus, Venus - Venus. today [papers rattling] rises at 

2:49 in the morning. And it rises I50° azimuth and 25° elev­
ation. It doesn't have to rise low on the horizon; it can rise 
high. But it's on the ecliptic, yes. 

S: O.K., so it's on the ecliptic. Granted you have this. Now 
this, this thing is this large, this big, and this low, and these 
people watched this thing from over in the Mogadore area; 
they report it, and I follow it, and I have Barney with me. 
We're going down the road; so you're gonna discount, well, 
there's two nuts; we're running Venus. Now Venus . . .  

Q: Now, wait a minute . . .  
S :  Well, wait a minute, let me speak . . .  
Q: You used the wrong word . . .  
S: O.K. Well . . .  



Q: I'm an officer in the United States Air Force . •  , 
S: Right. You definitely are . . •  
Q: And I don't call anybody a nut. 
S: No, O.K. I have hallucinations then! But this is what I've 

been saying . . .  
Q: I didn't say you were having hallucinations. 
S: What I'm trying to say is this. I'm going down the road; 

now this thing that I am following . . .  
Q: And treat me with the same respect that I treat you. 
S: I will sir; I am. I'll treat you with more respect than I've 

been treated the last . . .  
Q: I'm not calling you a nut. I'm not saying you had hal-. 

lucinations. 
S: All right, the last twenty days! Anyway, this thing passes 

over another police car. He watches it go by; he's spotted it 
now. This is two cars that are fixed on Venus. So we're going 
down the road. And we get into Conway, Pennsylvania, and 
then this thing passes over the third car that's sitting there. 
Not even on the same frequency [a  reference to the fact that he 
and this patrolman could not have been in communication 
prior to the event] .  I never met, seen, spoke to before nor after 
this another officer. He's watching the same thing as it goes 
over top of him, going toward Pittsburgh, as we come scream-. 
ing in. Now: we watched it, four men, standing right there, 
four officers. Probably you say anything you want, we stood 
right there, watched it, watched the plane go underneath it [ a  
reference to a plane that had just taken off from the Pittsburgh 
airport] ,  and we watched it make a vertical climb straight up. 
And this, sir . . •  

Q: Disappeared. 
S: My knowledge is God's truth. Yes, sir. The only thing 

left even to look at, after we went to the station and called the 
guy [ the radio operator had relayed a message to call 'a colonel 
or something' ] ,  was the one bright spot that was there. The sun 
was coming up full, and the moon was fading out. It was about 
a quarter of a moon [actually just four days before new moon], 
and right straight off that moon, which would have been to the 
south of the moon if you were looking west [east?] ,  was one 
bright spot. I'd say it was probably, would look like a pencil 
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eraser, real bright. [This of course was Venus, yet Quintanilla 
still stuck stubbornly to the Venus hypothesis for the sight­
ing.] 

WILSON: [the radio operator who had monitored the radio 
but had not viewed the UFO ] :  That was the mother ship. 

S: Huh? The other ship? 
W: That was the mother ship ! 
S: Oh, the mother ship. You guys are gonna have me con­

vinced pretty soon. Aw, give me a tranquilizer and some coffee 
, . .  [ laughter] This thing was to, would have been to the left, 
which was the north of it, and we watched it, and it went up, 
stopped, the airliner went under it, and then it went straight 
up. Just as straight up as, well, just straight up. And there - I, 
uh, I wouldn't conceive of what, I know people can get fixed 
on something maybe, or something like that; but I don't think 
that - I don't see how myself and another cruiser and another 
guy and all this could go over. Chasing Venus. I, uh, I won't 
concede a part of it. I know that there's - this may be a way to 
discount it or what it is, but I know it was there. I seen it very 
plainly. 

Q: Dale, it's not a question of discounting; we're trying to 
get into the [one word fuzzy] . We're trying to make the deter­
mination as to what it was. 

S: Sir, if I could tell you what it was, believe me, Major, I ­
I myself - and like I said before, if I told you that I seen a Ford 
going down the highway, you'd know what I was talking 
about. And if you said, 'Gee, there goes a Chevrolet', you 
would assume the fact that you identified it, and I would know 
what it is. The same thing with an aircraft. You say, 'There 
goes a B-29', and I say, 'Yep, sure is, that's an old war horse', 
or something to this effect, and it's identified. This, I have 
never seen nothing like it before or after or in the wildest far­
fetched imagination. I know you can have an optical illusion 
or even see something moving or like if you look through a 
piece of glass or something . • .  

Q: Yeah, distortions. 
S: I can go along with this. But nothing this big. In my 

wildest dreams I don't think I could have ever imagined or 
seen anything like it. But this thing was there. I seen it very: 
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plainly; I seen it outside the car. I saw it inside the car, and I 
saw it from outside the car after I got to Conway. And I would 
hate to think that I gambled this man's life [Neff] and a lot of 
other people's lives chasing Venus. I don't believe for an in­
stant that I was following Venus. I don't know how to explain 
it. I don't have the slightest idea. But sir, this thing was as real 
as [indistinct word] . . .  

Q: You know, Dale, I'm just going to say this for whatever 
it's worth: you're not the first one it's happened to. 

W: [radio operator] :  What does the air force think these are, 
Major? 

Q: Misinterpretations of conventional objects and natural 
phenomena. Last year we had 245 astronomical cases. 

W: What category does this go under, what Dale saw? 
Q: Place it in the category of satellite and astronomical ob­

servations. 

This case now appears in Blue Book statistics as an obser­
vation of Venus even though the object and Venus were re­
ported to have been seen. 

Four different sets of human eyes reported something to their 
respective brains, four brains that were accustomed to making 
evaluations of what their eyes observed. Two observers were in 
one car; each of the others was in separate towns. The tes­
timony of the other two policemen was never obtained. 

Quintanilla was obviously satisfied that the requirements of 
the scientific method had been met. He would, indeed, have 
been satisfied with four minutes of testimony over the phone 
had not Congressman Stanton, who had taken a personal 
interest in this case, forced his hand. 

I have devoted considerable space to this incident because it 
is representative of my experience with Blue Book over many 
years as consultant. What I considered obvious cases of mis­
interpretation and unreliable reporting Blue Book would take 
some pains to establish for the record; cases such as this, which 
were open to question and contained the possibility that some­
thing 'genuinely new and empirical' might be contained in it, 
were treated with little or no interest. 
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Had the observers in this case not been police officers, I feel 
certain the evaluation would have been 'unreliable witnesses', a 
favorite category for cases in which the witness could not 
defend himself. To call a policeman an unreliable witness 
would clearly not have been politic, so the virtually untenable 
category of 'astronomical' was chosen even against the advice of 
the astronomical consultant. 

It should be apparent to any discerning reader that two 
issues are interwoven in this entire matter: one is the question 
of the reality of the reported UFO phenomena; the other is the 
matter of scientific methodology and scientific integrity. Re­
gardless of how the first issue is resolved in time, the record 
will show that once again in the long history of science preju­
dice, emotion, and 'temporal provincialism' marred, in the case 
of UFO research, the otherwise largely exemplary march of 
science and intellectual adventure. 

The Portage County case was especially embarrassing to me 
since it had been repeatedly stated that Blue Book adopted no 
astronomical interpretation of a UFO sighting without my con­
currence as consultant astronomer, but the rule was frequently 
and flagrantly violated. In this instance, the evaluation of this 
case as 'satellite and Venus' was made without any consultation 
with me. 

Three months later I was sent the Blue Book file on the case; 
my evaluation was a strong 'Unidentified' - an evaluation that 
was strongly supported by the fact that it had been established 
by means of taped testimony that the observers had seen Venus 
as well as the UFO. The officers did not know Venus by name, 
but they confirmed that there was a 'bright spot near the moon'. 
On that morning Venus was just a few degrees to the upper 
right of the moon. The observers indicated that as the dawn 
light increased just before sunrise, the silhouette of the UFO 
became more distinguishable; quite the opposite would have 
happened with Venus as dawn light brightened. The sun rose 
that day at 5 :42 A.M., and the sighting was terminated shortly 
after that. It didn't matter. My advice was not taken. 
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I have presented aspects of this case in some detail because 
although it is just one of a great many similar cases, it is a fine 
example in one instance of a Close Encounter of the First Kind, 
of the unimaginative attitude of the 'establishment', and of the 
'real' nature of the experience for the observer. 

The sequel to this case is not pleasant. Largely because the 
press and Blue Book concentrated on Dale Spaur almost to the 
exclusion of the other three witnesses, the public gained 
the impression that here was a case of one policeman's having 
become unbalanced and having experienced a major halluci­
nation. It is clear that this certainly is the implication in Quin­
tanilla's interview with Spaur. Subsequently, Spaur was 
singled out for unbearable ridicule and the pressure of un­
favorable publicity. The combination of events wrecked his 
home life, estranged him from his wife, and ruined his career 
and his health. He is no longer with the police force, and, it i s  
reported, he subsists by doing odd jobs. 

Tragic denouements are fortunately not a part of the pro­
totype of Close Encounters of the First Kind. But the Portage 
County case and the others chosen as representative in this 
chapter do portray the nature of the UFO when reportedly 
experienced close at hand. 

Brilliant luminescence, relatively small size (of the order of 
tens rather than hundreds of feet), generally oval shape - some­
times capped with a dome - absence of conventional wings, 
wheels, or other protuberances, and ability to hover and to ac­
celerate very rapidly to high speeds characterize the UFO at 
close encounter. Localization of appearance is likewise a salient 
characteristic. UFO trajectories are largely vertical when 
speeds are high - takeoffs at 45 degrees or greater seem to be 
the rule. There is little tendency for the UFO to 'cruise about 
the country' except locally. 

So far in this category of Close Encounters the UFO has not 
left its mark except on the memories of the percipients. Now 
we turn to Close Encounters that do leave their marks - on 
inanimate or animate matter. Because marks can be measured 
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and studied, therein lies their special importance for scientific 

investigation. 

NOTES 

I. Observers of Close Encounters of the First Kind 

Occupation Number 
Housewives 8 
Teenagers 8 
Patrolmen and police officers 7 
Adult males, occupation unknown 2 
Cabinet maker I 
College student I 
Waitress I 
Ex-nurse I 
Naval trainee I 
Elementary school teacher I 
Chemistry teacher I 
School principal I 
Former naval officer (now real estate 

broker) I 
Graduate student in anthropology I 
President, small airline I 
Businessman I 
Night watchman I 
Instrument maker I 
Farmhand I 
Clerk I 

Total 4I 

2. UFO Report No. 66-26 A/B, NICAP, Massachusetts In­
vestigating Committee. 

3· There is good evidence that tracking stations, both visual and 
radar, and amateur observing groups, such as .Moonwatch 
stations, have observed UFOs but have not reported them 
because it was not politically expedient to do so. 
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4· Records of the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory show 
that neither of the bright satellites, Echo I and Echo II, was in 
the sky over Portage County at the time. Nor were any of the 
three Pegasus satellites visible at that time. Even if these had 
been, however, their brightness was 5 to 10 times less than 
that of the Echo satellites, and their orbital inclination was so 
low that they would have been seen only to the south. 

5· The taped interviews, with more than 10 persons directly in­
volved with the episode, represent some 6o hours of taping; 
this stands as an exemplary case of UFO investigation and 
should be made public. 
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CHAPTER NINE 

CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE 
SECOND KIND 

I assumed as a matter of course that it was a totally new 
invention and fervently hoped that the inventors were 
o,ur own people. 

- From a personal report to the author by an 
army captain stationed in Okinawa. The 

sighting was made in August, I945· 

WHEN the reported UFO, generally a brightly illuminated 
'craft', leaves a visible record of its visit or encounter with 
human observers, this constitutes a Close Encounter of the 
Second Kind. Other than the fact that a physical effect of some 
sort is left as a memento, this category does not seem to differ 
in many ways from Close Encounters of the First Kind. Why in 
one instance the encounter is without physical incident while in 
the other a measurable physical effect on either animate or 
inanimate matter is manifested is a puzzle. 

The physical effects reportedly include tangible marks on 
the ground that can remain in evidence for days or even months 
and come ostensibly from physical contact of the craft with the 
ground, the scorching or blighting of growing things (par­
ticularly plants and trees), discomfort to animals as evidenced 
by their behavior, and such physical effects on the human ob­
server as temporary paralysis, numbness, a feeling of heat, and 
other discomfort. 'Interference' with the local gravitational 
field sometimes is also reported, as evidenced by the reports of 
some observers of temporary feelings of weightlessness or other 

144 



inertial effects, as though the well-known laws of inertia had 
been temporarily abrogated. 

One remarkable reported physical effect involves inter­
ference in electrical circuits, causing car engines to cease func­
tioning temporarily, radios to cut out or to exhibit uncommon 
static, car headlights to dim or be extinguished for a short 
while, and, on occasion, car batteries to overheat and 
deteriorate rapidly. 

The significance of such physical interactions is obvious; 
they offer opportunity for physical measurement and the prom­
ise of 'hard data'. Yet the treatment of such reports as 'old 
wives' tales' or as the product of deranged minds or hoaxes has 
most unfortunately ,led to the almost complete absence of 
serious investigation and to the subsequent loss of the very 
'hard data' so tantalizingly accessible. 

Despite the bizarre nature of the reports and the seeming 
impossibility of their having happened, the fundamental ques­
tion is, as before, not could these reported things have hap­
pened but did they happen, more or less as reported. 

I would not be engaged in delineating these matters in this 
book had not the evidence I personally have examined over the 
past years seemed overwhelmingly to indicate yes as the answer 
to the latter question. The bizarre events actually did occur, as 
unthinkable as this may seem to the physica,l scientist. 

The introduction of tangible physical effects that do not 
seem to suggest cass hysteria and hallucination or even the 
psychic and the occult (unless we deal here with a form of 
poltergeist phenomena) introduces a new dimension in the 
study. My opinion may count little with my peers, but this is 
precisely why much greater depth investigation of such cases is 
necessary, to establish to the satisfaction of the physicist, in 
particular, that the reported events did in fact occur. 

At present the average physicist dismisses the entire pheno­
menon as impossible. He is entirely correct to do so, in his 
frame of reference, for from the standpoint of our present 
knowledge of the way nature works, 'such things just can't 

S-UFOE-G 145 



happen'. But 'stones couldn't fall from the sky', either, and 'ball 
lightning is sheer nonsense'. The story of the self-assured but 
untutored man visiting the zoo for the first time comes to mind. 
Upon seeing the giraffe he turned away with remark, 'There 
ain't no such animal.' So, of course, there are no such things as 
physical effects from UFOs. We have tangible proof of a 
giraffe; do we in Close Encounters of the Second Kind have 
tangible proof of UFOs? 

The reader at this point may well interject, 'But if these 
physical effects happen, where are the photographs of them, 
where are the plaster casts of landing marks, where are the fully 
documented accounts of car stoppages?' That is precisely the 
poin�. When the subject is greeted with such utter disdain as 
the UFO has been, the very obtaining of such data is im­
measurably difficult. Without funds, without time, and often 
without the cooperation of the original observers, who fear ridi­
cule by involvement, the kind of documentation needed in the 
court of science is virtually unobtainable. To secure it one must 
travel, one must telephone, one must work at top speed. Above 
all one needs time, and it would be helpful but not necessary to 
have the sympathetic understanding of one's colleagues in en­
gaging in such work. 

In connection with the reliability of Second Kind sightings, 
it is interesting to note that if we refer to all cases of landing 
marks, regardless of the number of witnesses, the catalog de­
veloped by Ted Phillips contains cases from 24 different coun­
tries, the 6 leading countries being the United States, Canada, 
France, Australia, Spain, and Argentina. Since this happens 
also to be (with the exception of England) essentially the lineup 
of countries in which UFO investigation is the most active it 
probably follows that the phenomenon is truly worldwide. 

My experience in the investigation of UFO Close En­
counters of the Second Kind once again convinced me that the 
ubiquitous 'real experience' phenomenon is present. There is no 
doubt that to the reporter of the event the experience was real -
traumatically real in some instances. What is to the point, the 
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physical effects - the semipennanent ground markings, for 
example - effects that could be photographed, also were real. 

For this reason Close Encounters of the Second Kind bear a 
special importance, for when it is reported that a UFO has left 
tangible evidence of its presence, here is clearly the area in 
which to begin digging for 'scientific paydirt'. Here is where 
new investigative efforts offer the greatest promise. It is in this 
category of UFO reports that we find the real challenge to 
scientific inquiry. 

In the cases of Close Encounters of the Second Kind used in 
this chapter, the usual standards prevail. Only cases with mul­
tiple witnesses are used, although there exist very striking 
examples that had only one observer. The average number of 
observers in these selected cases is 4.0; the median, 3 .0. I have 
included nearly twice the number of cases used in each of the 
previous categories because of the different types of physical 
effects reported so that we can examine several cases of each 
main type of physical effect (automobile stoppages, marks on 
the ground, etc.). 

There seems to be a significant shift in the occupations of the 
observers in this category as compared to those of the earlier 
groups, which had a larger share of pilots, officers, and well­
trained technical persons.1 Housewives, teenagers, and 
businessmen predominate in Close Encounters of the Second 
Kind. In this category, therefore, let us see what combinations 
of observers occurred. The case designation, the observer com� 
bination, and a very brief statement of circumstances are in­
cluded in Table I .  

TABLE I 

Observer Combinations in Selected Close Encounter 
(Second Kind) Cases 

CEII-I Six adult males, various occupations, and two teen­
agers (one a college freshman). All independently had 
a similar experience within two hours within a 
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rectangular Texas area about 30 by 20 miles. Late 
night, misty, and always on open, lonely road. 

CEII-2 Schoolteacher and Io-year-old son. Lonely road near 
small Wisconsin town. Night. 

CEII-3 Chief of technical service, Air France; three pilots and 
three engineers. Tananarive, Madagascar. Early 
evening. 

CEII-4 Supervisor in mail order house and collection manager, 
finance company. Near bridge on lonely road. Night. 

CEli-S Husband and wife, painter and hairdresser, respec­
tively. Out driving at I :oo A.M. to see snow cover from 
recent storm. Passing cemetery. 

CEII-6 Two businessmen traveling in separate cars. Road out­
side Virginia town, 8 :40 A.M. 

CEII-7 Nineteen-year-old roofer, father (46), and grandfather 
(72), farmers. 4:00 A.M. on farm. 

CEII-8 Three teenaged females, high school students. One 
editor-in-chief of yearbook, cheerleader, and officer in 
various clubs. The second (driver of the car), member 
of National Honor Society, editor-in-chief of school 
paper, majorette, French and College clubs, member 
of Math and Physics Club. The third, member of 
Honor Society, majorette, and member of several 
school organizations. Outskirts of town, lonely area 
bordered by woods. Night. 

CEII-9 Three teenaged males, one teenaged female. Dusk. 
Teenagers were milking cows on farm. 

CEII-Io Engineer, wife, and small son. Driving on lonely road 
in Oklahoma. Weather misty, low cloud ceiling. Dusk. 

CEII-u Two police officers. Eleven P.M. Open road in Texas. 
CEII-I2 Farmer, teenaged daughter, and teenaged girl cousin. 

Late night. Farm in Iowa. 
CEII-13 Two businessmen and their wives. Late night on open 

country road. 

CEII-I4 Professional artist and husband. Night. Small town in 
Kentucky. 

CEil-IS Adult male and wife. Road in Florida. Late afternoon. 
CEII-16 Two elderly women and, independently, a beekeeper. 
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CEII-17 Businessman, wife, and their three teenaged daughters. 
Small town in Wisconsin. Night. 

CEII-18 Two adult males, employees of a Canadian tourist 
fishing resort, their wives, and members of families. 
On lake. Late at night. 

CEII-19 Nine teenagers (five girls, four boys), four housewives, 
and one adult male. Shore of lake in upper Michigan 
peninsula. 

CEII-20 Senior state highway designer, wife, and mother-in­
law. Highway in open country. Ten-thirty P.M. 

CEII-21 Woman and her three teenaged daughters. Small town 
in state of Washington. Night. 

CEII-22 Cowboy and friend. 

The isolation of the observers at the time of the sightings and 
the presence of highly educated or trained people in only 3 or 4 
of the 22 cases seem significant. Does this make the reported 
events less credible, or is it possible that more sophisticated 
individuals refrain from reporting such 'unbelievable' events? 
According to the system used in this book, it is clearly necess­
ary to assign a lower Probability Rating to these cases. Yet 
interrogations revealed no less sincere amazement and puzzle­
ment and no less a �ense of having had a 'real experience' than 
was the case among the more highly trained observers found in 
the categories already examined. 

From my own considerable ,interrogation of witnesses as well 
as from the many accounts from tape recordings made by other 
investigators well known to me, I can testify that, in particular, 
Close Encounters of the Second Kind impressed the observers 
with a sense of vivid reality. 

Pages here could be taken up with accounts from witnesses in 
near-hysteria as they told their story to police officers and 
others (generally not to me because in my Blue Book inves­
tigations I often arrived on the scene many days after the 
event); of physiological and psychological after-effects (there is 
no evidence that the cart is before the horse; the hysteria and 
the psychological disturbances came after, not before, the 
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event); of disturbed dreams for weeks thereafter and sometimes 
even of changed life outlook and philosophy stemming from the 
encounter. To a few it has been akin to a religious experience, 
but since several witnesses were generally involved (whereas 
religious experiences are intensely personal events), their ex­
periences cannot be so classifi�d. 

The physical proximity of the event would certainly tend to 
make the experience vivid and unforgettable. In one case the 
car in which four persons were riding was mysteriously 
stopped, and the lights and radio became inoperable during the 
short interlude during which a brilliantly lighted object hov­
ered just ahead of the car. The policeman (see Appendix I, 
CEII-13) to whom the report was later made stated: 'All four 
of the people in the car appeared to be badly scared. The driver 
of the car did most of the talking. The two men were in the 
front seat, and the women were in the back.' The other male 
was said to be in such a state that he 'just couldn't make his 
words come out'. It was reported that his voice quivered and 
that he trembled noticeably. 

In the classic Loch Raven, Delaware, case the car in which 
two men were driving was involuntarily stopped as they ap­
proached a bridge over which there hovered a brilliantly 
lighted UFO. (See Appendix, CEII-4.) The men stated in an 
air force interview: 'Then we decided to' put the car between 
ourselves and the object. It was a very narrow road: on one side 
was the lake and on the other, a cliff. There was no place to run. 
We probably would have if we could, but we were terrified at 
what we saw.' 

The witnesses usually try to rationalize the event to them­
selves, almost invariably becoming frustrated, and I am per­
sonally convinced that many people recounted their 
experiences solely because they wanted desperately to know 
whether anyone else shared the same or a similar experience. 
Many have told me that were they ever to have another such 
experience, they would never report it. 

I know from personal contact with many airline pilots that 
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under no circumstances would they officially report their ex­
periences. They know better. Some have informed me that they 
wished to forget that the whole thing ever happened. With such 
people it has been only after the greatest persuasion and upon 
my word of honor that their accounts and names would never 
be publicly used that I have been able to obtain their stories. 2 

To turn to the physical effects reported in this category of 
sightings, perhaps the most intriguing - and certainly one of 
the most difficult to explain in terms of our present knowledge 
of the physical world - are the globally reported cases in which 
a UFO is said to have interfered with moving automobiles by 
killing a car engine, extinguishing the lights, etc. 

Why this physical effect, of all things? There would seem to 
be so many other, more significant ways in which UFOs could 
interfere in human affairs! Yet this is what is reported: cars are 
seemingly accosted on lonely roads, sometimes but not always 
resulting in a killed engine and the failure of lights and radio. It 
would almost seem as if the UFO regarded the cars as creatures 
to be investigated. This is the impression one gets from in­
terrogation of observers and from a study of their reports. But 
ours is not to ask why (at least not until we have more facts) ; we 
examine what has been reported, choosing reports given by who 
seem to be the most credible witnesses. 

We can start building the prototype of this' subset of cases 
with one that reportedly occurred on a lonely road outside a 
small town in Wisconsin at night in early spring. (See Appen­
dix r,  CEII-2.) I start with this because during my interview 
with her the principal witness (schoolteacher and former air 
force stewardess) quite incidentally gave physical testimony - a 
description of feeling momentarily weightless - that might con­
ceivably furnish a clue to the nature of the phenomenon. 

The witness described the event thus : 

. . .  that thing came from the dip in the hill, real fast but real, 
real smooth like something gliding, but lower than any plane, 
and hovered and stopped above that car [ a  car that had just 
previously passed the observer's car] . Then is when its [the 
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other car's]  lights went out, and I pulled onto the gravel be­
cause I thought it was a kid. He put out his lights, and I didn't 
want to smash into him - at all of this my lights were dimming 
slightly, but I didn't think anything of it until my engine, 
lights, and radio went out and stopped. This happened to me 
when it [the UFO] left that car and came down the highway 
• . .  and was above us. It came down over from the other car. It 
was pretty low. When I looked out of my windshield I had to 
bend forward toward the wheel, and I looked straight up and 
there it was above us - with the car dead. I had opened the 
window when the other car's lights went out, and it was open 
then - and absolutely no sound. 

QUESTION: Were you conscious at all of stopping your car, 
or did the motor go out entirely by itself? 

ANSWER: No, I stopped it. 
Q: You stopped the car? 
A: and the car was running •. 
Q: Well, I mean the engine. 
A: Yes, the engine was still running. 
Q: And then what happened? 
A: • • . and then this red object came, it hovered, it came 

above us. And all of a sudden everything got real still . • . •  
Q: Well, now, tell me this. If you had some magic way of 

putting something up in the sky that closely resembled what 
you saw, what more or less common thing that you have 
around would you put up there that would most closely re­
semble in shape what you saw? 

A: Well, you know those rolls that you buy of Bisquick or 
Pillsbury and they're in that little tube in your refrigerator case 
in the store, and you rap on the side of your counter and then 
you get out triangle shaped dough and then you roll that up 
and it looks like a crescent shape?That'swhat itwould look like. 

Q: I see. Well, I'm not exactly a cook, but I can figure this. 
Let's see, are you acquainted with Australian Boomerangs? 

A: Australian? 
Q: Well, boomerangs. You know what a boomerang looks 

like? 
A: I've never had one. It would be like that, except it was 

more rolled than flat. 
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Q: Now, you kept calling it a red color. What shade of 
red? 

A: Oil paint. The best color I can say it would be is an 
orangeish-red . . . .  And it was like an Indian sunset or some­
thing in color. 

Q: Did it appear to be a solid object, or did it appear to be 
mostly light? 

A: Well, when it came above us, then it was definite. I mean 
there was a definite pattern, but it seemed to be more solid, and 
then toward the edges it was more like [fuzzy] .  

Q: Did it  ever stand still? 
A: Uh huh, when it was in the air it did. Of course, it was 

always in the air, but when it stood right above us [it was] ,  and 
I tried to start the car and I tried and I tried, and as long as 
that thing was above us I just couldn't get that car to go. It just 
didn't even want to - it just nothing. It wouldn't even turn 
over, just grunt a little bit and that was it [at this point witness 
gave a graphic description, with sound effects, of the futile 
noises the starter made as she tried desperately to start the car ] .  
Swell, I turned the key and i t  went ugh, and that was all. Then 
it didn't do anything. It was like a dead battery. 

Q: Well, now, when it left, did it go up or sideways or 
what? 

A: No, it didn't go straight up. It went behind us on my 
side, and it went over in the field toward a farmhouse there . 
. . . It just went real smooth, and it didn't hesitate, and it didn't 
jerk. 

Q: How long did it take to disappear? 
A: It didn't right away. Finally when it left the car [ it] sort 

of jerked. I turned [the key] over, and it went ur-ur-ur; and 
then finally it turned over real good, and I finally got the car 
started . • . .  By that time I had floored the car, and I had gotten 
up to Cochrane by the mill there . . . .  And I saw it crossing the 
railroad tracks, and it was going slowly down [the tracks] .  

The interview with the schoolteacher was lengthy. One other 
fragment not only makes the feelings of the reporter clear but 
also describes a phenomenon, reported in other cases also, 
which may point to the physics of the UFO. 
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• • .  you know, if you stay in a house at night and everything is 
still, there are still the noises of the living, you know, but when 
this thing was there, there wasn't even the noise of living. It 
was nothing. It was an eerie quiet . • . .  Another thing I remem­
ber . . .  as though I was light in weight and airy. Something 
like the first time you experience an airplane takeoff or drop 
from an air pocket. It felt like the air and everything was light 
and weightless. 

One thing I remember - my feet burning for some time 
after. When I first stepped out of the car, it felt like scalding 
dry heat on them. I always thought if I saw one of these things 
I'd just get out and walk up to it, but it didn't give any inkling 
of being an earthly thing, so I just stayed in the car, which was 
completely dead, and I couldn't go any place. I guess I was just 
waiting for I don't know what, 

Here now is a very brief synopsis of another report, which 
never would have been made had not an interested person over­
heard a remark at a basketball game made by people unknown 
to him. He made it a point to talk to them and made the initial 
report for them. They later consented to be interviewed by 
Raymond Fowler and his New England colleagues. It was a 
'typical' Close Encounter - starting first with the lighted craft, 
which they first took to be a helicopter, seen a't some distance. 
It soon approached, as the car and the UFO traveled toward 
each other, and the car and its electrical system became inop­
erative. 

Excerpts from the taped interview will give us the experi­
ence in their own words. (See Appendix 1 ,  CEII-8.) 

Janice noticed the object, so Kim pulled over. They wanted 
to get out of the car, but I didn't. All of a sudden the car 
stalled, and the radio and the lights went off. Then nobody 
wanted to get out of the car. Truthfully, I was too scared to 
carefully observe the object. I just noticed the four lights when 
they passed. Kim finally got the car going. 

Another witness to the same incident said: 

Janice said, 'What's that?' I just glimced out of the window 
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and said, 'Must be a helicopter.' Janice would not dismiss it as 
such, and then Kim became very excited. At first she [Kim] 
laughingly said, 'It must be a UFO or flying saucer.' All of a 
sudden it wasn't funny anymore. . . . I was scared, and I re­
fused to get out of the car. We had just pulled the car over. 
Suddenly the car stalled and the radio and the lights went out. 
The object passed, and the car started. 

Kim, the driver, said: 

When we got close to the object, the car stalled and the lights 
and our radio all went off at the same time. After this I tried to 
start the car twice while the object appeared to remain station­
ary. Thinking that the lights and radio would be drawing too 
much power from the battery . . .  I shut the light switch and 
the radio off. Then I tried to start the car again twice. It did 
not start. Next, the object in the sky seemed to start moving 
away from us. I tried to start the car again, and it immediately 
started, proving that it was not flooded. • . . Since we had 
replaced the battery in our car just three weeks ago [prior to 
the sighting] ,  I do not believe it was the car's fault. I had the 
clutch in at all times since I was pulling off to the side of the 
road to stop . 

• . . I saw an object to the left of us in the sky, which at first 
appeared to be a plane. As we approached it, I saw that it was 
too large and too low to be a plane and called the attention of 
the other occupants to it . . . .  The object was moving in the 
same direction as we were at first, then stopped for about a 
minute, then flew off, and the car started again. The object 
made no noise, and it did not affect the street lights in the 
area.3 

The three highly intelligent witnesses were evidently 
plagued by the often encountered inability to put into practical, 
descriptive terms the elements of their sighting. For instance, 
in answer to the question about what they would place in the 
sky that would give the same appearance as that of the sighted 
object, Kim answered, 'Erector set material with white lights 
reflecting on it with red lights on the top.' Ellen's reply to the 
question was, 'Four searchlights?' Janice stated, 'The object 
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was a regular trapezoid, although I could not make out its exact 
outline. There seemed to be a dim light on top, perhaps a small 
structure there.' 

· 

'Red lights about as bright as a hot electric stove'; 'It was 
glowing around the white lights. It reflected like some sort of 
metal'; 'I have never seen anything like this before'; 'The 
object was too large to be any kind of aircraft. The shape was 
odd and did not resemble a balloon or helicopter at all.'; 'The 
object hovered in a fixed position, then turned and disappeared 
in a westerly direction. It rose and flew out of sight.' These 
fragments of interviews with several witnesses are hardly the 
sort of descriptions one might expect from honor students, 
editors of the school paper and its yearbook, had they been 
describing an ordinary aircraft, even if seen under unusual con­
ditions. 

In a case already referred to (see Appendix 1, CEII-13) in 
terms of witness reactions, the policeman who was the first to 
talk with the observers stated: 

While object was near, driver said car wouldn't accelerate ­
lost power and sputtered 'like it wasn't getting enough juice'. 
When object appeared closest to them, it was no longer bright 
but 'a clear and well defined lens-shaped object with a dull 
light amber color - like a traffic caution light, only more pale 
in color.' I don't think that anybody could possible have staged 
the facial expressions and fear that those people showed. 

The sketch the driver later drew of the object reveals 
precious little detail, showing merely an egg-shaped object the 
surface of which was covered with inset objects resembling 
automobile headlights. 'Each of these,' the report states, 'gave 
out a shaft of very bright white light, making the object as a 
whole appear to have rays of light extending outward in all 
directions. Later it looked like a well-defined lens-shaped 
object, amber in color.' 

The prototype of the Close Encounter of the Second Kind is 
further embellished by the account of a UFO sighting in a 
cemetery after midnight (see Appendix 1, CEII-5), of which 
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one of the observers said, 'Nothing I have ever seen compares 
with the object.' The two reporters of this event had been 
riding late at night in the country purposely to look at the 
snow-laden branches of trees after a heavy snowstorm. 

As they passed a cemetery, which seemed to be shrouded in 
fog despite an otherwise crystal clear night, a light shone in the 
midst of the fog. Thinking that there was a fire in the cemetery 
and that the fog was really smoke, they turned the car around 
after having gone a short distance and returned to the scene. 
The investigator's report reads: 

He turned the car around again and put his windows down 
and drove off the road broadside to the cemetery and to the 
light [which was directly over the cemetery] . . . .  He got out of 
the car, shut the door [window open] and started to point to 
the object. Simultaneously several events occurred: the auto­
mobile lights, radio, and engine ceased functioning; he felt an 
electrical shock, and his body became numb and immobilized; 
the arm he was pointing with was pulled against the roof of the 
car and hit with such force that it left an imprint in the ice and 
snow . . . .  Mr. W. could not move a muscle, although he could 
hear and his mind seemed to be functioning normally. Then 
the lights and radio came back on, and the object which had 
been rocking back and forth emitted a humming sound and 
accelerated upward and out of sight above the fog patch. 

We have already referred to the Loch Raven Dam case in 
speaking of the reactions of witnesses. (See Appendix 1, CEII-
4·) Now in terms of the object and its physical effects described 
we tum to a portion of a transcript from an air force interview 
of one of the witnesses: 

Shortly after you pass the dam • • .  the bridge looms up in 
front of you at 200 to 250 yards away . . . .  We saw from that 
distance what appeared to be a large, flat sort of egg-shaped 
object hanging between roo to 150 feet off the top of the super­
structure of the bridge over the lake. 

We slowed and then decided to go closer and investigate the 
object . • . •  When we got to within So feet of the bridge, the car 

I 57 



went completely dead on us. It seemed as though the electrical 
system was affected: the dash lights went out, the headlights 
went out, the motor went dead. Mr. S., who was driving the 
car, put on his brakes [after the motor went dead],  turned the 
ignition once or twice. We didn't get any whirring sound; we 
were pretty frightened at this point • • • •  We watched it • • •  for 
approximately 30 to 45 seconds and then, I am not sure of the 
sequence of events here, it seemed to flash a brilliant flash of 
white light, and we both felt heat on our faces. Concurrently 
there was a loud noise, which I interpreted as a dull explosion. 
, . .  Then very quickly . • .  the object started to rise vertically. It 
didn't change its position [aspect] ,  as far as we could tell, 
during the rising. The only different feature it had while it was 
moving was that it was very bright and the edges became 
diffused so that we couldn't make out the shape as it rose. It 
took from 5 to ro seconds to disappear from view completely. 
We were very frightened . • • •  We got back to a phone booth in 
approximately 15  minutes. We proceeded to call the Ground 
Observer Corps� with no result, Our stocy elicited only com..; 
plete disbelief. 

Until the subject of UFOs has gained sufficient scientific 
respectability so that younger people with scientific im­
agination and courage can undertake proper investigations of 
the subject, we are left with most unsatisfactory descriptions of 
brilliantly illuminated oval objects that perform the most in­
credible feats. We shall have to content ourselves with saying 
that Close Encounters of the Second Kind involve a UFO that 
seems to have the strange property of being able, in some un­
fathomable way, to interfere with car ignitions. 

How this could happen - as we must assume it does unless all 
the seemingly solid witnesses are pathological liars - is as 
foreign to our physics of 1972 as the origin of solar energy was 
to the physics of 1912. We knew then that the sun had sources 
of energy completely unknown to us; it was there and had been 
shining in the same way for hundreds of millions of years, as 
demonstrated by the fossil bones of animals that had lived hun­
dreds of millions of years ago. But how it performed this trick 
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of manufacturing energy seemingly out of nothing we did not 
know. In that case, however, we knew that it did happen; when 
our physics caught up with the sun, so to speak, we knew how it 
happened. In the matter of UFO Close Encounters with cars, 
we cannot yet prove beyond all doubt that what the observers 
reported really did happen. We are still in the stage of gather .. 
ing data. 

For the moment, let us look at the probability that motors 
are killed and lights and radio stop by coincidence when the 
driver has a UFO close sighting. 

We have all seen cars stopped by the side of the road, hood 
up, waiting for tow trucks. It would be highly improbable that 
a car would become completely immobilized and then a few 
moments later 'heal itself', yet it can happen. Perhaps, for 
example, a wire that had become loose was jarred back into 
place in some way. But to combine this low probability event 
with the simultaneous appearance of a strange light coming 
down from the sky and hovering over the car, the car remaining 
disabled only so long as the light was present, is dubious at best. 

It is, of course, much the easier way out to dismiss the whole 
matter as 'psychological' (whatever that means in this context) 
and return to commonplace, understandable matters. However, 
that would not be acting true to the high ideals of science, 
which involve being curious about all things that occur in man's 
environment, investigating and weighing them, and calmly 
considering the evidence. 

If the probability of a happening in any one case is extremely 
low, consider the probability of coincidence in the following 
train of events - if they happened as reported. 

On the evening of November 2, 1957, at about !II :oo P.M., 
just one hour after the Russians had launched their second, 
dog-carrying artificial satellite (that certainly was coincidence) 
but before we Americans knew about it, Patrolman 
A. J. Fowler, officer on duty at Levelland, Texas (population 
xo,ooo), received the first of several strangely similar phone 
calls. (See Appendix I, CEII-x .) 
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The first was from Pedro Saucedo, who, with companion Joe 
Salaz, had been driving four miles west of Levelland when a 
torpedo-shaped, brilliantly illuminated object (as Saucedo de­
scribed it) rapidly approached the car. Fowler listened to a 
terrified Saucedo relate the incredible story of how, as the 
object passed close over the car, the truck headlights went out, 
and the engine died. A certified copy of a statement made by 
Saucedo reads: 

To whom it may concern: on the date of November 2, 1957, 
I was traveling north and west on route n6, driving my truck. 
At about four miles out of Levelland, I saw a big flame, to my 
right front . • . .  I thought it was lightning. But when this object 
had reached to my position it was different, because it put my 
truck motor out and lights. Then I stop, got out, and took a 
look, but it was so rapid and quite some heat that I had to hit 
the ground. It also had colors - yellow, white - and it looked 
like a torpedo, about 200 feet long, moving at about 6oo to 8oo 
miles an hour .. 

