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Introduction

Today, if we scan the shelves of a university bookstore, we find many
books describing the triumphs of science. These books tell us that
physicists have understood the laws governing ordinary matter and
molecular biologists have explained life in terms of these laws.
Although some scientists still find consciousness perplexing, we are
told this problem will soon be solved by studying the brain. The books
assure us that modern science has understood the evolution of species,
the origin of life from the primordial soup, and the processes that
formed planets, stars, and galaxies. The frontier of fundamental
physics has been pushed back to the beginning of the Big Bang, and
we are on the verge of the final advance that will give us the Theory
of Everything.

Yet these same shelves occasionally display books about
anomalous evidence that contradicts accepted scientific theories.
There are several categories of anomalous evidence, including
psychical phenomena, out-of-body experiences, past-life memories,
cryptozoology (e.g., Bigfoot), and archeological anomalies.

In recent years, however, the most prominent anomalous category
has been UFOs—Unidentified Flying Objects. Covers proclaim that
thousands of responsible people have seen something inexplicable
flying in the sky. Other covers announce visitations by strange-looking
aliens, and still others hint darkly at sinister conspiracies and cover-
ups. These books say that for decades people have been observing
unknown flying objects that drastically violate the known laws of
physics. They also declare that people have encountered humanlike
beings that pilot these strange craft and exhibit powers contrary to
both science and common sense.

For years I have been interested in the relationship between
modern science and the ancient Vedic world view of India. I have
been particularly concerned with the contrast between the
mechanistic model of life developed by modern science and the
animistic (or soul-based) conception of life that lies at the foundation
of Vedic philosophy. 1 The scientific model of life is based on
experiments and careful reasoning, but by reducing life to a



combination of atoms, it deprives it of all higher purpose and
meaning. It reduces human values to behavioral patterns produced by
cultural and physical evolution. These behavior patterns are
contingent on accidental historical circumstances, and they have little
to do with the fundamental nature of things.

In contrast, the Vedic philosophy gives meaning to life by linking it
with a transcendental level of reality, but in the process it brings in
phenomena and categories of being that have no place in the
theoretical picture of modern science. This naturally gives rise to the
question of where the truth lies. Has modern science given a complete
outline of life’s fundamental principles, or has it perhaps given only a
detailed but narrow account of certain limited aspects of life?

With these interests, I was naturally somewhat intrigued when
books on UFOs (such as Intruders , by Budd Hopkins) first began to
appear prominently in the science sections of university bookstores.
These books seemed as though they might shed some light on the
nature of life, since they reported encounters between human beings
and other intelligent life forms. But were any of the UFO reports
credible?

Like many people, I had always regarded the topic of UFOs as
disreputable. But on reading some of these books more carefully, I saw
that they seemed to contain substantial, though anecdotal, evidence
for some very unusual occurrences. In particular, they seemed to be
giving contemporary eyewitness accounts of many different life-
related phenomena that are described in ancient Vedic texts. This led
me to investigate the UFO phenomenon in greater depth and finally to
write this book.

This book is a comparative study of UFO literature and the Vedic
literature of India. In the first five chapters, I give a broad survey of
the material written on UFOs from the late 1940s up to the present. I
have included this survey in an effort to give the reader an overview
of the reported UFO phenomena.

The remaining six chapters introduce the Vedic literature and
present detailed comparisons between phenomena reported in Vedic
accounts and corresponding phenomena mentioned in UFO reports.
The Vedic material is taken mainly from the Bhagavata Purana and the
Mahabharata . 1 also draw on the Ramdyana and various late medieval
texts that follow Vedic tradition.

For Indologists I should point out that the Puranas , the
Mahabharata , and the Ramayana are called the fifth Veda in text
1.4.20 of the Bhdgavata Purana . Therefore, I will freely use the term
“Vedic” to refer to them, even though some scholars insist that this
term can be properly applied only to the Rg Veda .

The idea of comparing UFO accounts with Vedic literature is not



new, but generally this has not been done in a scholarly way. The first
attempt that I am aware of is the 1953 book entitled The Flying Saucers
Have Landed, by Desmond Leslie and the famous contactee George
Adamski. In the first part of this book, Leslie quoted a number of
passages from the Ramdyana and the Mahabharata describing vimanas,
or Vedic flying machines, 2 and a number of passages describing
remarkable weapons that were used in Vedic times. 3 Unfortunately,
many of these passages are badly mistranslated, and Leslie’s account is
practically worthless.

Similar mistranslated passages from the Mahabharata have
appeared in a number of popular books that follow in Leslie’s
footsteps. Here is an example showing how misleading these bad
translations can be. Leslie quotes the following passage from the
Karna Parva in Pratap Chandra Roy’s edition of the Mahabharata :

Karna took up that terrible weapon, the tongue of the Destroyer, the Sister of
Death, a terrible and effulgent weapon. When the Rakshasas saw that
excellent and blazing weapon pointed up at them they were afraid. . . . The
resplendent missile soared aloft into the night sky and entered the starlike
formation . . . and reduced to ashes the Rakshasa’s vimana. The enemy craft
fell from the sky with a terrible noise. 4

This passage appears in the Drona Parva of the Mahabharata, not the
Karna Parva , and here is what it actually says in the edition of Pratap
Roy:

. . . that fierce weapon which looked like the very tongue of the Destroyer or
the sister of Death himself, that terrible and effulgent dart, Naikartana, was
now hurled at the Rakshasa. Beholding that excellent and blazing weapon
capable of piercing the body of every foe, in the hands of the Suta’s son, the
Rakshasa began to fly away in fear. . . . Destroying that blazing illusion of
Ghatotkacha and piercing right through his breast that resplendent dart
soared aloft in the night and entered a starry constellation in the firmament.
Having fought . . . with many heroic Rakshasa and human warriors,
Ghatotkacha, then uttering diverse terrible roars, fell, deprived of life with
that dart of Sakra. >

Instead of reducing a vimana to ashes, the weapon killed the Raksasa
Ghatotkaca, and instead of an enemy craft falling with great noise, the
Raksasa fell while uttering terrible roars. I don’t know how Leslie
came up with his mistranslation, but it is typical of his book and
others of its genre.