As the UFO moved into the distance, the truck lights re­
portedly came on by themselves, and Saucedo found that his 
truck started easily. The two men drove on to Whiteface, ten 
miles west of Levelland, and it was from a phone booth there 
that the call was made to Officer Fowler. Fowler apparently 
figured the man must have had one too many drinks, and he 
dismissed the report from his mind. 

Considered by itself, the testimony of an uneducated, fright­
ened truck driver, as sincere in his reporting as he might have 
been, has little credibility. But one hour later Fowler got 
another call, this time from Mr. W. of Whitharral. Fowler was 
told that he (Mr. W.) was driving four miles east of Levelland 
(the direction in which the Saucedo object had disappeared) 
when he came upon a brilliantly lit egg-shaped object, about 
200 feet long, sitting in the middle of the road. As Mr. W. 
approached it, his car engine failed, and the headlights went 
out. 

According to the observer, the object was lit up like a large 
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neon light and cast a bright glare over the entire area. The 
observer decided to get out of his car, but when he did so, the 
UFO rose and, at an altitude of about 200 feet, the object's 
light or glare blinked out entirely. Mr. W. then had no trouble 
starting his car. 

A short time later Officer Fowler got another call, from 
another Whitharral man, who was, at the time of the incident, 
some I I miles north of Levelland. He reported to the police 
station that he had come across a glowing object sitting on the 
road and that as he approached it - the reader can finish the 
sentence - his car engine stopped, and his headlights went out. 
But when the object left shortly thereafter, all was again well. 

But that was not the end. According to a signed statement in 
Project Blue Book files, at I2 :05 A.M. that Saturday night in 
November, a I9-year-old freshman from Texas Tech, driving 
roughly 9 miles east of Levelland, found that his car engine 
began to sputter, the ammeter on the dash jumped to discharge 
then back to normal, and the motor 'started cutting out like it 
was out of gas'. The car rolled to a stop; then the headlights 
dimmed and several seconds later went out. 

Baffled at the turn of events, he got out of his car and looked 
under the hood but found nothing wrong. Closing the hood, he 
turned away and then noticed for the first time, he reported, an 
oval-shaped object, flat on the bottom, sitting on the road 
ahead. He estimated it to be about I25 feet long, glowing with a 
bluish-green light. He stated that the object seemed to be made 
of an aluminum-like material, but no markings or other details 
were apparent. Frightened, he got back into the car and tried 
frantically but in vain to restart the car. 

Resigned, he sat and watched the object sitting in front of 
him on the road (he did not state how close he thought he was to 
the object) for several minutes, hoping that another car would 
drive by. None did. The UFO finally rose into the air, 'almost 
straight up', and disappeared 'in a split instant'. Afterward, the 
car was again fully operable. 

'I then proceeded home very slowly,' his statement continues, 
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'and told no one of my sighting until my parents returned home 
from a weekend trip . . .  for fear of public ridicule. They did 
convince me that I should report this, and I did so to the sheriff 
around 1 :30 P.M. Sunday, November 3 .' 

At 12: 15 A.M. Officer Fowler got still another call, this from 
a man phoning from a booth near Whitharral. This observer 
reported his encounter with the strange object at a point some 
nine miles north of Levelland. Once again the glowing object 
was sitting on a dirt road, and as his car approached it, its lights 
went out and its motor stopped. Soon the object rose vertically, 
very swiftly, and when it reached an altitude of about 300 feet, 
its lights went off and it disappeared from sight. As the reader 
expects by now, at this point the car lights came back on and 
the car was started with no difficulty. 

By this time Officer Fowler had finally realized that some­
thing odd was going on, and he notified the sheriff and his 
colleagues on duty, some of whom took to the roads to inves­
tigate. Two of them reported bright lights, seen for just a few 
seconds, but they did not have any car-stopping encounters. 

At 12:45 A.M. another single witness - I have broken my rule 
to use only multiple-witness cases because of the independent 
witnessing of essentially the same event or object, with the 
same physical effects, from independent nearby points - driv­
ing just west of Levelland and thus close to the spot where two 
hours earlier Saucedo had had his sighting, spotted what looked 
like a big orange ball of fire at a distance of more than a mile. 
The ball then came closer and landed softly on the highway 
about a quarter of a mile ahead of the observer. It covered the 
paved portion of the highway. 

The witness reported that the motor of the truck he was 
driving 'conked out' and his headlights died. Meanwhile, the 
object sat there on the road ahead of him, glowing bright 
enough to light up the cab of his truck. In about a minute, the 
observer reported, it made a vertical ascent - and, of course, 
things returned to normal. This encounter was not phoned in at 
the time to Officer Fowler but was reported the following day. 
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One possibly significant clue to some as yet unknown process 
may lie in the fact that the reporter stated that when the UFO 
landed it changed from its original red-orange color to a bluish 
green but that when it rose it changed back to red-orange. And 
it is perhaps of interest to note that the object or objects always 
landed on the pavement, except once, when it settled on a dirt 
road. 

But that is not all. At 1 : 15 A.M. Officer Fowler got another 
call, this time from a terrified truck driver from Waco, Texas, 
who was at the time just northeast of Levelland, on the 'Okla­
homa flat road'. The man told Fowler that his engine and head­
lights suddenly failed as he approached within 200 feet of a 
brilliant, glowing egg-shaped object. He said that it glowed 
intermittently 'like a neon sign' and that he estimated it to be 
about 200 feet long. He reported that as he got out of the truck, 
the UFO quickly shot straight up with a roar and streaked 
away. 

Officer Fowler stated that the truck driver was extremely 
excited when he called and that the witness was most upset by 
his close encounter. The truck engine and lights worked per­
fectly when the object left. 

By this time patrol cars were out looking for the reported 
object. Sheriff Clem and Deputy Pat McCulloch were being 
kept up to date by Fowler as they drove around the area. At 
1 :30 A.M., while driving along the Oklahoma Flat Road, be­
tween four and five miles from Levelland, the two men spotted 
an oval-shaped light, 'looking like a brilliant red sunset across 
the highway', a good 300 or 400 yards south of their patrol car. 
'It lit up the whole pavement in front of us for about two 
seconds,' said Clem. 

Patrolmen Lee Hargrove and Floyd Gavin were following in 
their patrol car several miles behind. In his signed statement 
Hargrove stated: 

Was driving south on the unmarked roadway known as the 
Oklahoma Flat Highway and was attempting to search for an 
unidentified object reported to the Levelland Police 
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Department . . . . I saw a strange-looking flash, which looked 
to be down the roadway approximately a mile to a mile and a 
half . . . .  The flash went from east to west and appeared to be 
close to the ground. 

Constable Lloyd Ballen of Anton, Texas, also reported 
seeing the object, although his statement was: 'It was traveling 
so fast that it appeared only as a flash of light moving from east 
to west.' 

None of these patrolmen's cars was affected, but Levelland 
Fire Marshal Ray Jones, who also was looking for the UFO, 
stated that his car's headlights dimmed and his engine sput­
tered but did not die, just as he spotted a 'streak of light' north 
of the Oklahoma Flat. 

Officer Fowler reported that a total of 15 phone calls were 
made to the police station in direct reference to the UFO, and 
he added, 'Everybody who called was very excited.' 

In terms of probabilities, that all seven cases of separate car 
disablement and subsequent rapid, automatic recovery after the 
passage of the strange illuminated craft, occurring within about 
two hours, could be attributed to coincidence is out of the stat­
istical universe - if the reports are truly independent (and they 
are, according to the tests we've used throughout). 

Suppose we try to attribute the happening to mass hysteria, 
although that does not disclose a mechanism for killing engines 
and extinguishing lights and stopping radios. The observers 
were independent unless all of them, for example, were listen­
ing to a local radio station that carried the news.4 (No inves­
tigator ever checked into the important question of whether the 
radio stations were notified and if they broadcast the reports.) 
We know that at first Officer Fowler discounted the reports, 
and it is unlikely that he would have almost immediately 
notified the local station. But let us suppose that he or someone 
else did and that all car radios were tuned in to that particular 
station. We still would need an explanation for the physical 
effects reported unless we attribute them to downright pre­
varication rather than to hysteria. 
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What was needed at the time was swift reaction by Blue 
Book and a serious, thorough investigation. Captain Gregory, 
then head of Blue Book, did call me by phone, but at that time, 
as the person directly responsible for the tracking of the new 
Russian satellite, I was on a virtual around-the-clock duty and 

I 
was unable to give it any attention whatever. I am not proud 
today that I hastily concurred in Captain Gregory's evaluation 
as 'ball lightning' on the basis of information that an electrical 
storm had been in progress in the Levelland area at the time. 
That was shown not to be the case. Observers reported overcast 
and mist but no lightning. Besides, had I given it any thought 
whatever, I would soon have recognized the absence of any evi­
dence that ball lightning can stop cars and put out head­
lights. 

I was told that the Blue Book investigation consisted of the 
appearance of one man in civilian clothes at the sheriff's office 
at about I I :45 A.M. on November 5 ;  he made two auto excur­
sions during the day and then told Sheriff Clem that he was 
finished. 

A newspaper reporter subsequently said that he had recog­
nized the investigator and identified him as an air force ser­
geant.5 

In any event, Blue Book came under severe pressure. In a 
memo dated December 4, I957, Captain Gregory complained 
that ' . . .  as a result of pressure from both the press and public 
. . .  Assistant Secretary of Defense requested that ATIC im­
mediately submit a preliminary analysis to the press • • •  a most 
difficult requirement in view of the limited data'.6 

Interfering with cars on the highways is but one of the physi­
cal effects reported in this category of Close Encounters. There 
are also the reported - and photographable - effects on living 
things, notably plants and trees.7 Many witnesses have re­
ported temporary paralysis in their limbs when their encounters 
have been quite close. 

More than 300 cases of 'scorched, denuded circles' and re­
lated 'landing marks' frequently associated with the sighting of 
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UFOs at close range have been cataloged. These, like UFOs in 
general, have been reported from many parts of the world, and 
a definite pattern is evident. The prototype is clear from an 
examination of even a few cases. Typically, in these cases a 
UFO looking, in most respects, like those in the first category 
or those of the second already described is seen to have landed 
or to be hovering near the ground. After it has departed, the 
witness finds a circular marking on the ground - sometimes 
nearly a perfect circle - which the witness invariably claims 
was not there previously. Of the cases cataloged by Phillips so 
far, 65 percent have occurred at night. If one chooses to exam­
ine only multiple-witness cases from the Phillips catalog, in 
keeping with our general policy, one must discard two-thirds of 
the cases. Yet from the nearly 100 cases remaining, witnesses 
reported that in three-quarters, the UFO was seen on the 
ground, and in nearly a fifth of them, at treetop level. In nearly 
all the multiple-witness cases the UFO is seen at or near the 
site of the later discovered marking. 

The witnesses in these selected cases included some tech· 
nically trained persons - medical doctor, airline pilot, engineer, 
ship's captain, mine supervisor - as well as farmer, factory 
worker, priest, patrol guard, etc. 

The markings on the ground are discovered almost immedi­
ately in the daytime cases and the following morning in the 
more frequent nighttime sightings. Natural curiosity draws the 
witnesses to the landing spot, and there they generally find a 
marking that fits a general pattern: either a circular patch, 
uniformly depressed, burned, or dehydrated, or a ring the over­
all diameter of which can be 30 feet or more but which itself is 1 

to 3 feet in thickness (that is, the inner and outer diameters of 
the ring differ by that amount, while the ring itself may be 
quite large). The most frequently reported diameters are 20-30 
feet. It is almost universally reported that the rings persist for 
weeks or months - sometimes years - and that the interior of 
the ring or sometimes the whole circle remains barren for a 
season or two. 

!66 



The main problem with the UFO rings is to establish that 
there was, indeed, a connection between the appearance of a 
UFO and the marks on the ground or, sometimes, with the 
scorched or blighted tops of trees. As might be expected, the 
tendency has been to dismiss the rings and landing marks from 
the purview of science, attributing them to hoaxes or natural 
causes, thus leaving the burden of investigation to a handful of 
private investigators, such as Ted Phillips. 

Care must be taken not to confuse these 'Close Encounter 
Rings' with the so-called fairy rings, which are nothing more 
than fungus growths in which the fungus, starting from a cen­
tral spot, spreads outward in an ever-widening ring. No fungus 
that I know of can produce burned, charred, or scorched leaves 
or can give the leaves the appearance of having been subjected 
to intense heat from above. 

Returning to the general plan of illustrating the prototype by 
means of synopses of selected individual cases, we start with 
one that both Phillips and I personally investigated. This sight­
ing occurred in Iowa in July, 1969. Two teenaged girls stated 
that they were exceedingly frightened late one evening when, 
looking out from their farmhouse bedroom window, they espied 
the 'traditional' lighted craft gliding away from the farmhouse, 
accompanied by a jetlike sound. (See Appendix I, CEII- 12.) 
The father of one of the girls, a farmer, had just that day 
examined his soybean field in preparation for cultivation and 
had found it in good order. 

Shortly after the UFO sighting there was a light rain, and 
early the next morning the farmer went out to check whether 
the rain had been severe enough to interfere with his planned 
cultivation. To his surprise he found a 40-foot devastated circle 
in midfield where none had been less than a half day before. He 
had no explanation for it. He had learned of the girls' experi­
ence but had promptly discounted it until he saw his soybean 
field. The place where the girls had seen their object was not 
inconsistent with the position of the destroyed ring of plants. 

I visited the farm several weeks after the event and saw the 
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circular patch for myself. The leaves of each plant were hang­
ing wilted from the stalks as though they had been subjected to 
intense heat, but the stalks themselves were not broken or bent, 
and there were no marks of any kind in the soil. Everything 
appeared as though the heat or destroying agent was applied 
directly from above and at close range but without direct con­
tact. 

The object that may have been associated with the circle was 
reported by the girls to have been observed at close range from 
their window, then to have turned to the northwest (it came 
from the south; the girls were looking out a north window, and 
the field was to the south of the house about a mile away) and 
disappeared, leaving only an orange glow in the sky. According 
to their report, it was spinning counterclockwise and had the 
shape of a shallow inverted bowl with a curved bottom. 

It appeared to be dull gray-black metallic color with a cir­
cular reddish-orange band of light about two-thirds of the way 
from the bottom to the top. It was the illumination from the 
orange light that disclosed the shape of the object. No pro­
trusions were visible, and there were no individual lights - only 
the band of orange light. In size it was described as three or 
four times the diameter of the moon, and one of the girls 
thought it appeared as large as an automobile would have at the 
estimated distance. 

Because of local publicity the farmer refused to let the girls 
be interviewed by me but was himself fully accommodating in 
showing me the circle and answering questions. He wished no 
further publicity, made no attempt to capitalize on the event, 
and left me with the feeling that if the whole thing had in some 
way been a hoax, it would be difficult to discover any possible 
reason for his choosing to destroy a portion of his field (and by 
what means?) in the absence of any desire for publicity or mon­
etary gain. 

It has often been reported but seldom carefully documented 
that immediately after a dose UFO encounter the top branches 
of adjacent trees have been found broken and the leaves wilted. 
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UFO PHOTOGRAPHS 

The adage, "A picture is worth a thousand words;• 
emphatical ly  does not seem to apply to most purported 
U FO photographs. This  would  not be the case, of course, 
if the authenticity of photographs su bmitted cou ld  be 
establ ished. S u bstantiating authenticity would  requ i re, 
among other thi ngs, reputable witnesses to the taking of the 
photographs (preferably motion pictures) . And the photo­
graphs ought to be closeups taken from different angles, 
with sufficient reference featu res to al low for establ ish ing 
approximate sizes and distances. U nfortunately, these re­
qu irements are rarely met. 

The scarcity of U FO photographs has been remarked 
u pon. Yet how many people have a camera on hand when 
they sudden ly  encounter an u n usual situation in  dai ly  l ife? 
Even if a camera is avai lable, how many th ink to use it? 

I n  the last analysis,  a photograph of a U FO is  merely 
another form of U FO report, and u nless one is  presented 
with a set of detai l ed photographs of a given U FO event, 
complete written reports coupled with personal i nterroga­
tions of the reporters are much more rel iable. 

However, I have come across many U FO photographs 
that I cou ld  not establ ish as hoaxes or mis identifications. 
Fol lowing the pattern set in the rest of this book, I wi l l  
present only photos submitted b y  photographers whom I 
i nterrogated personal ly  and of whose sincerity I am con­
vi nced. Even so, let me remind the reader that the fol lowing 
photographs are only examples of U FO photographs that 
I have been so far u nable to i nval idate. 



I have received many photographs of N octurnal Lights, 
but they are j ust that-strange l ights in the n ight sky - and 
l ittle that is  scientific can be done about them. This appl i es 
even to those that I have carefu l ly i nvestigated. I ncident 
NL-1 2 is  a case in point. Project B lue  Book reproduced the 
origi nal prints, one of thich is  shown in Figu re 1 .  This 
strange l ight was described as having risen from a snow­
covered field of corn stu bble some d istance from the town 
of Fargo, North Dakota. The photograph supports the 
typical verbal description I have heard so often : so bright 
that the object is  effectively hidden from sight, with a glow 
(fi lamentary in this case) and a bulge on the top suggestive 
of a "dome:• D u ri ng my i nterrogation of the two youths, 
at the precise location where the picture was taken, I 
cou ld  fi nd no evidence of a hoax, but since this factor can 
never be i ncontrovertibly ru led out u n l ess one takes the 
picture hi mself, the photograph fi nal ly  proves nothi ng. I t  
can only strongly suggest, as i n  m y  opi nion this one certain ly 
does. 





Many photographs of Dayl ight Discs have been submitt­
ed over the years as evidence of the physical real ity of U FOs. 
The case I i nvestigated most fu l l y  was DD- 6. F igu res 4 and 
5 show two shots made by M r. Warren S mith, reported ly 
only some 1 0  or 1 5  seconds apart. Mr. Beckman and I had 
access to the origi nal negatives and the camera, and I had 
several i nterviews with M r.  S mith. I n  addition , I flew over 
the area with h im in a smal l plane. 



The cloud formation i n  both photographs is vi rtual ly  the 
same, attesting to the short i nterval between pictures. No 
evidence of a hoax was revealed i n  my i nvestigation. 



The next photo shows an example of the pu rported 
effects of a Close E ncou nter of the Second Kind,  CE 1 1 -1 2. 
F igu re 6 shows the parched c ircle of roughly 40 feet 
diameter i n  an otherwise unmolested large field of soy 
beans. I personal ly confirmed the appearance of the 
devastated c ircle several days after the event. 

It must be emphasized that the photographs shown here 
have no fi nal probative val ue. However; they are al l un­
explained, and they support the verbal descriptions of 
si mi lar sighti ngs made elsewhere under other c ircum­
stances. 



, ' ,  
, . , I i ncl ude some additional 

photographs for which I have 
no explanation.  The reader may 
wish to try h is  hand at one. They 
may represent perfectly natural 
objects. The fi rst, Figure 7, was 
given to me by the d irector of 
the Ondrejov O bservatory, i n  
Czechoslovakia. The second, 
F igu re 8, i s  another N octurnal 
Light. Note the star trai l j ust 
above the telephone pole. This  
demonstrates that the exposure 
was of the order of m i nutes i n  
d u ration. I t  was taken i n  Val en­
ti ne, N ebraska, on August 2, 
1 965,  by J ud i  Hatcher (now J ud i  
Tu rner) at  the t ime of the "Mid­
west flap" and on the same n ight 
that Mr. Campbell took his 
photograph. Apparently some­
thing u n usual was goi ng on over a 
large portion of the Midwest at 
that time. 



F i nal ly, I i nc lude two photographs, Figu res 9 and 1 0 , 
taken from the wi ndow of an ai rcraft at 30,000 feet, of an 
object that I have been u nable to i dentify. Perhaps some 
reader can identify it as a natu ral object. If so, I would  
appreciate knowing the sol ution. These are two photo­
graphs for which I can absol utely vouch. 



Here again is a fertile field for investigation. One case of this 
sort was made available to me through the kindness of Dr. 
Peter Millman, of the National Research Council of Canada, 
although he did not personally investigate it. The investigation 
report came from the Department of National Defense. Here is 
an excerpt from the report of the sighting, which occurred near 
the shore of a lake in northern Ontario on June 1 8, 1967. (See 
Appendix 1, CEII-18 .) 

While returning home by boat from visiting neighbors [the 
two witnesses] noticed a bright object hovering 50 feet above 
treetops approximately a quarter of a mile away. Turned boat 
toward object to observe more closely when object suddenly 
and at a great speed descended toward boat. Mr. G. made a 
very hasty retreat, using full power of 75-horse outboard 
motor to make shore and get out of boat. Object then returned 
to original hovering position. Boat was reentered, and attempt 
was made to return to persons just visited, but object again 
appeared to make rapid descent toward boat. Boat was im­
mediately grounded on shore, and Mr. and Mrs. G. ran to 
home of [another] Mr. G. and awoke entire household. Object 
hovered for about 10-15 minutes and then rapidly disappeared 
to west-northwest . . . .  No noise heard at any time . . .  wind 
conditions calm, but Mr. G. stated that tops of trees moved 
very noticeably as object made both descents. 

Quoting from the official government report: 
The object was described as oval in shape with a slight rise 

on top as though with a canopy. Color was shiny . . .  metallic 
and glassy. No lights were visible except that tops of trees 
appeared to glow white when the object tilted toward the de­
scent but appeared to rise horizontally and fly horizontally 
when it disappeared. Object was very clear to the naked eye 
with moon reflecting off it. Mr. G. [estimated] size approxi­
mately 25 to 30 feet across and approximately 10  to 15 feet at 
thickest point. As object disappeared it took on an orange tint. 
No noise was heard by any of the observers nor those occupying 
two cabins at less than a quarter mile distance from 
where object was allegedly hovering. One occupant . . . did 
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observe that he was listening to his transistor radio at time, 
station CKRC on 630 KCS, when so much static and in­
terference was heard that radio was shut off. ·He looked out 
window . . .  thinking thunderstorm in area but noted clear sky. 
His radio was checked and found in satisfactory operating 
condition . . . .  No alcohol was consumed by any of witnesses 
evening of sighting. Mr. G. has good eyesight, needing no 
glasses. Several samples of wilting leaf limbs brought to Win­
nipeg for analysis. 

The last statement refers to the unexplained damage to the 
tops of trees observers felt was associated with the appearance 
of the UFO. The report read: 

Department of Forestry and Rural Development advise they 
are unable to provide explanation for cause of wilting on three 
different types of trees: i.e., birch, hazel, and chokecherry, 
examined in the area from which previous samples had been 
obtained. There is no evidence of blight or insects. Several 
trees are affected but not in any fixed pattern and mainly on 
tops of trees. Forestry states cause could be heat, although no 
other [normal] evidence would indicate this as a source. 

Dr. Millman has dismissed the light as almost certainly 
having been the planet Venus, which was indeed setting in the 
northwest at that time. But here we run into the hub of the 
entire UFO problem. No one bothered to find out, in this case, 
in what direction the observers were originally looking, and no 
one bothered to ask whether they saw Venus and the light. Of 
course, one might well wonder how two people of otherwise 
demonstrated stability could hallucinate to the extent that they 
believed Venus made two rapid descents toward their boat, 
causing them to use full power on the boat to make a getaway. 
This is another question that should have been investigated 
more thoroughly. 

Case upon case can be adduced to build the prototype, but 
this would be of little avail. There seems to be no basic 
difference in the appearance of the Close Encounter cases that 
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produce physical effects and of those that do not; in both cat­
egories far more detailed information is needed. 

Perhaps we should let three final case synopses suffice: 

Mrs. J . . . .  was attracted to the window by what appeared to 
be landing lights of an airplane. The light was extremely bright 
and seemed to be coming directly into the yard . . .  Fearing the 
lights were the landing lights of a crashing airplane headed 
directly toward the house, she herded the three girls in haste 
out of the house and into the yard away from the approaching 
lights, which by then had blended into one huge brilliant and 
intense white light. The four frightened witnesses stood in the 
yard . . .  watching as the light moved in low in a straight line 
toward the house, suddenly lifted several hundred feet, clear­
ing a clump of evergreens bordering the yard and dipped 
down on the far side of the tall trees and touched the ground. 
The intense light illuminated the surrounding area, including 
the side oL the house and the yard . . . .  Object was also [re­
portedly] observed by a border patrol officer who had been 
alerted by radio. He was 'buzzed' by apparently the same object, 
which was low enough so that the patrolman stopped his car, 
got out, and watched it move out of sight. The four witnesses 
[at one location] and the independent officer gave the same 
description of the object as being about 30 feet in diameter, 
slightly domed, silent, and of a very intense white light. 

The object remained grounded for several minutes, and then 
it ascended almost vertically in a burst of speed and disap­
peared toward the northeast. Where the object had grounded 
in the 16 or so inches of snow there was a large circular im­
print about 10-12 feet in diameter, and the ground beneath the 
melted snow ring showed evidence of having been scorched. 
Oval-shaped tracks 8 inches long and 8 inches apart, in single 
file, were found leading from the landing site to a clump of 
evergreens, where they disappeared. A month later the circular 
area still showed signs of the 'landing'. 

I had no personal connection with the above case (see Ap­
pendix 1, CEII-21), but I have included it because it fits the 
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pattern and was investigated by a competent UFO inves­
tigator.8 

Another case takes us to the province of Quebec, Canada, 
where on May I I, I969 (see Appendix I, CEII-22), M. 
Chaput, a pulp mill worker, was awakened on his ten-acre farm 
at 2 A.M. by the barking of his dog. Looking outside he saw, the 
report of a practiced Canadian UFO investigator states, an 
intense light source illuminating his field about 6oo feet away. 
It was so bright that it lighted the surrounding area, even the 
house. He went outside and could see his shadow cast on the 
house. When intervie;ed, Chaput said he felt that the light 
could not have been more than I5  feet above the ground. Then 
the. light vanished, but he could hear a purring sound receding 
in the distance. 

The next morning he went to the scene of the incident with 
one of his teenaged sons and a younger child and found not only 
a circular mark of the 'traditional' type but 'three circular de­
pressions, equally spaced to form a triangle with a rectangular 
depression one to two inches in depth', near the midpoint of the 
base of the triangle. The investigator conjectures that the three 
evenly-spaced depressions might have been caused by landing 
legs or pads with the rectangular depression, the result of a 
hatchway pressing down with extreme force. 

Conjecture aside, the fact remains that here is another of now 
more than 300 cataloged cases of ground markings reportedly 
associated with very close approaches of UFOs. The problem 
they present is both provocative and frustrating - frustrating 
because to get anywhere with the problem, far more quan­
titative data are needed than we have at present, although the 
pattern emerging from these worldwide reports seems 
sufficiently clear in outline. 

One final case, with which I also had no connection but 
which is included in the Blue Book files as 'Hoax', apparently 
was routed to Blue Book by an air attache in Paris who, in turn, 
was apparently moved by a letter addressed to him through the 
Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Headquarters, USAF. 

172 



(See Appendix r, CEII-1 6.) The letter contained the following 
statement: 

While no credence is given to this report, previous experi­
ence with incidents of this nature dictates that USAF files 
should indicate that some official action had been initiated, in 
the event any official or public inquiries are made regarding 
this incident. 

The incident itself concerns a reported sighting on April 14, 
1 957, at Vins sur Caramy, France. If taken out of context from 
other Close Encounter cases, it certainly does sound bizarre and 
must be given a high Strangeness Rating. One might even tend 
to excuse the attitude of the writer of the air force comment, 
Captain G. T. Gregory, then head of Blue Book. But it 
cannot be taken out of context. It is merely one of hundreds of 
reported Close Encounter cases. If one employs the 'shooting 
gallery' technique of knocking off one duck at a time as it comes 
into range, one UFO case at a time without regard to its re­
lation to similar cases, it is relatively easy to dismiss each as 
irrelevant and nonsensical. It is quite another thing if one 
becomes conscious not merely of one duck at a time but of the 
whole flock appearing in formation. 

Here is a brief synopsis of the case itself. There reportedly 
landed on a road about 300 feet from two elderly French 
country women a curious metallic machine in the form of a big 
top about 5 feet tall. Just as it landed, a deafening rattle was 
heard coming from a metallic road sign some 15  to 20 feet from 
the landing site. The sign had been set into violent vibration. 

The cries of the women and the noise from the sign were 
heard by a man nearly 1 ,ooo feet away. Thinking that there had 
been an accident, he went rushing down to them. He arrived in 
time to see the 'top' jump off the road to a height of about 20 
feet, turn, and land a second time, this time on another road, 
which forked from the first. 

As it turned, it flew over a second road sign, and this one 
likewise vibrated violently, resonating as though it had been 
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subjected to 'violent shocks repeated at a rapid cadence'. The 
machine, however, made no sound itself. It did not pass close to 
a third sign (presumably also metallic). This point assumes 
importance if one accepts the testimony of the local police, 
who, with the investigator, reportedly placed a compass near 
the two signs that had rattled and found a deviation of some 15 
degrees. Placed next to the Renault in which they had come, the 
compass showed a deviation of only 4 degrees, but there was no 
deviation at all near the sign that had not rattled. 

Blue Book evaluated this case as Hoax without any evidence, 
presumably because they felt that was all that it could possibly 
have been. However, the French police adjutant in the area 
vo�ched for the integrity of the witnesses - 'He affirmed at once 
that the witnesses are not only of good faith but they are above 
any suspicion of a hoax.' 

If one seeks a 'natural' explanation for this case, I would 
suggest a purely meteorological explanation rather than a hoax. 
One might argue, although I don't, that a dust devil having the 
appearance of a top came by, rattled the signs, had a metallic 
appearance, selectively landed on a road each time, and 'mag­
netized' the road signs. 

Since I did not interview these observers myself, I can base 
judgment only on the French investigator's report (he seems to 
have done a good job of interrogation, as is evidenced by a 
reading of the full report). A dust devil simply does not fit the 
reported facts. 

This is one of the few cases I have included in this book with 
which I did not have some measure of personal involvement. 
Perhaps the reader will wish to exclude it from the rest of the 
evidence, using it only as illustrative of official attitudes 
towards the UFO phenomenon. But the case fits in with the 
rest. 

The prototype of the Close Encounter of the Second Kind 
stands out clearly from the selected cases just presented, but the 
reader and I must be disappointed that far more quantitative 
data are not available to portray it. Perhaps the Strangeness 
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Rating of these cases is so great that they literally defy descrip­
tion that is translatable into the familiar quantitative terms in 
physics and astronomy. We meet an even more formidable cat­
egory - as far as strangeness is concerned - in the next cate-· 
gory, Close Encounters of the Third Kind. 

NOTES 

I. Observers of Close Encounters of the Second Kind 
Occupation 
Housewives 
Teenaged girls 
Teenaged boys 
Adult males (occupation unknown) 
Employees and family members of 

Canadian fishing resort 
Businessmen 
Engineers 
Pilots 
Farmers 
Police officers 
Boys (ages 6-Io) 
Truck drivers 
Senior highway designer 
Roofer 
Schoolteacher and former air force 

Number 
I8 
I7 
IO 
8 

6 

5 
4 
3 
4 
2 

3 
2 

I 
I 

stewardess I 
Supervisor in mail order house I 
Collection manager, finance company I 
Chief of technical services, Air France I 
Beekeeper I 
Professional artist I 
Painter I 
Hairdresser I 

Total 92 
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2. I would hope that readers, pilots and others, who might here­
tofore have been reluctant to admit their experiences will be 
encouraged to submit an account of the experience to the 
author with the same understanding. 

3· I am indebted for this report to Raymond Fowler, whose 
meticulous and detailed investigations of many New England 
cases far exceed in completeness the investigations of Blue 
Book. He has regularly sent me copies of his reports and has 
given me permission to quote from them. 

4· Correspondence with officials in the Levelland area has 
shown that such radio contact did not exist at that time. 

5· Levelland Sun-News. November 6 and 7, 1957. 
6. I am indebted to the National Investigations Committee for 

Aerial Phenomena (NICAP) for material in addition to that 
iil the Blue Book files, for whom James Lee, of Abilene, 
Texas, carried out a personal investigation of the Levelland 
occurrences. He encountered a report that two grain com­
bines, each with two engines, that had been operating in 
Petit, Texas (about 15 miles northwest of Levelland), were 
silenced by the passing of a glowing UFO. 

7· I am indebted to Ted Phillips, Jr., an assiduous independent 
investigator with whom I have worked closely. He has 
specialized in recording, cataloging, and investigating this one 
relatively narrow but highly important aspect of the subject 
for many of the cases used in this chapter. 

8. Bernier, publisher of UFO-lnfo. Seattle, Washington. 
February 12, 1966. 
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CHAPTER TEN 

CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE 
THIRD KIND 

I . . . waved. To our surprise the figure [on the UFO] 
did the same. . . . All missions boys made audible 
gasps . . . .  

- from Reverend Gill's account of the sighting 
at Boainai, Papua, New Guinea 

WE come now to the most bizarre and seemingly incredible 
aspect of the entire UFO phenomenon. To be frank, I would 
gladly omit this part if I could without offense to scientific 
integrity: Close Encounters of the Third Kind, those in which 
the presence of animated creatures is reported. (I say 'ani­
mated' rather than 'animate' to keep open the possibility of 
robots or something other than 'flesh and blood'.) These creat­
ures have been variously termed 'occupants', 'humanoids', 
'UFOnauts', and even 'UFOsapiens'. 

Unfortunately one may not omit data simply because they 
may not be to one's liking or in line with one's preconceived 
notions. We balk at reports about occupants even though we 
might be willing to listen attentively to accounts of other UFO 
encounters. Why? In this 'festival of absurdity', as Aime 
Michel has termed this part of the UFO phenomenon, why 
should a report of a car stopped on the highway by a blinding 
light from an unknown craft be any different in essential 
strangeness or absurdity from one of a craft from which two or 
three little animate creatures descend? 

There is no logical reason, yet I confess to sharing a 
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prejudice that is hard to explain. Is it the confrontation on the 
animate level that disturbs and repulses us? Perhaps as long as 
it is our own intelligence that contemplates the report of a 

machine, albeit strange, we still somehow feel superior in such 
contemplation. Encounters with animate beings, possibly with 
an intelligence of different order from ours, gives a new dimen­
sion to our atavistic fear of the unknown. It brings with it the 
specter of competition for territory, loss of planetary hegemony 
- fears that have deep roots. 

Another thing bothers us : the humanoids seem to be able to 
breathe our air and to adapt to our air pressure and gravity with 
little difficulty. Something seems terribly wrong about that. 
Thi� would imply that they must be from a place - another 
planet? - very much like our own. Perhaps our own? But how? 
Or are they robots, not needing to adapt to our environment? 

Our common sense recoils at the very idea of humanoids and 
leads to much banter and ridicule and jokes about little green 
men. They tend to throw the whole UFO concept into dis­
repute. Maybe UFOs could really exist, we say, but human­
oids? And if these are truly figments of our imagination, then so 
must be the ordinary UFOs. But these are backed by so many 
reputable witnesses that we cannot accept them as simple mis­
perceptions. Are then, all of these reporters of UFOs truly sick? 
If so, what is the sickness? Are these people all affected by 
some strange 'virus' that does not attack 'sensible' people? 
What a strange sickness this must be, attacking people in all 
walks of life, regardless of training or vocation, and making 
them, for a very limited period of time - only minutes some­
times - behave in a strange way and see things that are belied 
by the reliable and stable manner and actions they exhibit in 
the rest of their lives. 

Or do humanoids and UFOs alike bespeak a parallel 'reality' 
that for some reason manifests itself to some of us for very 
limited periods? But what would this reality be? Is there a 
philosopher in the house? 

There are many such questions and much related 
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information that is difficult to comprehend. The fact is, how­
ever, that the occupant encounters cannot be disregarded; they 
are too numerous. There is a surprising and highly provocative 
collection of literature on the subject of humanoids. In a cata­
log prepared by Jacques Vallee, which contains 1,247 Close 
Encounter cases, 750 are those in which an actual landing of a 
craft was reported. Of these, more than 300, or about 40 per­
cent, were reported to have had humanoids seen in or about the 
landed craft. For both types, landings with or without human­
oids, approximately one-third were multiple-witness cases.1 

One would never suspect the magnitude of the problem of 
humanoids by perusal of the air force Blue Book files. 2 Out of 
the thousands of reports received by the air force, only 48 were 
report�d UFO landings, and in only 12 of these did humanoids 
figure (for the years for which I have records available). During 
the same period 223 humanoid cases were reported from 
various areas of the world. 

The manner in which the air force disposed of the few land­
ing and still fewer humanoid cases is in itself of considerable 
interest.3 Despite the widely held misconception that UFO 
reports of this sort are hallucinations, only 2 out of the 48 cases 
were attributed to hallucinations. Six were ascribed to the 
somewhat more vague term 'Psychological'; two, to 'Unreliable 
report', which in Blue Book terminology really means 'crazy'; 
six were ascribed to hoaxes but on slim evidence. The majority 
was attributed 'insufficient data' - a favourite term with Blue 
Book when it appeared that it would be too much trouble to 
acquire additional data. 

Generally there was little or no follow-up in these cases. 
There were nine cases of reported landings of unknown air­
craft, yet no attempt was made to ascertain further facts. Very 
real heights of 'creative evaluation' were reached, however, in 
ascribing the famous Socorro, New Mexico, case to a ground 
light and the even more famous Hill case to radar inversion, a 
singularly inept evaluation inasmuch as no radar observations 
figured in that specific case at that time of night. 
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One may well ask why the air force received only 1 2  out of 
the 65 reported U.S. cases of Close Encounters of the Third 
Kind or, for that matter, only 48 out of the 190 landing cases in 
the United States. I would surmise that many such cases 'died' 
at the local air base to which they were reported. As we have 
seen, the standard Blue Book policy was to consider as 'cases' 
only those incidents that came through official air force chan­
nels. Since landings and especially 'little green men' were not 
to be taken seriously (by official policy), it is likely that the 
responsible officer at the local base deemed it unwise to trans­
mit 'nonsense' messages. 

It is hard to substantiate this surmise, yet from independent 
sources we know that UFO landings were reported to have 
occurred at Blaine Air Force Base (June 12, 1 965), at Cannon 
Air Force Base, New Mexico (May 1 8, 1 954), and at Deer­
wood Nike Base (September 29, 1957). None of these cases was 
transmitted to Blue Book, and if sightings made directly at air 
and military bases were not transmitted, it is quite likely that 
reports of landings - and especially of occupant cases - that 
were merely phoned in to the air base by a civilian were re­
garded as originating from a 'nut' and hence not worth passing 
on through military channels. To Blue Book such a case would 
have been considered solved at the local level. 

During my entire term as consultant to Blue Book I was 
asked to look into only two landing cases : the Socorro, New 
Mexico, case, which involved occupants (see Appendix r, 
CEIII-r), and the Dexter, Michigan, case, which was a landing 
reported by only two of the many persons involved. I found the 
Socorro case extremely convincing and the Michigan case most 
unconvincing, even though the latter cr�ated greater public 
interest. I could, therefore, evade with ease this bizarre cat­
egory entirely on the grounds that I choose to judge only those 
happenings with which I have had personal involvement, a rule 
I have followed, almost without exception, in the five other 
UFO categories. But despite my lack of personal acquaintance 
with Close Encounters of the Third Kind, I feel obligated to 
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call attention to what has been reported in this category from 
around the world. I will do so by referring the reader to the 
many accounts available in the more scholarly UFO journals, 
already quoted, and to two books devoted entirely to this sub­
ject: The Humanoids (edited by Charles Bowen) and Passport 
to Magonia (by Jacques Vallee). 

The reader will discover for himself that there is a very great 
similarity in accounts of occupant cases in reports from over the 
world. He will learn that they are similar not only in the de­
scription of the appearance of most humanoids but in their 
reported actions. He will find the occupants reportedly picking 
up samples of earth and rocks and carrying them aboard their 
craft, much as U.S. astronauts picked up moon rocks; he will 
find

' 
them seemingly exhibiting interest in human installations 

and vehicles; he will even find them making off with rabbits, 
dogs, and fertilizer! 

It would be helpful, one feels, if we could demonstrate that 
Close Encounters of the Third Kind differ systematically from 
the other five UFO categories. Then we could, with some 
comfort, dismiss them. But they do not differ in any way - by 
geographical distribution, by times of occurrence, in numbers, 
and especially in kinds of observers - except that the relative 
number of cases with multiple witnesses is somewhat less 
(about one-third of the Third Kind cases have multiple wit­
nesses) and that although the witnesses seem to represent the 
same cross section of the populace as those in the other cat­
egories, there are not as many observers having any degree of 
technical training. There are no pilots, air traffic control oper­
ators, radar operators, or scientists who have reported human• 
oids, according to my records. There are, however, people 
holding other types of responsible positions: clergymen, police­
men, electronics engineers, public servants, bank directors, 
military men, miners, farmers, technicians, mailmen, railroad 
engineers, medical doctors, and others gainfully and creditably 
employed. 

Clearly, it is not only kooks who report humanoids. Indeed, I 
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do not know of a report of this kind to have come from a person 
of demonstrated mental imbalance. Possibly there do not seem 
to be as many people of considerable technical training and 
sophistication who have made humanoid reports as have made 
other UFO reports because their very training and soph­
istication would naturally lead such people to be wary of expos­
ing themselves to ridicule. 

It appears, in short, that we cannot subdivide the UFO 
phenomenon, accepting some parts and rejecting others. We 
must study the entire phenomenon or none of it. Encounters of 
the Third Kind must in all fairness be included in this book. 

Following as far as possible the policy I have adopted of 
discussing only those cases with which I have had personal 
involvement, I will choose those few cases with which I have 
had at least some peripheral involvement and for which I have 
been able to obtain some documentation. Unfortunately the 
most convincing case has come to me through private sources at 
the price of anonymity and hence cannot be fully discussed. 

This case had four witnesses (see Appendix r, CEIII-2), all 
family men holding responsible positions. Two are engaged in 
work requiring military clearance, and their jobs would be in 
severe jeopardy were their anonymity violated.* For the 
record, this reported event took place in North Dakota in Nov­
ember, 1961, in rain and sleet, late at night. The four men 
observed the landing of a lighted craft in a completely open and 
deserted field and, thinking that an aircraft was in serious 
trouble, stopped by the roadside, hopped the fence, and hurried 
toward what they judged to be the plane. Their surprise was 
understandably great when they discovered humanoids around 
the craft, one of which boldly waved them off in a threatening 
manner. One of the men fired a shot at the humanoid, which 
fell as if hurt. The craft soon took off, and the men fled. 

* I say this not to tantalize, but to emphasize to my scientific col­
leagues how difficult it is in this field to obtain data. In a sense we have 
regressed to the days before the founding of the Royal Society in 
England, when scientists had to sneak, so to speak, through back alleys 
as members of the 'Invisible College'. 
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The next day, although they reportedly had told no one of 
their bizarre experience, it was reported to me that one of the 
men was called out from work and led into the presence of men 
he had never seen before. They asked to be taken to his home, 
where they examined the clothing he had worn the night before, 
especially his boots, and left without any further word. To the 
best of my knowledge, none of the men involved heard further 
about the incident. There the mystery rests. 

Two other cases, those of Temple, Oklahoma (March 23, 
I966), and of Atlanta, Missouri (March 3, I969), must be 
omitted by the rules of the game here; they are single-observer 
cases. 

One case that should be excluded by these same rules is the 
extremely interesting event at Socorro, New Mexico, April 24, 
I964 (see Appendix I ,  CEIII-I), but since I have studied this 
case in some detail, I will touch on it. 

Although there were other reported witnesses to the UFO, 
only Lonnie Zamora, a policeman in Socorro, was in a position 
to have seen the occupants. My original investigations, directed 
toward breaking apart Zamora's account by seeking mutual 
contradictions in it and also by seeking to establish Zamora as 
an unreliable witness, were fruitless. I was impressed by the 
high regard in which Zamora was held by his colleagues, and I 
personally am willing today to accept his testimony as genuine, 
particularly since it does fit a global pattern. 

The Socorro incident is one of the classics of UFO literature, 
and a brief synopsis will suffice. On the afternoon of April 24, 
1964, Zamora was on duty. At about 5 :45 P.M., he was engaged 
in tracking a speeding motorist south of the town. He allowed 
the motorist to escape when his attention was drawn to a de­
scending craft that was emitting a flame. At the same time he 
heard explosive sounds from the direction of the craft. While 
still some distance away, he was able to see the landed craft, 
which appeared like an up-ended automobile, and he noted the 
presence of two white-cloaked figures in its immediate vicin .. 
ity. 



He then lost sight of the object because of the hilly terrain 
and did not see it again until he rounded a curve and attained a 
higher elevation. To his astonishment he found himself looking 
down into a shallow gully at an egg-shaped metallic craft rest­
ing on legs extended from the craft. He was then less than 1 50 
feet from the object, close enough to see a strange insignia on 
the side of the craft. Loud sounds from the interior of the craft 
caused Zamora to seek shelter as rapidly as he could. Glancing 
back over his shoulder at the craft, he saw it rise vertically and 
take off horizontally, disappearing shortly thereafter in the di­
rection of 'Six Mile Canyon'. 

Zamora had already radioed his report in to headquarters, 
and Sergeant Chavez was on his way. Had he not taken a wrong 
tum, the sergeant would have arrived in time to see the craft 
itself. As it was, he arrived to find a very shaken Zamora. 

'What's the matter, Lonnie? You look like you've seen the 
devil,' Chavez said. 

'Maybe I have,' replied Zamora. 
I visited the site several days later and verified the landing 

marks and the charred plants. Chavez had, he told me in a long 
interview, verified the marks and the burned greasewood 
plants, which had still been smoldering at the time he first met 
Zamora at the site. 

Measurements taken at the site showed that the diagonals of 
the quadrilateral formed by the four landing marks intersected 
almost exactly at right angles. One theorem in geometry states 
that if the diagonals of a quadrilateral intersect at right angles, 
the midpoints of the sides of the quadrilateral lie on the cir­
cumference of a circle, and it is thus of considerable interest 
that the center of the circle so formed virtually coincided with 
the principal bum mark on the ground. Under certain con­
ditions the center of gravity of the craft would have been di­
rectly over the center of the circle, hence making the presence 
of the bum mark more significant. 

On successive visits I continued my investigations into 
Zamora's credibility and traced the story of an unidentified 
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witness who had stopped for gas just north of town. While at 
the gas station, he told of his encounter just south of town with 
a strange flying craft that was apparently in trouble and head­
ing for a landing. He said that it must have been in trouble 
because he saw a squad car (Zamora's) going out across the 
sandy terrain toward it. He was unable to identify the craft as 
any normal aircraft. 

I tried my best at the time to induce the air force to make an 
intelligence problem of finding the missing witness, but they 
evinced no interest whatsoever. At the time I thought that, had 
this been a federal case involving narcotics or counterfeiting, 
the FBI would certainly have located the missing witness. Be­
cause, it was merely a UFO case, the usual pattern of doing 
nothing was followed. 

The Encounter of the Third Kind that had the largest 
number of witnesses was the sighting of June 26-27, I959, 
centred about Reverend William Bruce Gill, an Anglican priest 
and a graduate of Brisbane University, who headed a mission in 
Boainai, Papua, New Guinea. (See Appendix I, CEIII-3.) I 
first learned of the case in detail when I stopped at the British 
Air Ministry on an official visit from Blue Book in I 96 I .  

I learned at that time that the British military view of the 
UFO problem was essentially the same as that of Blue Book; 
indeed, the British (and other governments as well) were look­
ing to the U.S. Air Force to solve the problem. I was told quite 
bluntly that with the funds and facilities available to the U.S. 
Air Force there was little point to their doing anything about 
the problem, and they honestly felt that the U.S. Air Force was 
doing something about it, but with negative results. 

The British Air Ministry did not take Father Gill's sighting 
seriously, and almost with relief they gave me their report on it; 
it had apparently been cluttering up their files. Since then I 
have had access to a full report on this case4 and have also 
been the recipient of a lengthy tape recording of a talk by 
Reverend Gill and, more recently, of an hour�Iong tape with 
Reverend Gill made by my colleague Fred Beckman. 
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Before judgment is passed on this affair, Reverend Gill 
should be heard. As a few excerpts from his tapes show, Rever­
end Gill is utterly sincere. He talks in a leisurely, scholarly 
way, delineating details slowly and carefully. The manner and 
content of the tapes are conducive to conviction. One would 
find it difficult to believe that an Anglican priest would concoct 
a story involving more than two dozen witnesses out of sheer 
intent to deceive. Critics of this case do not generally know that 
this report is only one of some 6o in the New Guinea area at 
approximately that time, all investigated by a colleague of Gill, 
the Reverend Norman Cruttwell, who has written a report 
covering the series, 5 only one of which, the case in point, in­
volved humanoids. 

The Department of Air, Commonwealth of Australia, how­
ever, was in doubt, although I have no record that they inter­
viewed Father Gill in person. They wrote as follows to a 
colleague: 

Dear Sir, 

CANBERRA ACT 
28 January 1970 

I refer to your letter dated 12 November 1969 concerning an 
unusual aerial sighting at Boainai, in Papua, New Guinea. 
The RAAF could come to no definite conclusion on the report, 
and inquiries with the United Kingdom and the United States 
could add no clues or answers. 

As a result these sightings have been classified as aerial 
phenomenon, but most probably they were reflections on a 
cloud of major light source of unknown origin. 

Yours Faithfully. 

The letter is correct in one sense. When the brightly lighted 
UFO seen by Reverend Gill and his many colleagues went 
vertically upward, it illuminated the clouds as it passed through 
the overcast. The letter is quite correct, also, in stating that the 
light source was of unknown origin! 

Here are a few excerpts from the report of the sightings in 
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New Guinea. First from his notebook records made at the time 
of the sightings: 

The Boainai sightings climaxed a relatively short but re­
markably acute period of UFO activity in the vicinity of east­
New Guinea. UFOs were observed by both Papuan natives 
and Europeans. Sightings were reported by educated Papuans 
and by totally illiterate natives relatively untouched by western 
civilization and quite ignorant of 'flying saucers'. 

Next, from a letter written by Reverend Gill to a friend at a 
neighboring mission : 

Dear David, 
Have a look at this extraordinary data. I am almost con­

vinGed about the 'visitation' theory . . . .  I do not doubt the 
existence of these 'things' (indeed I cannot now that I have 
seen one for myself), but my simple mind still requires 
scientific evidence before I can accept the from-outer-space 
theory. I am inclined to believe that probably many UFOs are 
more likely some form of electric phenomena or perhaps some­
thing brought about by the atom bomb explosions, etc . . . .  It is 
all too difficult to understand for me; I prefer to wait for some 
bright boy to catch one to be exhibited in Martin Square . . . .  

Yours, 
Doubting William 

The very next day this letter was written to the same 
person : 

Dear David, 
Life is strange, isn't it? Yesterday I wrote you a letter . . .  

expressing opinions re the UFOs. Now, less than 24 hours 
later, I have changed my views somewhat. Last night we at 
Boainai experienced about 4 hours of UFO activity, and there 
is no doubt whatsoever that they are handled by beings of some 
kind. At times it was absolutely breathtaking. Here is the 
report. Please pass it around, but great care must be taken as I 
have no other . . . .  

Cheers, 
Convinced Bill 

P.S. Do you think Port Moresby should know about this? 
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In a speech, Reverend Gill said: 

• . . and as I was about to turn around the corner of the house, 
something caught my eye in the sky, and I looked up toward 
the west. And there I saw at an angle of about 45 degrees this 
huge light. I didn't think, of course, even then of flying saucers 
as such. I thought, well perhaps some people could imagine 
these things, but never me. And there it was. I called Eric 
Kodawara, and I said, 'What do you see up there?' He said, 
'There seems to be a light.' I said, 'Well, you go and tell the 
teacher Steven Moi. Tell him to come along quickly.' And 
then Eric went along, and he collected as many people as he 
could, and we all stood and gazed at it. Then we went up 
further up into the playing field, and the sighting went on. I've 
got it recorded here. I had decided by this time very quickly to 
get a notebook and pencil, and I thought, well, if anything is 
going to happen, it's going to happen now, and surely 
tomorrow I'll wake up and think it's been a dream, that I 
haven't really seen one. If I've got it down here in pencil, then 
I'll know at least I haven't been dreaming. 

These are excerpts from the notebook recordings: 

Time 6:45 P.M. sky: patches of low clouds. Sighted bright 
white light, direction northwest. 6:50 called Steven and Eric. 
6:52 Steven arrived confirms, not star. 6:55 send Eric to call 
people. One object on top moving - man. Now three men -
moving, glowing, doing something on deck. Gone. 7:oo men I 
and 2 again. 7:04 gone again. 7: 10 sky cloud ceiling covered 
sky height about 2,ooo feet. Man r, 3, 4, 2, (appeared in that 
order) thin electric blue spotlight. Men gone, spotlight still 
there. 7: r 2 men 1 and 2 appeared blue light. 7:20 spotlight off, 
men go. 7:20 UFO goes through cloud. 8:28 clear sky here, 
heavy cloud over Dogura. UFO seen by me overhead. Called 
station people. Appeared to descend, get bigger. 8:29 second 
UFO seen over sea - hovering at times. 8 :35 another over 
Wadobuna Village. 8:50 clouds forming again. Big one 
stationary and larger. Others coming and going through 
clouds. As they descend through cloud, light reflected like 
large halo on to cloud - no more than 2,ooo feet, probably less. 
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All UFOs very clear. 'Mother' ship still large, clear, stationary. 
9:05 clouds patchy, numbers 2, 3, 4 gone. 9 : 10 number I gone 
overhead into cloud. 9:20 'Mother' back. 9:30 'Mother' gone, 
gone across sea toward Giwa. 9:46 overhead UFO reappears, is 
hovering. ro:oo still stationary. ro:1o hovering, gone behind 
cloud. 10:30 very high hovering in clear patch of sky between 
clouds. 10:50 very overcast, no sign of UFO. n:4o heavy rain. 
Data sheet of observation of UFOs 6:45-n:o4 P.M. Signed 
William B. Gill. 

Reverend Gill's narrative account contains this infor­
mation: 

7:12, men I and 2 appeared - blue light. I might mention 
here. that the cloud ceiling was about 2,ooo feet, and I judged 
the cloud ceiling by a mountain. And all of this, of course, was 
well under the cloud ceiling. By this time, in a space of 25 
minutes, the sky had clouded over. At 7:20 the UFO went 
though the clouds, right through. At 8 :28 the sky was be­
ginning to clear again, although it was heavy, the cloud cover 
was heavy over Giwa. UFO seen by me now over it. I called 
the station people the second time that night around 28 
minutes past eight, and it appeared to descend and get bigger. 
. . . Others were coming and going through the clouds - re­
member we now had patches of clouds. They were descending 
through the clouds and the glow of the discs was reflected at 
the base of the clouds, and then they would go in through the 
cloud again, and they seemed to enjoy doing that. 

Then came the next night, and this was the interesting one. 
A large UFO was first sighted by one of the nurses at the 
hospital at 6:oo P.M • • • •  It happened this way: we were walk­
ing, and this thing came down to what we estimated as the 
closest we had seen it, and I was practically the closest we were 
ever to see it. Somewhere between 300 and 500 feet it dropped 
down. It was not dark, and we could see it quite clearly. It was 
still bright and sparkling, but it seemed very near and clear. 
And there was this figure again on the decking, as I called it, at 
the top. And it was the teacher who said, 'I wonder if it is 
going to land on the playing field.' I said, 'Why not?' And so 
we waved, like that, - Hello - and we were a bit surprised now, 
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and the thing waved back. And then Eric, who was with me, 
my constant companion, waved his two arms, along with 
another lad, and then the figures waved two arms back. 

Although I did not personally investigate the Gill New 
Guinea case, now one of the 'classics', I am impressed by the 
quality and number of the witnesses and by the character and 
demeanor of Reverend Gill as revealed by his report and 
tapes. 

The self-styled 'arch enemy of UFOs', Dr. Donald Menzel, 
of Harvard, has taken a characteristic opposite view. In his 
Analysis of the Papua-Father Gill Case (see Appendix 2), he 
dismisses the entire case as a sighting of Venus under the hy­
pothesis that Reverend Gill was not wearing his glasses at the 
time. Unfortunately he neglected to ascertain the following: the 
UFO at times was seen under cloud cover; Venus was pointed 
out separately by Gill; and Reverend Gill was wearing prop­
erly corrected glasses at the time. 

Another classic Close Encounter of the Third Kind is the 
Kelly-Hopkinsville sighting of August 21,  1955 (see Appendix 
r, CEIII-4). in.which it was the humanoids who took the center 
stage, the UFO being mentioned only in passing. My con­
nection with this affair was purely fortuitous since I had not 
been called in to consult on this case. A few months after it had 
occurred I was engaged in setting up 12 satellite tracking 
stations around the world, with very little time for UFO inves­
tigations. It so happened, however, that one of the electronics 
technicians I had hired to work on the crystal-clock timing 
mechanisms of the Baker-Nunn satellite cameras was one Bud 
Ledwith, who, I learned later, had been an engineer and an­
nouncer at Radio Station WHOP in Hopkinsville, Kentucky. 
On the morning immediately after the Kelly event, Ledwith 
began a detailed investigation of his own. From him I obtained 
the full story which included signed affidavits and sketches. 

The Kelly-Hopkinsville case, if considered entirely apart 
from the total pattern of UFO sightings, seems clearly 
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preposterous, even to offend common sense. The latter, how­
ever, has not proved a sure guide in the past history of science. 
Blue Book records on this event are sketchy, and little or no 
investigation was conducted. Still, the case is carried in Blue 
Book files as 'Unidentified'. That much it certainly is. 

Ledwith interrogated all seven adult witnesses and asked 
each to draw his recollection of what the occupants looked like. 
Signed statements were obtained from each adult witness. Led­
with then made a composite drawing of the occupants and had 
the witnesses sign that. He kindly turned over to me his files, 
including the original drawings and notes, and has given me 
permission to make full use of them. 

Sin�e this classic case has been treated elsewhere, a brief 
synopsis will suffice here: A 'conventional' UFO was seen by 
only one witness to land in a gully near the farmhouse occupied 
by the Sutton family. This witness, coming back to the farm­
house, told of his sighting. His report was promptly discounted, 
and he was subjected to mild ridicule. Less than an hour later 
the occupants of the house were alerted by the violent barking 
of the dog in the yard. Two of the men in the house went to the 
back door to see who was coming. A small 'glowing' man with 
extremely large eyes, his arms extended over his head 'as 
though he were being robbed', slowly approached the house. 

In that area of the country people in the economic and social 
framework of these witnesses 'shoot first and ask questions 
later'. This is precisely what the two Sutton men reportedly 
did, one with a .22 rifle and the other with a shotgun. Both men 
fired when the 'UFOnaut' was about 20 feet away from the 
house; the sound was described 'just like I'd shot into a bucket'. 
The visitor did a quick flip and scurried away into the dark­
ness. 

Soon another visitor appeared at the window and was 
promptly fired at through the window. The screen bears the 
souvenir (a bullet hole) of this attack on the invader. Going out 
to see if they had killed the intruder, those behind the first man 
saw, as he momentarily stopped under a small overhang of the 
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roof, a clawlike hand reach down and touch his hair. Gunplay 
again, directed toward the creature on the roof and toward one 
suddenly noted in a nearby tree branch. The latter was appar-: 
ently hit directly, but it floated to the ground (a maneuver that 
was to be repeated) and scurried away. 

Nothing seems to unnerve the Kentucky countryman as 
much as the ineffectiveness of guns, and soon the entire family 
was confined within the house behind bolted doors. From time 
to time the visitors reappeared at the windows. 

After about three hours the family decided that they had had 
enough of this one-sided siege, and, apparently making a quick 
decision, all 111 of the occupants of the house piled into two cars 
and headed into town to the police. That was at 1 1 :oo in the 
evening. Since it takes serious provocation to pack 1 1 people 
into cars late at night and to rush the 7 or so miles to the police 
station, asking for help, it gives some indication of the terror 
that must have gripped the family by this time. 

When the family returned, the police surveyed the territory, 
lights flashing amidst considerable commotion, but nothing was 
found. 

After the police left and all was once again dark and quiet, 
the creatures reappeared, according to all witnesses. 

Ledwith's account6 of how the description of the little 
creatures was obtained is germane: 

When I got there [to the radio station] everyone greeted me 
with, 'Have you seen the little green men yet?' I inquired and 
got a vague account of the night's happenings. Remembering a 
magazine article that I had read not long before, about the way 
the police artists reconstruct facial features from witnesses' 
descriptions, I decided to clarify the situation. I had once 
studied art and thought I might be able to get sketches. 

With me I took one of the men at the station, in order to 
have a witness who could watch and listen and make sure that 
I was not leading or guiding the people I interviewed. 

Despite the events of the previous night the men of 
the house had gone out of town on their planned business for 
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the day and were not in. The womenfolk agreed to an interview. 

I did not lead the women in any way as the pictures were 
drawn. They were extremely positive of what they had seen 
and had not seen; it was a matter of following the directions as 
to the shape of the face, eyes, hands, and body. If I even so 
much as advanced a supposition of how one particular feature 
might have looked, they would quickly correct me . . . .  It 
wasn't long before the 'apparition' began to take form. The 
eyes were like saucers, large and set about six inches apart; they 
seemed to be halfway around the side of the face . . . .  The head 
itself was circular and completely bald on top . . . .  We pro-
gressed to the body. No one was sure whether there was a neck 
or not, so we left it out. According to the women, the body was 
thin, with a formless straight figure. . . . The arms were 
peculiar; they were almost twice as long as the legs . . . the 
hands were huge, bulky looking things . . . .  The only part of 
the face that no one could describe was the nose . . . .  I tried to 
sketch in a nose . .  , but no one was sure, so we removed it. 

After spending three hours interviewing the women of the 
household, Ledwith and his companion received permission to 
return that evening, when the men would be home. They did so, 
arriving shortly before the men did. When the men came home, 
'Cars were lined up for half a mile in both directions.' When 
'Lucky' Sutton, conceded to be the dominant personality in the 
household, arrived on the scene, 'He came into the house like a 
bear.' 

His eyes dropped to the table, where I had placed my draw­
ing. Without saying another word he sat down, . . .  looked it 
over . . .  and said, 'No, the face is almost round, it doesn't come 
to a point.' We got right to work on the men's drawing, using 
the women's as a guide and making changes as the three men 
indicated . . . .  The mouth was disputable; Lucky was adamant 
that there had not been any mouth at all. If any, it was not 
much more than a straight line across the face. To pacify those 
who had seen it, I drew in a straight line, high, from ear to 
ear. 
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Those seven people had given me almost parallel stories and 
almost identical pictures. It would be impossible for so many 
people to give me false accounts and pictures that tallied so 
closely unless they first talked together and decided what each 
feature [and event] looked like; but three of the men had left 
very early that morning for Evansville and had not been home 
throughout the day. These were not interviews in which one 
person would look at another and say, 'Is that what you 
thought it looked like?' No, all seven were sure of what they 
had seen, and no one would retract a statement . . .  even under 
close cross-examination. I use that word loosely where Lucky 
is concerned; you don't exactly cross-examine Lucky 
Sutton . 

. . . as the report spread outside the family, they were dis­
torted in all directions; everyone who told the story seemed to 
add his own ideas of how the creatures looked. For this reason 
I am pleased that we had the advantage of time. Our morning 
interview was the first complete report of the whole night's 
happenings. The women were friendly and relaxed and we had 
no disturbance. The sight-seeing horde had not yet become 
overwhelming. That night we talked to the men in the same 
way, immediately after they came home, before they had had 
any opportunity to discuss the first interview with the others. I 
was greatly impressed with their sincerity,. both the men and 
the women . . . •  

The participants in this case received so much adverse pub­
licity and personal harassment that they soon refused to discuss 
the matter with anyone, making further meetings difficult. 
However, one successful follow-up was made nearly a year later 
by one of the most sincere and dedicated UFO investigators I 
have met, Isabel L. Davis, of New York City, who privately 
made a trip to Kelly. Under the influence of her quiet yet 
determined personality many of the original witnesses were 
persuaded to review and discuss in great detail the events of 
August 21-22, 1955. 

Isabel Davis has written a full account of her visit, an excel­
lent document worthy of publication, and has kindly furnished 
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me with a copy of her manuscript, which, in the main, fully 
supports the earlier investigations of Ledwith. Considered 
together, these accounts give us a picture of a truly bizarre and, 
in ordinary terms, completely unexplainable event. 

Seven adults and four children attested to the essentials of 
the event. The witnesses were not 'status inconsistent', and that 
theory, propounded by D. I. Warren/ does not account for 
this sighting nor for a great many others. Warren maintains 
that UFO reports are more apt to come from people whose 
economic status is not consistent with their intellectual capacity 
and training: for example, a poorly trained person occupying a 
relatively high economic and social status, or vice-versa. 

I would not have given the Kelly-Hopkinsville case this 
much attention were it not for the fact that I know the principal 
investigators, Ledwith and Davis, well, particularly Ledwith 
since he was in my direct employ for nearly two years on the 
satellite tracking program. 

There is an even greater reason: the 'humanoids' are them­
selves a prototype that has occurred again and again throughout 
the years, going back, as Vallee so convincingly points out in 
Passport to Magonia, to the myths and legends of many cul­
tures. It is highly improbable that the Suttons, 'who did not 
have telephone, radio, television, books, or much furniture', 
were aware of UFO lore and could have known that many 
times in the past creatures like those they had delineated had 
been described. The resemblance to the 'little people' described 
by many cultures is striking. 

We are not, of course, justified in concluding that the Kelly 
creatures stemmed from the imagination alone or, conversely, 
that the source of ancient legends lies in the actual appearances 
of such creatures in the past or that real humanoids were seen. 
As in other aspects of the entire UFO phenomenon, the call is 
clearly for more study. 

The Suttons themselves were convinced that they had had a 
real experience, a pattern of reaction I have found consistently. 
Let the report of Isabel Davis underscore this: 
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Finally, the Suttons stuck to their story. Stubbornly� 
angrily, they insisted they were telling the truth. Neither adults 
nor children so much as hinted at the possibility of a lie or 
mistake - in public or to relatives; there was no trace of re­
traction. 

Davis further remarks on the absence of 'protective ration­
alization' used by UFO sighters, who, though personally con­
vinced, wish to remain in the good graces of their fellows by 
saying something such as, 'Of course, it must have been an 
airplane . . . .  I could have been mistaken' - accompanying their 
disclaimers by an embarrassed laugh or giggle. As she states: 

The Suttons seem never to have been tempted to recant and 
get back into the good graces of society . . . .  Their costly re­
fusal to give an inch to skepticism may not prove anything 
about the truth of their story, but it does tell us something 
about them. 

It may be interjected that the Kelly case had only one witness 
as far as the UFO itself was concerned, even though I I people 
witnessed the occupants. It was thus a close encounter with 
occupants rather than with a craft. In many cases in UFO 
records the occupants have been reportedly clearly sighted but 
their craft viewed only for a moment. In the Socorro, New 
Mexico, case, of course, just the opposite was true. Zamora saw 
the occupants only from a distance, but the craft close at 
hand. 

I now introduce one 'contactee case', not because I accept the 
usual contactee reporter but because it is not a contactee case in 
the usual sense: it has no pseudoreligious, UFO cult overtones, 
no platitudinous cosmic messages of little content. Moreover, it 
was a most thoroughly investigated case study and the subject 
of the book The Interrupted Journey, by John Fuller. It is the 
story of Betty and Barney Hill. 

I do not, however, feel that it fits the pattern of the Close 
Encounters of the Third Kind, so is not useful in contributing 
to the prototype of this category. I include it, in a sense, to 
!iemonstrate the contrast between it and the usual contactee 
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story and the typical Close Encounter of the Third Kind. In 
addition, the case is well known to the public, and it created 
great interest.* 

The Betty and Barney Hill case - of the racially mixed New 
Hampshire couple who, under repeated independent hypnotic 
treatment by Boston psychiatrist Dr. Benjamin Simon, related 
a story of an Encounter of the Third Kind, in which they were 
abducted aboard a 'spaceship' - is one that naturally created 
tremendous interest; while the story is fully covered in Fuller's 
book, a brief synopsis is needed here. (See Appendix I, CEIII-
5 ·) 

Returning along a lonely road late at night from a Canadian 
vacation, Betty and Barney Hill espied a descending UFO. 
Eventually it landed and constituted a roadblock to the pro­
gress of their journey. The couple was approached by human­
oids. 

Some two hours later the Hills found themselves 35 miles 
farther along on their journey but with no recollection of what 
had happened during those two hours. This amnesia continued 
to bother them, leading to physical and mental disorders, and 
they finally were referred to Dr. Simon, whose success with 
amnesia cases is well known. 

Under repeated hypnosis they independently revealed what 
had supposedly happened. The two stories agreed in con­
siderable detail, although neither Betty nor Barney was privy to 
what the other had said under hypnosis until much later. 

Under hypnosis they stated that they had been taken sep­
arately aboard the craft, treated well by the occupants, rather as 
humans might treat experimental animals, and then released 
after having been given the hypnotic suggestion that they 
would remember nothing of that particular experience. The 
method of their release supposedly accounted for the amnesia, 
which was apparently broken only by counter-hypnosis. 

* As a result of Fuller's book and its condensation in a national 
magazine, it is one of the most publicized cases. In popular discussions 
I rarely fail to receive questions about it. 
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The medical experiments involved inserting a needle into 
Betty Hill's navel and collecting nail parings and skin shavings. 
In one 'amusing' incident Barney's false teeth were removed; 
the attempt to do the same with Betty, who has her own teeth, 
of course failed miserably.* 

Shortly after the publication of Fuller's book he and I were 
invited to dine with the Hills at the home of Dr. Simon, outside 
Boston. By previous agreement of all parties, Dr. Simon put 
the Hills into a hypnotic trance and allowed me to question 
them while they were under hypnosis. This proved to be quite 
an experience for me, for as Barney described the abduction 
aboard the craft he became emotionally disturbed, and Dr. 
Simon had difficulty in keeping him calm. 

The emotional content of the Hills' experience came through 
'loud and clear', but all things considered, the information con­
tent of the one and one-half hour session was minimal. Part of 
this inadequacy was undoubtedly due to my inexperience in 
questioning anyone under hypnosis. At times both Betty and 
Barney spoke haltingly except at emotionally charged 
moments. Direct questions were often answered gropingly, re­
minding me at times of the difficulty of obtaining information 
from persons who are seriously ill; there were long pauses. 
However, at no point did I gain the impression that there was 
any deliberate attempt to avoid giving information. Later at 
dinner, the Hills were spritely, charming, and talkative. There 
was no question of their normalcy and sanity. 

A few excerpts from my hypnotic session with them will 
illustrate both the intensity of the emotional experience re­
vealed by hypnosis and the very apparent sincerity of the sub­
jects. 

DR. SIMON: All right, now we're coming back in time to the end 
of that trip to Niagara Falls, when you're coming back and 

* One can imagine a learned paper presented at a scientific meeting 
on 'planet X' in which it is described that their expedition to Earth 
disclosed that male black people have teeth that can be removed but 
white females have teeth which do not come out! 
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had the experience with the unidentified flying object. What is 
your feeling now? Were you abducted or weren't you? 

BARNEY: I feel I was abducted. 
DR. SIMON: Were you abducted? 
BARNEY: Yes. I don't want to believe I was abducted, so I say I 

feel because this makes it comfortable for me to accept some­
thing I don't want to accept that happened. 

DR. SIMON: What would make it comfortable? 
BARNEY: For me to say I feel. 
DR. SIMON: I see. Why are you uncomfortable about it? 
BARNEY: Because it is such a weird story. If anyone else told me 

that this had happened to them, I would not believe them, and 
I hate very badly to be accused of something that I didn't do 
when I know I didn't do it. 

DR. SIMON: Now what is it you are accused of? 
BARNEY: If I am not believed that I have done something and I 

know I have done it. 
DR. SIMON: Well, suppose you had just absorbed Betty's dream. 
BARNEY: I would like that. 
DR. SIMON: You would like that; could that be true? 
BARNEY: No . •  • •  
BARNEY: (shouting): I didn't like them putting that on me! I 

didn't like them touching me! 
DR. SIMON: All right, all right. They're not touching you now, 

they're not touching you at all. We'll let that go. 
Now Dr. Hynek is going to talk to you, and Mr. Fuller may 

talk to you, and you will both carry out their instructions as if 
they were mine for this time. You'll answer all the questions 
that may be put to you and carry out any instructions given by 
the three of us while you're in this trance. But after this you 
will respond only to me. 

HYNEK: Barney, you will remember everything clearly, and I 
want you to tell me what is happening; you have just heard the 
beep-beep-beep ; I want you to tell me what it sounded like, 
and then each of you just relive and tell me what is happening 
as you are driving down the road. 

Suddenly Barney takes up the narrative, presumably at the 
point at which they encountered the humanoids: 

BARNEY: Betty, it's out there - it's out there, Betty! Oh God, this 
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is crazy. I'm going across a bridge - I'm not on Route 3· Oh, 
my! Oh, my! Oh, my! [Barney breathing very heavily] .  Oh, I 
don't believe it. There are men in the road. I don't believe it. I 
don't want to go on. It can't be there. It's the moon. 

DR. SIMON: Go on, Barney. You remember everything clearly -
everything's clear. 

BARNEY: I'm out of the car, and I'm going down the road into the 
woods. There's an orange glow; there's something there. Oh, 
oh, if only I had my gun; if only I had my gun [in an excited, 
despairing tone] .  We go up the ramp. I'd love to lash out, but I 
can't. I'd love to strike out, but I can't. My emotions - I got to 
strike out - I got to strike out! , • .  My feet just bumped, and 
I'm in a corridor. I don't want to go. I don't know where Betty 
is. I'm not harmed; I won't strike out, but I will strike out if 
I'm harmed in any way. I'm numb. I have no feeling in my 
fingers. My legs are numb. I'm on the table! 

DR. SIMON: It's all right. You can .stop there. You're on the table, 
but you're quiet and relaxed and you just rest now until I say, 
'Listen, Barney.' You won't hear anything I'm saying for a 
little while. Betty, what's going on? 

BETTY: We're riding - Barney puts on tlie brakes, and they 
squeal, and he turns to the left very sharply, I don't know why 
he's doing this. We're going to be lost in the woods. We go 
around a curve [ Pause.] Barney keeps trying to start it - it 
won't start. In the woods now they come up to us. There's 
something about the first man who's coming up. This is when 
I get frightened, and I gotta get out of the car and run and 
hide in the woods. , • .  

DR. SIMON: Stop, Betty, stop for a moment. You don't want to 
hear anything I say. 

There is an interlude here in which Barney cries out in a very 
distraught manner, and Dr. Simon works very hard to calm 
him down. Finally he turns to Betty again. 
DR. SIMON: Betty, you can hear me now. 
BETTY: Yes. 
DR. SIMON: Go on. 
BETTY: I want to open the car door now and get out and run and 

hide in the woods . • . .  
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HYNEK: Have you ever seen anything before that even resembled 
this? 

BETTY: No. 
HYNEK: Was the moon shining down on it? Could you see the 

moon at the same time? 
BETTY: It was a very moonlit night. It wasn't quite as clear as 

daylight, but I could see. It was on the ground, and there was 
like a rim around the edge. 

HYNEK: Was it resting on legs or was it flat on the ground? 
BETTY: The rim was a little bit above the ground, and there was a 

ramp that came down. 
HYNEK: How big was it, Betty? Compare it to something you 

know, Betty, in size. 
BETTY: I tried to think it . . .  , 
HYNEK: How about a railroad car? Was it bigger than a railroad 

car or smaller than a railroad car? 
BETTY: I can't picture the size of a railroad car. I would say if it 

landed out here on the street - let's see, it would go from the 
corner by the front of the house and it would go beyond the 
garage. 

HYNEK: What were your thoughts as you came closer and closer 
to it? 

BETTY: To get the h out of there if I could. 
HYNEK: And why couldn't you? 
BETTY: I couldn't seem to. I - their man was beside me. All I 

could say was, 'Barney, Barney, wake up.' He asked me if his 
name was Barney. I didn't answer him 'cause I didn't think it 
was any of his business. And then when we got - I saw this - I 
knew they were gonna want us to go on it. I didn't want to go. 
I kept telling them I'm not gonna go - I don't want to go. And 
he said for me to go ahead, go, that they just wanted to do 
some simple tests. As soon as they were over with, I'd go back 
to the car. 

HYNEK: Did they tell you where they were from? 
BETTY: No. 
HYNEK: What kind of sounds did they make? 
BETTY: They were like - words - like sounds of words. 
HYNEK: English words? 
BETTY: No. 
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HYNEK: But you understood them? 
BETTY: Yes. 
HYNEK: How do you explain that? 
BETTY: It was - all I can think of is - learning French. 
HYNEK: Learning French? 
BETTY: Yes. 
HYNEK: Do you think it was French? 
BETTY: No, but it was like learning French. When you first hear 

the French word, you think of it in English. 
HYNEK: I see. So you heard these sounds in some language, and 

you understood them as if they were English, is that it? 

Dr. Simon touched Betty's head. 'I touch your head now, and 
you'll be resting and relaxed, and you'll not hear anything 
further until I touch your head again,' he said. 'You won't hear 
anything further. Barney, you can hear me now, you're 
comfortable and relaxed. You have told me that you have gone 
into the vehicle, is that right?' 
BARNEY: Yes, 
DR. SIMON: :The� had taken you in� and tlieY, liad put you on a: 

table. 
BARNEY: Yes. 
DR. SIMON: And they talked to you, is that right? 
BARNEY: Yes. 
DR. SIMON: :Tell us how they talkedi answer Dr. Hynek on 

that .. 
HYNEK: Did you see them, Barney, open their mouths and, and, 

if so, how wide did they open their mouths? 
BARNEY: Their mouths moved, and I could see them. 
HYNEK: Try to tell me what the sounds were or if they represent 

anything you know. Is there any animal that you can think 
about that makes a sound J.ikewhat they were making, 

BARNEY: No. 
HYNEK: What were the sounds like? [Quivering oh! oh! oh! 

sounds come from Barney] 
HYNEK: What did you think about them, or did you think about 

them at all? 
BARNEY: I thought if only I could haul my fists up . • • , 
HYNEK: This is while you were on the table? 
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BARNEY: Yes. I wanted to fight. I didn't know where Betty was, 
and yet every time I would move or struggle this bright light in 
my head would keep me calm. 

The fact that the major portion of the Hills case was re ... 
vealed only under hypnosis makes it atypical. The first part of 
the Hills case starts out just like many others - a light in the sky 
that grows larger and brighter as it approaches, the landing, 
and the frightening experience of the encounter. But the abduc­
tion, the physical tests, and the entire sequence of events until 
they found themselves 35 miles down the road two hours later, 
with complete amnesia during those two hours, is atypical. 