Nonetheless, there is a great deal of material in Vedic literature
about flying machines, called vimanas, that show striking
resemblances to UFOs. Even more important are Vedic accounts of the
behavior and powers of humanlike races that use these flying
machines. There are many parallels between specific details in these
accounts and corresponding details in UFO close-encounter cases.



These parallels provide my main impetus for writing this book.
Parallels between UFO cases and old Celtic and Germanic folklore
have been explored by Jacques Vallee in two books, Passport to
Magonia and Dimensions . In a sense, this book is an extension of
Vallee’s comparative method to the domain of ancient Indian culture.

Epistemology

Many people regard UFO research as something that is not
intellectually respectable, and this includes many who are interested
in Vedic thought either from a scholarly or a traditional religious
point of view. At the same time, many serious UFO researchers feel
that to bring old mythology into a discussion of UFOs is unscientific
and can only lead to useless mystical speculation. It is therefore
important for me to give some justification for writing on the theme of
UFOs and Vedic literature. I will begin by making a few observations
on the shortcomings of UFO evidence, and then I will point out how
the study presented in this book might help overcome them.

One notable weakness in this body of evidence is that there
appears to be no way of performing a reproducible experiment that
will give us reliable information about UFOs. The problem is that
UFOs are connected in many reports with humanlike beings that seem
to have superhuman technological powers. If this is true, then we can
study these beings only to the degree that they are willing to reveal
themselves to us. But if “they” exist, they have shown little willingness
to cooperate with human investigators. There is even evidence
suggesting that they may try to deliberately keep people in the dark
about their activities and their real nature. Thus UFO phenomena may
be inherently difficult to study by standard scientific methods.

Yet even if a phenomenon is completely unpredictable and
uncontrollable, it might still be expected to leave some “hard”
evidence that can be scientifically evaluated. Where are the
photographs and instrument readings that record the flight of UFOs?
Where can we find UFO hardware or tangible physical evidence of
UFO landings and other activities?

Interestingly enough, there are many reports of hard UFO evidence
in the form of ground traces of landings ( pages 66-69 ), photographic
records ( pages 73-77 ), and physical injuries suffered by UFO
witnesses ( pages 129-30 and 346-48 ). In addition, books have been
written arguing that government authorities have collected a great
deal of high-quality UFO evidence, which they keep hidden on the
grounds of military secrecy. I myself have been told by an engineer
involved in military weapons testing that high-quality UFO photos
were regularly taken in the 1950s by technical personnel known to



him, but that these photos have never been revealed to the public (
pages 29-30 ). I discuss this controversial topic in Chapters 1 and 3 .

Although hard evidence for UFOs does exist, the evidence readily
available to the public says very little by itself. It can only take on
significance in the context of a complete story involving witnesses
whose honesty and competence can be evaluated.

This is illustrated by the following example. In 1987, a building
contractor named Ed Walters claimed to have videotaped a UFO flying
near his backyard in Gulf Breeze, Florida. Dr. Bruce Maccabee, a
physicist and UFO investigator, made the following evaluation of this
videotape:

If the only information about this sighting were Ed’s testimony and the
pictorial information contained within the videotape itself, . . . I would
seriously consider the hoax hypothesis in spite of the demonstrated difficulty
in duplicating the videotape. However, taken in the complete context of the
sighting, with the other witnesses testifying that they saw Ed videotape the
UFO, I conclude that Ed did not produce his videotape using a model.
Rather, I conclude that he videotaped a True UFO. ©

Maccabee was able to rule out the hoax hypothesis only by
interviewing the people involved in making the tape and evaluating
their character and motives. If his judgement was right, then the tape
provides useful information about the appearance and flight of UFOs.
But whether he was right or wrong, most people must depend on his
report in order to assess the validity of the tape. The only alternative
would be to go to Gulf Breeze and conduct one’s own investigation.
But as time passes this option becomes less and less feasible.

We can conclude that most readily available UFO evidence takes
the form of reports in which the testimony of witnesses and
investigators is of crucial importance. Since one cannot arrange to see
UFO phenomena at will, and hard evidence is meaningless without
accompanying testimony, one has no alternative but to rely on such
reports or make one’s own investigations. And one’s own
investigations simply result in more reports for people to read.

In this book, I will take UFO evidence mainly from a wide variety
of available reports, but unfortunately I will not be able to prove the
truth of any of the reports that I cite. Proof, in so far as it is possible,
can come only from in-depth investigation of particular cases. Of
course, some of the cases I present have been extensively investigated,
and the investigators have concluded that the cases are genuine.
However, I am not in a position to prove that they are right or show
that their investigations were really carried out properly.

Since my survey of UFO material is intended to be comprehensive,
it inevitably combines material that is relatively well attested with
material that seems particularly dubious. I have included some



dubious material because suppressing it would result in a false picture
of the UFO evidence. An artificially sanitized picture of the UFO scene
would not be realistic, and I should warn the reader that when I
present the evidence for certain claims, that does not necessarily mean
that I regard those claims as valid. In some cases, my aim is to alert
the reader to the kind of false material that can be found in the UFO
field.