If we discount entirely the account revealed only under hyp­
nosis, the first portion fits the pattern. The atypical portion is 
not amenable to study except as an atypical event. When and if 
other cases of hypnotic revelation of close encounters become 
available for study (one recalls that the Hills waited several 
years before seeking treatment), we will be able to note whether 
they also form a pattern. 

What of the occupants themselves? They seem to come in 
two sizes; large and small, with the former predominating. The 
Hopkinsville humanoids and many of those recounted in Pass­
port to Magonia are much akin in appearance to the 'little folk' 
of legend and story - elves, brownies, etc. Large heads, spindly 
feet, and, generally, a head that sits squat on the shoulders 
without much evidence of neck are often described. The larger 
humanoids are reported to be human size or a little larger and 
are generally very well formed. Sometimes they have been 
termed beautiful. The smaller ones generally are described as 
about three and a half feet tall. 

But this is not the place to attempt a taxonomy of human­
oids; the reader will do well to refer to Bowen's Humanoids 
and to Vallee's Passport to Magonia. 

What, finally, can be said of Close Encounters of the Third 
Kind? They differ from other close encounter cases only by 
definition, by the reported presence of occupants, and by the 
fact that these encounters are not as frequently reported by 
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highly trained and sophisticated people as are other close en­
counters. Whether these experiences occur to such people is, of 
course, open; unless they report such incidents they virtually do 
not exist and certainly cannot be studied. 

Circumstances dictated that in my work over the past 20 
years I did not come into direct contact with many cases in this 
category; largely for that reason I prefer, in my own thinking, 
to rest the UFO problem on the prototypes of the first 5 cat­
egories of UFOs: Nocturnal Lights, Daylight Discs, Radar­
Visual, and Close Encounters of the First and Second Kinds. I 
feel that I have a greater grasp on these groups because of my 
work with the various reporters of cases in those five categories. 
Therefore I must leave it to the reader's own judgment what 
weight to assign to Close Encounters of the Third Kind in 
assessing the whole problem, always remembering that it may 
yet be discovered that the humanoid cases are the key to the 
whole problem, 

NOTES 

I. Bowen, Charles, ed. Humanoids. Henry Regnery, Chicago; 
Vallee, Jacques. Passport to Magonia, Henry Regnery, 
Chicago; Bowen, Charles. Flying Saucer Review. London, 
now in its eighteenth year of publication; Phenomenes 
Spatiaux, Paris ; and Lumieres dans la Nuit, Paris. 

2. UFO Landings with and without Occupants (omitting years 
1952, i:967, 1968, 1969, for which only partial Blue Book 
records are not available) 

Landings in the United States 
Landings in the U.S. with 

occupants 
All landings (worldwide) 
All landings with occupants 

(worldwide) 
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Vallee 
Catalog 

I90 

223 

Reported to 
Blue Book 

48 
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3· Blue Book Evaluations of Landing Cases 

All Landings with 
landings occupants 

Insufficient data 8 I 
Hoax 4 2 
Psychological 4 2 
Unreliable reports I I 
Balloons I 0 
Fire I 0 
Aircraft 2 0 
Ground light 2 2 
Hallucination I I 
Moon and Venus I 0 
Meteor I 0 
Birds I 0 
Satellite I 0 
Inconsistent data I 
Radar inversion 0 I 
Unidentified 7 2 

Total 36 I2 

4· Crotwell, Norman E. A Report on Papuan Unidentified Flying 
Objects. Anglican Mission, Papua, New Guinea. 

5· Ibid. 
6. Ledwith's account is reproduced with his permission. 
7· This refers to a hypothesis proposed by D. I. Warren, Science, 

November 6, I970, pp. 599-603, titled 'Status Inconsistency 
Theory and Flying Saucer Sightings', in which he maintains 
that UFO reports are more apt to come from people whose 
economic status is not consistent with their intellectual 
capacity and training, for example, a poorly trained person 
occupying a relatively high economic and social status, or 
vice versa. 
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Part III 

Where Do We Go from Here ? 

INTRODUCTION: THE INVISIBLE COLLEGE 

Now that you, the reader, have an overview, albeit intro­
ductory, of the UFO phenomenon and particularly of the data 
of the problem, you can come to appreciate and, I expect, to 
deplore the manner in which the problem has been handled 
over the past score of years or more. In this section we shall 
first survey the manner in which the air force publicly handled 
the problem, next the manner in which the Condon committee 
at the University of Colorado treated it. F'inally) I shall suggest 
a positive approach to the problem. 

As one becomes familiar with the wealth of material in this 
field and the manner in which it has been handled, he will feel, 
as I have, the frustration a person might experience in de­
scribing the colors of a sunset to one born blind. The blind 
person has not deliberately assumed his blindness but it would 
seem that the world of science has placed blinders on the eyes 
of science, but not entirely without some good reason. The con­
fusion surrounding the subject has been great, and its 'spon­
sorship' all too frequently by persons ill equipped to assess and 
treat it critically. These factors in addition to the 'lunatic 
fringe' were sufficient to cause most scientists to avoid the sub-. 
ject of UFOs. 

A major first step in removing the scientific blinders has, in 
my opinion, been the statement of the Special Committee of 
the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics 
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(December, 1968) and the publication of UFO case studies in 
their Journal of Astronautics and Aeronautics. These clearly 
indicate a challenge to human curiosity and thus to the scientist, 
although to what scientific discipline it applies is not clear. At 
the moment the problem belongs exclusively to the physicist, 
the sociologist, the psychologist, and even to the student of the 
occult. 

I have positive evidence from personal correspondence and 
conversations with scientists that their interest is increasing but 
that it is still, in most cases, anonymous. There is truly a grow­
ing 'Invisible College' of scientifically and technically trained 
persons who are intrigued by the UFO phenomenon and who, if 
provided with opportunity, time, and facilities, are most will­
ing to' undertake its serious study. They represent an inter­
national group ready to accept the challenge of the UFO. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 

THE AIR FORCE AND THE UFO ­
PAGES FROM BLUE BOOK 

bEPARTMENT OP' 1'HE All't P'O .. eE 
J411ADGUARTJ:RS I"Ofti:IGN TI:CHHOL.OQY DIVISION IAFSC:) 

WltlGHT·PATT.IIIIIOH Alii rO�I 8MC. QHIO 4a411 
OFFICE OF THE CQMMAHgER 

:Dr J Allen l!ynek 
Dearborn Observatel? 
llortlnleatern University 
:Evanston, Illlnoia 6o201 

4 StP 1961 

lo nu-ing the past �ev ;years :you !lave :publiell' eritiebe! Projeet 
lllue Book for their laek of ae1ent1f1c evallllltiollll -ot some IIDidenti• 
tied :flying obJect reports, 
2, I 'WOUld like for :you to aaaress :your efforts, auring tbe next 
thirty days, towards defining those areas of aeientif'ic weakness 
which presently exist in the Project :Plue Book ottice. ' Please eonfine 
:your paper to the acientitic methodology which should be uaed and do 
not coneern ;yourself Yith Air Force pollc1 or biatoq. 

3• Your recoaaend&tions lbould 'be precile, detailed, ana practical. 
';(our report llloula reach my oftice DO later than October 11 1966• 

� .... 
THE above letter marked the first time in my 20 years of 

association with the air force as scientific consultant that I had 
been officially asked for criticism and advice on scientific 
methodology and its application to the UFO problem. It is 
quite true that for some time before the receipt of the above 
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letter I had become increasingly critical of Blue Book, but it 
had apparently escaped official attention and action. Now it 
was clear that, at long last, attention was being paid. · 

I was, of course, pleased to have an official audience, and I 
answered in full (see Appendix 5). To place my reply in proper 
perspective it is necessary to trace briefly the history of Blue 
Book and my association with it and to see clearly the part both 
the Pentagon and the scientific fraternity played in shaping and 
crystallizing Blue Book posture toward the UFO problem. It 
will be noted that Colonel Sleeper's letter did not include a 
request for comments on policy. This continued to be deter­
mined, as it had in the past, at much higher levels, through 
Pentagon channels. 

Fifteen years earlier the prestigious Robertson paneJl had 
labored for parts of five days (January 14 to 1 8, 1953) and had 
brought forth these conclusions and policy recommen-
dations : ' 

(a) That the evidence presented on Unidentified Flying 
Objects shows no indication that these phenomena constitute 
a direct physical threat to national security. We firmly believe 
that there is no residuum of cases which indicates phenomena 
that are attributable to foreign artifacts capable of hostile acts, 
and that there is no evidence that the phenomena indicate a 
need for the revision of current scientific concepts. 

(b) That the continued emphasis on the reporting of these 
phenomena does, in these parlous times, result in a threat to 
the orderly functioning of the protective organs of the body 
politic. We cite as examples the clogging of channels of com­
munication by irrelevant reports, the danger of being led by 
continued false alarms to ignore real indications of hostile 
action, and the cultivation of a morbid national psychology in 
which skillful hostile propaganda could induce hysterical be­
havior and harmful distrust of duly constituted authority. 

The panel recommended: 
(a) That the national security agencies take immediate steps 

to strip the Unidentified Flying Obj�cts of the special status 
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they have been given and the aura of mystery they have un­
fortunately acquired. 

(b) That the national security agencies institute policies on 
intelligence, training, and public education designed to pre­
pare the material defenses and the morale of the country to 
recognize most promptly and to react most effectively to true 
indications of hostile intent or action. 

It would seem that the panel's attention was directed largely 
to a defense and security problem rather than to a scientific one. 
This could have been expected in a sense since the meeting had 
been called by and they had been instructed by the CIA. No 
mention was made of or explanations offered for the great 
many 'Unidentified' cases already in the Blue Book files. Since 
the cases had been selected for them by Blue Book, which 
already had stated views on the subject of UFOs, the preju­
dicial nature of the 'trial of the UFOs' is obvious. The august 
panel members were examples of the old saying, 'When you can 
keep your head when all about are losing theirs, you don't 
understand the situation.' The panel was not given access to 
many of the truly puzzling cases. 

At the time the panel was called into existence, the Battelle 
Memorial Institute, of Columbus, Ohio, was engaged in a stat­
istical study (which eventually appeared as Blue Book Report 
No. 14, a remarkable document if one reads between the lines), 
and in a proper scientific spirit the officers of Battelle had 
pointed out* that there was a distant lack of reliable data and 
that even the well-documented reports presented an element of 
doubt about the data. They called for an upgrading of the data 
before any broad policy decisions were made, and they implied 
(though they were too diplomatic to say so) that the whole 
Robertson panel was premature and not likely to get anyplace. 
The Robertson panel did get someplace: they made the subject 
of UFOs scientifically unrespectable, and for nearly 20 years 
not enough attention was paid to the subject to acquire the kind 

* A  letter of January 9, 1953, addressed to the attention of Captain 
E. J. Ruppelt, first head of Blue Book. 
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of data needed even to decide the nature of the UFO phenom­
enon. Air force public relations in this area was egregious, 
and the public was left with its own decisions to make: was the 
air force attitude a result of 'cover-up' or of foul-up and con­
fusion? 

The air force officially entered the 'flying saucer arena' on 
January 22, 1948, in response to an exchange of letters, in the 
latter part of 1947, between the commanding general of what 
were then the army air forces and the chief of the Air Material 
Command, Air Technical Intelligence Center (ATIC) at 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, in Dayton, Ohio. 

The events of the summer of 1947 had been disturbing: too 
many reports of strange objects seen in the sky had been made 
by seemingly responsible people - mountain pilots, policemen, 
commercial pilots, military observers, etc. Charged with the 
defense of the country from the air, the air force had become 
instantly concerned. The first explanation to come to mind was, 
of course, that a foreign power had developed a new and poten­
tially sinister device posing an obvious threat to our security. 
As frightening as this might seem, it was nonetheless a concept 
that the military mind could immediately grasp and with which 
it felt it could come to grips. Foreign technology intelligence 
investigations were right up the air force's alley. And thus 'Pro­
ject Sign', sometimes incorrectly referred to as 'Project 
Saucer', was born. Its staff went to work to examine critically 
the first series of reports, and very shortly thereafter I was 
asked to check on how many of the reports prdbably had an 
astronomical basis. 

But the reported actions of the 'flying saucers' did not fit the 
expected pattern of advanced technological military devices, 
and only a fraction could with certainty be ascribed to astron­
omical objects or events. Opinion in Project Sign soon became 
markedly divided: was it foreign technology or really foreign 
technology? Craft from outer space? A public psychosis? A fad 
spawned by postwar nerves? 

The division grew greater as it became increasingly clear 
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that the 'ordinary' foreign technology explanation was un­
tenable. An 'explanation gap' had arisen. Either the whole 
phenomenon had to be 'psychological' (an expression that was 
often used for want of a cogent explanation), or there was some­
thing behind the phenomenon that no one wanted to admit. 
When the mind is suddenly confronted with 'facts' that are 
decidedly uncomfortable, that refuse to fit into the standard 
recognized world picture, a frantic effort is made to bridge that 
gap emotionally rather than intellectually (which would require 
an honest admission of the inadequacy of our knowledge). 
Frenetic efforts are made either to contrive an ad hoc explana­
tion to 'save the phenomenon' or to discredit the data. When we 
are faced with a situation that. is well above our 'threshold of 
acceptability', there seems to be a built in mental censor that 
tends to block or to sidestep a phenomenon that is 'too strange' 
and to take refuge in the familiar. 

The history of science is replete with 'explainings away' in 
order to preserve the status quo. Discovery of fossils of extinct 
species, pointing strongly to the concept of biological evolution, 
was met with many contrived attempts to demolish the fossil­
fingers pointing unmistakably to Darwinian evolution. Many, 
too, were the pat explanations before facts finally demanded 
the acceptance of the theory of circulation of the blood, the 
heliocentric hypothesis, hypnotism, meteorites, disease-causing 
bacteria, and many other phenomena that are accepted today. 

In 1948 Project Sign faced a major explanation gap and 
sought the aid of its scientific advisers, both in the air force and 
in the scientific fraternity. Their reaction was the expected one, 
the one that has been experienced through the centuries: 'It 
can't be; therefore, it isn't.' The explanation gap was far above 
the threshold of acceptance, so the expected refusal to 'weigh 
and consider', the popularly accepted hallmark of the scientist, 
came to the fore. 

In fairness to the scientific fraternity it must be emphasized 
that available data were poorly presented and were mixed with 
substantial quantities of nonsense - stupid reports, 
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misperceptions of Venus and meteors by the untutored - all 
emotionally charged. 

In my restricted assignment with Project Sign (merely to 
weed out reports ascribable to astronomical stimuli) I soon 
became aware of cases that, taken at face value, were out­
standing challenges to science. But could they be so regarded? 
It was clear to me that because of the paucity of hard-core 
scientific data in the reports, their mystery might easily evapor­
ate if such reports were properly followed up and investigated. 
The problem of the lack of proper investigation was present 
from the start. 

As a junior in the ranks of science at that time, and not 
inclined to be a martyr or to make a fool of myself on the basis 
of · incomplete data, I decided to remain neutral and let the 
phenomenon prove or disprove itself. Senior advisers to the 
Pentagon had shown themselves universally scornful of 
the flying saucer problem, and I had to admit to myself that 
although the data were provocative, they fell far short of being 
scientifically conclusive. It was not until several years had 
passed and data of similar nature continued to flow not only 
from this country but from many others that I had occasion to 
feel that the phenomenon was indeed being proved: there were 
too many occurrences that couldn't be explained in 'ordinary' 
terms. 

The Pentagon's official attitude was largely dictated by the 
scientific fraternity. After all, not even a major general wishes 

to be laughed at by highly placed members in the scientific 
hierarchy. One example was, of course, Harvard astronomy 
professor Dr. Menzel, who took a seemingly compulsive 
interest in the flying saucer question, even though this subject 
was far removed from his scientific field. He loudly proclaimed 
that UFOs were nonsense and particularly championed the 
'mirage theory' of flying saucers. He ascribed properties to 
mirages, and mirage properties to UFOs, which have since 
been shown to be completely untenable, even by the air force 
itself. 2 
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But we must not single out Dr. Menzel for succumbing to the 
'explanation gap' syndrome, although he undoubtedly helped 
influence the official Pentagon 'scientific' position. Nearly all 
scientists gave short shrift to the problem, some taking great 
delight in pontificating before the lay public. Much of the op­
probrium of science was well founded. Reports based on mis­
perceptions abounded, and the crackpot contingent was always 
lurking in the wings or making its presence known through 
flying saucer cult movements and pseudo-religious tracts and 
pronouncements. 

I confess much pleasure in providing discomfiture to such 
groups or to misguided and excitable UFO report generators. 
It was satisfying, for instance, to establish that one report of a 
'mother ship and four companions' unquestionably arose from 
observation through a small telescope of the planet Jupiter and 
its four major satellites and to prove that what one woman had 
called a 'spaceship with tail lights' was nothing more than a 
bright meteor. 

But the 237 original Project Sign reports were not convincing 
and did not support 'visitors from space'. In reviewing these 
cases again in 1 970, I recognized their markedly poor quality. 
Reports in the 1 950s and in 1966 and 1967 were of a much 
higher caliber in both Strangeness Rating and in what had been 
determined about the character of the witnesses. In 1947-1948 
there really wasn't too much to get excited about. There were 
certainly some reports that if taken at near-face value, sug­
gested no possible normal physical explanation, but even these 
were poor in that they had been ina-dequately investigated; 
many crucial data were missing. Among the first 237 UFO 
cases there were no Close Encounters that approached the qual­
ity of the details of more recent reports in that category, and 
there were only a few (poor) radar reports. Daylight Discs were 
the preponderant category in the puzzling Project Sign cases, 
and there were only a few provocative Nocturnal Light 
cases. 

Even today, if I were given only the data of these first air 
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force cases without knowing the UFO report patterns that later 
became evident all over the world, I would still come to the 
conclusion I reached in 1 949 : there were a number of truly 
puzzling reports for which the data were not sufficient to base 
positive conclusions. Even so, I would repeat my conclusion of 
1 953 : the subject is worthy of further scientific inves­
tigation. 

In all fairness to the air force, we must remember that as 
much as it has been justifiably maligned for its treatment of 
UFOs, its mission, particularly in 1949, was not one of science 
but of defense. The air force's responsibility was discharged 
when they demonstrated that the UFO phenomenon showed no 
immediate evidence of being hostile and was not a threat to our 
national security. 

If at that point the air force had turned the problem over to a 
recognized and long-established nonprofit scientific organ­
ization, the history of the UFO problem might well have been 
quite different. A small scientific task force of persons with an 
understanding of the basic problems, set up on a continuing 
basis to publish their findings in recognized j ournals from time 
to time, would have sufficed. 

Instead, the air force adopted another path. Once the Pen­
tagon had set firm UFO policy and had rejected the historic 
'Estimate of the Situation' (which one faction in Project Sign 
had sent through channels clear to the top), in which it was 
concluded that flying saucer reports did give evidence of extra­
terrestrial intelligence, the air force entered upon a long period 
of unfortunate, amateurish public relations. The issuance of 
propaganda and public relations · handouts, which were often 
ill-considered and contradictory, ushered in an era of confusion 
from 1 950-1970. The insistence on official secrecy and fre­
quent 'classification' of documents was hardly needed since the 
Pentagon had declared that the problem really didn't exist. 

The role of the air force during this era was ·both pivotal 
and enigmatic. It was pivotal because the world (specifically 
other governments the offices of which were also the recipients 
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of UFO reports) took its cue from the U.S. Air Force. When I 
asked what was being done in those countries about the UFO 
problem, on many occasions I was told that since the United 
States, with all its funds and facilities, was handling the prob­
lem, what more could other countries do with their limited 
facilities? They would await the outcome of the U.S. inves­
tigation. 

It was enigmatic because of the obvious question: if there 
was nothing whatever to the UFO phenomenon other than mis­
perceptions, hoaxes, etc., why continue a UFO program? Why 
adopt a confusing and misleading public relations posture that 
on many occasions led to insulting the intelligence of com� 
petent people? Some of the Blue Book evaluations of sincere 
reports were often so transparent and irrelevant that they had 
later to be retracted. Was this all a smoke-screen, a cover-up 
job for which Project Blue Book was a front, the real work and 
information being handled by another agency? 

Had there been initiated at an early stage a continuing 
scientific commission or institute, both scientific respectability 
for the subject and a dignified image for the air force in this 
area would have been gained. The public could have been made 
aware, through nonsensational channels, of what was puzzling 
and not yet known, which reports had been verifiably demon­
strated to have been the results of misperceptions, hoaxes, etc. 
Since the public no longer would have had to fear ridicule, its 
assistance and interest would have been assured. It might have 
been determined whether there was any 'signal' in the 'noise'; 
whether there was, in the global UFO reports, genuinely new 
empirical material. A nonmilitary scientific commission oper­
ating in a dignified key would probably have had the cooper­
ation of international scientific groups. It was a mistake from 
the start to shroud the subject in an air of military science­
fiction, an error compounded further by seeming duplicity in 
public pronouncements. If the quietly working scientific group 
had disclosed, after dedicated study, that there were no indica­
tions of 'scientific paydirt' in the reports, this would have been 
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generally accepted, the cultists and crackpots, of course, excep• 
ted. Conversely, detailed studies and research in depth could 
have been instituted had there been such indications. 

The course that was followed was quite different. Project 
Sign started with a 2A priority, rA being the highest. Shortly 
after becoming consultant to the project, I learned that there 
had been internal dissension from the start. There had been 
those who insisted that flying saucers were Russian devices; 
others thought that they were from outer · space, and still 
others, of course, thought that the subject was entire non .. 
sense. 

On my assignment I was asked to work entirely inde­
pend,ently of the other consultants and Project Sign members. 
This separation apparently was to insure that I would remain 
unbiased. My final report, compiled with the able assistance of 
Mrs. Charles Summerson, was issued after Project Sign has 
somewhat mysteriously been transformed into Project Grudge, 
on February I I , 1949. I was not aware of the change as I 
continued to do my best to find logical astronomical explana­
tions for as many of the 237 reports as possible. 

The change to Project Grudge signaled the adoption of the 
strict brush-off attitude to the UFO problem. Now the public 
relations statements on specific UFO cases bore little re­
semblance to the facts of the case. If a case contained some of 
the elements possibly attributable to aircraft, a balloon, etc., it 
automatically became that object in the press release. 

Captain Ruppelt, speaking of these 'brush-offs' as part of an 
intentional smoke-screen to cover up facts by adding confusion, 
wrote, 'This is not true; there was merely a lack of coordi­
nation. But had the Air Force tried to throw up a screen of 
confusion, they couldn't have done a better job.'3 As an 
example Ruppelt quotes from a Pentagon news release that 
indicated that flying saucers were (a) metoric breakup such that 
their crystals cast the light of the sun, (b) sunlight on low­
hanging clouds, and (c) hailstones that became flattened out 
and glided. Ruppelt was right when he said, 'The problem was 
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tackled with organized confusion.' Confidence in the air force's 
ability or willingness to cope with this problem was ebbing as 
early as 1949. Ruppelt has characterized this period most ex­
cellently in his Report on Unidentified Flying Objects. Indeed, 
his book should be required reading for anyone seriously 
interested in the history of this subject. In my contacts with 
him I found him to be honest and seriously puzzled about the 
whole phenomenon. 

The transition from Project Sign to Project Grudge came 
before my report was issued, and by the time I submitted my 
report, the climate toward any serious investigation of flying 
saucers had become very chilly. 'This drastic change in official 
attitude,' wrote Ruppelt, 'is as difficult to explain as it was 
difficult for many people who knew what was going on inside 
Project Sign to believe.'4 He also wrote, 'This period of 
"mind-changing" bothered me. Here were people deciding that 
there was nothing to this UFO business right at the time when 
the reports seemed to be getting better. From what I could see, 
if there were any mind-changing to be done, it should have been 
the other way . . . .'5 

I can fully support this opinion. The earliest reports, par­
ticularly those I first studied in Project Sign, were of very 
much poorer quality than those that began to come in later. 
Some were limited to a few dozen words, with details necessary 
for adequate evaluation missing. 

Ruppelt ascribed the change in attitude to the fact that the 
military wants answers, not mysteries. 'Before, if an interesting 
report came in,' he writes, 'and they wanted an answer, all 
they'd get was an, "it could be real, but we can't prove it". Now 
such a request got a quick snappy, "It was a balloon", and 
feathers were stuck in the caps from A TIC all the way up to the 
Pentagon: Everybody felt fine.'6 

Ruppelt described the period following the start of Project 
Grudge as the 'Dark Ages'. New personnel, rather than the 
most experienced people in Project Sign, established and used 
the air force theorem: 'It can't be; therefore, it isn't.' Ruppelt 
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says, 'Everything was being evaluated on the premise that 
UFOs couldn't exist,'7 and, 'Good UFO reports continued to 
come in at the rate of about ten per month, but they weren't 
being verified or investigated. Most of them were being dis­
carded.'8 

In the years that followed, when I was consultant to Project 
Blue Book, no report that came in through official military 
channels was discarded, but only the most perfuctory attempts 
were made to mount any type of serious investigation. This was 
especially true of the particularly puzzling, unusual cases. 
These were frequently evaluated· as 'Unidentified' and put 
aside. The objective had been attained: the UFO had been 
identified as 'Unidentified'. 

After I submitted my report, in April, 1949; shortly after 
Project Grudge was underway, I was completely severed from 
the UFO office in Dayton, Thus I did not know until later 
what went on during the 'Dark Ages'.: 

My report itself ran to better than 300 pages, many of them 
nearly blank, for all the page contained was the statement, 
'There is no astronomical explanation for this report.' My ob­
ligation was discharged. Sometimes I ventured further: 'We can 
conjecture that a cluster of balloons (cosmic ray apparatus) was 
observed, the motion of which was merely the reflection of the 
motion of the plane.' 

In the introduction to the report I wrote, 'Among the general 
public, two attitudes towards flying saucers seem to be preva­
lent: one, that all sightings arl! misidentifications or hoaxes, 
and two, "that there must be something to it". From the outset, 
I have attempted to regard each report . . .  as an honest state­
ment by the observer and to adhere to neither of the two atti­
tudes.' 

I noted what was then plaguing and what was to continue to 
plague the UFO office: the incompleteness of the data and of 
any effort to upgrade it. 'Almost all of the data dealt with in 
this 300-page report are incomplete and inexact, and some are 
distinctly contradictory. Therefore, it has obviously been im-
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possible to reach definite scientific conclusions. Most con­
clusions are offered in terms of probability, the degree of which 
is discussed in the individual reports .. ' 

Some two months earlier Project Sign in a secret report, 
which I did not see until years later, stated: 

No definite evidence is yet available to confirm or disprove 
the actual existence of unidentified flying objects as new and 
unknown types of aircraft. A limited number of the incidents 
has been identified as known objects. 

Based on the possibility that the objects are really un­
identified and unconventional types of aircraft, a technical 
analysis is made of some of the reports to determine the aero­
dynamic, propulsion, and control features that would be re­
quired for the object to perform as described in the reports. 
The objects sighted have been grouped into four classifications 
according to configurations: 

r. Flying discs, i.e., very low aspect ratio aircraft, 
2. Torpedo or cigar-shaped bodies with no wings or fins 

visible in flight, 
3· Spherical or balloon-shaped objects, 
4· Balls of light. 

The first three groups are capable of flight by aero­
dynamic or aerostatic means and can be propelled and con­
trolled by methods known to aeronautical designers. 

Even in 1949 the UFOs came in the same patterns, which 
persisted for the ensuing years. 

'The 'frustration barrier' continued. No real attempt was 
ever made to gather all the data that were available. The air 
force investigators had not bothered to gather what was there. 
In many instances, starting from a mere item on the back pages 
of a small town newspaper, I have been able to reconstruct, 
with the patient aid of the observers, a coherent account of 
reported events, and generally I have found the persons con­
cerned fully cooperative once they were assured that no ridicule 
or unfavorable publicity would result from the interview. Blue 
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Book files are replete with cases labeled 'Insufficient Infor"" 
mation', whereas in many cases the proper label should have 
been, 'Insufficient Follow-up'. 

· 

It became patently clear to me as the years passed that no 
Blue Book case had been given the 'FBI treatment'; that is, no 
case was followed through until every possible clue or bit of 
evidence was obtained, as is standard procedure in kidnapping, 
narcotics rings, and bank robbery cases. 

Quite the opposite attitude was taken by Blue Book. When a 
case did appear to have a likely misperception explanation (and 
hence should have been excluded from further UFO inves­
tigative effort), Blue Book often spared little effort in phone 
calls, interrogations, etc., in order to pin it down to a planet, a 
refueiing mission, or some other natural occurrence. Thus they 
set their dogs to catching simple chicken thieves but ignored 
potentially far more important prey. 

Had there been available, for the many hundreds of Blue 
Book cases now carried as 'Unidentified', a scientifically 
trained and conscientious investigator with immediate reaction 
capability (immediate access to transportation to the locale of 
the reported event within 24 hours) far more information would 
have been gathered. The true Strangeness Rating and Prob­
ability Rating for each case could have been determined with 
some confidence. I had made several attempts, including some 
before Congressional subcommittee, for such immediate reac­
tion capability - but to no avail. 

Often Blue Book did not bother to investigate until the UFO 
event had attained some prominence in the press (the Portage 
County case was a good example), or until an inquiry was made 
from a Congressman whose constituent felt he had not been 
treated right by Blue Book. Nothing brought more immediate 
and frenzied reaction from Blue Book than a query from Con­
gress. Then, however, the effort was directed to the composing 
of a quick but satisfactory answer rather than to a serious study 
of the case. I frequently observed occasions when the sole Blue 
Book objective was 'getting the Congressman off its back' by 

222 



constructing some sort of possible explanation rather than 
mounting a scientific investigative effort. 

Thus the program did not change through the years. Reports 
came in and were handled in a completely routine manner, 
always on the assumption that they had been spawned by un­
tutored people unable to identify perfectly natural occurrences. 
When the going really got tough, the label 'unidentified' was 
used, but the investigative effort ended there. It was tacitly 
assumed that had an exhaustive effort been made to identify 
the source of the report, it would not have been successful. 
Why, then, if we can. assume that, should any detailed effort be 
wasted on such an Unidentified phenomenon? 

Through the years, the percentage of Unidentifieds re­
mained essentially the same. Table 1 covers the first 237 UFO 
reports received by the air force; it shows that some 20 percent 
of these met the present definition of UFO, that is, they 
stumped the experts. Twenty years later the Condon com­
mittee, using presumably a better selection of reports and more 
scientists, were unable to find solutions for more than 25 percent 
of the cases they examined. Through the years there seems to 
have been a stubborn, unyielding residue of 'incredible reports 
from credible people'. 

On October 7, 1968, I addressed my reply to Colonel 
Sleeper: 

I address my report to you alone, for as will be apparent, 
should the present staff of Blue Book read it, any further per­
sonal contact with them would prove most embarrassing to all 
parties concerned . . . .  It may be of interest to you that, in all of 
my 20 years as consultant, you are the first commander who 
has ever asked me to write an evaluation of Blue Book. I would 
have been happy to do so earlier, but on those occasions when I 
attempted to advise on procedures and methodology . . .  I had 
been politely but firmly reminded . . .  of my place in the organ­
ization. 

I sincerely hope that at long last . . .  I may help transform 
Blue Book into what the public and the scientific world has 

223 



TABLE I 

Evaluations by J. Allen Hynek in 1948-1949 of the First 237 
UFO Reports Received by the Air Force 

I. Astronomical 
a. High probability 
b. Fair or low probability 

2. Nonastronomical but suggestive 
of other explanations 

�. Balloons or aircraft 
b. Rockets, flares, or falling bodies 
c. Miscellaneous (reflections, 

auroral streamers, birds, etc.) 

3· Nonastronomical with no 
evident explanation 

a. Lack of evidence precludes 
an explanation 

b. Evidence offered suggests no 
explanation 

No. of 
Incidents Approx. % 

42 
33 

18 
14 

75 32 

I3 

20 
10 

5 

84 35 

30 I3 

20 

been told it is • , . an investigative organization dedicated to the 
defense of the country but doing a good scientific job also . . . .  
It is time that Blue Book no longer be called, as some wag has 
done, 'the Society for the Explanation of the Unin­
vestigated'. 

You have chosen to refer to methods of 'product improve­
ment'. Although this is a metaphor scientists rarely use, I 
believe it is a happy one in that it is practical to think in terms 
of what the Blue Book product is, who the consumer . . .  is, 
how the product is 'packaged', what the product 'image' is, 
and how we might 'tool up' for product improvement. 
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You have indicated that I should not concern myself with 
history of Blue Book; however . . .  the 1960 hearings in Wash­
ington are germane to this report. My recommendations at that 
time for changes in Blue Book were applauded by the Smart 
Committee but never funded (although funds were promised), 
so my efforts came to naught. 

Since my report is rather long, I have prefaced it with a 
sequential summary of points covered and of recommen­
dations made. 

SUMMARY 

A. It is concluded that neither of the two missions of Blue 
Book (AFR 80-17), (1) to determine if the UFO is a possible 
threat to the United States and (2) to use the scientific or 
technical data gained from a study of UFO reports, are being 
adequately executed. 

B. The staff of Blue Book, both in numbers and in scientific 
training, is grossly inadequate to perform tasks assigned under 
AFR 80-17. 

C. Blue Book suffers intramurally in that it is a closed 
system that has fallen victim to the closed loop type of oper­
ation. There has been virtually no scientific dialogue between 
Blue Book and the outside scientific world. Totally inadequate 
use is made of the extensive scientific facilities of the air force 
in executing the Blue Book mission. The superb talents and 
facilities of AFCRL [Air Force Cambridge Research Lab­
oratories] and of AFOSR [Air Force Office of Scientific Re­
search] ,  for instance, have rarely been used. The lack of 
scientific dialogue between members of Blue Book and outside 
scientists has been appalling. 
D. The statistical methods employed by Blue Book are nothing 
less than a travesty. 

E. There has been a lack of attention to significant UFO 
cases, as judged by this consultant and others, and too much 
time spent on routine cases that contain few information bits 
and on peripheral public relations tasks. Concentration should 
be on two or three potentially scientifically significant cases per 
month, rather than having Blue Book effort spread thin over 
40 to 70 cases per month. Too much attention has been paid to 
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one-witness cases and to cases in which only point-source 
lights on the sky are seen at night and far too little to the cases 
of high Strangeness Rating reported by witnesses of conceded 
reputation. 

F. The information input to Blue Book is grossly inad­
equate. An impossible load is placed on Blue Book by the 
almost consistent failure of UFO officers at local air bases to 
transmit adequate information to Blue Book. Many, infor­
mation bits that could have been obtained by conscientious 
interrogation by the UFO officer are omitted, throwing the 
burden upon Blue Book to reopen interrogation for additional 
information, sometimes of the most elementary but necessary 
sort - e.g., wind directions, angular sizes and speed, details of 
trajectory, qualifications and nature of witnesses, additional 
witnesses, etc. The upgrading of original data is the most 
pressing need within Blue Book. 

G. The basic attitude and approach within Blue Book is 
illogical and unscientific in that a working hypothesis has been 
adopted which colors and determines the method of inves­
tigation. One might put it in the form of a Theorem: 

For any given reported UFO case, if taken by itself and 
without respect and regard to correlations with other UFO 
cases in this and other countries, it is always possible to adduce 
a possible even though far-fetched natural explanation, if one 
operates solely on the hypothesis that all UFO reports, by the 
very nature of things, must result from purely well known and 
accepted causes. 

The theorem has a Corollary: 
It is impossible for Blue Book to evaluate a UFO report as 

anything other than a misidentification of a natural object or 
phenomenon, a hoax, or a hallucination. (In those relatively 
few cases where even this procedure met with difficulty, the 
report was evaluated as 'Unidentified' but with no indication 
that the theorem had been outraged.) 

H. Inadequate use has been made of the Project scientific 
consultant. Only cases that the project monitor deems worth­
while are brought to his attention. His scope of operation, 
including personal direct access to both unclassified and 
classified files, has been consistently limited and thwarted. He 
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often learns of interesting cases only a month or two after the 
receipt of the report at Blue Book, and no attempt is made to 
bring the consultant into the operating loop except in the most 
peripheral manner. 

The popular impression through the years was that Blue 

Book was a full-fledged, serious operation. The public perhaps 

envisioned a spacious, well-staffed office with rows of file cabi-< 
nets, a computer terminal for querying the UFO data bank, and 

groups of scientists quietly studying reports, attended by a staff 
of assistants. 

The actual situation was unfortunately the opposite. The 

operation was generally headed by an officer of lesser rank. In 
the military the importance attached to a mission is usually in 
direct proportion to the rank of the commanding officer. The 
relatively low-ranking officers in charge of Blue Book were 

usually assisted by a lieutenant and sometimes only by a ser­
geant. For one long period of time a sergeant with little tech­
nical training was given the chore of evaluating most of the 
incoming reports. 

This was not exactly a first-line, high priority operation. 

Blue Book had much too small a staff to do justice to a phenom-< 
enon that so often greatly concerned the public. Com­
pounding the problem, the staff was able to devote only part of 

its time to the technical problem at hand. During my regular 
visits to Blue Book across the years I observed that much of the 

work in the office was devoted to peripheral matters, all done at 
a leisurely pace. 

Further, Blue Book's low-ranking officers had no leverage to 
initiate the type of investigations that were needed and for 
which I frequently asked. The military is entirely hierarchical; 

a captain cannot command a colonel or a major at another base 
to obtain information for him. He can only request. As long as 

Blue Book did not have at least a full colonel in command, it was 
impossible to execute its assigned task properly. In reviewing 

cases that had come in during the previous month, I often asked 
that additional, often crucial information on a case be obtained. 
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The results were at best minimal; officers at other bases were 
generally too busy to bother to investigate further. Why should 
they? They all knew it was a finger exercise anyway. 

Blue Book was a 'cover-up' to the extent that the assigned 
problem was glossed over for onl!' reason or another. In my 
many years association with Blue Book, I do not recall even one 
serious discussion of methodology, of improving the process 
of data gathering or of techniques of comprehensive interroga­
tion of witnesses. 

The reader may well ask at this point why I did not either 
lay seige to the Pentagon, demanding action, or simply resign 
in disgust. Temperamentally, I am one who can easily bide his 
time. I also dislike a fight, especially with the military. But 
most' importantly, Blue Book had the store of data (as poor as 
they were), and my association with it gave me access to those 
data. In a sense I played Kepler to Blue Book's Tycho 
Brahe.9 

As far as demanding action from the Pentagon, I knew only 
too well the prevailing climate and recognized that had I been 
too outspoken, I would have quickly been discredited, labeled a 
UFO nut, lost access to data, and certainly would have lost all 
further effectiveness. I have always been of the turn of mind 
that 'trust will out' if given time; if there was indeed scientific 
'paydirt' in the UFO phenomenon, as time went on and the 
gathering of data improved, even the most hostile skeptics 
would be powerless to sweep it under the carpet. The astron­
omer traditionally adopts a very long time scale. 

By and large, however, Blue Book data were poor in content, 
and even worse, they were maintained in virtually unusable 
form. With access to modern electronic data processing tech­
niques, Blue Book maintained its data entirely unprocessed. 
Cases were filed by date alone, and not even a rudimentary 
cross-indexing was attempted. Had the data been put in ma­
chine readable form, the computer could have been used to seek 
patterns in the reports, to compare the elements of one report 
with those of another, and to delineate, for instance, the six 
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basic categories of sightings used in this book. Since all the 
thousands of cases were recorded only chronologically, even so 
simple a matter as tabulating sightings from different geo­
graphical locations, from different types of witnesses, etc., was 
impossible except by going through, manually, each and every 
report. A proposaP0 for elementary computerization of the 
data in the Blue Book files, devised by Jacques Vallee and 
myself and submitted by me directly to Major Quintanilla at 
Blue Book, was summarily turned down. 

In view of the above and of the frequently contradictory and 
inane public relations statements concerning UFO reports, 
which even the man on the street found unconvincing, it is 
hardly a wonder that the charge was frequently made that the 
publicly visible air force 'investigation' of UFOs was merely a 
front for a real investigation being carried on somewhere'higher 
up'. 

Were I the captain of a debating team whose job it is, of 
course, to marshal all the facts favorable to his side and 
studiously to avoid the other's, I could defend either side of the 
argument. At no time, however, did I encounter any evidence 
that could be presented as valid proof that Blue Book was 
indeed a cover-up operation. However, many indications, bits 
of information, and scraps of conversation could be force­
fitted into a yes for the cover-up thesis. Thus, for instance, one 
time when I inquired into the specifics of a certain case, I was 
told by the Pentagon's chief scientist that he had been advised 
by those at a much higher level to tell me 'not to pursue the 
matter further'. One can make of that what one will. 

In a country as security conscious as is ours, where central 
intelligence is a fine art, it frequently seemed to me that very 
provocative UFO reports were dismissed without any seeming 
follow-up - certainly an illogical if not dangerous procedure 
unless one knew a priori that the report really was of no poten­
tial information value to the security of the country (or that it 
was but was being taken care of elsewhere). As an example, the 
report of five rapidly moving discs, made by a member in good 
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standing of the 524th Intelligence Squadron stationed in 
Saigon and observed by him from the roof of the squadron's 
headquarters, went untouched by Major Quintimilla and Blue 
Book on the grounds that 'the sighting was not within the con­
tinental limits of the United States'. It would seem almost in­
conceivable that the intelligence officer in question would not 
have been further interrogated by some agency; certainly in an 
active battle area his sighting might have presaged a new mili­
tary device of the enemy. 

Another example, one of many, was this: on the first day of 
August, 1965, and on the following two days there occurred the 
'Midwest flap'. From several states strange Nocturnal Lights 
were reported by ostensibly reliable police officers on patrol at 
various places over an area of several hundred square miles. 
Blue Book dismissed this event as 'stars seen through inversion 
layers', although I know of no astronomer who has ever wit­
nessed inversion effects that produced these reported effects. 
Both past experience and calculations show that such illusory 
effects, in which stars move over at a considerable arc of the 
sky, simply cannot be produced by thermal inversions. 

However, police officers weren't the only ones to report. The 
following is a direct transcript of a Blue Book memo: In the 
early morning hours of August 1, 1965, the following calls were 
received at the Blue Book offices by Liutenant Anspaugh, who 
was on duty that night: 

1 :30 A.M. - Captain Snelling, of the U.S. Air Force com­
mand post near Cheyenne, Wyoming, called to say that 15 to 
20 phone calls had been received at the local radio station 
about a large circular object emitting several colors but no 
sound, sighted over the city. Two officers and one airman con­
troller at the base reported that after being sighted directly over 
base operations, the object had begun to move rapidly to the 
northeast. 

2:20 A.M. - Colonel Johnson, base commander of Francis E. 
Warren Air Force Base, near Cheyenne, Wyoming, called 
Dayton to say that the commanding officer of the Sioux Army 

230 



Depot saw five objects at 1 :45 A.M. and reported an alleged 
configuration of two UFOs previously reported over E Site. At 
1 :49 A.M. members of E flight reportedly saw what appeared to 
be the same uniform reported at 1:48 A.M. by G flight. Two 
security teams were dispatched from E flight to investigate. 

2:50 A.M. - Nine more UFOs were sighted, and at 3:35 A.M. 
Colonel Williams, commanding officer of the Sioux Army 
Depot, at Sydney, Nebraska, reported five UFOs going east. 

4:05 A.M. - Colonel Johnson made another phone call to 
Dayton to say that at 4:oo A.M. Q flight reported nine UFOs in 
sight: four to the northwest, three to the northeast, and two 
over Cheyenne. 

· 

4:40 A.M. - Captain Howell, Air Force Command Post, 
called Dayton and Defense Intelligence Agency to report that 
a Strategic Air Command Team at Site H-2 at 3 :oo A.M. 
reported a white oval UFO directly overhead. Later Strategic 
Air Command Post passed the following: Francis E. Warren 
Air Force Base reports (Site B-4 3 : 17 A.M.) - A UFO 90 miles 
east of Cheyenne at a high rate of speed and descending - oval 
and white with white lines on its sides and a flashing red light 
in its center moving east; reported to have landed ro miles east 
of the site. 

3 :2o A.M. - Seven UFOs reported east of the site. 
3 :25 A.M. - E Site reported six UFOs stacked vertically, 
3 :27 A.M. - G-r reported one ascending and at the same 

time, E-2 reported two additional UFOs had joined the seven 
for a total of nine. 

3:28 A.M. - G-1 reported a UFO descending further� 
going east. 

3 :32 A.M. - The same site has a UFO climbing and leveling 
off. 

3 :40 A.M. - G Site reported one UFO at 70° azimuth and 
one at 120°, Three now came from the east, stacked vertically, 
passed through the other two, with all five heading west. 

When I asked Major Quintanilla what was being done about 
investigating these reports; he said that the sightings were 
nothing but stars! This is certainly tantamount to saying that 
our Strategic Air Command, responsible for the defense of the 
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country against major attacks from the air, was staffed by a 
notable set of incompetents who mistook twinkling stars for 
strange craft. These are the people who someday might have 
the responsibility for waging a nuclear war. 

For some, incidents such as the above would be prima facie 
and conclusive evidence that the cover-up hypothesis was the 
correct one, on the grounds that no group charged with serious 
defense responsibilities for the country could have been so stupid. 

On the other hand, our hypothetical debating team captain 
could amass an even more impressive cache of evidence to con­
clude quite the opposite: .that the entire Blue Book operation 
was a foul-up based on the categorical premise that the in­
credibl,e things reported could not possibly have any basis in 
fact. After all, science pretty well understands the physical 
world and knows what's possible and what is not. Since the re­
ported actions of UFOs clearly didn't fit this world picture, 
they simply had to be figments of the imagination produced in 
one way or another. 

All my association with Blue Book showed clearly that the 
project rarely exhibited any scientific interest in the UFO 
problem. They certainly did not address themselves to what 
should have been considered the central problem of the UFO 
phenomenon: is there an as yet unknown physical or psycho­
logical or even paranormal process that gives rise to those UFO 
reports that survive severe screening and still remain truly 
puzzling? 

Such lack of interest belies any charge of 'cover-up'; they 
just didn't care. There is another argument for the 'noncover­
up' viewpoint: the underlings in the military hierarchy (and all 
Blue Book officers were such - generally captains or majors, 
two of which finally made lieutenant colonel but never full 
colonel) looked mainly toward two things: promotion and early 
retirement. Therefore, in controversial issues it was always 
considered far wiser not to 'rock the boat', to please the superior 
officer rather than to make waves. Thus, when the superior 
officers, who did not know the facts but were wedded to a rigid 
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framework of military thinking handed down from above, let it 
be known in any controversial issue (whether UFOs or not) 
what the 'right way' of thinking is, no underling officer was 
going to oppose or even question it unless, of course, he was 99 
percent certain that he could prove himself correct in the con­
troversy - and quickly. 

Since the Pentagon had spoken in no uncertain terms about 
UFOs, no Blue Book officer in his right promotion-conscious 
military mind was going to buck that, even if he had private 
opinions on the matter. 

Another factor added to the noncover-up theory. Turnover 
in the Blue Book office was rather high. Sooner or later the 
officer in charge would be out of it, just that much closer to 
promotion and retirement, if he just sat tight. From 1952 to 
1969 the office was headed in turn by Captain Ruppelt (who 
did not make his own views known until he was out of the air 
force), Captain Hardin (who had ambitions to be a stock 
broker), Captain Gregory (to whom promotion was the be-ali 
and end-all of existence), Major Friend, and finally Major 
Quintanilla, who had the longest term of office. Of all the 
officers I served with in Blue Book, Colonel Friend earned my 
respect. Whatever private views he might have held, he was a 
total and practical realist, and sitting where he could see the 
scoreboard, he recognized the limitations of his office but con­
ducted himself with dignity and a total lack of the bombast that 
characterized several of the other Blue Book heads. 

Thus one can have one's choice of whether Blue Book was a 
front or merely a foul-up. But that there was certainly foul-up 
and complete divorce from the scientific community within 
Blue Book was apparent. The members of the scientific frat­
ernity were, of course, wedded to the misperception-delusion 
hypothesis (there was no need for interchange of ideas with 
Blue Book, which held the same views), and some members 
rose to he.ights of vitriolic verbiage in denouncing reporters of 
UFOs. This phase of the total phenomenon had many of the 
aspects of a modem witchhunt. 
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But Blue Book is no more, and its closing raised the ques-: 
tion: to whom does one report current UFO sightings? That 
such sightings continue to occur (and to · be reported 
unofficially) is incontrovertible, as is shown by any news-clip­
ping service that covers small-town newspapers and out-of-the­
way publications. At the time of this writing there is no govern­
ment or officially designated agency to whom such a report can 
be made.U 

There are many UFO organizations throughout the world 
that avidly accept UFO reports, often far too avidly and un­
critically, in order to have material for their publications. 
During the past score of years literally hundreds of civilian 
UFO organizations began in many parts of the world, par­
ticularly in France, England, Germany, Japan, Italy, Australia, 
some of the Latin American countries, and, of course, the 
United States. Many of these were short-lived, but each in its 
way was the recipient of UFO reports covering a wide spec­
trum of reliability and credibility. Most organizations received 
reports and did little screening or serious investigating. Gen­
erally this stemmed not from a lack of interest or even of ability 
(although some groups were innocent of the rudiments of 
scientific procedures) but from lack of funds and ·time. 

Many of the organizations published bulletins on a more or 
less scheduled basis. Often these were just mimeographed 
sheets, but most of the publications were even more short-lived 
than their parent organizations. A few journals existed and still 
do, independently of private sponsoring investigative groups. 
Outstanding among these is FSR, Flying Saucer Review, pub­
lished in London since 1954. It is a veritable treasure house of 
UFO reports, some of which have been investigated rather 
thoroughly but the majority of which rank with the average 
Blue Book report. The reader suffers a strong sense of frus­
tration in reading such reports; in each case the conscientious 
reader longs for more details, but only rarely are they given. 
Unfortunately there is no journal that is financially supported 
sufficiently to devote pages to details for the relatively few 
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serious investigators. The existing journals have subscribers 
who, for the most part, are satisfied with summaries; indeed, I 
am afraid some of their readers wish merely to be titillated by 
incredible tales. 

France has two particularly outstanding publications, 
Phenomenes Spatiaux and Lumieres dans la Nuit. They serve 
as publication organs for dedicated groups of investigators -
mainly in France - who quietly have gone about collecting data 
of good quality in perhaps a more systematic way than groups 
in other parts of the world. Such groups give freely of their 
time and limited funds in painstakingly tracking down UFO 
witnesses and conducting able interrogations. Australia, New 
Zealand, Japan, Canada, Sweden, and Italy are some of the 
other countries in which UFO journals or bulletins are pub­
lished. There is a need for an international organization that 
might act as a clearing house for such journals and their con­
tents. It has been suggested on a number of occasions that the 
United Nations, perhaps UNESCO, might act in such a ca­
pacity, but to date all such suggestions have been tabled. 

In the United States there have been only two viable civilian 
UFO investigative organizations. The older of these, APRO 
(Aerial Phenomena Research Organization), now located in 
Tucson, Arizona, was started in 1952 in Wisconsin. APRO has 
done an excellent job in collecting UFO data, resumes of which 
have been published in the APRO Bulletin. 

Four years after APRO was organized, NICAP (National 
Investigating Committee for Aerial Phenomena), located in 
Washington, D.C., was formed and grew to have the larger 
membership. Both organizations have suffered from lack of 
financial support, which meant, of course, that costly inves­
tigations were not possible. APRO has an international outlook, 
as is evidenced by the sizable number of foreign consultants 
and associates. 

Although both organizations are serious-intentioned col­
lectors of UFO data, each unavoidably numbers in its mem­
bership overenthusiastic and uncritical persons enamored of the 
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idea of UFOs. Nonetheless, neither APRO nor NICAP are in 
any sense of the word 'crackpot' organizations and have many 
serious members, many of whom have considerable technical 
and scientific training. 

There was very little overlap in reports between Blue Book 
and either APRO or NICAP. Dr. Saunders had remarked that 
in compiling reports for the abortive Condon committee com­
puter program, the only overlap in reports occurred for the 
well-publicized cases. Otherwise the three organizations had 
essentially independent UFO files. 

Now that Blue Book is no more, I am often asked whether 
the air force is really out of the UFO business. The answer is 
probably contained in an official letter from the Pentagon, writ­
ten after the close of Blue Blook. It states:  

The Aerospace Defense Command (ADC) is charged with 
the responsibility for aerospace defense of the United States . 
. . . Consequently, ADC is responsible for unknown aerial 
phenomena reported in any manner, and the provisions of 
joint army-navy-air force publication (JANAP-146) provide 
for the processing of reports received from nonmilitary 
sources; 

In JANAP-146 E, currently in force, provisions and instruc­
tions for the reporting of unknown objects in the air by military 
personnel are explicitly set forth. It must be remembered, how­
ever, that the military is primarily interested in unidentified 
planes, especially those that might be foreign. Such planes cer­
tainly are unidentified flying objects, although they do not 
satisfy the definition used in this book. There never is any 
question but that they are planes (which are flying objects) and 
that their source is unidentified. 

In my long association with Blue Book I had some very 
interesting encounters with UFO witnesses, some equally 
interesting but less enjoyable encounters with military per .. 
sonnel, and a most intimate view of the running of a pseudo­
scientific project. Blue Book was essentially a closed operation, 
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in which A talked to B, and B talked to C, and C talked to A. 
There was little input from outside scientific groups. It is con­

ceivable that in its ingrown and official military way it was 
allowed to bumble along, while apart from it serious official 

attention was given to a few selected cases that might not even 

have gone through Blue Book channels. I simply do not know. 
In my position as periodic consultant, I certainly was never 

taken into the confidence of higher Pentagon officials con­
cerning these matters. }ANAP-146E still exists and is in effect, 
and it calls for the processing of reports of unknown aerial 

phenomena from both military and nonmilitary sources. Prob­

ably little more need be said. 

NOTES 

r. I was an associate member of that panel but was not invited 
to participate in all the sessions. In one session I attended, 
the famous Tremontian, Utah, and the Great Falls, Mon­
tana, movies (well known to all who have followed the UFO 
saga) were shown and dismissed as seagulls and aircraft, 
respectively. The panel, of course, did not have the benefit 
of the detailed analysis of the Great Falls case ('Observational 
Evidence of Anomalistic Phenomena', Journal of Astro­
nautical Sciences, Vol. XV, No. I, 1968, pp. 31-6) made by 
Dr. M. L. Baker, carried out under the auspices of the 
Douglas Aircraft Company, by whom Dr. Baker was then 
employed. In his paper Dr. Baker concludes, ' • • •  the images 
cannot be explained by any presently known natural 
phenomena.' 

I was dissatisfied even then with what seemed to me a 
most cursory examination of the data and by the set minds 
implied by the panel's lack of curiosity and desire to delve 
deeper into the subject. For by 1953 there already existed 
many hundreds of cases of high S-P (it was a far cry from the 
early Project Sign cases) ; the panel examined about a dozen. 
I was not asked to sign the report of the panel, nor would I 
have done so had I been asked. 
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2. Menkello, F. G. 'Quantitative Aspects of Mirages'. Report 
No. 6u2. Menkello is a first lieutenant, USAF, Environ­
mental Technical Applications Center. 'It is easy to show 
that the "air lenses" and "strong inversions" postulated by 
Gordon and Menzel, among others, would need tem­
peratures of several thousand degrees Kelvin in order to 
cause the mirages attributed to them.' 

3· Ruppelt, Edward. Report on Unidentified Flying Objects, p. 
So. 

4· Ibid., p. Sr. 
5· Ibid., p. Sr. 
6. Ibid., p. S2. 
7· Ibid., p. S3. 
S. Ibid., p. SS. 
9· :Kepler, the German astronomer who, unable to garner data 

himself, used data obtained throughout the years by the 
Danish astronomer Tycho Brahe, who, in turn, had no idea 
what to do with his excellent data. Kepler and Brahe had 
many arguments, yet Kepler knew that he needed those data 
in order to construct his theory of planetary motion. So he 
bided his time. 

IO. Application of Electronic Data Processing Techniques to Un­
usual Aerial Phenomena: Organization and Development of an 
Inquiry System. Submitted by J. Allen Hynek. July, 1966. 

II.  To that end, a number of my scientific colleagues and I at 
Northwestern University have agreed to act as a receipt 
center for UFO reports, especially from persons with 
scientific and technical backgrounds. It is important that 
data of potential scientific value not be lost. 



CHAPTER TWELVE 

SCIENCE IS NOT ALWAYS WHAT 
SCIENTISTS DO 

It is the duty of Science, not to discard facts merely 
because they seem to be extraordinary and that it 
remains unable to explain them. 

- attributed to Alexis Carrel 

ON October 6, 1966, the University of Colorado and the 
U.S. Air Force entered into formal agreement to establish a 
scientific committee to study (and presumably to settle once 
and for all) the vexing problem of UFOs with which the air 
force had been saddled for 20 years. It was to be directed by 
Dr. Edward U. Condon, a physicist of established reputation, 
noted not only for his scientific record but for his courage in 
speaking out on controversial issues. 

Two years later there appeared the results of the committee's 
work: a voluminous, rambling, poorly organized report of 937 
pages of text, considerably less than half of which was ad­
dressed to the investigation of UFO reports. The report opened 
with a singularly slanted summary by Dr. Condon, which ad­
roitly avoided mentioning that there was embodied within the 
bowels of the report a remaining mystery; the committee had 
been unable to furnish adequate explanations for more than a 
quarter of the cases examined. 

However, were it not for the fact that the public has had 
ready access through the press only to the summary of the 
report, and its implication that the UFO problem has been 
'solved', there would be little point to this critique of the 
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Condon Report. The report covers little new territory. Others 
before Condon had demonstrated that the data at hand were far 
from sufficient to establish the hypothesis of extraterrestrial vis­
itation. Condon only partially retraced the steps of those more 
knowledgeable than he and his group. 

Conclusions and recommendations comprise the first part of 
the two-chapter summary. Two statements are particularly il­
luminating: 

Careful consideration of the record as it is available to us 
leads us to conclude that further extensive study of UFOs 
probably cannot be justified in the expectation that science 
will be advanced thereby. 

This was surely the kiss of death to any further investigation 
in the name of the quest for knowledge. Yet in a somewhat 
platitudinous vein we find the statement: 

Therefore we think that all of the agencies of the federal 
government, and the private foundations as well, ought to be 
willing to consider UFO research proposals along with the 
others submitted to them on an open-minded, unprejudiced 
basis. While we do not think at present that anything worth­
while is likely to come of such research, each individual case 
ought to be carefully considered on its own merits. 

Truly a masterpiece of throwing a scrap of political meat to 
the critic dogs. A more insincere statement can hardly be im­
agined, and surely Dr. Condon, master in the politico-scientific 
world, would be the first to recognize it as such. For one could 
easily imagine the plight of a government funding agency, 
always hard pressed for funds, were they to support such re­
search in the face of Condon's crushing summary of the situ­
ation. There would quickly be scathing howls of complaint and 
letters to Congressmen from rejected applicants for support in 
established scientific fields, asking why their proposals were 
turned down while 'this UFO nonsense' was being �up­
ported.2 



The rest of the lengthy report defies succinct description. It 
is a loose compilation of partially related subjects, each by a 
different author, but some sections do deal with direct inves­
tigations of selected UFO cases. It is these that, read carefully, 
give the lie to the Condon summary. Thus buried in the report, 
one finds many provocative statements, as, for example: 'In 
conclusion, although conventional or natural explanations cer­
tainly cannot be ruled out, the probability of such seems low in 
this case, and the probability that at least one genuine UFO 
was involved appears to be fairly high.' And in another in­
stance: 'This must remain as one of the most puzzling radar 
cases on record, and no conclusion is possible at this time. 
Again: 'It does appear that this sighting defies explanation by 
conventional means.' Another: 'The three unexplained sight­
ings which have been gleaned from a great mass of reports are a 
challenge to the analyst.' And to cap the explanation gap syn­
drome, which weaves through the report, is this revealing 
remark: 'This unusual sighting should therefore be assigned to 
the category of some almost certainly natural phenomenon 
which is so rare that it apparently has never been reported 
before or since .. ' (How did this rare event get into the only 90 
out of a potential 2s,ooo that could have been examined. How 
many similar 'rare' events lurk in the remaining 24,9 10 
reports?) 

The thesis of the present chapter is simply that (a) the sub­
ject matter for study by the Condon group was incorrectly 
defined, and (b) the committee studied the wrong problem. 

The UFO was defined by Condon as merely something that 
puzzled a given observer. The 'Condon UFO' was not required 
to undergo a screening process before being admitted for study 
as a UFO: a report that remained unexplained after severe 
screening by technically aware persons. The committee thus 
really addressed itself to the problem of finding a natural ex­
planation to fit the report. It is my contention that this should 
have been done in the original screening process. T:1e fact that 
more than 25 percent of the cases studied were not assignable to 
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natural causes simply means that only 25 percent of the cases 
studied were eligible for study as UFOs. 

It was these cases (and many others that the air force had 
labeled 'Unidentified') and only these that should have been 
given continued study. The history of science has shown that it 
is the things that don't fit, the apparent exceptions to the rule, 
that signal potential breakthroughs in our concept of the world 
about us. And it was these cases that should have been studied 
from many angles. The committee chose to consider only the 
problem of whether UFO reports (and far many more non­
UFO reports) supported the hypothesis that the earth was 
being visited by extraterrestrial intelligences [ETI] .  
UFO = ETI was the defining equation. It did not try to  estab­
lish whether UFOs really constituted a problem for the scien­
tist, whether physical or social. The question of whether 
puzzling reports of UFOs throughout the world might con­
stitute 'genuinely new empirical observations' was not con­
sidered. Thus the committee really studied the problem of 
misperceptions and their misinterpretation as evidence of 
extraterrestrial visitation. Perhaps this is a problem for socio­
logists and psychologists, who might well be interested to know 
that many thousands of people cannot identify Venus, a met­
eor, or an aircraft landing light and interpret the mis­
identification as visitors from outer space. 

The problem was - and remains - whether the phenomenon 
of UFO reports from more than one hundred countries rep­
resents something genuinely new to science, quite apart from 
any preconceived theory (such as ETI) to account for the 
reports. 

No critique of the Condon Report can avoid mention of the 
choice of data for study. By concentrating largely on current 
cases (40 of the 90 cases studied were in the year 1967) and also 
on relatively few cases out of the thousands available to them, 
they could not pay attention to the worldwide patterns of sight­
ings during the previous 20 years. There were more than 
12,000 air force reports available to the committee as well as 
the many thousands in the NICAP and APRO files (the latter 
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were not made available to the committee largely because of 
the exceedingly poor psychological approach to APRO made 
by the committee). Dr. Saunders has remarked that in his sta­
tistical studies of UFO reports (not included in the Condon 
Report because Saunders was fired from the committee) he 
found little overlap in the air force and NICAP files except in 
the case of highly publicized cases. From my knowledge of 
APRO files I believe the same would apply there. 

Thus, even though the emphasis on the use of current cases 
could be defended, the validity of this procedure rests on the 
assumption that these (and the some 50 others) were represen­
tative of the 25,000 cases in various files. For instance, only a 
few of the cases used in building the prototypes of categories in 
this book were studied, and of these exactly none was ex­
plained. (I recognize that I could successfully rest my case at 
this point.) 

The Condon Report settled nothing. However, carefully 
read, the report constitutes about as good an argument for the 
study of the UFO phenomenon as could have been made in a 
short time, and by a group of specialists in their individual 
disciplines having no prior knowledge of the subject. 

Some knowledge of how the Condon committee came to be is 
important to the understanding of its actions. In a very real 
s.ense one can say that the Condon committee had its origin in 
'swamp gas'. When in 1966 I suggested swamp gas as a possi­
bility for the origin of that portion of the numerous Michigan 
sightings at Dexter and Hillsdale, in which faint lights over 
swampy areas were observed (the explanation was never in­
tended to cover the entire spectrum of stories generated in that 
general area at that time), swamp gas became a household 
word and a standard humorous synonym for UFOs. UFOs, 
swamp gas, and I were lampooned in the press and were the 
subjects of many a delightful cartoon (of which I have quite a 
collection). Had a UFO been reported at that time from the 
Sahara Desert, I think it would have been attributed to swamp 
gas. 
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The good citizens of Michigan did not relish the raillery that 
developed, and a bipartisan Congressional pair, Weston Vivian, 
Democratic Congressman from Ann Arbor, and House Repub­
lican minority leader Gerald Ford, called for a Congressional 
hearing into the matter.3 A few quotations from the hearing are 
relevant of interest here: 

THE CHAIRMAN (L. MENDEL RIVERS): Dr. Hynek, is there any­
thing you would like to say to us? 

HYNEK: Mr. Chairman, the press has treated me rather un­
kindly. 

CHAIRMAN: You ought to be chairman of this committee. 
HYNEK: The press has described me as the 'puppet of the Air 

Force' and has stated that I say only what the Air Force tells 
me to say. I would like to . . .  read to the committee a statement 
• . .  which has certainly not been dictated by the Air Force. 

CHAIRMAN: At this point, I want you to turn the loudspeaker up 
up . . .  

HYNEK: • • •  the kind of activity that the press has reported in 
Michigan is not unusal. It happened only that the Dexter and 
Hillsdale incidents, although of little scientific significance, 
have attracted national interest. Now, similar incidents, and 
some considerably more intriguing, have been occurring for 
many years . . . .  Despite the seeming inanity of the subject, I 
felt that I would be derelict in my scientific responsibility to 
the Air Force if I did not point out that the whole UFO 
phenomenon might have aspects to make it worthy of scientific 
attention . . . •  I am happy that my appearance before this com­
mittee affords me a chance to reiterate my recommendations. 
Specifically, it is my opinion that the body of data accumu­
lated since 1948 . . .  deserves close scrutiny by a civilian panel 
of physical and social scientists, and that this panel should be 
asked to examine the UFO problem critically for the express 
purpose of determining whether a major problem really exists. 

CHAIRMAN: You say you can't write these reports off, you can't 
ridicule those who have made them. They are highly re­
sponsible people, in various walks of life, that have reported 
them [it is interesting that many of these words were original 
with the chairman. He had told us a short time earlier that his 



wife was favorably interested in UFOs] . . .  Now, are you 
saying to us this morning that there should be a panel set up of 
scientists authorized by the Air Force before whom these 
things may be brought, and from whom a report should 
come? 

HYNEK: Yes, sir, I am saying that. That would be the gist of my 
statement. However, I have been scooped by Secretary Brown, 
who has mentioned that the Scientific Advisory Board has 
recommended the same thing. 

Just weeks before a special committee of the Scientific Ad­
visory Board, under the chairmanship of Dr. Brian O'Brien, 
had recommended among other things : 'Contracts [must] be 
negotiated with a few selected universities to provide scientific 
teams to investigate promptly and in depth certain selected 
sightings of UFOs . . . .  The universities should be chosen to 
provide good geographical distribution . . .  .' 

The O'Brien committee had been called into being by a 
letter from Major General E. B. LeBailly, USAF Director of 
Information, which stated in part: 

Accordingly, it is requested that a working scientific panel 
• . .  be organized to review Project Blue Book . . .  and to advise 
the air force as to any improvement that should be 
made . . . .  

Doctor J. Allen Hynek, who is chairman of the Dearborn 
Observatory at Northwestern University, is the scientific con­
sultant to Project Blue Book. He has indicated a willingness to 
work with such a panel in order to place this problem in its 
proper perspective. Dr. Hynek has discussed this problem with 
Dr. Winston Markey, the former air force chief scientist. 

A short while before that I had received a letter from 
Lieutenant Colonel J. F. Spaulding of the Air Force Office of 
Information concerning this problem, to which I had replied, in 
part: 

I have thought a great deal about your letter of August 13  
[ 1965] ,  in which you raised the question of  exploring with the 
National Academy of Scien�s the possibility of their looking 
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into the UFO problem . . • .  In the first place, the idea of having 
a civilian organization assist the Air Force in the UFO prob­
lem, either by working with them or by taking it over entirely, 
is not a new one. It has come up several times in the past r8 
years. In 1952, the Battelle Memorial Institute, in Columbus, 
was given the task of making a statistical study of the UFO 
reports up to that time. I was not at that time called in as a 
consultant, but during the time that Colonel Friend was in 
charge of Blue Book, we devised a panel of scientists, culled 
from Wright Field, which met regularly to assist in the evalu­
ations. If I remember correctly . . .  [we included] a psycho­
logist and even a chaplain ! But because this was an in-house 
effort, with no backing from the top, the panel was short­
lived. 

Still later, SAFOI or its equivalent considered making over­
tures to NASA and to NSF for similar assistance, but after a 
few meetings . . .  nothing came of it. With the exception of one 
further attempt, to interest the Brookings Insitution into pos­
sibly looking into the matter, the problem has always remained 
an air force concern, and, I would say, is likely to remain 
so . . . .  

It is now, therefore, my considered opinion . . .  that a civi­
lian panel of scientists . . .  be asked to examine the UFO prob­
lem critically for the express purpose of determining whether a 
major problem really exists . . . .  The panel should be a working 
panel . . .  whose members are willing to do a fair amount of 
'homework' between meetings. 

I would, of course, be willing to assist such a panel in what­
ever way I might and would even be willing to take a short 
leave of absence from my university if it wquld help place this 
problem in its proper perspective. 

Copies of his letter went to Dr. Winston Markey, Chief 
Scientist, USAF, and to Dr. Harold Brown, Secretary of the 
Air Force. The use of several similar if not indentical phrases 
in Colonel LeBailly's letter a few weeks later to the Scientific 
Advisory Board indicates that my letter was at least read in the 
proper places. 

So it came to pass (after several abortive attempts to place 
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the UFO study at an Ivy League university) that the Univer­
sity of Colorado accepted the challenge on October 6, 1966. I 
was not to be a member of the study group, possibly on the 
grounds that the committee should be composed only of those 
who knew nothing of the subject and hence could 'take a fresh 
look' at it. This seemingly laudable criterion had its own built­
in dangers and was, in a sense, like asking a group of culinary 
novices to take a fresh look at haute cuisine and open up a three­
star restaurant. 

Nonetheless, I understood the rationale, and originally I was 
pleased with the prospects. I remember a most pleasant meet­
ing at the home of Dr. Franklin Roach, one of the committee 
members and my long-time astronomical colleague, at which 
Dr. Condon and several other committee members were pre­
sent. There seemed to be a sense of adventure such as one gets 
at the start of a long journey. I recognized even that evening, 
however, Dr. Condon's basically negative attitude (and that of 
Mrs. Condon, which was particularly strong) but felt that this 
was only the natural skepticism on the part of a scientist who 
had not yet examined the data. I had no inkling then of how 
sparse and how poorly selected those data were to be. 

Before long, as the committe began its work, I began to hear 
disturbing stories, first from one, then another of my friends 
associated with the Colorado project. There seemed to be real 
difficulty in defining the problem: the three psychologists 
differed sharply as to what the committee should study. One of 
them insisted that people were 'just seeing things', and he 
would not entertain for one moment that an actual physical 
phenomenon worthy of study could possibly be involved. In his 
questionnaire he devoted one page to the elements of the sight­
ing and 20 to the observer's psychological reactions. 

Another psychologist became enamored of the idea that the 
whole problem of UFOs was the ETI hypothesis. Still another, 
concurring with this theory, held forth the impossibility of ever 
distinguishing ETI, if it existed, from a catch-all 'mis­
cellaneous' category. 
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One of the physical scientists proposed the use of a stereo 
camera over one lens of which would be placed a diffraction 
grating so that the spectrum of UFO lights could be deter­
mined. He did not know that the same idea had been proposed 
and put into limited use in 1954 by Dr. Joseph Kaplan, one of 
the organizers of the International Geophysical Year. I had 
demonstrated shortly after that by actual tests that the device 
was inadequate except for extremely bright lights. I still have 
one Videon stereo camera issued at that time to air bases, for­
lorn souvenir of the 'old days' of UFOs. So much for a 'fresh 
look' at the subject. 

Dr. Saunders espoused the ETI hypothesis as the central 
solution for which to be tested. It certainly was the most spec­
tacular thing to go for, even though there was no real evidence 
that it constituted the basic problem. However, in defining this 
to be the central question about UFOs, the committee was 
going along with popular opinion. In the public mind UFO is 
virtually synonymous with space visitors, generally regarded as 
'little green men'. 

However, Saunders' approach to the problem, once defined 
and adopted, was excellent: in the 'briefing' of the Condon 
committee, which Jacques Vallee and I had been invited to 
make in the first weeks of its existence, we had both strongly 
urged that all available data, suitabiy weighted, especially those 
in the air force files, be put into machine readable form so that 
electronic computers could be used in data analysis. Saunders 
began to 'computerize' the data available, and at the time of his 
firing from the committee he already had several thousand 
cases on magnetic tape. (At this writing he has some 30,000 
cases on tape, available for sophisticated analysis.) Because 
Saunders 'fell out' with Condon, none of his statistical work 
was included in the report, which 'satisfied' its readers by an 
analysis of some 90 cases, many current, and in many cases did 
not satisfy the definition of UFO adopted here. Yet Vallee and 
I had virtually pleaded with the committee to seek patterns in 
thousands of reports, that it was essential to obtaining an over-
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all perspective of the UFO situation. Only in that way could 
they see what sorts of things were being reported and by whom. 
Instead, the Condon committee dug in on a distressingly sparse 
sample of cases without knowing where these specific cases 
fitted in the overall picture. Were they truly representative of 
the really puzzling reports? 

Groping for a methodology was an absorbing pastime for the 
committee. Although the report is entitled 'Scientific Study of 
Unidentified Flying Objects', was it indeed scientific? Or, 
indeed, could it be? Can the standard methods of science, so 
successful in areas in which the experiences are repeatable 
under controlled laboratory conditions, be applied to the UFO 
phenomenon? 

It has been said that it is not the subject matter but the 
methodology employed that determines whether a study is 
scientific. By and large this can be accepted, but is it true in this 
particular area - the UFO? Granted that the 'best' UFO 
reports are incredible tales told by credible people, how can one 
study them except to analyze, classify, and describe in more 
precise and orderly terms what was already contained in the 
report. What new insights, new evidence can be introduced 
except further details substantiating an already unbelievable 
tale? 

In accepted scientific procedure one generally has some 
hypothesis to test. 'If - then' is the epitome of the scientific 
method. If this is so, then that will follow, and the hypothesis 
means nothing unless the 'then' is testable, can be shown to be 
true or false. Particularly important is the latter, that a hypoth­
esis can unequivocally be shown to be false. Is there some cru­
cial experiment that can be performed or some observation 
made that will prove the hypothesis false? If not, how can one 
distinguish between one hypothesis and another? 

The Condon committee chose to test the ETI hypothesis, 
that UFOs were solid evidence of extraterrestrial visitation. 
llow can this be shown to be false? Elaborate observational 
networks might be set up, and no UFOs show. Is that negative 

249 



proof? No. One can always say that the intelligently guided 
UFOs knew they were expected and therefore avoided the 
trap. 

True, the Condon committee found nearly a third of their 
cases without even partially adequate explanation. The 
'experts' were stumped. What could that possibly say about the 
ETI hypothesis? Nothing. There could be many explanations, 
depending on how bold one wishes to make his initial assump­
tions. For example, if one wishes to postulate worlds other than 
the physical (astral or etheric), one can easily satisfy and ex­
plain virtually all the reported antics of the UFO. But how do 
you establish that the hypothesis is true? Unless you have an 
operational method of doing so, it is not science. Hypotheses 
remain hypotheses, and we are left with 'the two-and-seventy 
warring sects'. 

Even if the Condon committee had had orders of magnitude 
more data, they tackled a hopeless task. The only hypothesis the 
committee could have productively tested was: There exists a 
phenomenon, described by the content of UFO reports, which 
presently is not physically explainable. That hypothesis is 
capable of being proved untrue by the simple expedient of ex­
plaining, by present physical principles, the 30 or so cases they 
were unable to treat satisfactorily, and, of course, the many 
hundreds of others not treated by the Condon group. Even so, 
one can always bring in new cases, saying, 'Here, you haven't 
explained this one,' but reason dictates that if a predetermined 
number, n, of cases (submitted by a panel of persons well 
versed in the subject, who have subjected the cases to careful 
screening to virtually exclude birds, balloons, aircraft, meteors, 
planets, etc.) can be explained, the issue is closed unless new 
observational and dissimilar data are presented. Conversely, if 
the test cases cannot be so explained, quite obviously there 
exists a phenomenon, almost by definition, that is not explained 
by present physical principles. 

A careful reading of the report establishes that the com­
mittee went a long way, inadvertently, to establish the 
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nonexplainability hypothesis while floundering with the ETI 
hypothesis. By their own admission, their 'experts' were indeed 
stwnped by many of the relatively few cases examined, and 
there was no indication that they would have been successful 
had they tried their hand at other cases for which more knowl­
edgeable investigators had also failed to provide a physical 
explanation. 

In my opinion, it is most unfortunate that events transpired 
that led to the ultimate dismissal of Dr. Saunders. The course 
of the committee would surely have been different had he re­
mained and had his counsel been accepted. Even though he had 
focused on the ETI hypothesis for testing, he would soon have 
recognized that while the hypothesis was impossible to estab­
lish or disprove, the 'unexplainability by present physical prin­
ciples' hypothesis was obvious. 

Dr. Condon evidently was aware of Dr. Saunders's worth 
to the project, for before the dismissal, when applying for ad­

' ditional funds ($259,146 in addition to the original $313,ooo), 
he had written in the official proposal: 

Dr. Saunders has many duties. He has been directing the 
acquisition, cataloging, and organization of the sightings file . 
. . . Saunders has been responsible, with the assistance of the 
other Study Team members, for the development of the inter­
view and sighting report forms . . . .  Dr. Saunders is also re­
sponsible for the statistical analysis of UFO data. As this is 
written he has completed the punching of some r,2oo sighting 
reports for machine study. It is intended that additional data 
will be punched for many of the sightings when techniques 
have been developed for coding a number of parameters that 
are difficult to handle statistically . . . .  In order to promote the 
articulation of these interrelated functions, Saunders has been 
given the responsibility for all of them: the sighting record 
keeping, the statistical analysis, and the formulation of the 
questions asked on the interview and sighting report forms. 
There is another related function: decision-making leading to 
the signal to send investigating teams into the field to study 
reports of sightings� Saunders is also responsible for that,. 
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Shortly after that letter was written Condon fired Saunders 
for 'incompetence'. Seems quite a lot of responsibility to have 
assigned to an incompetent. 

The events leading up to the dismissal of Saunders and 
another committee member, Dr. Levine, and the resignation 
shortly thereafter of Mary Louise Armstrong, Condon's admin­
istrative assistant, are treated in Saunders' book, to which I 
have already referred. 

Instead of extracting the essence out of many thousands of 
cases, which Saunders was well on his way to doing, the report 
contains only 87 investigated cases, plus three unexplained 
sightings from astronauts (the investigator of the sightings 
stated laconically that they ' . . .  are a challenge to the analyst'). 