Some doubtful-looking UFO-related material is certainly phony.
Yet we should be cautious about superficially rejecting things as false
simply because they seem absurd. Information that initially seems
absurd or meaningless may prove to be highly significant when seen
later on in a broader context. Absurdity is defined only in relation to
an accepted theoretical view, and as theoretical insight develops, the
status of evidence as absurd or anomalous may also change.

It has been said that to listen sympathetically to “absurd nonsense”
compromises one’s credibility as an objective, scientific thinker.
Perhaps this is so, but I would suggest that sympathetic attention to
evidence is essential if real advances in scientific knowledge are to be
made. As science advances, ideas once regarded as absurd may later
become orthodox. Examples would be the idea that continents drift
across the surface of the globe, or the idea that electrons tunnel
through energy barriers. Of course, other ideas may prove to be
actually invalid, including some that are accepted by mainstream
scientists.

To keep this book from becoming too large, I have inevitably given
emphasis to some UFO cases and neglected others. The same is true of
my treatment of Vedic material. Hopefully, the sample of cases I have
chosen is representative, and the same points could be illustrated
using a different representative set of cases. Although certain cases are
repeatedly mentioned, this does not mean that I regard them as being
uniquely significant.

Since I am concerned with tracing patterns in collections of
modern and ancient reports, this book can be regarded as a
comparative study of folklore. It is certainly legitimate to study
folklore, and for many readers this may be the best way to make an
initial approach to the subject matter of this book. However, in the
background of any study of folklore, there is always the question of
how the folklore really originated. Is it simply a product of
imaginative storytelling motivated by psychological factors, or does it
have a basis in objective reality? In the next section, I will make a few
preliminary observations on this topic.

Explanations for the Origin of UFO Lore



There is a saying that “amazing claims require amazing proof.” This
commonsense idea creates a problem in the interpretation of UFO
evidence: a report of amazing proof is itself an amazing claim which,
in turn, requires more amazing proof. The ironic result of this is that a
case with elaborate proof may seem less credible than a case with
relatively little in the way of proof.

For example, suppose that someone claims to have seen a flying
object unlike any known manmade vehicle. This is an amazing claim.
But if he offers a photograph of the object as proof, then that
photograph constitutes another amazing claim. We can always
suppose that the photograph might have been a hoax.

If he offers a large number of high-quality photographs as proof,
then his claim becomes even more amazing, and our suspicions of
fraud may become even greater. For example, Ed Walters of Gulf
Breeze, Florida, published a book containing many remarkable UFO
photos that he claimed to have taken with a Polaroid camera. 7 These
photos were judged to be genuine by an optical physicist (Bruce
Maccabee). But many readers reacted by saying that because of their
very quality, they must have been faked. As one reviewer put it, “I am
reminded of the warning frequently given by bunco squad detectives:
“If it sounds too good to be true, it probably is.” Gulf Breeze sounds
too good. . ..” 8

To make things worse, there is evidence suggesting that there have
been massive UFO hoaxes on a scale requiring considerable amounts
of manpower and money. A possible example is the case of the Swiss
contactee Eduard Meier, which is supported by—among other things
— high-quality photos and movies, eyewitness testimony, photos
made by eyewitnesses, UFO sound recordings, UFO ground traces, and
professional analysis of UFO samples by a prominent IBM engineer. 9 ,
10 As far as I am aware, no one has actually proven that this case is a
hoax, but it is a definite possibility. Such cases simply add more
weight to the idea that large amounts of high-quality evidence are a
cause for doubt rather than confidence.

If UFO reports become more doubtful the more evidence there is to
support them, then why should any reports of this kind be taken
seriously? The reason is that there are large numbers of apparently
independent UFO reports from around the world, and these tend to be
very similar in content. These reports are often made by respectable
people who have no obvious motive for making up a bizarre story and
exposing themselves to ridicule. Roughly speaking, five possible
explanations are generally advanced to account for this:

1. UFO reports result from natural illusions or misperceptions.
For example, people may mistake stars, planets, or weather



balloons for UFOs.

2. There is a mental aberration that causes large numbers of
people to report UFO experiences, even though these
experiences are not veridical. The content of these people’s
UFO stories is derived either from information transmitted
by normal means (such as news media) or from delusory
mental processes.

3. There are substantial numbers of people who sometimes
lapse into dishonesty, even though they have reputations for
being honest. During these lapses they sometimes make up
UFO stories, drawing on normal sources of information for
guidance.

4. There is a massive hoax organized on a worldwide scale. The
perpetrators of this hoax induce people to report UFO
experiences, using methods ranging from bribes to the
skillful use of Hollywood special effects and mind control
techniques.

5. Although liars, frauds, and lunatics do exist, many people
who report UFO encounters are experiencing real
phenomena, which are worthy of careful observation and
analysis.

It is widely acknowledged that explanation (1) applies to many (but
not all) UFO reports involving objects or lights seen at a great distance
in the sky. However, it cannot apply to close-encounter reports, in
which people have a close view of strange craft and even stranger
beings. If these reports are not lies, the only conventional explanation
for them is that they involve highly abnormal mental states.

Explanation (2) suffers from the drawback that many UFO reports,
including those of close encounters, are made by normal people who
are considered to be sane and responsible by their peers. In many
cases, people reporting extremely bizarre UFO encounters have been
tested by psychologists or psychiatrists, who judged them to be free of
mental illness ( pages 61-63 and 152-58 ). To me, this is one of the
strongest arguments for the reality of UFO phenomena. Large numbers
of simple, direct statements by normal, levelheaded persons carry
much more weight than a few sets of fancy photographs.