The Condon Report was released on January 9, 1969, simul­
taneously with the seal of approval of the National Academy of 
Sciences. The latter release concluded: 

(a) In our opinion the scope of the study was adequate to its 
purpose: a scientific study of the UFO phenomena. 

(b) We think the methodology and approach were well 
chosen, in accordance with accepted standards of scientific 
investigation, 

These statements imply that the scientific method is indeed 
applicable to the UFO problem, a point I have already ques­
tioned. Since the hypothesis the committee was testing (ETI) is 
nonfalsifiable, that is, would be impossible to prove its nega .. 
tive, a possibility insisted upon by the scientific method, the 
method is not applicable unless the problem is properly 
redefined. 

However, giving the academy the benefit of the doubt, the 
methodology of the Condon committee is easily faulted in other 
areas. Let us speak here of the methodology without confusing 
it with the subject. My criticisms of the methodology of the 
Condon committee would be the same had the subject not been 
UFOs but the life cycle of the gray whale (if the study had been 
directed to the testing of just one theory, perhaps that the gray 
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whales were products of special creation) or of the causes of 
cancer (had the study been limited to the theory that cancer is 
caused by improper diet). 

The academy would agree that the scientific method implies 
that the specific problem to be studied must be defined and 
must be relevant to the larger field that contains it. 

On page 9 of the Condon Report, the UFO is defined: 'An 
unidentified flying object is here defined as the stimulus for a 
report made by one or more individuals of something seen in 
the sky (or an object thought to be capable of flight but seen 
when landed on earth) which the observer [italics mine] could 
not identify as having an ordinary natural origin, and which 
seemed to him sufficiently puzzling that he undertook to make 
a report of it . . . .' And the problem is defined: 'The problem 
then becomes that of learning to recognize the various kinds of 
stimuli that give rise to UFO reports.' 

Scientific method! What sort of a scientific investigation is it 
that assumes the answer before starting. The assumption here is 
clearly that UFOs are all misperceptions of natural things and 
that the entire work of the committee was to learn and mem­
orize the varieties of natural stimuli for UFO reports so that all 
one needed to say was, 'That must have been Venus; that one 
must have been an airplane landing light.' There was no room 
in the Condon concept of the problem for even the possibility 
of the statement: 'That was probably a UFO.' 

Thus this principle of the scientific method was violated: the 
problem was ill-defined and did not relate to the larger field, 
the truly puzzling reports for which the generating stimulus 
was not obvious. Further, it cannot be left to the observer, who 
represents in general a cross section of the entire populace, to 
define the problem, to attach the label UFO, That can only be 
done by those capable of critical screening out of precisely 
those reports for which the Condon definition holds - those that 
are generated by natural stimuli. 

In the larger sense, the problem certainly is to find the 
stimulus for the UFO report. But to assume at the start that the 
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generating stimulus must of necessity be only of one class -
misperceptions - is indeed a violation of the scientific method. 
It would seem that the committee defined the problem as one of 
finding natural stimuli, yet it chose to test the hypothesis of 
extraterrestrial intelligence. Venus is not an extraterrestrial in­
telligence; a meteor is extraterrestrial but it certainly is not 
intelligent and so on. 

Another prime principle of the scientific method with which 
the academy would agree is: the data chosen for the study 
should be relevant to the problem. 

The question of relevance can be referred either to the prob­
lem the committee investigated (extraterrestrial visitation) or to 
the one they did not investigate: do UFO reports, properly 
screened, signal the advent of empirically new observational 
data? 

In either case, the majority of reports actually used was not 
relevant; an experienced investigator would have screened out 
the obvious misperceptions that were puzzling to one or two 
persons but would not have fooled an expert. In fact, 14 of the 
87 cases had previously been evaluated by Blue Book as mis­
perceptions, yet Condon chose to let the relatively few cases 
examined be diluted by trivial cases. It would have been better 
if those 14 bad been replaced by 14 cases of the several hundred 
Blue Book had classed as 'Unidentified'. It was in such ·Cases 
that the solution to the problem would lie, if at all. 

Only ten Close Encounter cases, certainly the most interest­
ing of all UFO reports, were examined by Condon's group. 
Of these the committee was unable to explain six to any degree, 
two were considered inconclusive, one 'psychological', and one 
was most definitely Venus! The latter case should be read by all 
UFO investigators. It is a fantastic example of bow persuasive 
the planet Venus can be as a nonscreened UFO .. Police officers 
in I I  counties were 'taken in' by this planet. It is a case of 
particular value to psychologists and, one is tempted to say, 
to those responsible for the hiring of policemen, 

It has long been my experience that no case involving the 
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appearance of a 'UFO' more or less on schedule night after 
night should be taken seriously. It is almost certain to turn out 
to be a scheduled aircraft or a planet, especially if one is told it 
didn't appear on cloudy nights. Such cases, however, are so 
easy to filter out that they provide interesting comic relief to an 
otherwise perplexing problem. 

The academy, I believe, would agree it is good scientific 
methodology to avoid bias, prejudice, and ridicule in ap­
proaching a problem. The answer to a research problem should 
never be anticipated to the degree that it strongly influences the 
approach to the problem. In my contacts with the dozen or so 
committee members and associates in the Colorado study group 
with whom I had the pleasure of speaking I found no pro­
nounced bias in their approach. There were differences of view­
point, of course, but no corrosive emotionally charged bias. If 
one judges the director of the project, however, solely by his 
actions and spoken and written word, this does not appear to 
have been the case. Always outspoken, he did not hesitate to 
reveal his inner attitudes in the talks he gave from time to time 
in various parts of the country. One of the first of these, de­
livered when the project was less than three months old, was at 
Corning, New York (reported in the January 26 issue of the 
Elmira, New York Star-Gazette). Condon reportedly said, 'It 
is my inclination right now to recommend that the government 
get out of this business. My attitude right now is that there's 
nothing to it . . .  but I'm not supposed to reach a conclusion 
for another year. Maybe it [the UFO problem] would be a 
worthwhile study for those groups interested in meteorological 
phenomena.' 

Every man is entitled to his own opinion, but a scientist 
carries an additional social responsibility by virtue of his posi­
tion and profession. His words, especially those idly spoken, 
can carry undue weight in the public press. Here we have 
Condon saying the project is not worthwhile (a few months 
later he asked for $259,146 extra to continue the work) and 
then displaying his conviction that UFOs must of necessity be 
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natural (meteorological) phenomena, with the implication that 
there was no point in looking further. 

Much later in the year Condon spoke at the National Bureau 
of Standards in Washington. 'According to the reports that 
came from members of that audience, and by his own later 
admission, Condon concentrated almost the entire talk on three 
of the crackpot cases with which he had been involved.' 

I think the National Academy would also agree in its ap­
praisal of the application of the scientific method that no scien­
tist should willfully allow ridicule to be an accepted part of his 
scientific method. When, however, a subject seems to be 
beyond the pale of science (and history is full of examples), 
raillery and banter at the expense of the other fellow does not 
bother the scientist's conscience. Thus, Dr. Menzel's written 
reply on a serious questionnaire which asked, 'what should be 
done about UFO reports that can't be explained,' was, 'Throw 
them in the wastebasket!' 

Dr. Condon apparently felt UFOs beyond the pale of science 
(even though his report is entitled 'Scientific Study of Un­
identified Flying Saucers'), for he too resorted to banter and 
jokes at the expense of the other fellow. Saunders points out5 
Condon's preoccupation with the kookie aspects of the UFO 
problem and his seemingly callous ridicule of associated 
persons (even though it has been well established that the 
'kooks' do not generate articulate and coherent UFO reports). 
Saunders remarks, 'Worst of all, his treatment of the persons in 
these cases offended me as a psychologist. They may have 
needed help, but they did not need to be laughed at. It was as if 
Condon had lost all sense of perspective and was sacrificing 
these unfortunates to relieve his own frustration . . . .  It seemed 
that as soon as Condon had gotten as many laughs as he could 
from one case, he would immediately top it with another.' In 
one instance, Saunders relates in his book, Condon phoned the 
governor of Utah to apprise him of the predicted landing (by a 
person 'in contact' with extraterrestrials) of a rectangular 
shaped UFO on the Salt Flats at Bonneville. 
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In another instance he passed information to Washington 
with a straight face about an offer (for three billion dollars) 
made to him by 'an agent of the Third Universe' to construct a 
spaceport so that ships from this universe could land on our 
world. 

I confess that the temptation to get a laugh out of the antics 
of the lunatic fringe is great. I have used to good advantage, as 
comic relief in an otherwise serious lecture, a photograph illus­
trating a story that appeared in a popular magazine entitled, 'A 
Flying Saucer Saved My Virginity', a cartoon of the Three 
Wise Men gazing up at the star, one saying to the others, 
'Swamp Gas', and other bits of UFO froth. 

However, as long ago as 19536 I wrote: 

Ridicule is not a part of the scientific method, and the 
public should not be taught that it is . . . .  The steady flow of 
reports, often made in concert by reliable observers, raises 
questions of scientic obligation and responsibility. Is there, 
when the welter of varied reports are shorn of, in the words of 
Poo Bah, all 'corroborative detail to lend artistic verisimilitude 
to an otherwise bald and unconvincing narrative', any residue 
that is worthy of scientific attention? Or, if there isn't, does not 
an obligation still exist to say so to the public - not in words of 
open ridicule but seriously, to keep faith with the trust the 
public places in science and scientists? 

The relevance of science in daily life has in our times been 
seriously questioned. Supercilious attitudes, pontifical ex cath­
edra statements, and demands that authority be worshipped 
just because a scientist said so - these things do not help. The 
public, from whom the support of all scientific endeavor ul­
timately must come, should be given the chance to see science 
as an adventure pursued in humility of spirit, with dignity and 
respect, and for the benefit of all. It should be emphasized that 
in science one never knows where inquiry will lead - ('if we 
know the answers in advance, it isn't research') - that a primary 
aim of science is to satisfy human curiosity, to probe the un­
known, and to open new paths for intellectual adventure. This 

257 



is in line with what science has always stood for, even though 
scientists, being quite human, have often inadvertently given 
quite the opposite impression. 

I believe the National Academy would agree that it is in 
keeping with the scientific method that the director of a 

scientific project should understand the problem. Unim­
peachable evidence that Condon did not understand the nature 
and scope of the problem is given in the examples of 'UFOs' he 
used to support his summary of the report. I quote here with 
permission from a paper by W. T. Powers7: 

Condon uses as illustrations exclusively the cases which are 
silly, easy to explain, or poorly reported. There is not one word 
about the fact that his colleagues present, in the same volume, 
cases which resisted the most meticulous attempts at explana­
tion and which were not silly, poorly reported, or easy to ex­
plain. 

Condon concludes his section on 'radar sightings' of UFOs 
without mentioning the cases. for which his own staff could 
find no substantiation for 'anomalous propagation' by saying, 
'In view of the importance of radar to the safe operation of all 
aircraft, it is essential that further research be done . . . .  How­
ever, it is felt that this can be done by a direct attack on the 
problem . . •  rather than by . . .  investigation of UFO cases.' 

In short, Condon does not admit that radar reports of UFOs 
can tell us anything about UFOs - all such reports can do 
apparently is to reveal anomalous propagation. The possibility 
of radar sighting of a UFO by a properly functioning radar set 
under normal atmospheric conditions is not mentioned at all, 
even as a possibility. Yet there are three such carefully studied 
cases among the reports later in the text. 

It is instructive to examine the individual cases which 
Condon chose to illustrate the points made in his summary. 
To avoid forcing conclusions, I will list and comment briefly 
on all examples used by Condon so as not to commit the sin 
that is being criticized. [Space does not permit quoting them 
all here.] The first example is a lights-at-night case (hot air 
balloon), so is the second (Saturn). Neither would have sur­
vived as a UFO the first pass by an experienced investigator. 
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. . . Another example concerns a man whose ancestors came 
from another galaxy . . .  another concerns the planet Clarion, a 
fantasy indulged in by certain fringe groups of half UFO 
buffs and half psychic believers. This merits a whole page! 

Then we come to photographs. A page is devoted to a photo 
determined to be either an error or a hoax. Of a case which his 
photographic expert took quite seriously, Condon says only 
'the UFO images turned out to be too fuzzy to allow worth­
while photogrammetric analysis.' Yet later in the text: 'This is 
one of the few UFO reports in which all factors investigated, 
geometric, psychological, and physical, appear to be consistent 
with the assertion that an extraordinary flying object, silvery, 
metallic, disc-shaped, tens of meters in diameter, and evidently 
artificial flew within sight of two witnesses.' Description of the 
photogrammetric analysis occupies pages 399-407 of the 
report. Condon concludes this section of his summary with a 
brief mention of a photo of a 'bear track' and a lens flare [on 
the cover of the Bantam edition of the Condon Report is found 
a pretty color picture of a lens flare, a photograph that would 
never have been taken seriously by an experienced investigator] . 
No mention is made by Condon of the exhaustive analysis 
made of the Great Falls, Montana, movies made by Dr. R. M. 
L. Baker, an analysis which had been submitted to the Condon 
committee. 

Automobile malfunctions are next. Condon states incor­
rectly that only one case came to the attention of his group . . . .  
He does not mention the other case [case 12] of reported auto­
mobile malfunction [nor indeed any of the hundred or more 
such cases available to him had he bothered to survey the 
literature. It is standard in scientific methodology to conduct a 
literature survey before an investigation is undertaken in orde� 
that the investigators will become conversant with what has 
gone before and thus reduce the chances of needless dupli­
cation] in which the witness was described as a 'competent, 
practical personality, trained and accustomed to keeping her 
presence of mind in unexpected situations'. 

Condon does mention the astronaut's visual sightings but 
says only that 'nothing was seen that could be construed as a 
flying saucer' or manned vehicle from outer space, even 
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though he admits that Dr. Roach, the astronomer who made a 
thorough investigation of the astronaut's sightings, had termed 
these sightings a 'challenge to the analyst'. Condon was not 
interested in taking up the challenge even though Dr. Roach 
had stated, 'Especially puzzling is the first one on the list, the 
daytime sighting of an object showing details such as arms 
protruding from a body having noticeable angular extension. 
If the NORAD listing of objects near . . .  at the time of the 
sighting is complete, as it presumably is, we shall have to find a 
rational explanation or, alternatively, keep it on our list of 
unidentifieds.' Apparently Condon was not interested in 
either alternative. 

Powers includes many more examples and remarks: 

These latter examples show the strong selection factor in 
Condon's summary - none of them concerns the kind of UFO 
report that would keep the attention of an experienced inves­
tigator. It is evident that Condon systematically avoided bring­
ing up as illustrations the most puzzling cases in his report and 
that he systematically misrepresented those few puzzling cases 
which he did mention, in the direction of playing down or 
ignoring what was unexplained and playing up possible expla­
nations even when the detailed analysis all but rules them out. 

If Condon really wanted to take a physical science ap­
proach, why did he not investigate whether or not an unknown 
physical phenomenon was responsible for some well-chosen 
class of UFO reports? Why did he waste his time and our 
money chasing after lights-in-the-sky reports and reports of 
Venus, and, especially, why did he set up that straw-man ETI 
hypothesis? If we don't even know whether a phenomenon 
exists, how can we possibly test any wild guess about its 
cause? 

Condon was responding not to fellow scientists who have 
indicated a possible value in UFO research but to the claims of 
contactees, to the excesses of ignorant believers, to the naive 
questions of the uninformed. He did not choose to deal with the 
problem beginning at the level to which others, just as com­
petent as he, bad brought studies of UFOs. Instead he attacked 
the ideas of those who are easy to attack . . . .  Condon's report 
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and especially his own comments • . .  are an affront to his 
fellow scientists. It is perfectly clear, however, that the sum­
mary he wrote is in fact biased, and that the National Academy 
of Science has been thoroughly misled. 

Those words of Mr. Powers are strong indeed, and it is clear 
why the 'establishment editors' of Science refused to publish 
them. It should be remembered, however, that Mr. Powers was 
not discussing UFOs; he was discussing scientific methodology 
and asking whether the methods of science were used in the 
Condon Report, as the National Academy had vouched was 
indeed the case. Perhaps we might ask whether the committee 
appointed by the academy to review the report truly did its 
homework. We could more easily excuse them if they had not. 
Condon had many other duties and had never expected to 
devote full time to UFOs. He appointed Mr. Robert Low to be 
his project administrator, and as time went on and Condon 
became more and more out of touch with the committee, Low 
became the actual pilot of the Colorado UFO ship. It is con­
jectural how the project might have turned out had a different 
scientific administrator been chosen. I remember my own 
dismay when, on the occasion of my visit to the committee, 
when the project was scarcely two weeks old, Low outlined on 
the blackboard for us the form the report would take, what the 
probable chapter headings would be, how much space should be 
devoted to each chapter, with an implied attitude that he had 
decided already what the substance and tone of the report 
would be. 

It was Low who authored the famous memo, the instrument 
that led to the sacking of both Saunders and Levine.8 The 
much quoted key message, written on August 9, 1966, nearly 
three months before the project formally began, was 'The trick 
would be, I think, to describe the project so that, to the public, 
it would appear a totally objective study but, to the scientific 
community, would present the image of a group of nonbelievers 
trying their best to be objective but having an almost zero ex­
pectation of finding a saucer.' 
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I believe Low has been unduly criticized for this memo. I 
can appreciate the dilemma Low faced. He wanted his univer­
sity to get the contract (for whatever worldly reason) and to 
convince the university administration that they should take it. 
He was aware, as I certainly have been for years, that scientific 
opinion was such that even serious mention of the subject was 
the equivalent of scientific tar and feathers. He wanted to 
invoke a cloak of respectability. But the path he chose was 
unfortunate. 

Saunders and Levine were fired for having called this memo 
to the attention of a few colleagues; news of its existence spread 
and led in time to the Fuller 'expose' in Look magazine.9 

After Saunders and Levine were sacked, Condon's admin­
istrative assistant, Mary Louise Armstrong, who knew the in­
nermost workings of the entire committee, had the problem of 
whether to continue to work for a man for whom she had lost a 
great measure of respect. Two weeks later she resigned from 
the project, stating her reasons in a thoughtful letter, which 
should be made a matter of record (see Appendix 3) because it 
provides an insight into the inner life of the committee to which 
future historians of science should have access. 

I give an excerpt from her letter10 as it relates to the points 
under discussion: 

Since it is apparent to the staff of the UFO project, as well 
as to you [ Condon] that we are in a real dilemma over the 
disagreement and low morale within the study as a result of the 
last two weeks, I feel it is necessary to examine what, in my 
opinion, has been the primary cause of the problems that 
exist . . . •  

I think there is an almost unanimous 'lack of confidence' in 
him [Low] as the project coordinator and in his exercise of the 
power of that position . . . .  Bob's attitude from the beginning 
has been one of negativism. Bob showed little interest in keep­
ing current on sightings, either by reading or talking with 
those who did . . . .  Saunders carefully set aside reports on a 
check-out basis, so that everyone on the committee would have 
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a chance to read them and certainly never encouraged the 
proposed discussions to actually take place . . . .  To me, too 
much of his time has been spent in worrying about what kinds 
of 'language' should be used in the final report so as to most 
cleverly avoid having anything to say definitive about the 
UFO problem. Very little time, on the other hand, has been 
spent in reviewing the data on which he might base his con­
clusions . . . •  

Why is it that Craig, Saunders, Levine, Wadsworth, Ahrens, 
and others have all arrived at such radically different con­
clusions from Bob's? It is not my impression that they came 
into the the project with any particular bias concerning the 
UFO problem. I think that there is fairly good concensus 
among the team members that there is enough data in the UFO 
question to warrant further study. That is not to say, as no one 
of us would, that we are definitely being visited by vehicles from 
outer space . . • .  A dialogue will have to occur eventually in 
which both sides of the question are debated within the group 
but to be putting these ideas down on paper in the form of 
conclusions and discussing them with people outside the pro­
ject is presumptuous and wrong . ... I am impressed by the 
fact that it seems as if he is trying hard to say as little as 
possible in the final report, but to say it in the most negative 
way possible. I quote Dave Saunders when I say that Bob's 
suggestion that we could use footnotes for any minority 
opinions evoked Dave's response, 'What do we do - footnote 
the title?' 

One does get the feeling that somehow the slate should be 
wiped clean and the job done over- properly. 

NOTES 

I. The membership of the committee and an illuminating 
history of its two-year existence can be found in UFOs ? 
Yes ! by David Saunders and Roger Harkins (Signet Book 
No. 3754). The constituency of the committee without an 

263 



illuminating history can also be found in the Condon Report, 
'Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects'. Both 
books are 'must' reading for serious readers ofthe actions of 
the Condon group. 

2. To test the Condon recommendation to government funding 
agencies, I submitted two serious research proposals, one to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the 
other to the National Science Foundation. Both were sum­
marily rejected not because of scientific unworthiness (or 
so the rejection letters stated) but because of lack of funds. 

3· Hearing by Committee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives. 89th Congress, April s, 1966, No. 55· 

4· Saunders, op. cit., p. I4I 
5· Saunders, op. cit., Chapter 15, 'Condon's Favorite Cases'. 
6.

' 
'Unusual Aerial Phenomena.' Journal of the Optical Society 
of America, April, I953· 

7· Powers, W. T. 'A Critique of the Condon Report.' Refused 
publication in Science in 1969. 

8. Saunders, op. cit., Chapters 19 and 20. 
9· Fuller, John G. 'Flying Saucer Fiasco.' Look, May 14, 1968. 

IO. Mrs. Armstrong has graciously given me permission to 
quote her letter in the interests of the historical record. 



CHAPTER THIRTEEN 

THE CASE BEFORE US 

La Commedia e finita! 
- Canio, Pagliacci 

THE comedy, indeed, should be finished, and serious work 
should begin. The problem of UFOs can be attacked product­
ively, and a positive program can be set down. Let us first be 
entirely clear as to what the problem is by summarizing what 
the previous chapters have shown and what they have not at­
tempted to prove or establish. I would hold that it has been 
established that: 

(I) There exists a phenomenon, described by the contents of 
UFO reports (as defined here), that is worthy of systematic, 
rigorous study. The extent of such a study must be determined 
by the degree to which the phenomenon is deemed to be a 
challenge to the human mind and to which it can be considered 
potentially productive in contributing to the enlightenment and 
progress of mankind. 

(2) Even allowing for the unfortunate and disorganized 
manner in which the data have become available for study, the 
body of data points to an aspect or domain of the natural world 
not yet explored by science. 

(3) For a directed, objective study of the phenomenon the 
available data require major organization, systematization, and 
the adoption of a uniform terminology for their description and 
evaluation. Such organization and systematization must be ap­
plied in the gathering and processing of new data. 

(4) Investigations that have sought to disprove the above 
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have failed to make a case. Blue Book and the Condon Report 
are the principal examples of such fruitless efforts . .  

(5) The probative force of the four uncontestable statements 
above strongly suggests that new empirical observations exist 
that describe a new fact - the existence of UFOs (as defined 
here) - which needs to be brought within an acceptable frame­
work of concepts and, if possible, explained. Further work of an 
unbiased character is clearly the next step. 

It is likewise important to keep clearly in mind what the 
previous chapters have not attempted to establish, prove, or 
show. It has not been shown: 

(I) That the new fact implied in (5), above, requires a basic 
shift .in our outlook on the natural world. 

(2) What a verifiable explanation of the UFO phenomenon 
is. An organized approach to the problem must be formulated. 
In outline, the following steps should be taken: 

(a) The problem must be rigorously defined, and extraneous 
aspects must be clarified and set apart from the main prob­
lem. 

(b) Feasible, tractable methods of attack must be outlined, 
with great care being taken to avoid involved, prohibitively 
costly, and open-ended paths (for example, the establishment 
of thousands of manned or automatic highly instrumented ob­
serving stations). 

THE PROBLEM DEFINED 

In order to define clearly the problem of UFOs the following 
steps must be taken: 

(I) To delineate with far greater precision than heretofore 
the parameters of the phenomenon. In other words, to charac­
terize as definitely as possible the strangeness of the pheno­
menon: what are the factors of strangeness that we find 
common to the various observational UFO categories? What, 
in short, is there to explain? 

The problem is not, at present at least, to explain or to solve 
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the UFO phenomenon. That, of course, is the ultimate prob­
lem, but indications are strong that we at present do not possess 
the knowledge to arrive at a final solution. But we do have the 
means at our disposal by study of highly selected and screened 
UFO reports to characterize explicitly what needs to be ex­
plained. 

(2) To determine with far greater precision than heretofore 
the ordinate of the S-P diagram, that is, the probability that 
the strangeness of the UFO phenomenon is as stated. In other 
words, from a study of UFO reporters from over the world, we 
must use Hume's 'betting criterion' of belief that the reporters 
of the phenomenon were not totally and egregiously mistaken 
in what they reported. 

From the evidence over the past years, an overview of which 
has been already given, I would have to say that I would bet a 
sizable amount that the screened reporters were reporting a 
new fact - UFOs. 

This, then, is the problem: to construct with as much pre­
cision as possible an S-P diagram for those UFO reports that 
meet the screening criteria. How do we go about attacking it? 

The mass of worldwide UFO reports can be handled in two 
ways: statistically, in the mass, or specifically, one by one. 

With the numbers of UFO reports of high strangeness now 
counted in the thousands, a statistical approach can be very 
productive, and methods suggested by modem information 
theory are certainly applicable. Sophisticated methods of infor­
mation retrieval, pattern recognition, and significance testing 
have served in a number of disciplines to extract that 'signal' 
from the 'noise' in situations that. at first glance seemed hope­
less. 

A simpler yet more powerful method of demonstrating 
significance of patterns is to compare large groups of sightings 
of a particular category with a much larger population of the 
same category. An example is one such examination by Jacques 
Vallee. He compared statistically 100 Close Encounter cases 
from Spain (he used his designation of Type I, which includes 
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all 3 of our categories of Close Encounters) with x,x76 cases in 
the same class reported from all parts of the world other than 
Spain. He compared the occurrence of cases in whiCh the object 
was reported as seen on the ground, those seen near ground 
level (generally hovering or moving at about treetop level), 
those having occupants reported and the percentages of the 
latter reported on the ground, and near-ground cases: 

On Near 
Ground Ground Occupants No Object 

II76 Non-Iberian 
cases 6o% 35% 32% s% 

roo Iberian cases 53% 38% 25% 9% 

Likewise, the distribution of the occupant cases among the 
ground and near-ground cases was almost identical. The 'no 
object' cases refer to reports of 'humanoids' whose craft was 
presumably hidden nearby. 

A correlation such as this would be accorded high 
significance in recognized disciplines such as sociology or econ­
omics. It points strongly to the existence of 'invariants' in 
sightings of a given category. Why otherwise should the 
significant Spanish sample (which included virtually all well­
reported cases from Spain during the past decade) be so similar 
to the much larger worldwide (excluding Spain) group con­
taining also virtually all well-reported cases in roughly that 
same period of time? 

Any serious study of the UFO problem would of necessity 
include many such correlation and pattern studies. Studies by 
categories of sightings - intra- and inter-category correlation 
studies - to establish geographical, seasonal distributions (how 
are the various categories related in these respects?) and studies 
of the kinematics exhibited by the UFOs within each category 
(do Daylight Discs and Nocturnal Lights have the same pro­
portion of 'rapid takeoffs, hoverings, and sharp turns'?) must be 
made. 

Within the Nocturnal Lights category, to cite just one of 
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many possible approaches, are the reported color changes cor­
related with the manner of motion of the UFO? When rapid 
acceleration occurs, what is the predominant color change re­
ported worldwide, and how does this differ, if at all, in reports 
from widely separated portions of the globe? 

A serious scientific group engaged in such studies would, 
given access to the data in machine-readable form, soon dem­
onstrate beyond any reasonable doubt whether there was any­
thing substantive in the UFO problem. The Vallee correlation, 
above, if repeated in an appropriate manner in seeking for pat­
terns among worldwide Radar-Visual and Daylight Disc cases, 
country by country, would compel recognition (if the cor­
relation were positive) that the UFO phenomenon represented 
'new empirical observations' that (by definition of new em­
pirical observations) are not encompassed by our present 
scientific framework. 

It may well be asked why all this has not been done before. 
The subject has actively concerned us for more than a score of 
years. A moment's consideration, however, will show what an 
impossible accomplishment this would have been. Most re­
cently, the Condon group spent a half million dollars ostensibly 
to study the subject scientifically, but the members did not even 
consider this approach. How then could private groups without 
funds, without data in usable form, and usually without 
scientific training essay such a task? Blue Book did not even 
remotely consider this approach despite the strong advice of 
their scientific consultant. Recall, too, that the many thousands 
of Blue Book cases were arranged in folders only chron­
ologically, with no semblance of even the most elementary 
cross-indexing. 

As was true of many other fields of study in their infancy, 
scientific respectability is won slowly, with comprehensive 
study possible only after the subject is accorded some measure 
of acceptance. But even if UFO reports were to cease as of this 
moment and no reports of acceptable criteria were to be sub­
mitted henceforth, it is my opinion that the data that now lie 
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scattered about, if properly processed, could establish the sub­
stantive nature of the UFO phenomenon beyond reasonable 
doubt. 

However, UFO reports have by no means ceased at the time 
of writing, although they receive very little attention in the 
press, particularly in the urban press. It is thus difficult to 
assess the level of UFO activity. Reports, especially from 
scientifically and technically trained people, are accepted for 
scientific record purposes by me and my colleagues in Evan­
ston, Illinois, with the understanding that they will be for 
scientific use only. Private UFO investigation groups in many 
countries continue to receive reports, synopses of which are 
published in the literature. 

The second potentially productive approach to the UFO 
problem is the examination, in depth, of individual multiple­
witness cases, particularly those of recent origin. Concentration 
here on Close Encounter cases clearly promises the most return, 
especially Close Encounters of the Second Kind, in which the 
reported presence of physical evidence can yield quantitative 
physical data. 

The individual case approach requires persons trained in in­
terrogation who also have an intimate knowledge of the various 
manifestations of the UFO phenomenon and are able to recog­
nize the characteristics of reports generated by common mis­
perception. It is imperative that they be well acquainted with 
both psychology and basic physics. 

If even a handful of such crack investigators were available 
and had 'immediate reaction capability' so that within a day or 
two (preferably within hours) they could be on the spot of the 
reported UFO occurrence, they could, with the original re­
porters, reconstruct the circumstances of the reported event at 
the exact location of the event, perhaps under closely similar 
circumstances, and thus could obtain at least semi-quantitative 
data. 

A skilled interrogator can extract valuable data from a case 
that is months - or even years - old. Experience has shown that 
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the UFO event remains etched into the memories of the re­
porters and that, especially if the experience has been some­
what traumatic, usable and valid details can still be obtained 

· long after the event. I have found that the greatest obstacle to 
the investigation of old cases is not fading memories of the 
witnesses but the frequent unavailability of the reporters. Be­
cause of increased mobility of persons and families the most 
recent address of a critical witness becomes difficult to obtain as 
time passes. On occasion, as McDonald demonstrated in the 
Lakenheath and Texas-Oklahoma cases,2 years later the re­
porters were located as a result of great effort. In those par­
ticular cases the witnesses were found to be most 
cooperative. 

A trained investigator is able .to extract the maximum 
amount of information from the reporters, translating vague 
statements such as 'it disappeared very rapidly' into 'it acceler­
ated within a second to an angular speed of 10  degrees per 
second and disappeared into the cloud cover in the west-north­
west'. Apparent sizes, colors, directions, state of the weather, 
direction of wind, position of the sun or moon or planets, and 
other such data can generally be ascertained if a trained inves­
tigator is on the scene as soon as possible. In this way what 
generally survives only as an anecdotal statement or an impre­
cise account of a frightening and unusual experience can be 
transformed into a far more precise account of the reported 
occurrence. The investigator should at all times attempt to 
locate independent witnesses to the reported event, even at the 
cost of considerable effort. 

With dedicated study of carefully selected cases and com­
munication of their results, perhaps at national or international 
meetings, investigators could soon answer the important ques­
tion: is there a genuine UFO phenomenon that represents 
something truly new to science? Experienced UFO inves­
tigators will cry in anguish at this statement; they are so con­
vinced that the UFO phenomenon constitutes genuinely new 
empirical data that they would regard the above as an 
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elementary point that could easily be skipped. Nevertheless the 
fact must be proved much in the same way that it was finally 
demonstrated nearly two centuries ago that stones did actually 
'fall' from the sky. 

The combination of a sophisticated statistical approach and 
the detailed studies of specific individual multiwitness cases 
would almost certainly establish whether or not UFOs are 
indeed new empirical observations heretofore unrecognized by 
science. 

An approach such as this is essential for the resolution of 
today's confusing situation. Views range from those who con­
sider the entire subject as nonsense (either from a priori con­
sider;;ttions or in the belief that the Condon Report has been 
definitive) and hence refuse to devote even a moment to the 
examination of the data, to those who have examined the pres­
ent data and are convinced on that basis that the UFO pheno­
menon represents a new field of science. This severe 
polarization of the issue can be dissipated only by concentrated 
study. How can such studies be pursued best? 

We can start with the knowledge that the UFO phenomenon 
is global, that UFO reports persist in this and other countries 
despite the Condon Report and the closing of Blue Book, and 
that many small groups of scientifically trained people, es­
pecially young scientists, are expressing interest in the subject 
and dissatisfaction with the manner in which it has been treated 
in the past. Some find it increasingly difficult to understand 
why the National Academy of Science fully endorsed the 
Condon Report and its methodology. 

Long before the release of the Condon Report, the AIAA 
(American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics) asked 
two of its technical committees, the Committee on Atmos­
pheric Environment and the Committee on Space and Atmos­
pheric Physics, to establish a subcommittee devoted to the 
UFO problem. Dr. Joachim P. Kuettner, of the ESSA Re­
search Laboratories in Boulder, Colorado, was asked to chair 
the committee. In the December, 1968, issue of the Journal of 
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Astronautics and Aeronautics, one of the official journals of the 
AIAA, the committee stated (just before the Condon Report 
was released on January 8, 1969): 'The committee has made a 
careful examination of the present state of the UFO issue and 
has concluded that the controversy cannot be resolved without 
further study in a quantitative scientific manner and that it 
deserves the attention of the engineering and scientific com­
munity.' 

In the same journal some two years later3 the UFO sub­
committee published an article entitled, 'UFO: An Appraisal 
of the Problem'. Very cautiously worded, it was nonetheless 
critical of the previous treatment of the UFO problem by the 
scientific community. Commenting on the Condon Report 
nearly two years after its publication, the committee stated: 

To understand the Condon Report, which is difficult to 
read, due in part to its organization, one must study the bulk 
of the report. It is not enough to read summaries, such as those 
by Sullivan and by Condon, or summaries of summaries on 
which the vast majority of readers and news media seems to 
rely. There are differences in the opinions and conclusions 
drawn by the authors of the various chapters, and there are 
differences between these and Condon's summary. Not all con­
clusions contained in the report itself are fully reflected in 
Condon's summary. 

Later in the report of this committee we find: 

Condon's chapter, 'Summary of the Study', contains more 
than its title indicates; it discloses many of his personal con­
clusions. Making value judgments was no doubt one reason 
why Condon was asked to handle the project. One is happy to 
obtain the judgment of so experienced and respected a man; 
but one need not agree with it. The UFO subcommittee did 
not find a basis in the report for his prediction that nothing of 
scientific value will come of further study. 

Still farther in the report we find: 

Taking all evidence which has come to the subcommittee's 
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attention into account, we find it difficult to ignore the small 
residue of well-documented but unexplainable cases which 
forms the hard core of the UFO controversy. 

The committee likewise concurred with my own feelings 
about the extraterrestrial hypothesis (ETH): 

We have already expressed our disenchantment with argu­

ments about the probability of the extraterrestrial origin of 
UFOs since there is not sufficient scientific basis at this time to 
take a position one way or another . . .  the UFO subcommittee 
feels that the ETH, tantalizing though it may be, should not be 
dragged into this consideration as it introduces an unassessable 
element of speculation; but the subcommittee also strongly 
feels that, from a scientific and engineering standpoint, it is 
unacceptable to simply ignore substantial numbers of unex­
plained observations and to close the book about them on the 
basis of premature conclusions. 

The AIAA committee has suggested a proper first step in a 
new approach to the problem: 

The subcommittee sees the only promising approach as the 
continuing moderate-level effort with emphasis on improved 
data collection by objective means and on high quality 
scientific analysis. 

The general confusion surrounding the subject and the lack 
of attention by scientists have effectively prevented proper data 
collection. Even after twenty years of sporadic, unsystematic 
data collecting there exists only a formidable collection of het­
erogeneous data, often consisting of little more than discursive, 
anecdotal accounts. The more than 12,ooo air force cases are 
arranged only chronologically, with no attempt at cross-index­
ing, and the same is true of the files of many private inves­
tigators and organizations. 

Thus the first step means starting almost from scratch: data 
gathering and data processing. This may seem to be a most 
pedestrian approach to a most exciting topic, but so far we have 
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only an airy, unsubstantial structure built on a quicksand foun­
dation of unprocessed, generally incomplete, and qualitative 
rather than quantitative data. What can be done? 

My considered recommendation is that in this and other 
countries a nucleus of deeply interested scientists and engineers 
should establish on a modest but continuing basis a loosely-knit 
'institute' for the study of the UFO phenomenon. The scope, 
diversity, and extent of the work of each institute would be set 
by the funds and time available. Of course, funds always 
remain a problem and would have to be solicited locally from 
private sources or, in some cases, from governments and 
scientific associations. A great deal can be done even with 
modest research grants if they are properly administered. 

Since the phenomenon is global, contact between groups in 
various countries must be maintained, and some form of com­
munication is needed, perhaps eventually growing into an 
international journal devoted to this study. 

I would also strongly recommend that a member country of 
the United Nations propose in the General Assembly that a 
committee be set up within the United Nations structure to aid 
and facilitate communications between these small groups of 
scientists in various countries.* Such a committee would not, of 
course, commit the United Nations either to financial or di· 
rective support but would be, in effect, a 'clearing house' for the 
exchange of information. In this sense it would act as many 
already existing 'scientific unions' (for example, the Inter­
national Astronomical Union) operate. They provide a means 
whereby specialists in one country are made known to each 
other and can communicate and plan mutual programs without 
the lag of formal publication. The International Astronomical 

* On June 18, 1966, U Thant, then Secretary General of the 
United Nations, expressed to Mr. John Fuller and me his strong 
interest in the UFO problem. During an hour-long discussion with us 
he pointed out the similar concern that had been expressed to him by 
General Assembly members from several countries. He told us that he 
was sympathetic to UN action but that UN action would have to be 
initiated by a member nation. 
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Union, for instance, has more than 40 commissions, each cover­
ing specific facets of astronomy, and each facilitates com­
munication between astronomers pursuing their particular 
astronomical specialty. 

In a similar manner, there is need for specialization in 
studies of the UFO phenomenon. Progress comes through 
specialization; what serious workers there have been so far in 
the UFO field could, in general, be likened to general prac­
titioners in medicine. Although it may seem far-fetched to the 
reader, there is ample room in the study of the UFO phenom­
enon for specialists in the same sense that in the. medical field 
we have heart specialists, pediatricians, gynecologists, and so 
forth·. Phillips, for instance, has specialized in the study of 
ground markings reportedly made by UFO landings. Similar 
specialized work is needed in reported cases of interference 
with ignition systems on automobiles, UFO effects on animals, 
trajectories and kinematics of UFO flight, morphology of hu­
manoids, reported communications with occupants, the spectral 
characteristics of noctemal lights, and many more aspects of 
the UFO phenomenon. One can indeed envision occasional 
international meetings (as is done every three years in the case 
of the Astronomical Union) during which such specialists can 
meet and report their findings. The particular programs of 
serious investigation would, of course, be chosen by the cooper­
ating scientists. Were I responsible for such planning, I would 
first divide the total program into two major parts; they might 
be called, respectively, the active and the passive. 