One skeptical reply to this involves the false memory syndrome
(FMS). In recent years there has been great controversy over
techniques of psychotherapy which supposedly enable people to
recover repressed memories of childhood sexual abuse. Adults
confronted with accusations of such abuse have countered that these
accusations are based on false memories generated in the accusers’
minds by the therapeutic process.



One can argue that UFO close encounter stories are based on false
memories generated in people’s minds by zealous UFO investigators
and by UFO stories circulated through books and the media. My own
impression is that there is some truth to this hypothesis, but I do not
think that it can explain all UFO close encounter reports. After all,
even the most vigorous proponents of FMS do not claim that all
recovered memories of childhood abuse are false. I discuss this topic
in greater detail in Chapter 2 ( pages 50-53 ).

There are many real or alleged quirks of the mind which can be
invoked to explain UFO phenomena. These include fantasy proneness,
temporal lobe lability, dissociation induced by abuse in childhood,
and ambulatory schizophrenia. Although it is legitimate to consider
that such mental conditions may give rise to UFO reports, it is
important for researchers to demonstrate the existence of a real causal
link between the hypothesized conditions and the reported
experiences. Otherwise, there is the danger that scientific progress can
be hampered by allowing a false, blanket explanation to block real
inquiry and understanding.

The way is also opened for people in positions of authority to use
charges of mental malfunction to persecute persons holding unwanted
beliefs. For example, consider ambulatory or “sluggish” schizophrenia.
In the Soviet Union this alleged disorder was used to imprison
political dissenters:

The principles established by the Serbsky Institute of Forensic Psychiatry in
Moscow have an important place in Soviet psychiatric method. Particularly
relevant to psychiatric abuse are the theories of Dr. A. V. Snezhnevsky, a
leading psychiatrist at the Institute and a member of the Academy of Science
of the USSR. Dr. Snezhnevsky’s concept of “sluggish schizophrenia”—a
mental illness with no visible symptoms—has been used in psychiatric
diagnoses that have secured the compulsory confinement of scores of known
dissenters since the 1960’s. 11

The key point here is that sluggish or ambulatory schizophrenia has
no symptoms other than the unwanted thinking that it is invoked to
suppress. One could similarly invalidate UFO testimony by
interpreting it as symptomatic of a disorder which discredits both the
testimony and the persons making it. But we should avoid this, since it
is both unscientific and unjust.

We should also avoid the temptation to label someone as a fraud or
a liar simply on the grounds that they have made a claim that strikes
us as implausible or absurd. In the course of this book, I will introduce
a great deal of testimony that will strike many people (often including
myself) as absurd. Any of this testimony could be fraudulent, but I will
only argue that this is so in cases where I am aware of definite
evidence of fraud.



There is not a single case cited in this book in which I can prove
that the testimony was not fraudulent. This is inevitable, given the
fact that I am simply reviewing reports written by others. I presume
that a certain percentage of the material that I cite is phony, but I
cannot say what that percentage might be. I can say only that I have
not seen enough evidence of fraud to justify explanation (3), which
maintains that UFO reports from ostensibly responsible people are
generally (or always) lies.

Jacques Vallee has advocated explanation (4)—the worldwide
hoax theory—for many UFO incidents, although he thinks some UFO
cases involve genuine paranormal phenomena. 12 In recent years there
has been an increase in testimony linking the U.S. military and
intelligence establishments with the UFO abduction phenomenon (
page 47 ). There is also reason to think that some purported UFO
documents connected with these establishments may be part of an
organized campaign of disinformation ( pages 110-15 ). However, I
have not yet seen evidence indicating that UFO reports in general are
due to a hoax organized on a global scale.

This leaves us with explanation (5), the hypothesis that many UFO
experiences are due to a real but unknown phenomenon. As I have
already mentioned, one of the most compelling reasons for adopting
this explanation is that many ostensibly sane people from widely
separated parts of the world have made UFO reports. Even though
these reports seem to originate independently, they are linked
together by standard features that appear repeatedly in report after
report.

Of course, one can argue that reports made within recent years
cannot be proven to be independent, because there are many ways in
which UFO information can spread from one person to another. It is
here that comparisons between UFO accounts and Vedic literature
become useful.

It turns out that there are many detailed parallels between typical
UFO close-encounter reports and certain accounts from Vedic texts.
Most of the UFO encounters I will be discussing took place in Western
countries, where most people are almost completely unacquainted
with Vedic ideas. Thus we can rule out the possibility that most UFO
accounts have been influenced to any significant degree by Vedic
literature. Likewise, the Vedic literature was written long before the
modern period of UFO reports, and could not have been influenced by
this material.

Vedic Literature and Culture Shock

Thus far I have defended the study of the UFO phenomenon, but I



have said little to justify the introduction of Vedic literature into such
studies. I will now offer a few suggestions as to how Vedic material
could be approached by readers of this book. I also make some
additional points on the interpretation of Vedic texts in Appendix 1 .

People have many different perspectives on Vedic literature, but
since this book has been written in America, we should discuss the
typical American or European response to the Vedic world view. To
put it briefly, this response is often one of culture shock. This is a
consequence of the overwhelming strangeness of Vedic thinking to the
Western mind, combined with specific objections arising from
religious, ethnic, political, and scientific considerations.

The religious and ethnic objections are unfortunately based on
exclusivism and charges of exclusivism. In response, I can only
recommend an open-minded approach to other people’s religious and
ethnic ideas. Perhaps the study of the UFO phenomenon will help us
overcome barriers based on cultural differences within human society,
since these differences may be dwarfed by the differences between
human societies and those of nonhuman intelligent beings.

Perhaps the best way to overcome misunderstandings based on
ethnic and religious differences is to openly discuss all aspects of the
world views of different peoples. To do this effectively would require
a massive cross-cultural study. My own conviction is that such a study
would result in a unified picture of human cultures that attributes
much greater reality to each culture’s world view than modern science
allows.