The objectives of the active program would be to obtain 
quantitative observations of the UFO phenomenon itself. 
Ideally, this would involve being present at the time of a sight­
ing, equipped with cameras, spectrograph, tape recorder, geiger 
counter, infrared equipment, surveying equipment, etc. in order 
to get movies of the event, photographs of the UFO forms, 
spectrograms to determine whether the radiation was com­
prised of continuous radiation or emission and absorption lines, 
accurate triangulation fixes to determine distances, and accu-
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rate measurements of landing marks, broken trees, etc. In short, 
such specialists would document quantitatively the event as it 
was actually happening. 

However, this ideal could be attained only by accident. The 
occurrence of a UFO Close Encounter from all accounts is as 
unpredictable as the landing of a meteorite, and the chances of 
obtaining quantitative measures of that event - for example, 
movies of a meteorite landing - are indeed slight. I know of no 
astronomer, for example, who has ever observed the actual 
landing of a meteorite. (Meteor flashes in the sky, of course, are 
quite a different thing - I speak here of the landing of a physi­
cal object.) 

The comparison is apt, for there was a time when the exist­
ence of meteorites was denounced by official science, and 
stories of their fall, told by reputable witnesses, were regarded 
as 'old wives' tales' simply because it seemed preposterous that 
stones could fall from the sky. In 1801 Thomas Jefferson was 
reported to have said that he would sooner believe that two 
Yankee professors had lied than that stones had fallen from the 
sky. 

Let us suppose, however, that Thomas Jefferson had set up a 
Ben Franklin committee to settle the question of whether stones 
did indeed fall from the sky. If Ben Franklin had decided to set 
up meteorite landing observation stations around the country, 
the cost would have been prohibitive and the results, barring a 
most fortunate accident, would have been nil. Even had photo­
graphy existed in those days, the cost of establishing photo­
graphic stations every few hundred yards across the United 
States would have, of course, been completely out of the ques­
tion. The chances are that such an 'active' meteorite program 
would surely have come to naught. Similarly, also barring a 
very happy accident, setting up comprehensive UFO observing 
posts all around the world (for we must remember the pheno­
menon is global) would be totally prohibitive in cost and at any 
rate might well yield nothing. 

It is often reported that UFO sightings seem to cluster in 
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'UFO hot' areas. If this effect is not due to publicity, hysteria, 
and general suggestibility (and, of course, standard screening of 
the reports would establish quickly whether the successive 
reports qualified as UFO reports), observing equipment rushed 
to that area might greatly increase the probability of obtaining 
firsthand data. It would appear that a true clustering of UFO 
reports does sometimes occur (Oklahoma in 1965, rural France 
in 1954, Argentina in ·1963) and that therefore some hope lies 
in this direction. 

The passive part of the program would be, of course, the 
careful statistical study of the data as already outlined. A 
bridge between the two phases would be the active inves­
tigatiop. of fairly recent cases, in which the reported object has 
long gone but has left its traces on the ground, on plants, and, of 
course, in the memories of the observers. The active collection 
of data before a case is too old is of paramount importance. 

This aspect requires the availability of thoroughly trained 
investigators, and urgency requires that their job be full time 
when the occasion demands. And this requires adequate 
funds. 

If funds were no object (!) and I were directing a UFO 
institute, I would personally train an adequate number of full­
time investigators and then, when a particularly interesting 
UFO report came along, assign two investigators to bird-dog 
the case until every bit of potentially available data was ob­
tained. This might take a week, a month, six months, or even 
longer. It would make no difference;  this would be their full­
time job until every lead, every clue, every available witness 
had been explored and every possible measurement made. 

The present poor state of UFO data has come about because 
first, the original reporter usually does not know what precise 
data are needed; and second, the investigators have done their 
work as a hobby, on weekends or whenever spare time was 
available, and too often they have lacked training in garnering 
the relevant data. The active phase of an institute's program 
would thus be in effect on an 'on call' basis, and the passive 
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aspect would be a continuing program of data reduction .. 
A great wealth of data, highly variable in quality, has been 

garnered over the past two decades. In its present form it is 
much akin to low grade ore, which must be processed and 
refined before it is of value. Or perhaps a more appropriate 
analogy might be the case of Marie Curie and the tons of pitch­
blende that she had to process before they yielded a mite of 
radium. Those of us who have spent time on the UFO problem 
are convinced that the probability is very high that there is 
'radium in the pitchblende' in the quantities of reports. Al­
though it will be a Herculean task to cull and refine existing 
UFO data, I feel a rich reward awaits a person or a group that 
assumes this task with dedication. For if there is indeed 'pay­
dirt' in the ore of UFO data, it might well represent a scientific 
breakthrough of major magnitude. It might call for re­
assignment and rearrangement of many of our established con­
cepts of the physical world, far greater even than the 
rearrangements that were necessary when relativity and quan­
tum mechanics demanded entrance into our formerly cozy pic­
ture of the world. 

Obtaining the cooperation of the various UFO organizations 
around the world in making their files available for a major 
statistical study is essential to its full success. Whereas current 
cases can be studied locally, a major statistical study can be 
truly meaningful only if universal data garnered in the past are 
used. Clearly this would require that the work be done by an 
organization meriting the respect of individual organizations in 
various countries; this I believe could far more easily come 
about if the worldwide effort had the sponsorship of an inter­
national scientific union or of the United Nations. In the 
United States the private organizations APRO and NICAP 
would need absolute assurance that their cooperation would not 
be treated in the cavalier manner displayed by the Condon 
committee. 

The Blue Book files are, according to law, unclassified and 
available to legitimate scientific investigators. The files of 
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Great Britain, France, Australia, and many other countries, 
both official and private, represent a potential source of valu­
able data but may be subject to various security regulations. It 
is my understanding that the British military files of UFO 
reports cannot be made public until a period of 30 years has 
elapsed. 

Nonetheless, access to all the data !that exist is not neccessary 
for a valid statistical study. Whatever does become available, 
however, must be incorporated into a homogeneous format. 
Many groups and individuals of differing experience in data 
processing and in UFO investigation are at the present endeav­
oring to put their material in machine-readable form. While 
this is, a most laudable intent, unless their coding is mutually 
compatible, the blending of worldwide data will come to 
naught or will eventually require redoing in a uniform code. As 
soon as possible, international agreement of the method of 
coding UFO data is necessary; this could well be a primary 
function of a United Nations-sponsored committee. 

Proper computerization of the data is absolutely essential in 
seeking patterns in UFO behavior, in establishing cross-cor­
relations, and in seeking possible differences or similarities in 
behavior in different countries. This is not mere cataloging and 
'busy work'. The modern computer used with appropriate soft­
ware (a sophisticated nonprocedural language) can establish 
meaningful correlations if they exist. For example, of the hun­
dreds of cases of reported automobile failure in the presence of 
a UFO, what do these cases have in common? In what ways do 
they differ? What failed first - the radio, the lights, the motor? 
And when a UFO exhibits a sequence of colors, what is the 
most frequent color, the most frequent sequence? 

Such analysis, coupled with the active program of on the 
spot investigations of a truly scientific character, should ac­
complish the first objective of a positive UFO program: to 
establish the reality of the UFO as a legitimate subject for 
further scientific study. If definite patterns and other cor­
relations can be established for UFOs reported in many 
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different countries by people with different levels of culture, 
the probability that such correlations happened by chance as a 
result of random misperceptions would be vanishingly small. 
The probability, therefore, that the UFO represents something 
truly new in science - new empirical observations - would be a 
virtual certainty. 

NOTES 

I .  Flying Saucer Review. Special Issue No. 4, August, 1971, 
pp. 57-64. 

2. Journal of Astronautics and Aeronautics. Vol. 9, No. 7, July, 
1971, p. 66. 

3· November, 1970. 
4· Private communication from Julian Hennessey, from a per­

sonal letter to Sir John Langford-Holt, M.P. : 'In the normal 
course of events UFO records would remain closed to public 
scrutiny until they became available under the usual rules at 
the end of 30 Yelll'S· However, if a major scientific organiza­
tion of high standing had strong reasons for obtaining access 
to our records, then its application would be considered on its 
merits.' 
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EPILOGUE 

BEYOND THE BLUE BOOK HORIZON 

It is a capital mistake to theorize before you have all the 
evidence. It biases the judgment. 

- Sherlock Holmes, A Study in Scarlet 

HoLMES surely exaggerated, for one never has 'all' the evi­
dence. In any investigation, however, there generally comes a 
time in which the investigators feel that there is a sufficient 
body of evidence to theorize productively, especially in sug­
gesting leads for further investigation. The results of such the­
ories, in turn, stimulate further theorizing. 

In the UFO problem, however, much more ·quantitative 
evidence is needed before theorizing is likely to be productive. 
After more than twenty years' association with the problem, I 
still have few answers and no viable hypothesis. And I have no 
desire to act the prophet. 

I say 'association' rather than study, for during the first sev­
eral years of that association I felt, as did virtually all my 
colleagues, that the subject was nonsensical, and I had little 
inclination to give it serious study. Later, as it became increas­
ingly clear to me that the subject did merit study, I had no 
funds, no mechanism, and certainly little time with the press of 
professional duties to undertake the kind of study that would 
have been comprehensive enough to be significant. 

My consulting work with the air force most emphatically did 
not provide such a mechanism, although it did provide me with 
data for possible future study. Therefore, when the Condon 
committee was formed, even though I knew I was not to be a 
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member, I applauded the move with hope and naive antici­
pation. I recognized that the funds provided were insufficient 
for a full scale attack on the problem, but I felt that if the funds 
were spent wisely and the investigation conducted without 
prejudice and in a true scientific spirit, the merit of a more 
extensive and continuing study would be demonstrated. 
Indeed, a close reading of the report and its puzzling cases has 
provided this demonstration. Several scientists told me that it 
was a study of the Condon Report that first led them to realize 
that the UFO problem was one worthy of investigation. But the 
story of the Condon committee has been told. The repudiation 
of its summary conclusions awaits, in my opinion, only a calm 
and unbiased study of the UFO phenomenon, a study that will 
organize, refine, and order the evidence; only then can we 
profitably entertain and test hypotheses. 

It would be silly to pretend, however, that explanations for 
the UFO phenomenon - possible ones as well as highly fanciful 
explanations - have not already been presented. Indeed, a 
goodly part of the 'enthusiast' literature is devoted to their 
exposition or to uncritical acceptance of a particular hypothesis 
- most frequently, of course, the extraterrestrial hypothesis. 

The serious investigator should resist the temptation to the­
orize prematurely, especially in this instance, for this subject is 
beset by a number of difficulties not normally encountered else­
where in scientific research. For example, in a typical front-line 
research topic such as elementary particle physics, each new 
piece of experimental data is immediately confronted with a 
multiplicity of hypotheses from the theorists. They are 'safe' in 
proposing theories on the basis of scanty new evidence (long 
before 'all the evidence' is available) because they are operating 
well within the bounds of a recognized and accepted framework 
of physical concepts. Indeed, many theorists rush to develop 
theoretical models of the system of interest with only casual 
regard to their empirical verification. For them theory-making 
is a professional game, intended to stir the experimentalist to 
devise new experiments to prove or disprove the theory. In 
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either case the theorist is happy. What theoretical as­
trophysicist, for instance, would consider waiting .until every 
pulsar had been thoroughly cataloged and studied before em­
barking on speculations concerning neutron stars? 

Sometimes it happens that theory long precedes any em­
pirical observation. It was once theorized by an astronomer that 
the moon's surface was covered with so deep a layer of dust that 
ships from earth might sink out of sight. When Apollo gave the 
lie to that particular theory, did its originator hang his head in 
shame? Not at all! He went on with many new theories, some of 
them proving correct. As one of the ablest astrophysicists of our 
time, he knew that theory-spinning is not only fun but that it, 
especially if controversial enough, can be a very sharp spur to 
action. 

Unfortunately there are several problems concerning UFOs 
that advise against such uninhibited theorizing. The first is 
philosophical. The scientific tradition since the time of Galileo 
has evolved a logical and methodological structure that has 
proved highly successful in allowing us to understand a wide 
class of phenomena. This tradition is sacrosanct among the 
scientific community simply because it has worked with out­
standing success. In this procedure it is usual for the experi­
mentalist to try to manipulate the environment in such a way 
that the significant aspects of the phenomenon are isolated 
from the irrelevant and spurious. To put it another way, he 
devises means of separating the 'signal' from the 'noise'. In this 
way precise causal relationships between quantities and items 
suggest themselves; in the case of the physical sciences such 
relationships are often expressed in mathematical form. 

Even when active experimentation in the laboratory is pre­
cluded, as in astronomy, the astronomer can still 'extract the 
signal from the noise' by the use of special instrumentation 
when the phenomenon (such as an eclipse) becomes available to 
him. Relationships between certain parameters associated with 
the phenomenon thus become apparent, and further testing and 
experimentation can then establish them beyond all reasonable 
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doubt. They become a 'scientific fact'. If it were not possible to 
operate in the above fashion, science would be immensely more 
difficult; it would be virtually impossible to extract and sep"' 
arate the fundamental elements inherent in the phenomenon 
from the host of irrelevant and coincidental things always pre­
sent in an observed situation. 

This is the situation in the case of the UFOs, which are 
totally beyond experimental control. Moreover, they are tran­
sient, unscheduled, and obtrude upon an observer who is often 
not competent to make a dispassionate analysis of the totally 
unexpected and surprising situation. Consequently, the 
significant features of the phenomenon may be buried among 
incidental - but much more conspicuous - features emphasized 
in the reports. 

UFOs, however, are not alone in this category; they share 
these particular difficulties with many other phenomena, such 
as ball lightning and meteorites, for which one must rely on the 
fortuitous observations of the layman for one's data. That is 
why subjects such as these gained scientific respectability so 
slowly, particularly when an explanation was hard to find be­
cause the phenomenon did not fit the scientific framework of 
the moment. 

We may even have to face the fact that the scientific frame­
work, by its very internal logic, excludes certain classes of 
phenomena, of which UFOs may be one. One of the most 

exasperating and even repugnant features of the subject is its 
apparent irrationality. However, as our concept of rationality is 
a by-product of the scientifically oriented society in which we 
live, it should not surprise us if a phenomenon that is inac­
cessible to scientific procedure appears irrational. 

It is just here that we encounter a second difficulty of the 
UFO problem. It cannot, at least at present, be separated from 
the social condition in which it is embedded. We are accus­
tomed to the almost complete isolation of the behavioral scien­
ces from the physical sciences, yet in this problem we have a 
situation in which the two are inextricably mixed. Whether or 

285 



not separate, nontrivial physical and behavioral components 
will emerge as serious study by both disciplines remains to be 
seen, but it would be premature to reduce the importance of 
either. 

Of course, this discussion would be unnecessary if an obvious 
explanation of UFOs was at hand. In one's frustration it is all 
too easy to seize on an explanation of the 'men from Mars' 
variety and to ignore the many UFO features unaccounted for. 
But to do this is to fall into the very trap we have just discussed. 
We may be inadvertently and artificially increasing the 
significance of the conspicuous features while the part we 
ignore - or that which is not reported by the untrained wit­
nesses - may contain the clue to the whole subject. 

What needs to be explained has been amply outlined in the 
descriptions of the six basic UFO observational prototypes 
given in Chapters Six through Eleven. The most persistent and 
enigmatic features seem to be the localization of the pheno-: 
menon in space and time, its apparently intelligent charac­
teristics (of a rather puerile kind), its appearance of operating 
outside the established laws of physics, and its peculiar prefer­
ences for certain situations. The frequently reported presence 
of 'humanoids' capable of moving about in comfort in our 
highly restrictive terrestrial environment, and their association 
with 'craft', exhibiting at times near-zero inertial mass yet able 
to leave physical traces of their presence, is surely a pheno­
menon beyond the pale of mid-twentieth century physics. But 
there will surely be, we hope, a twenty-first century science and 
a thirtieth century science, and perhaps they will encompass the 
UFO phenomenon as twentieth century science has en­
compassed the aurora borealis, a feat unimaginable to nine­
teenth century science, which likewise was incapable of 
explaining how the sun and stars shine. 

We work in the brilliant spotlight of the present, only dimly 
conscious of the penumbra of the past and quite unable to il­
luminate the darkness of the future. Let us imagine for a 
moment a covered wagon train of not much more than a cen-
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tury ago, winding its long journey to the west. It is encamped 
for the night, its wagons in a circle, sentries posted, and the 
travelers gathered about a campfire for warmth and cheer. 
Someone speaks of the future, but he speaks, as he must, with 
the words and concepts of his day. But even were he inspired by 
some kindly muse of the future to speak of making their entire 
journey in a matter of hours, flying through the air, and of 
watching scenes by television and hearing voices speaking on 
another continent, this gifted one could not have put into words 
a glimmer of how these wondrous things might be ac­
complished. The vocabulary for such descriptions - electrons, 
transistors, integrated circuits, jet engines - the jargon vehicle 
of technical communications would not yet exist for yet a cen"" 
tury. He would be helplessly incoherent for want of words as 
vehicles for his thoughts. 

Would one care to venture a guess at the technical vocabu­
lary of the year 373,475 (assuming intelligent life still exists on 
earth) and to predict the concepts and knowledge for which it 
will be a vehicle? 

Does such an advanced knowledge and technology already 
exist somewhere in space? The sun, our parent star, is but one 
star out of billions in our galaxy, and our galaxy is but one of 
many millions, each with its billions of stars. It is statistically 
improbable that our sun is the only star out of quadrillions of 
stars to have planets. That would be somewhat like claiming 
that acorns can be found lying near only one oak tree in the 
world. 

Even if we limit our thinking to the billions of stars in our 
galaxy alone, we know that our galaxy was in existence for 
billions of years before our sun appeared. Thus the stage was 
set long ago for this possibility, the possibility of civilizations 
as greatly advanced beyond us as we are beyond mice. For 
instance, Fred Hoyle1 has conjectured that it is possible that a 
great intragalactic communications network exists but that we 
are like a settler in the wilderness who as yet has no tele­
phone. 



Such ideas, once forbidding and even revolting to our geo 
centric minds, no longer shock us as we slowly grow out of o 
cosmic provincialism. Such concepts, however, have little to d 
directly with our problem at the moment save that they presen 
one possible hypothesis for study. But talk of extraterrestria 
visitors or the more esoteric notions of time travel or of paralle 
universes is as inappropriate as the mass hallucination hypoth­
esis for UFOs at this stage. Kuhn has commented that 
scientific progress tends to be revolutionary rather than evol­
utionary, and the above concepts are, despite their bizarre 
nature, merely imaginative extensions of current concepts. 
When the long awaited solution to the UFO problem comes, I 
believe that it will prove to be not merely the next small step in 
the march of science but a mighty and totally unexpected quan­
tum jump. 

NOTE 

I. Hoyle, Fred. Of Men and Galaxies. Seattle: University of 
Washington Press, 1964, p. 47· 
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APPENDIX 2 

ANALYSIS OF THE PAPUA-FATHER GILL 
CASE BY DONALD H. MENZEL 

IN this spectacular case Father Gill and a great many un ... 
educated natives of Papua reported seeing some remarkable 
objects in the sky. Most of the sightings occurred in the early 
evening, shortly after sunset. I find it significant that Venus 
was a very conspicuous object, setting about three hours after 
the sun. It reached greatest elongation East on June 23 and 
attained maximum brilliancy on July 26. 

I think it significant that, despite the brilliance of Venus, 
none of the sightings by Father Gill and the Mission group 
refers to that planet. Two officers recognized that Venus 'could 
be expected to be seen from this station in approximately the 
same direction as the bright light was first seen'. He states that 
he saw the planet Venus but he had the opinion that the object 
seen by the Mission group was lower than Venus and more to 
the North. This is an expression of opinion, however, rather 
than a definite observation. Robert L. Smith, Cadet Patrol 
Officer, saw Venus in the early evening of July 6, but he appar­
ently did not see any UFO. He mentions looking considerably 
after midnight, and seeing a bright object, which almost cer­
tainly was the planet Jupiter. He also saw some 'shooting 
stars'. 

Many of the experts say that the UFO 'looked like a star'. 
However, there remained to be explained the remarkab�e �y­

rations reported principally by Father Gill. I find unconvmcmg 

the fact a number of the Mission boys (and girls) seemed to 

corroborate the sighting. 
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The following could have been the explanation, and, in fact, 
some experiments I have performed indicate that it probably 
was the correct explanation. Some of these could still be 
checked. We are first to assume that Father Gill and Stephen 
Gill Moi (teacher) both suffer from appreciable myopia and 
that they were not wearing spectacles during the sighting. They 
probably had appreciable stigmatism as well, so that the image 
of Venus was large and definitely elongated. Something of this 
sort is necessary to account for the difference in appearance of 
the UFO as reported by the two individuals. Father Gill had 
the long access of the vehicle horizontal; Stephen had it more 
nearly vertical. The human eye executes erratic motions, which 
make an object such as a star or planet appear to be vibrating 
when, in fact, the object is standing still. Atmospheric effects 
account for the rapid changes in color. 

But what about the reported men waving? Could this have 
been an illusion? With a myopic eye, the excursions of the 
eyelid over the pupil perform a sort of optical knife edge. Out­
of-focus nature of the eyelashes and out-of-focus images of the 
eyelashes and a defraction resulting from squinting as a near­
sighted person tries to improve his vision. The waving to the 
occupants and the reported waving back might not have been as 
universally observed as Father Gill thought. He reported gasps 
of either joy or surprise, perhaps both. Could these gasps have 
been of incredulity because of the inability to see what Father 
Gill was reporting? After all, in a Mission of this sort, the 
natives must have been conditioned to miracles and the like. 

To simulate this phenomenon I secured a positive spectacle 
lens of about four diopters strength. I intend to repeat the ex­
periment with a lens having an appreciable stigmatism, to 
simulate the assumed myopic condition of Father Gill. Then 
by blinking I could readily imagine some of the phenomena that 
he reported. Part of the effect may have been from eyelid de­
fraction apart from irregularities, such as blood cells on the 
retina. These would most certainly show up under the circum­
stances. Father Gill simply assumed that the other people were 
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seeing what he saw. Although a great many 'witnesses' signed 
the report, I doubt very much that they knew what they were 
signing or why. They would certainly have been mystified as to 
why their great leader was seeing something that was invisible 
to them. On the other hand, they would not have been too sur­
prised because after all, they looked upon Father Gill as a holy 
man. Many people in this world need glasses and fail to wear 
them. I should be very much interested to know whether or not 
Father Gill wears glasses, what his correction is, and finally, 
whether he was wearing them on that evening. Since a very 
simple hypothesis accounts, without any strain, for the reported 
observations, I shall henceforth consider the Father Gill case as 
solved. Moreover, I feel that the same phenomena are re­
sponsible for some of the more spectacular, unsolved cases in 
the air force files. 

December 20, 1967 
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APPENDIX 3 

LETTER OF RESIGNATION 
FROM MARY LOUISE ARMSTRONG 

TO DOCTOR EDWARD CONDON 

Dr. Edward U. Condon, Director 
UFO Project 
University of Colorado 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 

Dear Dr. Condon: 

24 February 1968 

This letter shall be a written presentation of the points we 
discussed Thursday morning, 22 February 1968. 

Since it is apparent to the staff of the UFO project, as well as 
to you, that we are in a real dilemma over the disagreement and 
low morale within the study as a result of the last two weeks, I 
feel it is necessary to examine what, in my opinion, has been the 
primary cause of the problems that exist. I sincerely hope that 
the project will continue on a very different basis than before, 
that communication between you and your staff will improve 
greatly, and that what we all want out of the study will occur; 
that is, a final report that everybody can be satisfied with. 

It is my belief that all of the project members to a certain 
degree must share in the responsibility for the present situation, 
if for no other reason than that we haven't come to you sooner 
about our misgivings. However, I strongly believe that, had 
Bob not been the individual who directly and on a day-to-day 
basis administered the project, we would not be in this situ-
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ation. I think there is an almost unanimous 'lack of confidence' 
in him as the project coordinator and in his exercise of the 
power of that position. (I must emphasize at the outset that I 
realize each person must represent only his - or her - opinions 
and that when I refer to other staff members I only state my 
observations of their dissatisfaction.) 

Listed below are my reasons and a discussion of them as to 
why I think Bob is responsible for the conflict and why, in my 
opinion, had you handled the direction of our activities, there 
would not have been such a serious conflict. 

Bob's attitude from the beginning has been one of nega­
tivism. While I doubt that he would agree with this statement, 
I would expect most of the staff would. Bob showed little 
interest in keeping current on sightings, either by reading or 
talking with those who did. At one point in our study, it was 
agreed that a certain number of the staff would read a de­
signated group of reports systematically and then meet to go 
over what they had read. In this way it was hoped that some 
meaningful discussion would be stimulated as to what could be 
said, if anything, about the reports. Saunders carefully set aside 
reports on a check-out basis, so that everyone on the committee 
would have a chance to read them. Bob checked some out, but, 
to my knowledge, never really read them, and certainly never 
encouraged the proposed discussions to actually take place. I 
think he, as project coordinator, should have taken the initiative 
to see that this program was carried out. Moreover, much of 
what I want to discuss later concerning Bob's premature writ­
ing of the final report at this time deals directly with what can 
or cannot be said about sighting reports. To me, too much of his 
time has been spent in worrying about what kinds of 'language' 
should be used in the final report so as to most cleverly avoid 
having to say anything definitive about the UFO problem. 
Very little time, on the other hand, has been spent in reviewing 
the data on which he might base his conclusions. 

Bob complained to me once not long ago that he was sup­
posed to be part of the committee that would meet to decide 
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which sightings should be investigated by our field teams, but 
that he had not been contacted when it was time to make these 
decisions. I asked Norman if this was true and he categorically 
denied it. He stated that Bob had been consulted everytime 
and, for the most part, had declined to take part. However, even 
if Norman had not contacted him, geographically Bob was 
close enough to the situation (which you were not) to par­
ticipate, if that was what he really wanted, in any dialogue that 
any of the rest of the staff could complain of not being included 
in any decision-making process. Certainly it was Bob's re­
sponsibility to take the initiative. After all, right or wrong, he, 
as the project coordinator, had it in his power at any time to 
change the procedure. 

This' raises the question of what Bob actually has done with 
his time. I feel much of it has been meaningless and apart from 
what should have concerned our study, given the time and 
budgetary limitations. 

Bob has traveled a lot. I realize that many of these trips 
concerned subjects that were relevant to the UFO problem -
relevant in the way that the staff envisions 'relevance' - i.e., 
running down information on the Heflin case, two current 
sighting investigations (very early in the project), and visits to 
SRI, Rand, Hippler, and Ratchford. However, many of the 
trips seemed to me to deal with unimportant aspects of the 
UFO problem. Bob has given quite a few speeches (which os­
tensibly was not to be one of our project's responsibilities). 
So�e of them include the Boeing Corporation in Seattle, The 
Rand Corporation in Santa Monica, the American Meteor­
ological Society in Colorado Springs, and the IEEE in Los 
Angeles. He has justified this 'speaking tour' as being edu­
cational or university-associated or as dealing with scientific 
institutions. Concerning the travel aspect, however, I feel the 
biggest misuse of his travel time was his trip to Europe. 
Granted there is a justification for someone going to Europe (or 
South America, Africa, or anywhere outside the U.S.) to see 
what the UFO situation is internationally. On any trip to 
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Europe I would think a visit to Michel and Bowen would have 
been appropriate, if not compulsory. However, visits with the 
Ministry of Defence in England, and Swedish Defense Group, 
Loch Ness, and a man named Erich Halik in Vienna (who, as 
far as I can tell, only represents one of a large group of people 
from whom we get letters every day suggesting how to build 
'flying saucers', solve propulsion system problems, etc.) seem to 
be remote from the problem of UFOs, if not altogether irrel­
evant, and out of the scope of what our project can accomplish 
with limited time. In addition, though Bob has discussed his 
European trip with the staff, I have never seen a written trip 
report. In the past he has been the one who has insisted on 
documentation of every trip we have taken. 

It can be argued, and reasonably, that Bob has had to deal 
with many of the straight administrative problems (i.e., 
finances, subcontracts, organization of the office and jobs that 
individuals would be doing) and that he has contributed to 
seeing that that kind of work gets done. Moreover, it's true that 
the staff was given a free hand to do just as they wished. At the 
same time, however, Bob initiated a good many individual pro­
jects, but did not follow through on them to any great extent, or 
even keep abreast of what others were doing. If he had, I do not 
believe that he could have justified the writing of his thoughts 
as conclusions for the final report when, not only is it not his 
report and he is not the Director, but he did not consult the 
people who have essentially done all the work with the data. 
Why is it that Craig, Saunders, Levine, Wadsworth, Ahrens 
and others have all arrived at such radically different con­
clusions from Bob's? It is not my impression that they came 
into the project with any particular bias concerning the UFO 
problem. I think that there is a fairly good concensus among the 
team members that there is enough data in the UFO question to 
warrant further study. This is not to say, as no one of us would, 
that we are definitely being visited by vehicles from outer 
space. But to say in our final report, as I believe Bob would like 
to, that although we can't prove 'ETI' does not exist, we can 
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say that there isn't much evidence to suggest it does, would not 
be correct. I do not understand how he can make such a state­
ment when those who have done the work of digging into the 
sighting information do not think this is true. A dialogue will 
have to occur eventually in which both sides of the question are 
debated within the group, but to be putting these ideas down on 
paper in the form of conclusions and discussing them with 
people outside the project is presumptious and wrong. 

In the memorandum Bob wrote to David Williamson of 
NASA on 12 December 1967 he states: 

I.  'In the absence of scientific data, our answer is probably 
going to be that (aerial phenomena of unknown origin 

(UFOs) that represent phenomena or stimuli outside the 

tange of present-day scientific knowledge) it is possible but 
that there is nothing to support an assertion that it's 
true . . .  

2. 'The second part of the letter (Dolittle's letter to J. T. 
Ratchford of 2 August 1967) sets up the requirement for the 

technical side of the study. It provides that the current state 
of knowledge in the physical, behavioral, and social scien­

ces be brought to bear on the public policy objective. The 
point here is that it is our job to do the science (but of 

course our finding is that, because there are no data, we 
can't do any proper physical science) ; it is the Air Force's 

responsibility to apply the scientific findings to the public 
policy decisions . . .  

3· 'We let the Air Force off the hook, and we shouldn't, if we 

do other than say flatly that, using all the tools of science, 
we have not been able to reach any solution of the UFO 

problem.' 

The first statement raises the question of the impossibility of 
using science in the study of UFOs. I would think most of the 
staff would certainly take strong issue with that. The second 
statement appears to say that it is not our job or responsibility 
to make recommendations on the UFO question, but only to 
review the problem scientifically and submit it to the National 
Academy of Sciences. I would agree that, seen in the strictest 
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interpretation of the contract and Dolittle's letter, that could be 
correct. But who of us does not feel that this is primarily a 
question of public responsibility and that we very definitely do 
have to make recommendations, at least in the sense that the 
UFO problem does or does not warrant further study. The 
third statement gives the impression that we have to reach a 
'solution', and that if we don't answer positively or negatively 
the question of ETI, we have not reached a 'solution'. I would 
think that the word 'solution' means a very different thing to 
Bob than it does to the staff and possibly to you, too. 

The very fact that Bob has discussed so freely the UFO 
study with people such as Williamson, Asimov, Branscomb, 
Higman (and others) and, while I do not feel there is anything 
inherently wrong with such discussions, it makes me wonder 
why, especially 

'
recently, some of us have suffered from the 

accusation that we did not have the right to talk to McDonald, 
Hynek, Hall, the Lorenzens, etc., in the same way. He is not 
simply discussing with these persons what the project is doing 
and 'methodology', but asking how 'we' should best write the 
conclusions he has come to. I am impressed by the fact that it 
seems as if he is trying very hard to say as little as possible in 
the final report, but to say it in the most negative way possible. 
I do not think it is an unfair conclusion on our part to say that 
Bob is misrepresenting us, and that we have very definite 
grounds for feeling that our work, as represented by him, might 
not have much impact or importance. (I quote Dave Saunders 
when I say that Bob's suggestion that we could use footnotes for 
any minority opinions evoked Dave's response, 'What do we 
do? Footnote the title?') 

In the same sense that Bob has sought support from 'out­
siders' on what he is going to write in the final report, why is it 
unreasonable for us, feeling that what we said made very little 
dent on Bob's prejudged opinions, also to seek support from 
'outsiders'? Actually, the allegation of 'prejudging' isn't the 
most important issue here. Even if he had not prejudged the 
problem, which I feel he did, his methods of arriving at his 
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conclusions would still deserve a good deal of cnticism. 
I admit to a great deal of involvement with persons outside 

the project. I don't feel that talking to any of the people men­
tioned earlier (McDonald, Hynek, etc.) was wrong, except in 
the sense that sometimes it was easy to let frustrations show and 
possibly, in terms of the exact letter of office ethics, I was not 
always as tactful as I could have been. I was at the meeting in 
Denver in early December in which Saunders, Levine, Mc­
Donald, and Hynek got together to discuss the possibilities of 
action that might help to keep the study of UFOs going. All that 
was discussed there was totally independent of the C.U. project 
and would not have been a threat to the project in any way. In 
addition, I know that at that meeting McDonald received a 
copy of Bob's memorandum written to Deans Manning and 
Archer, although he knew the contents of it long before then. 
The substance of the memorandum, no matter the circum­
stances under which it was written or the fact that it was an 
internal piece of information written before the project started, 
serves mainly to substantiate to me the allegation that Bob has 
not done an honest job of representing himself in the UFO 
study. 

In regard to McDonald's letter to Bob, in which he alludes 
several times to information that the 'project members' have 
given him, I was present at a conversation in Tucson in March 
of 1967 where Bob, in the presence of both Jim Wadsworth and 
me, literally gave McDonald most of the information he could 
have asked for if he wanted to be antagonistic to the project. At 
that time Bob said: Condon does not have to look at cases, that 
is what we (including himself) are doing. In response to Mc­
Donald's question about the number of scientists we had on the 
project (both from the point of view of specialties and man­
hours), Bob replied that we had as many as we needed and 
McDonald didn't need to tell us how to run the project. In 
'lddition, Bob said that you were not spending much time on the 
project, but that you shouldn't have to. (I believe that he 
thought he could do the job. However, I think the whole staff 
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would agree that we did need you.) Therefore, I find it hard to 
feel now that, if McDonald is right in his accusations that our 
project has not been run well or even scientifically, we are much 
more guilty than Bob in transmitting that information to him. 
Dave and Norm were told that what they did was inexcusable, 
that they should not have communicated written information to 
someone outside the project. For this they were fired. I'm 
saying here that if giving McDonald the memorandum was a 
breach of office ethics, that Bob and the rest of us have breached 
that ethic, too. Bob asked me recently to see that some of the 
reports of cases that the C.U. project has investigated be sent to 
Dr. Menzel. These cases certainly contain confidential infor­
mation and it is hard for me to draw the line between sending 
case information and sending internal memoranda - at least in 
principle. In any event, because of this, the project is now left 
with only two or three senior staff. 

You have said that what Dave and Norm have done to the 
University in terms of ramifications that would make the Uni­
versity look bad is despicable. I think what they did in that 
sense is directly comparable to publishing our final report as a 
commercial book that would bring profit to the University. I 
can't imagine that the University would appear in a very good 
light if it looked as if we wanted to make money on this project. 
Yet this is what Bob has been doing the past week - contacting 
publishers to see who will publish our report. 

I think it is understandable that Dave and Norm felt an 
allegiance to something more than the UFO project as it ex­
isted. Up to their dismissal I felt it, too. And so did most of the 
others. After the last couple of days. I agree that I, and some 
others, have made a very tragic mistake in not coming to you 
long before this. But that is in retrospect and, at the time, I 
personally did not feel that you would have been as sym­
pathetic to our feelings as you have been. Mistakenly or not, we 
felt that Bob did represent you, that he did talk to you often, 
and that therefore you were well-informed on what he was 
doing and what our position was. At the meeting we had in 
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September following the statements you made (albeit mis­
quoted) in The Rocky Mountain News we felt that we had 'said 
our piece', and that our dissension was fairly open. I think we 
expected that after you would spend more time trying to cor­
rect what was possibly an incorrect impression of you on our 
part. Moreover, earlier that day when we were discussing the 
problems your statements might cause your staff, Bob excused 
himself from the discussion on the grounds that if he took part 
in our conversation concerning displeasure over what you said, 
he would not be able 'to go back to' the administration. I do not 
know what his staying at the meeting and returning to his job in 
Regent Hall had to do with each other, but it certainly was not 
a very tactful way to handle the situation and did not leave us 
with a very good interpretation of his position. 

I think I've rambled long enough, Dr. Condon, and therefore 
I shall end by saying that I am resigning my position as admin­
istrative assistant to the UFO project. I greatly appreciate your 
listening to me Thursday as sympathetically as you did. It 
seems that all there is left to say is that what I have written in 
this letter is one of the hardest things I've ever had to do, and 
that if it weren't for the fact that I believe what I have said very 
strongly, I would never have said it. 

Sincerely, 
Mary Louise Armstrong 



Section A 

APPENDIX 4 

EXCERPT OF A LETTER FROM 
J. ALLEN HYNEK TO 

COLONEL RAYMOND S. SLEEPER 

7 October 1968 

Blue Book has been charged with two missions by AFR 8o-17, 
both ostensibly of the same weight, since the regulations do not 
specify otherwise. They are: (r) to determine if the UFO is a 
possible threat to the United States, and (2) to use the scientific 
or technical data gained from study of UFO reports. Neither of 
these two missions is being adequately executed. 

First, the only logical basis on which it can be stated that 
UFOs do not constitute a possible threat to the United States is 
that so far nothing has happened to the United States from that 
source. First, many reports are not investigated until weeks or 
even months after they are made; clearly, if hostility were ever 
intended, it would occur long before the report was inves­
tigated. (That is akin to having the Pearl Harbor radar warn­
ings [which went unheeded] investigated three weeks after 
Pearl Harbor.) Nothing did occur, so it can be gathered that 
UFOs, whatever they may be, have not so far had hostile intent. 

Second, many reports of potentially high intelligence value 
go unheeded by Blue Book. Examples: (a) [Extract from a 
classified document of reported sighting of 5 May, 1965, con­
tents unclassified, classification refers to name, and location 
and mission of vessel. ]  ' . . .  leading signalman reported what he 
believed to be an aircraft . . . . When viewed through binoculars, 



three objects were sighted in close proximity to each other; one 
object was first magnitude, the other two were second mag­
nitude. Objects were traveling at extremely high speeds, 
moving toward ship at undetermined altitude. At . . .  four 
moving targets were detected on the . . . air search radar at 
ranges up to 22 miles and held up to six minutes. When over 
the ship the objects spread to circular formation directly over­
head and remained there for approximately three minutes. This 
maneuver was observed both visually and by radar. The bright 
object which hovered off the starboard quarter made the larger 
presentation on the radar scope. The objects made several 
course changes during the sighting, confirmed visually and by 
radar, and were tracked at speeds in excess of 3000 (three thou­
sand) knots. Challenges were made by IFF but not answered. 
After the three minute hovering maneuver, the objects moved 
in a southeasterly direction at an extremely high rate of speed. 
Above evolutions observed by CO, all bridge personnel and 
numerous hands topside.' 