Such a study lies far beyond the scope of this book. But as a
starting point, I can ask the reader to compare the ideas presented
here with those of Barry Downing, a Christian minister with a Ph.D. in
science and religion, who has written extensively about UFOs and the
Bible. 13 One point made by Downing is that UFOs may provide
evidence for the reality of Biblical phenomena, such as visits by
angels, that seem mythological from our modern perspective.

A similar point can be made about the Vedic literature. According
to Vedic accounts, ancient peoples used to be in regular contact with
advanced beings from other worlds. If this is true, and if
contemporary UFO reports seem strange to us, then shouldn’t we
expect the Vedic world view to also seem strange? The strangeness of
the Vedic world view should not be taken as an immediate reason for
dismissing it as mythology.

This brings us to the scientific objections to the Vedic world view.
These come from several scientific fields, including physics, biology,
archeology, and cosmology. In this book I cannot discuss all of these
objections, but I note that some scientific objections to the Vedic
world view also apply to UFO reports. These are the objections to the



“physically impossible” actions of both UFOs and their reported
occupants. It turns out that many of these actions are paralleled by
corresponding impossible actions described in Vedic accounts.

These remarks are in defense of the reality of the Vedic world
view. But just as the reader can approach UFO reports as folklore, he
can also view the Vedic literature as folklore. The parallels pointed
out in this book can be studied from a strictly literary viewpoint.
However, it is natural to ask if something real may underlie these
parallels. I would suggest that just as UFOs may be more real than our
scientific and cultural conditioning may have allowed us to believe,
the same may be true of the world view presented in the Vedic
literature .



PART 1
A Survey of the UFO Literatur e



1

Science and the Unidentified

I n September of 1967, Dr. John Henry Altshuler was working as a

pathologist at the Rose Medical Center in Denver, Colorado. He had
heard about UFO sightings in that state’s San Luis Valley. So one day,
out of curiosity, he stayed overnight in the Great Sand Dunes National
Monument park to see if he could observe anything.

About 2:00-3:00 a.m., I saw three very bright, white lights moving together
slowly below the Sangre de Cristo mountain tops. I knew there were no roads
up on those rugged mountains, so the lights could not be cars. They were
definitely not the illusion of stars moving. Those lights were below the tops
of the mountain range and moved at a slow, steady pace. At one point, I
thought they were coming toward me because the lights got bigger. Then
suddenly, they shot upward and disappeared. !

Altshuler was caught by police in the park, and when they learned
that he was a medical hematologist, they took him to see a strangely
mutilated horse that had been found ten days earlier not far away.
After helping them out in their investigation of the horse, he took
leave of the police officers in a state of great anxiety.

I begged everyone not to reveal my name or where I was from. I was
unbelievably frightened. I couldn’t eat. I couldn’t sleep. I was so afraid I
would be discovered, discredited, fired, no longer would have credibility in
the medical community. My experience in 1967 was so overwhelming to me,
I denied the experience to everyone, even to myself. It was a matter of self-
preservation, trying to give myself an insurance policy in the medical
profession.

Unexpectedly, Dr. Altshuler had fallen into the danger of being
publicly connected with socially condemned subject matter. His
reaction may seem extreme. But ridicule and ostracism are very
effective punishments, and everyone knows how willing people are to
use them. Altshuler was visualizing the imminent destruction of the
medical career that he had worked for years to achieve. The same
fear, operating in various scientific and academic professions, may
have a strong effect on the publication and study of all types of
anomalous observational data.



Stephen Braude, a professor of philosophy at the University of
Maryland, pointed out how the fear of negative social labeling affects
the study of psychical phenomena. He observed that parapsychologists
tend to avoid the study of large-scale psychokinesis (PK), in which
heavy objects such as sofas and tables are reported to move and
levitate. After listing some theoretical and ideological reasons for this
avoidance, he added:

Others, I believe, are simply embarrassed by the extreme nature of many of
the reported phenomena, and fear that their interest in them will be judged
to be uncritical, weak-minded, or unscientific. And that fear is not without
foundation. Historically, as a matter of fact, serious investigators of large-
scale PK have been treated very badly by fellow scientists. 3

People naturally tend to ridicule things that don’t fit into their
familiar systems of thought. But unfortunately, one effect of ridicule is
to reinforce the limits such systems impose. By discouraging the
careful study of forbidden topics, ridicule restricts people’s
opportunity to learn about these topics. For example, large-scale PK
may be reality or nonsense, but as long as people are afraid to
carefully investigate it, it will remain a disreputable unknown.

Another effect of ridicule is that it allows absurd or irresponsible
versions of a subject to flourish. There are always unscrupulous people
who are willing to distort the truth to fool others or to make a fast
buck. Unlike scholars with good reputations to maintain, such people
do not tend to be discouraged by ridicule. Thus ridicule has the
perverse effect of encouraging ridiculous stories while inhibiting
serious scholarship.

For many years, the subject of UFOs, or unidentified flying objects,
has been widely regarded as disreputable by the general public. This
could partially account for Dr. Altshuler’s fear of being known as a
UFO witness. But what reaction might Altshuler expect from his
scientifically trained colleagues and from scientific researchers
dedicated to the objective study of natural phenomena? Would these
people also be likely to respond to his story with intolerance?

It turns out that the role of science in the story of UFOs is
surprisingly complex. Scientists have not simply dismissed the study of
UFOs as a fringe subject. In a number of instances, reputable scientists
have strongly argued that UFOs involve technology and even physical
principles unknown to science. Government-funded scientific studies
of UFOs have been made, scientific UFO conferences have been held,
and scientific journals have been founded to provide a forum for
discussing UFO evidence. But ridicule nonetheless plays a very
powerful role in the position of scientists on the UFO issue.

Between 1967 and 1969, the eminent physicist Edward U. Condon



headed a scientific study of UFOs under the auspices of the University
of Colorado. The study was funded by a government grant of
$523,000, and it produced a final report of well over 500 pages. As I
will show in Chapter 3, this report—commonly known as the Condon
Report—contains strong evidence suggesting that some UFOs may be
vehicles exhibiting an unknown technology. However, Condon
concluded the report by saying that UFO studies will probably not
contribute anything to the advancement of scientific knowledge.

It is instructive to see how this conclusion was communicated to
the scientific community. I will begin with an editorial in the
prestigious journal Science , written by Hudson Hoagland in 1969, just
after the publication of the Condon Report. Hoagland was at that time
President Emeritus of the Worcester Foundation for Experimental
Biology, and he was a member of the Board of Directors of the AAAS,
the American Association for the Advancement of Science.

In his editorial, Hoagland compared UFO reports to claims by
spiritualistic mediums to produce ectoplasm and movements of
objects. He also told an anecdote about how he and the magician
Harry Houdini had exposed a bogus medium. Having established this
background, Hoagland then made the following remarks about UFOs:

The basic difficulty inherent in any investigation of phenomena such as those
of psychic research or of UFO’s is that it is impossible for science to ever
prove a universal negative. There will be cases which remain unexplained
because of lack of data, lack of repeatability, false reporting, wishful
thinking, deluded observers, rumors, lies, and fraud. A residue of
unexplained cases is not a justification for continuing an investigation after
overwhelming evidence has disposed of hypotheses of supernormality, such
as beings from outer space or communications from the dead. Unexplained
cases are simply unexplained. They can never constitute evidence for any
hypothesis. Science deals with probabilities, and the Condon investigation
adds massive additional weight to the already overwhelming improbability
of visits by UFO’s guided by intelligent beings. The Condon report rightly
points out that further investigations of UFQO’s will be wasteful. In time we
may expect that UFO visitors from outer space will be forgotten, just as
ectoplasm as evidence for communication with the dead is now forgotten.
We may anticipate, however, that many present believers will continue to
believe for their own psychological reasons, which have nothing to do with
science and rules of evidence. 4

Hoagland was convinced that all reports of unidentified flying objects
are products of defective senses, lies, or delusions. His argument was
that these negative assessments have been demonstrated in so many
cases that we can conclude they apply in all cases. However, it is
unfair to ask for proof of this since “science cannot prove a universal
negative.”

Whether this conclusion is valid or not can only be decided by
examining the UFO evidence in detail. But Hoagland’s tactic of tying



in UFO studies with the antics of bogus spirit mediums is clearly a
deliberate strategy of ridicule. His statement that believers will
continue to believe for psychological reasons is a way of excluding
studies of UFOs from the domain of science: If you study these things
you are not a scientist. You are a true believer, and your statements
convey irrational beliefs rather than scientific hypotheses.

Edward Condon also lumped in UFO studies with spiritualism and
psychical research as pseudoscience, or false science. Immediately
after completing the Condon Report, he made the following remarks
in an article titled “UFOs I Have Loved and Lost,” published in the
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists :

Flying saucers and astrology are not the only pseudo-sciences which have a
considerable following among us. There used to be spiritualism, there
continues to be extrasensory perception, psychokinesis, and a host of others.

In ancient times, the future was foretold in many ways that have gone out
of favor, such as by examining the entrails of sacrificed animals, or basing
omens on the study of the flight of flocks of birds. . . . Before you smile, bear
in mind that these views have never really had as much scientific study as
have the UFO reports. Perhaps we need a National Magic Agency to make a
large and expensive study of all these matters, including the future scientific
study of UFOs, if any.

Where the corruption of children’s minds is at stake, I do not believe in
freedom of the press or freedom of speech. In my view, publishers who
publish or teachers who teach any of the pseudo-sciences as established truth
should, on being found guilty, be publicly horsewhipped and forever banned
from further activity in these usually honorable professions. 5

Of course, Condon was right in saying that something should not be
taught as established truth unless it has been solidly demonstrated.
But in the realm of science, opinions will vary as to what is true, and
scientific progress is hindered when many different possibilities
cannot be freely and openly discussed. Condon was apparently
confident enough of his ability to recognize pseudoscience to be
convinced that its rigid exclusion would not impede the free pursuit of
knowledge.

To understand why UFO investigations are rejected as false science
in such strong terms, we must consider how the UFO phenomenon
appears to scientists from their own theoretical perspective. To get
some insight into this, I will examine some points made by William
Markowitz in an article on UFOs published in Science in 1967, and
reprinted in 1980 in a book entitled The Quest for Extraterrestrial Life .

For Markowitz and many other scientists, the starting point for
doubt is theoretical. The problem with UFOs is that in many reported
cases they don’t strike people as mindless natural phenomena. Rather,
they seem to be intelligently controlled vehicles not built by human



beings. If such vehicles exist, then they must come from somewhere.
Science cannot accept anything ethereal, higher-dimensional, or
supernatural, and so the vehicles must originate as solid, three-
dimensional objects. We don’t see facilities for building such things on
the earth, and the other planets in the solar system are thought to be
uninhabited. This implies that if the UFOs are real vehicles, then they
must be visitors from distant stars. That this is so is called the
extraterrestrial hypothesis (ETH).