This report was summarily evaluated by Blue Book as 'Air­
craft', and to the best of my knowledge was never further inves­
tigated. By what stretch of the imagination can we say that the 
sighting did not represent a 'possible threat' to the United 
States? Only because nothing happened. Do we ascribe such 
incompetence to the officers of the ship, and to the CO, to have 
such a report submitted unless all witnesses were truly puz­
zled? Is it conceivable that these officers could not have recog­
nized an aircraft had it had the trajectory, the apparent speed, 
and the maneuvers ascribable to aircraft? No mention is made 
in the report of even the possibility that ordinary aircraft were 
being observed. The very fact that IFF challenges went un­
answered should have been a spur to further investigation. This 
implies enemy craft. But the report does not even suggest the 
possibility that these were ordinary enemy aircraft. The 
classified document in Blue Book files does not contain further 
technical data concerning the sighting itself. Should not the 
director of Blue Book have exhibited at least some curiosity 
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about this sighting? Yet when I brought it up on more than one 
occasion, it was dismissed with boredom. It is cases like these 
(but not this one, for it was never made public), apart from the 
question of possible threat, that add fuel to the Air Force 
'cover-up' charges that have been made from time to time by 
the public. It is hard for the public to understand how a country 
whose military posture is so security geared could dismiss a 
case like this out-of-hand unless the military knew more than 
they were telling. 

(b) Extract from unclassified report received at Head­
quarters USAF, from the U.S. Air Force District Office in 
Saigon and transmitted to Blue Book on 26 May, 1967. The 
date of the sighting was 17  April, 1967, or more than a month 
before the report was received at FTD. If there was a possible 
threat, Blue Book surely would not have known it! Why did 
transmission to FTD take so long? But to the report itself: 

Statement of a member of the 524th Military Intelligence 
Detachment, Saigon Field Office, 205/8 Vo Tanh, Saigon, 
Vietnam: 'At approximately 0220 hours, 17  April 1967, I ob­
served five (5) large, illuminated, oval-shaped objects, travel­
ing in close formation and at a very high rate of speed across 
the sky. At that time I was on the roof of the Saigon Field 
Office of the 524th MI Detachment . . . .  I first saw these 
objects near the horizon to my left and watched them cover the 
entire field of my vision in what I believe to be less than five (5) 
seconds. During that period of time, the objects traveled from 
where I first saw them, near the horizon to my left, passed 
almost directly over me at what seemed to be a very great 
height, and then moved out of sight behind a cloud formation at 
the horizon to my right. The sky was partly cloudy but at the 
time of the sighting, the area of the sky over which they 
traveled was very clear with the exception of a few small 
patches of scattered clouds, which they seemed to be above. As 
the objects passed over these clouds, they were obscured from 
my vision until they emerged on the other side. I also observed 
that, as they passed between my line of sight and a star, they 
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covered the star and blocked out its light until they had passed. 
This indicated to me that the objects were not transparent. It 
was apparent that they were not any form of conventional air­
craft due to their size, shape, rate of speed and the fact that 
they made no noise audible to me. Prior to the sighting of these 
objects, I had been observing various conventional aircraft, 
both propeller and jet powered, and there is no question in my 
mind that they were a great deal larger than any craft I have 
ever seen in the sky. They were also traveling at a rate of speed 
which I would estimate to be at least five times greater than any 
jet powered aircraft I have ever seen. They were too distant 
and traveling too fast for a detailed description to be possible. I 
was only able to see that they were definitely oval in shape and 
glowed a steady white. They seemed to be in a vertical attitude, 
rather than horizontal, in relation to the earth, and their form­
ation slowly fluctuated as they passed. Approximately five (5) 
minutes after they passed out of sight, several jet powered air­
craft, which seemed to be at high altitude and traveling very 
fast, came from my far right and to my back as I faced the same 
direction as when I had seen the ovals. They proceeded to the 
area where I had lost sight of the objects, and upon reaching 
that point, they turned to their right and pursued the same 
course as the objects I had previously sighted. These aircraft 
were not in a formed pattern, but were scattered. I have never 
held any opinion concerning unidentified flying objects. 
Neither have I ever seen any previously. However, I believe 
that these objects were space craft of some kind. I am con­
vinced that they were not reflections, conventional aircraft, 
meteorites or planets.' 

Now the above was an official report to Blue Book from 
USAF Headquarters, yet the case is carried in Blue Book as 
'Information Only'. No follow-up was made, and no evaluation 
was attempted, on the grounds, I believe, that it happened out­
side the continental limits of the United States. The fact that it 
happened in a very sensitive area seemed to be of no concern to 
the director of Blue Book! Yet Blue Book states that UFOs 
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represent no threat to the security of the United States. On 
what grounds? Only that so far nothing has happened. 

Is it conceivable that no one in the military structure of the 
United States paid any attention to this sighting or correlated it 
with other reported sightings like it? Is there no curiosity as to 
pattern, no scientific curiosity in Blue Book? Apparently not. 

It must be pointed out that neither of these cases were shown 
to me by Blue Book personnel. I happened upon them by acci­

dent during one of my visits as I scanned through material 
lying on a desk, and not in the files; I am not permitted to 
peruse the files themselves. I have access to the files only when 
I request a specific case. But how can I request a specific case, 
to examine its possible scientific merits, if I don't know of its 
existence? I am certain, from past attitudes of Blue Book, that I 

would never have been shown these cases; fortunately I came 
upon them (and many others) only by accident. And, I might 
say at this point, that when I do request a case, and wish to have 
a copy of portions of an unclassified case, I am not permitted to 
make a copy on the xerox machine just a few steps away - even 
when I offered to furnish my own xerox material! I must re­

quest same through 'Reproduction' and thus endure a wait of 
possibly several weeks before I get a few sheets which I could 
have had in a few minutes. My usefulness as a consultant is thus 
grossly impaired. 

(c) For the last example please see Section G which deals 
with the unscientific and unbusinesslike attitude within Blue 
Book. The two cases already stated likewise apply equally well 
also under Section H, since clearly no basic attitude of 
scientific curiosity was exhibited by Blue Book personnel in 
these two cases, and their scientific consultant was not even 
apprised of the existence of the reports. 

Section B 
The staff of Blue Book, both in numbers and in scientific train­
ing, is grossly inadequate to perform the tasks assigned under 
APR 80-17, even were they of a mind to do so. 
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This conclusion will be amply supported by what follows in 
the remaining sections, but it is clear that in dealing with a 
phenomenon which has puzzled a great many people, a problem 
that truly demands an interdisciplinary approach, two officers 
who hold only bachelor's degrees in physics from lesser insti­
tutions of higher learning, do not constitute an adequate task 
force for this problem. Even, however, were the officers Nobel 
prize winners, they could not do justice to the many reports 
that come into the Blue Book office. One baffling case could 
keep a staff of investigators busy for days or even weeks; trying 
to do justice to two or three cases a day over and above the 
peripheral duties attached to the office (see Section E) is clearly 
impossible. 

Section C 
Blue Book suffers intermurally in that a talks to b, b talks to c 
and c talks to a. More recently, it has been just a matter of a 

and b, and often it appears only b;  i.e., only one person is 
concerned in the evaluation of a report, with no cross-check. 
Blue Book is a closed system. It has, so to speak, fallen victim 
to the closed loop type of operation, to its own propaganda. 
There has been little dialogue between Blue Book and the out­
side scientific world or between Blue Book and the various 
scientific facilities within the Air Force itself. There has been 
little cross-fertilization of ideas and little or no contact with 
other groups, particularly civilian engineering groups, that 
have expressed an interest in the problem. As consultant, I have 
probably received more correspondence from other scientists 
and engineers about UFOs than Blue Book has since the closed 
type of operation of Blue Book is well known to such people 
and it is known that only sterotyped PR type of answers will be 
given by Blue Book to others. I know of very little scientific 
correspondence in the Blue Book files; this is probably because 
scientists wish to correspond with persons of like training. It 
would be pointless, for instance, to query Blue Book on the 
scientific reasons for evaluating a given case, say, as caused by a 
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temperature inversion: Blue Book has never availed itself of the 
meteorological know-how within the Air Force itself to deter­
mine just how much of an inversion is necessary to produce the 
effects reported by the witness, if at all. The approach has been 
qualitative rather than quantitative; a two degree inversion is 
accorded as much weight as a I o degree inversion, and not once 
have I seen geometrical optics applied to ray tracing in a given 
case evaluated as having been caused by an inversion. The staff 
is not adequate for this type of work. I have recently asked the 
Chief Scientist (see Appendix A) to initiate a request of 
AFCRL to compute and furnish tables to Blue Book which 
would give the optical effects to be expected from temperature 
inversions of varying degrees of intensity. 

Similarly, many astronomical evaluations have been made 
by Blue Book without consulting their scientific consultant 
(who is, after all, an astronomer) which have brought ridicule in 
the press. The midwest flap of reports of July 3 I-August I, 
I 965 can be cited as an example. 

Sectian D 
The statistical methods employed by Blue Book are a travesty 
on the branch of mathematics known as Statistics. A chapter in a 
doctoral dissertation in Northwestern University, soon to be 
published, deals specifically with this aspect, and I will later 
quote from it (Herbert Strentz, 'A Study of Some Air Force 
Statistical Procedures in Recording and Reporting Data on 
UFO Investigations', included in 'A SURVEY OF PRESS 
COVERAGE OF UFOs, I 947-I967, a doctoral thesis at the 
Medill School of Journalism, Northwestern University') and 
preface it with my own observations which, incidentally, I have 
repeatedly brought to the attention of the Blue Book staff but to 
no avail. I finally felt it pointless to continue to try to educate 
the staff on these matters. 

In the evaluation of cases it has been the custom to employ 
the terms 'possible' or 'probable' as modifiers to a given evalu­
ation; thus, 'possible aircraft' or 'probable meteor' are often 
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used. However, in the year-end compilation of cases these 
modifiers are quietly and conveniently dropped. Thus 'possible 
aircraft' becomes simply 'aircraft' (the Redlands case, [see Sec. 
I] will appear in the final tabulation for 1968 as 'aircraft') and 
the public will be led to believe that there was no possible 
question involved but that some poor citizen or citizens had had 
'one too many', or simply had been overexcited or sugges­
tible. 

Now a statistician will tell us that the words 'possible' and 
'probable' should carry some idea of percentage probability. 
How probable? so% probable? Only roo'?'o probable is cer­
tainty. I think we might find general agreement among stat­
isticians that it would be fair to assign so% probability to the 
case 'probable aircraft' and perhaps 20% probability to the 
term 'possible aircraft'. Thus if at year' s-end 200 cases have 
been classed as 'aircraft' in the final tally, but roo of these were 
'probable' aircraft and roo were 'possible aircraft' then the 
probability is that of the 200 cases only 50 + 20 = 70 were 
actually aircraft and that thus 130 may not have been aircraft 
at all! For what else does 'possible' or 'probable' mean other 
than one is not sure they were aircraft. But so ingrained is the 
hypothesis of the 'deluded observer' in Blue Book thinking that 
any other possibility is not examined for. This is hardly the 
scientific method. 

Another illogical and unscientific method of Blue Book is the 
following: from the year 1947 through 1966, Blue Book has 
placed r 822 cases out of a total of ro,3 r6  in the 'insufficient 
information' category. I might point out that the decision to 
make that classification is entirely subjective, except that some­
times a rule of convenience is used. Thus I have found the 
following notation on a recent case: 'In accordance with present 
policy the sighting is being carried as Insufficient Data since it 
was not reported to the Air Force withing JO days' ! By what 
possible legerdemain or reasoning can a sighting reported 40 
days after occurrence and containing ample information pos­
sibly be classed as insufficient? Hardly science. I would Bunk 
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one of my students who perpetrated such a travesty on the 
scientific method. 

'In accordance with present policy . . . .  ' Whose policy? Cer­
tainly the scientific consultant was never consulted about this, 
or as a matter of fact, on very little other policy. 

To return to the general cases bearing the mark, 'Insufficient 
data': it is most interesting to note that such cases are carried in 
the statistics as having been solved, as though giving a case the 
Insufficient Data label constituted solving it! Here again the 
public is misled. Over the 20 years, my personal statistics show 
that out of IO,I37 cases, 557 are listed as Unidentified and 
I 822 as Insufficient Data. The Blue Book handout reports that 
only 5.4% of the cases remain Unidentified, conveniently for­
getting that I822 additional cases, or I7.6%, remain unex­
plained. The correct figure of unidentified should therefore be 
23%! When in past years I remonstrated with Blue Book 
officers, I have been left with the feeling that, 'This is the Air 
Force. We have all the answers, and who are you to suggest a 
change in our established ways?' In the face of such attitudes, I 
was as Czechoslovakia was to Russia; resistance would only 
have led to bloodshed, and I felt it beneath my dignity to argue 
such points with the insufficiently trained personnel tradition­
ally assigned to Blue Book. During one long period, a sergeant 
with no scientific background other than in psychology was 
doing nearly all of the case evaluations (Sgt. Moody). I con­
tinued as consultant in the face of all this largely out of a desire 
to have access to data which someday I might be able to use in a 
more productive manner, partly out of a desire to monitor the 
UFO phenomenon, and partly out of a sense of responsibility to 
the continuity I had maintained with the project over the 
years. 

I quote now directly from the doctoral dissertation men­
tioned earlier: 'The problem was underscored in an October 6, 
I958, Department of Defense press release on Blue Book ac­
tivity from July I, I957, through July 3 1, 1958. The release 
said, "More than 84% of the reported UFO sightings were 
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definitely established (emphasis added) as natural phenomena 
. . .  or man-made objects.' Not only had the probably and pos­
sibly labels been deleted from the statistics, but sightings 
previously considered only possibly explained were now 
'definitely established' - not because of further investigation, 
but because of bookkeeping procedures. 

'Lt. Col. Hector Quintanilla . . .  acknowledged that the 
"definitely established" phrase was "misleading". Defending 
the general procedure, however, he asked, "Where else would 
you put it (the probably-possibly explanation)? Too many cat­
egories would make the report too cumbersome.'' He added 
that continuing the probably-possibly categories year after 
year w,ould only result in more work for Blue Book and lead to 
more questions.' 

Now, I ask you, Commander, is that Science? Did Madame 
Curie worry because her work was 'too cumbersome'? Or that a 
scientific procedure 'would only result in more work'? I could 
rest my case right there about the non-scientific approach by 
the staff of Blue Book. 

I continue to quote from the forthcoming doctoral dis­
sertation. 'The monthly stratified sample (Mr. Strentz is now 
speaking of how he did his statistics) was drawn from every 
other year, beginning with 1948, the first full year of the Air 
Force UFO inquiry. Three months were selected from each 
even-numbered year, 1948 through 1966 - one month from 
January, February, or March, one month from May, June or 
July, and one month from October, November or December. 
This provided a cross section of UFO and Blue Book staff 
activity . . . . .  1,034 cards (Project 10073 Record Cards, Form 
329) were examined. The number of sightings recorded by 
Blue Book for the same months was 1,1 1 7. So, cards were 
available for more than 90% of the reports recorded during the 
sample months (no mention is made why this wasn't 100%). 
The 1,034 cards also represented 9% of the number of UFO 
reports recorded by the Air Force from 1948 through 1966 -
I 1,038.' 



Later in his work Mr. Strentz states: 'As a matter of routine, 
Project Blue Book considered Insufficient Data and probably or 
possibly cases as 'solved' in that there was no further inves­
tigation and the reports were categorized.' (No scientist would 
consider an 'Insufficient Evidence' case as 'solved'. These 
simply should not be included in the data.) That is one way of 
bringing up the high Blue Book score - false, unscientific, but a 
lovely number to parade for the PR boys. 

The Strentz report continues: 'As shown in Table I (not 
reproduced here) analysis of the summaries found that 270, or 
24%, of the I,Iti7 UFO reports were 'unsolved' or 'doubtful'. 
The 270 were those reports classified as Insufficient Data or 
Unknown, the great majority being the former. From the indi­
vidual cards, analysis showed that 538, or 5 1%, of the 1,034 
cases were 'unsolved'. The 528 were cases classified probably, 
possibly, Insufficient Data, and Unknown.' 

Thus, by simply advancing the probably, possibly cases to 
'established' status, the bookkeeping improved the Blue Book 
investigatory capacity by reducing the number of 'unsolved' 
cases from 5 1 %  to 24%. Further, by emphasizing only the 
Unknown cases, Department of Defense press releases dealt 
with 'unsolved' cases not of 5 1% or 24% but of'less than 2 per­
cent', 'less than 1 percent', and '2.09' percent'. Thus has Blue 
Book passed itself off as being scientific and made a nice show­
ing before the PR boys. When this doctoral dissertation is pub­
lished by the Medill School of Journalism of Northwestern 
University, the high scientific capacity and prowess of Blue 
Book in explaining all but two or so percent of cases will be 
disclosed - less than one-half of the cases submitted to Blue 
Book have been solved! 

The section of Mr. Strentz's doctoral dissertation which 
deals with Blue Book statistics closes with the following words: 
'Most of the UFO reports appear in fact to be "unsolved". So 
why not recognize that they are, that it is often impossible to 
determine what it was that an individual said he saw in the sky? 
The statistical methodology employed by Blue Book appears to 
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have resulted from (1) Air Force efforts to explain every single 
report of a UFO because (2) the Air Force has been saddled 
with the unwelcome burden of proving that UFOs do not exist. 
Perhaps the Air Force mission might be redefined to deal only 
with sightings which promise some scientific paydirt and not 
with every report of a moving or hovering light in the sky. 
Then, the Air Force and the press might have something to 
work with, other than misleading statistics.' 

To all ofwhich I can add a hearty Amen. This leads logi­
cally to the next point, E. 

Section E 
There has been lack of attention to significant UFO cases, as 
judged by the scientific consultant and others, and too much 
time on routine cases which contain few information bits; too 
much time and effort are demanded of the Blue Book staff for 
peripheral tasks (public relations, answering letters about 
evaluation of old cases and answering requests for information 
from various and sundry sources). The Blue Book staff, unless 
greatly expanded, and if it is to execute a scientific mission, 
should concentrate on two or three significant cases per month 
(such cases to be decided upon by consultation with a scientific 
panel) with the end result a scientific report in detail on each 
case, published as a scientific report and available to the public. 
Cases chosen should not be those in which only one witness is 
concerned (except in very unusual circumstances) or cases in 
which lights are seen in the distance at night, or cases in which 
the witnesses are judged of low reliability and are unable to 
make articulate responses to questions. As scientific consultant 
to Blue Book I have long advanced a method of judging those 
cases worthy of attention: a two dimensional classification 
whereby a case is judged by its Strangeness and by the com­
posite Credibility of the witnesses of the sighting. By Strange­
ness is meant a measure of the difficulty of honestly explaining 
the sighting by well known physical phenomena and principles; 
the composite final Credibility of the witnesses can, of course, 
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only be determined by their past records, medical and social, 
and by whatever psychological tests it may be feasible to apply. 
An estimated credibility can be quickly judged, however, by 
simply noting the number of witnesses and the responsibility 
each carries in his daily life. Clearly, only cases rated high on 
the Strangeness and estimated Credibility scales need be con­
sidered. All told, Blue Book has wasted far too much time on 
cases of little significance, and in other areas, on time-wasting 
peripheral tasks. 

Further, once a case has been classed as Unidentified or 
Unknown that is the end as far as Blue Book is concerned. In 
Science, the unknown, the unexplained, is the start, and not the 
end of inquiry. A scientist who finds something in his lab­
oratory that he can't explain is no scientist if he labels it 'un­
known' and files it away and spends the rest of his time in 
routine matters. It is precisely the Unknowns that Blue Book 
should be concerned with, not making impressive (?) counts of 
how many people cannot properly identify a satellite or a 
meteor. That might be of some interest to a sociologist, but 
hardly to a physical scientist. 

Section F 
The information input to Blue Book is grossly inadequate and 
certainly the cause of much of the inefficiency within the Blue 
Book office itself. An impossible load is placed on Blue Book by 
the almost consistent failure of UFO officers at the local Air 
Bases to transmit adequate information to Blue Book, and, I 
might say, it was considerably worse in the long period before 
there were UFO officers so designated. 

Many 'information bits' of possible crucial value in the 
evaluation of a case are missing in the original report. I have 
seen so many that it is virtually nauseating. At best, the original 
UFO report as it comes in to Dayton is an intelligence-type 
report, and hardly a scientific report, but its content and value 
could be very greatly improved if the UFO officers at local Air 
Bases really took their jobs seriously. Many information bits 
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which could have been obtained by conscientious interrogation 
by the UFO officer are omitted, thus throwing the burden upon 
Blue Book's already very small staff to reopen the interrogation 
to obtain the necessary information - sometimes of a most 
elementary and obvious sort, e.g., wind direction, angular sizes 
and speeds, details of trajectory, contrast of object with sky, 
availability of other witnesses, etc. A prime example of this is 
the Redlands, California, case, quoted below, see G, in which 
the blame must be placed almost entirely on the local officer, 
who sent so little information through to Blue Book that the 
latter failed to recognize its significance. 

It would appear that Blue Book has never beel.l given enough 
aut�ority to 'throw a case back into the teeth' of the local in­
terrogator and to demand immediate further information. If 
the military has anything, it has, because of its command struc­
ture, the means whereby such information can be demanded, 
and not merely politely asked for and the request allowed to be 
disregarded. The upgrading of original data is one of the most 
pressing needs within Blue Book. 'We are smelting a very low 
grade ore.' 

Section G 
The basic attitude within Blue Book is unscientific in that a 
working hypothesis has been adopted which colors and deter­
mines the approach to the problem. We state a theorem: 

For any given reported UFO case, if taken by itself and 
without respect and regard to similarities to other UFO 
cases in this and other countries, it is always possible to 
adduce a possiblenatural explanation if one operates solely 
on the hypothesis that all UFO reports, a priori, because 
of the nature of the world as we presently understand it, 
must result from well known, accepted causes. 

Corollary: 
It is impossible for Blue Book to evaluate a UFO report as 
anything other than a misidentification of a natural object or 
phenomenon, a hoax, or a hallucination. 
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(The classification 'unidentified' does not constitute an evalu­
ation.) 

The essence of the scientific method is that the investigator 
must not adopt a preconceived idea or conclusion, he must not 
select those bits of data which favor his hypothesis and overlook 
those that go against it. The salient scientific error perpetrated 
by Blue Book is portrayed in the above theorem. So certain is 
Blue Book of its working hypothesis that it reminds one of the 
doctor who was so certain that all abdominal swellings were the 
result of tumors that he failed to recognize that his patient was 
pregnant. 

Let me choose just one example from a great many possible 
to illustrated the above charge, but one that illustrates well the 
gross lack of rigor in the scientific methodology of Blue 
Book. 

I choose the incident at Redlands, California, of February 4, 
1 968, a recent case which was investigated by no one at Blue 
Book, superficially by a member of Norton AFB, and for a total 
of three months by Dr. Philip Seff, professor of geology, Dr. 
Reinhold Krantz, professor of chemistry, Dr. Judson Sand­
erson, professor of mathematics, and artist John Brownfield, 
professor of art (who drew an artist's conception from the de• 
scriptions given independently by the witnesses and whose 
composite painting was verified by the witnesses), all of the 
University of Redlands. It is of interest to note that no one at 
Blue Book has seen fit to. contact these investigators and discuss 
their investigation at least over the phone. 

The case itself concerns the reported sighting by some 
twenty observers of an object with seven lights on the bottom, 
which appeared as jets, and a row of eight to ten lights on top 
which were alternating in color. The object was reported to 
have proceeded at a low altitude (estimated about 300 feet) in a 
northeasterly direction for about a mile, to have come to a stop 
and to have hovered briefly, jerked forward, hovered again, 
then wavered to the northwest, gained altitude, and then to 
have shot off to the northwest with a strong burst of speed. It 
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was under observation for about 5 minutes. The object was 
estimated to have been at least 50 feet in diameter. The esti­
mates of 300 feet altitude and 50 feet in diameter must be 
considered jointly; only the apparent diameter can be judged, 
of course, but on the assumption of a given distance the esti­
mate of 50 feet was arrived at. Clearly, if the object had been 
several miles away, the unchanged apparent diameter would 
lead to an unbelievably large object. For these reasons these 
estimates cannot be summarily dismissed. 

You will undoubtedly be interested to know that Blue Book 
classified this object as 'probably aircraft'. How this was ar­
rived at with no investigation is, of course, a striking example 
of methodology of Blue Book. Norton AFB reported that 
March AFB radar painted no unusual targets (ignoring com­
pletely the fact that an object at 300 feet altitude would have 
been missed by this radar) and that a light plane had landed at 
Tri-City airport at 19: 15  PST, whereas a check of the police 
blotter and of all witnesses agreed that the sighting could not 
have occurred earlier than 19:20. Further, a check made by the 
university professors, (but apparently not even thought of by 
Blue Book) with the authorities at the airfield showed that the 
plane was coming in from Los Angeles and never approached 
closer than six miles to the city of Redlands and therefore never 
passed over the city of Redlands, whereas all witnesses agree 
that it was actually close over the city. The plane which landed 
(which Blue Book did not think to inquire about) was a Bon­
anza single engine propeller aircraft which the professors took 
the trouble to examine while in its hangar at the airfield. [The 
Redlands case is the sole subject of a book now in production by 
David Branch and Robert Klinn, entitled Inquiry at Red­
lands. ] 

The discrepancy between what was reported and the Blue 
Book evaluation is so great as to be laughable. The law, further, 
states that planes cannot fly lower than 1000 feet over Red­
lands. It appears inconceivable that twenty or so witnesses 
would misidentify a light, single engine plane, several miles 
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away, as a brilliantly lighted, unconventional aircraft at 300 
feet that jerked, hovered, and sped away, and went straight up 
into the overcast. 

But no weight at all was given by Blue Book in this case, as 
in a great many other cases to which I can attest, to the possi­
bility that something strange might have been going on. In a 
most unscientific manner, every item was slanted and biased in 
favour of the Blue Book working hypothesis. It was assumed, 
against good evidence, ( 1) that the time of observation was in 
error (2) that an unusual, low flying object would have been 
picked up by radar (despite the fact that low flying planes in 
test exercises have succeeded in getting through our defense 
radar cover) (3) that all witnesses could not distinguish between 
six miles and 300 feet (4) that all witnesses could not dis­
tinguish between a light, single engine plane, which could 
hardly carry a battery of extremely bright lights above and 
below, and (5) that witnesses could not distinguish between the 
smooth maneuvers of a plane in a landing pattern miles away 

and hovering, jerky, and fast motions of the object reportedly 
viewed. Finally, (6) it was assumed that the professors involved 
had not the intelligence to recognize for themselves (having 
been over the ground and having 'reenacted the crime' so to 
speak), the possibility of the witnesses having misinterpreted a 
plane in a landing pattern, and have been individually wrong on 
the time, the place, the motion, the brightness, and .the number 
of lights. And, over and above this is another tacit assumption, 
however politely hidden, that not only the witnesses but the 
professors were demented or incompetent, for only under such 
an assumption could one seriously advance the evaluation of 
'probable aircraft'. 

It should be remembered that Blue Book made no on the spot 
or telephonic investigation at all, Norton AFB spent less than 
two man-days on the investigation, such as it was, for when all 
but one of the witnesses was asked whether they had been inter­
viewed by an Air Force representative, the answer was nega­
tive. 



Now, if it should turn out that all witnesses and private 
investigators were incompetent, deluded, and psychotic, and 
that it was indeed a plane that caused the sighting, that con­
clusion can be reached only by sheer intuition, and not by the 
'scientific' investigation conducted by Blue Book. In any court 
of law it would be unthinkable to allow a prosecuting attorney 
to distort, deny, and disregard the testimony of several wit­
nesses to a crime in order to prove the guilt of the defendant. 
And in science we like to think that we employ far more rigor­
ous, objective, unbiased methods than are employed in a court­
room where emotional bias can and does creep in. 

Section H 
Inadequate use has been made of the Blue Book scientific 
consultant and the scientific liaison he represents. He has only 
limited access to files in that he must first know of a case before 
he can ask for the relevant files. Often he has been unaware that 
a certain case existed until he either accidentally stumbled 
upon it or it was brought to his attention by outside agencies. 

In all of his twenty years association with Blue Book, only 
now has he been asked to evaluate its methodology. He has now 
been asked to recommend means for 'product improvement'. 
The product at present has little public value, the product 
image is poor, the product does not inspire public confidence, 
and the method of processing the raw material, packaging the 
product, and distributing it violates many principles of good 
business. Incidentally, the product is not selling either. 

In view of the limited staff of Blue Book, limited in numbers 
and in scientific training, it may seem hopeless to accomplish 
anything worthwhile, and I am tempted to recommend that 
Blue Book be abolished as essentially worthless and the prob­
lem turned over to competent scientific personnel. For the 
UFO problem vezy probably will vanish, in this or other coun­
tries, with or without Blue Book. The AFR 80- 17  clearly states 
that the objectives of Blue Book are twofold: 'to determine if 
the UFO is a possible threat to the United States and to use the 
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scientific or technical data gained from a study of UFO 
reports'. The key phrase here is 'from study of UFO reports'. I 
must ask, 'what study?' Should you say that that is my business, 
I must reply that I am but one person, whose time is already 
committed nearly fully to academic matters. As a consultant I 
can do my best to guide and advise, but except in special cir­
cumstances, that is all I can do. However, I have strongly ad­
vised in the past on how the study of UFO reports might 
proceed so as to obtain whatever they might contain of 
scientific value. And that method is not the method that was 
employed in the Redlands case and many others. As I have 
often said to students, 'If you think you know the answer in 
advance, it isn't research.' To study UFO reports means to 
consider them as research data and to handle them as a mature 
scientist would handle data he obtains by observation in nature 
or in the laboratory. Granted that UFO reports are frag­
mentary and often subjective; so are the reports received by 
intelligence teams, sociologists and poll takers. Yet they 
manage to do something with them. But when Blue Book re­
ceived the previously quoted UFO report (see Section A) from 
a member of the 524th Military Intelligence Detachment oper­
ating in Saigon, a trained observer, of completely uncon­
ventional objects which covered horizon to horizon in five 
seconds although flying higher than the clouds, and blocking 
out stars as they flew past, Blue Book refused my strong request 
that this be investigated on the grounds (I) that it was outside 
the U.S. and hence no concern of theirs, and (2) there was 
probably nothing to the report in the first place! 

Blue Book also refused to act upon my request that a report 
made by Dr. Roger Woodbury, Associate Director of MIT's 
Instrumentation Laboratory (sighting of January 14, I 966) be 
fully investigated by local intelligence officers, who could cer­
tainly have established whether any special scientific exercise 
was being carried on at that time from any of the local air bases. 
The scientific apathy shown by the officers of Blue Book in this 
and many other cases has ceased to amaze me. When one has a 
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report from a highly placed scientist in one of the nation's 
greatest scientific laboratories, one should pay attention. The 
scientists who have produced Polaris should be · reckoned 
with when in all seriousness they report an unusual happen­
ing. 

Summing up: the methodology of Blue Book is unscientific 
in that no scientist would test only for a preconceived hypothesis 
and rule out summarily even the possibility of another hypoth­
esis; he would manifest scientific curiosity about the matters in 
hand; he would attempt to find patterns in data rather than 
handling each datum as though it existed in a vacuum. In case 
after case Blue Book, for instance, has dismissed a case because 
the loc111 air base reported that no aircraft were in the area. In 
that event, argues Blue Book, the observer obviously must have 
been deluded. The proper scientific approach would, of course, 
be to seek a solution that is consistent with the basic data of the 
report and not with the working hypothesis. 

Section I 
I must point out that I have made recommendations in the past 
for 'product improvement', but which went unheeded. I refer to 
the paper (AFCIN-4E2x) entitled, 'ATIC UFO Investigation 
Capability' and signed by Col. Evans. This grew out of hear­
ings held in Washington July 13-15, 1960. 

Present on July 15 were: Mr. Robert Smart, Armed Services 
Committee, Mr. Spencer Beresford, Mr. Richard Hines and 
Mr. Frank Hammil, House Science and Astronautics Com­
mittee, Mr. John Warner, CIA (Assistant for Legislative 
Liaison to Mr. Allen Dulles), Mr. Richard Payne, CIA (Tech. 
Advisor), Mr. John McLaughlin, Adm. Assistant to Secretary 
Air Force, M/Gen. A. H. Leuhman and B/Gen. E. B. 
LeBailly, SAFOI, B/Gen. Kingsley and Col. James McKee, 
SAFLL, L/Col. Sullivan, AFCIN-Pla, LJCol. Tacker, 
SAFOI-3d, Maj. J. Boland, SAFLL, Maj. Robert Friend and 
myself. 

Had the recommendations arrived at in those meetings (rec-
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ommendations which I strongly supported) been implemented, 
Project Blue Book would today probably have a decent 
scientific record rather than being the letter-writing, filing, and 
monitoring agency that it in fact is. 

These recommendations were: 
I .  Blue Book should have the capability to investigate those 

cases which give an indication of having high intelligence or 
scientific potential, and also, those which generate an unusual 
amount of public interest. In making this recommendation, Mr. 
Smart stated that the investigative capability of Air Force 
Bases is limited to routine cases and that the Air Force should 
have both the numbers and capability to conduct the UFO 
operation. This was taken to mean that Blue Book should inves­
tigate outstanding cases and an indication of the high priority 
assigned to this was that for an interim period the financing of 
this program was authorized to be made directly from the Office 
of the Secretary of the Air Force. (This was never done - in a 
letter dated September 21, 1960, Blue Book was notified that 
no additional funds or personnel could be authorized and that 
investigations must be made with currently available personnel 
and resources.) This, coupled with the fact that purely routine 
(largely PR) duties occupy a large part of the present small and 
totally inadequate staff, and that the present staff has not been 
chosen for its scientific background (as judged by scientific 
training, scientific publiGation record, or any of the standard 
methods current among universities in the selection of their 
science faculties) but rather, it seems, by expediency of 
whatever officer happened to be available or who gave as­
surance that 'the boat would not be rocked' by too much insis­
tence that a proper scientific job be done (I refer particularly to 
previous officers in charge of Blue Book, most of whom seemed 
to be sitting around waiting for their retirement, and one not­
able one who spent a great deal of his time planning his broker­
age office after retirement) or by one who would be intelligent 
enough to properly use the excellent scientific facilities of the 
Air Force, such as those of the Air Force Cambridge 
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Laboratories, where radar and meteorological experts are avail­
able. For instance, in the long history of Blue Book, never once 
was Cambridge asked to calculate whether the inversions to 
which a sighting was attributed were actually sufficient, quan­
titatively, to account for the UFO sighting. (The word 'inver­
sion' has indeed become a catch-all around Blue Book - given 
that a 3 ° inversion existed at 6,ooo feet, this has been used to 
explain a sighting made by an aircraft at 15,000 feet!) 

2. Mr. Smart requested that summaries of all significant 
cases be forwarded to his office. (To the best of my knowledge 
this has never been done.) 

3· Project Blue Book office must have immediate mobility 
and c�pability to investigate cases of importance. (This rec­
ommendation was based largely on my insistence to the Com­
mittee that Blue Book invariably got 'scooped' by civilian 
organizations in the investigation of cases. Time and again 
NICAP or APRO had interviewed the witness before the local 
Air Force men had, and I gathered from many witnesses that 
the civilian interrogations often were more thorough than those 
of the Air Force. I also pointed out the need for upgrading the 
data. Time and again the reports from local Air Bases con­
stituted a waste of teletype time, as illustrated by one famous 
instance when the TWX carried two pages of addresses and 
the message, 'Just another UFO.' That was the content of the 
message! )  

To function properly, Blue Book should have a sufficiently 
high ranking officer in charge who could command that Air 
Force regulations be carried out at the local air base level not 
only to the letter of the Regulation but to their spirit also. I 
have personally been told repeatedly of the ridicule meted out 
at the local level, and of the superficial and often cavalier 
methods of investigations, I knew for a fact that obviously 
relevant information bits have been omitted in cases where the 
interrogating officer just apparently did not care enough to ask 
relevant questions, which would have served to establish some 
quantitative idea as to the angular speed, apparent bright-
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nesses, the kinematics of the reported object, and where cer­
tainly no attempt was made to seek out other witnesses. (To 
this point Colonel Quintanilla has informed me that 'Blue Book 
is not an investigative agency' - how in the name of common 
sense can a scientific job be done without investigation! Inves­
tigation is the very life-blood of science.) 

Thus we see that long before we can speak of 'product im­
provement' we must seek means of improving the raw material 
from which our product eventually stems. 

I also pointed out to the Smart Committee that when certain 
original data are lacking, as they very often were, immediate 
telephonic contact with key witnesses was essential - not two or 
three months later, but within hours of the receipt of the 
TWX. The first order of business at Blue Book should be the 
immediate scrutiny of an incoming report, to decide whether it 
is 'significant' in the terms already specified and, if so, to 
decide at once what additional information is needed and to 
proceed to get it immediately - calling in the Scientific Con­
sultant then, and not weeks later, to ask his help in gathering 
information. Despite the fact that my time is limited, I do have 
an excellent scientific staff that could be employed from time to 
time to obtain such information. I refer particularly to Mr. Wil­
liam Powers, systems engineer, who has on many occasions 
proved his ability to interrogate witnesses in a meaningful and 
confidence-inspiring manner. Mr. Fred Beckman, of the Uni­
versity of Chicago, has also been of great help to me, and en­
tirely on a voluntary basis. 

Unfortunately, the recommendations made and applauded in 
Washington were never implemented. The result was that with 
the limited staff, their many duties, an ingrained feeling 
that the whole subject was worthless, and the statement by the 
Project Director that 'we are not an investigative agency' Blue 
Book is a routine, dull, uninspired operation - so much so that 
it would be psychologically impossible for me to be associated 
with it physically on a daily basis. (Indeed, Lt. Marano has 
complained to me that his strong desire to be transferred is due 
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to the fact that he hasn't been able to use what scientific train­
ing he has in his job.) 

The Air Force should finally recognize the UFO phenom­
enon as a global, scientific problem of possible great potential 
and attempt to fulfill the second part of its two-fold mission by 
asking that Blue Book be aided by a scientific panel drawn from 
the various already existing scientific missions within the 
Air Force as well as outside scientific groups; and that this 
panel start from where the Condon Committee will have left 
off. 

It might be best, however, in the long run, to ask that the 
Blue Book second mission be transferred out of the Air Force 
entirely and given to a civilian group comprised of capable 
scientists from various disciplines, since the problem approach 
is undoubtedly interdisciplinary. 

Which of the two available paths is followed must be decided 
largely by yourself and the exigencies of the situation. I 
remain ready to assist you in both reaching and implementing 
your decision. 

J. Allen Hynek, Director 
Lindheimer Astronomical Research Center 

Northwestern University 
Evanston, Ill. 
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For centuries man has sought an 
explanation of strange unknown objects seen 
in the sky, which we now term U nidentified 
Flying Objects (U FO's). Official enqu i ries 
have been opened and closed with no resu lts, 
other than a feeble insistence that U FO's do 
not exist. 

But do they? 
Can we afford to b latantly disregard 

the hundreds of reports made by apparently 
sane, responsi ble people who insist, despite 
all rid icu le, that they saw and experienced 
somethi ng completely alien to this world? In 
TH E U FO EX PERIENCE Dr. J . AIIen Hynek 
describes individual cases from the files of 
Project Blue Book, the U .S.A !s official 
investigatio n committee, and explains the 
process of scientific verification which he 
bel ieves should be em ployed if U FO 's are 
ever to lose their mystique and become 
Identified Flying Objects . . .  