In his article, Markowitz identified himself as an expert on
interstellar spaceflight, and he discussed various schemes for
accomplishing this. All of these schemes were based on the principle
of the rocket, in which matter is expelled from the rear of a craft, and
the craft is pushed forward by the resulting reaction. He concluded
that interstellar travel is not possible using these methods, and
therefore UFOs could not be extraterrestrial craft.

He pointed out that published UFO reports often describe objects 5
to 100 meters in diameter that land and lift off. Arguing that these
objects would have to fly on the basis of rocket thrust, he said, “If
nuclear energy is used to generate thrust, then searing of the ground
from temperatures of 85,000°C should result, and nuclear decay
products equivalent in quantity to those produced by the detonation
of an atomic bomb should be detected.” 6 From this he concluded that
the reported objects could not be extraterrestrial spacecraft, unless the
laws of physics are wrong. Yet he said, “I do not take issue with
reports of sightings and will not try to explain them away. I agree that
unidentified objects exist.” 7

He brought up the possibility of reconciling UFO reports with the
extraterrestrial hypothesis by assigning “various magic properties to
extraterrestrial beings.” 8 These include powers of teleportation and
antigravity. However, he rejected these out of hand. He also
considered “semi-magic hypotheses” that are based on known physical
laws but include impractical features such as 100% efficient
conversion of matter to energy. These he also rejected.

Markowitz concluded that the extraterrestrial hypothesis is
untenable because practical travel between the stars is physically
impossible. In contrast, at the AAAS symposium on UFOs in 1969, the
astronomer Carl Sagan held out the remote possibility of developing
some method of interstellar travel. But he suggested that the chances
are vanishingly small that another civilization in this galaxy will
launch an expedition that happens to reach the earth. 9

He argued that out of 10 10 “interesting places” in this galaxy, at
most 10 6 will be solar systems with civilizations that send out
interstellar expeditions. That means that for each interesting place to
have a good chance of being visited in a given time period, at least



10,000 expeditions per civilization must go out on the average in that
period. For example, for the earth to receive one visit per century on
the average, an expedition rate of 10,000 expeditions per civilization
per century would be necessary. This means 100 expeditions per year
in each civilization. Given the great difficulties involved with
interstellar travel, Sagan concluded that such expedition rates are not
plausible, and therefore UFOs are not likely to be interstellar visitors.

Interestingly enough, Sagan raised the question of why people are
so attached to the extraterrestrial hypothesis for UFOs. He asked why
people don’t propose that UFOs are such things as projections of the
collective unconscious, time travelers, visitors from another
dimension, or the halos of angels. 10

As we shall see, people have considered such hypotheses. But for
conservative scientists they are all in the same crackpot category as
psychical phenomena. The leaders of the scientific community are
naturally conservative in outlook, and they are limited to considering
hypotheses that seem plausible in the context of accepted physical
principles. The idea that people are seeing vehicles built by nonhuman
intelligence seems to fly in the face of these principles, and thus the
views of Hoagland and Condon on UFOs are naturally attractive to
many scientists.

UFO Reports by Scientists and Engineers

Contrary to Hoagland’s prediction, UFOs have apparently not been
forgotten by scientifically inclined people in the years since 1969.
Although the scientific community generally rejects the subject of
UFOs as a serious topic of discussion in its formal publications, many
scientists seem to take the subject seriously on an individual basis.

For example, in July of 1979, the magazine Industrial Research/
Development published an opinion poll on the attitudes of “1200
scientists and engineers in all fields of research and development.” 11
In response to the question, “Do you believe that UFOs exist?,” 61%
responded that they probably or definitely exist, and 28% said they
probably or definitely do not exist. Researchers younger than 26 were
more than twice as likely to believe in the existence of UFOs than
were those older than 65, and there was a continuous shift in belief
percentages between these two age limits.

As far as individual sightings are concerned, 8% said they had seen
a UFO, and 10% said that perhaps they had seen one. Also, 40% said
they believe UFOs originate in “outer space,” 2% thought they
originate in the U.S.A., and less than 1% thought they are a creation
of communist countries. Over 25% thought UFOs are natural
phenomena. Scientists are also actively involved in investigating



UFOs, although again, this is done outside of the official institutions of
science. In some cases, they carry out such investigations individually,
and in other cases they work through UFO research organizations.
These organizations are sometimes structured like scientific
associations, although they have no standing in the scientific
community. An example is MUFON, the Mutual UFO Network. In
1989, this organization had an Advisory Board of Consultants with 96
members. These included 65 people with Ph.D.’s, mostly in the natural
sciences, and 16 people with M.D.’s. 12

One reason for this continuing interest is that credible people,
including scientists and engineers, have reported many UFO sightings.
To illustrate this, I will begin with a sighting reported by the
astronomer Clyde Tombaugh, the discoverer of the planet Pluto.
Tombaugh elaborated on his experience in a letter dated September
10, 1957, to a UFO investigator named Richard Hall:

Dear Mr. Hall:

Regarding the solidity of the phenomenon I saw: My wife thought she saw
a faint connecting glow across the structure. The illuminated rectangles I saw
did maintain an exact fixed position with respect to each other, which would
tend to support the impression of solidity. I doubt that the phenomenon was
any terrestrial reflection, because some similarity to it should have appeared
many times. I do a great deal of observing (both telescopic and unaided eye)
in the backyard and nothing of the kind has ever appeared before or since. 13

This letter was included in The UFO Evidence , an extensive collection
of UFO sighting reports that was edited by Hall and published in 1964
by an organization known as the National Investigations Committee
on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP). Here is another example from this
document of a UFO sighting by an astronomer:

On May 20, 1950, between 12:15 and 12:20 p.m., Dr. Seymour L. Hess, a
meteorologist, astronomer, and an expert on planetary atmospheres,
observed a bright, at least partially spherical object in the sky from the
grounds of the Lowell Observatory. According to his account of the incident,
which he wrote within one hour of the sighting, the object was definitely
neither a bird nor an airplane, as it had no wings or propellers. Although it
appeared to be very bright against the sky, as it passed between Hess and a
small cumulus cloud in the Northwest its color appeared dark. Based on the
object’s elevation and angular diameter as he perceived it through 4-power
binoculars, Hess calculated its size to be approximately 3 to 5 feet. Judging
from the movement of the clouds, which were drifting at right angles to the
motion of the object, he estimated that the object must have been moving at
about 100 mph and possibly as fast as 200 mph. However, he neither saw
nor heard any sign of an engine. Dr. Hess was head of the Department of
Meteorology at Florida State University as of 1964. 14

It is perhaps significant that neither of these sightings was made
during the course of professional astronomical observations. The



Condon Report contained a statement by Carl Sagan and five other
scientists that “no unidentified objects other than those of an
astronomical nature have ever been observed during routine
astronomical studies, in spite of the large number of observing hours
which have been devoted to the sky.” They pointed out that the
Mount Palomar Sky Atlas contains 5,000 plates with a large field of
view, the Harvard Meteor Project of 1954-58 included 3,300 hours of
observation, and the Smithsonian Visual Prairie Network included
2,500 hours. Nonetheless, “Not a single unidentified object has been
reported as appearing on any of these plates or been sighted visually
in all these observations.” 1°

One response to Sagan and his colleagues was given by
astrophysicist Thornton Page, who pointed out that “the astronomical
telescopes in use have almost no chance of photographing a UFO
passing through the telescope field.” 16 However, he went on to say
that the Prairie Network covered 65 per cent of the sky for bright
objects over an area of some 440,000 square miles in the Midwest. It
should have been able to pick up UFOs, but didn’t. 17

A possible explanation for this was given by the astronomer
Franklin Roach, who had spent over three decades studying the
airglow in the night sky. He observed that his photometric records
were not routinely examined for UBOs, or unidentified bright objects.
In fact, such objects would not be expected to appear in the records
because starlike light sources were deliberately “underdrawn” and
thereby omitted.

However, at the time of the Condon UFO study, an experiment was
made to see what would happen if bright light sources were not
omitted:

During the Colorado Project, Frederick Ayer supervised the detailed study of
one night of observations at Haleakala Observatory in Hawaii in which the
analysts were instructed not to underdraw any deflections at all. All starlike
deflections were then compared with the positions of known stars and
planets. Somewhat to our surprise, on two of the records near midnight there
were unmistakable deflections not due to known astronomical objects. 18

Roach concluded that it is important to distinguish carefully between
a lack of reports and a lack of systematic search for anomalous
phenomena. He also noted that his records showed that the UBOs
were not known objects, but they gave no indication of what they
really were. (Although he didn’t mention meteors, I presume that he
considered this obvious possibility.)

The Condon Report cited a study of over 40 astronomers that was
contained in Blue Book Report No. 8 of December 31, 1952. It seems
that 5 made UFO sightings—a percentage said to be higher than in the
population as a whole. The author of this section of the Condon



Report remarked, “Perhaps this is to be expected, since astronomers
do, after all, watch the skies. On the other hand, they will not likely
be fooled by balloons, aircraft, and similar objects, as may be the
general populace.” 19 He then commented on some discussions that he
had with the astronomers:

I took the time to talk rather seriously with a few of them, and to acquaint
them with the fact that some of the sightings were truly puzzling and not at
all easily explainable. Their interest was almost immediately aroused,
indicating that their general lethargy is due to lack of information on the
subject. And certainly another contributing factor to their desire not to talk
about these things is their overwhelming fear of publicity. 20

So astronomers do sight UFOs, even though it is said that no evidence
for UFOs shows up in any astronomical studies. Could fear of publicity
be inducing astronomers to avoid reporting UFO observations and to
avoid studying or drawing attention to observations that are reported?
One begins to wonder when one reads how UFO investigator Jacques
Vallee first became interested in the subject of UFOs:

I became seriously interested in 1961, when I saw French astronomers erase
a magnetic tape on which our satellite-tracking team had recorded eleven
data points on an unknown flying object which was not an airplane, a
balloon, or a known orbiting craft. “People would laugh at us if we reported
this!” was the answer I was given at the time. Better forget the whole thing.
Let’s not bring ridicule to the observatory. 21

Vallee was working as a professional astronomer at the time, and later
he became a computer scientist and, among other engagements,
directed a research group working under contract with the Advanced
Research Projects Agency in the United States. His experience at the
observatory encouraged him to view scientific research from a very
radical perspective, and it started him on a career of UFO research
that resulted in many influential books on this subject.

In spite of a tendency for data suppression and underreporting,
sightings by responsible individuals do add up, and as they are
publicized or transmitted by word of mouth, they contribute to an
undercurrent of interest in the subject. Here are two additional reports
by engineers that appeared in The UFO Evidence:

(1) While on an evening walk in mid-October of 1954, Major A. B. Cox,
graduate of Yale University, member of the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers, and member of the Society of American Engineers, observed a
large, grayish, disc-shaped object in the sky above his farm in Cherry Valley,
New York. In a letter to NICAP’s Assistant Director of correspondence,
Richard Hall, dated December 28, 1955, Cox described the unusual flying
patterns of the object, which he estimated to be about 35 feet in diameter
and five to six feet thick. It moved like a wheel sliding sideways, but without
rotating. At one point, the object suddenly stopped and then continued flying



upwards at approximately right angles to its previous course. This was
curious to Cox as an engineer, since the turn was shorter and more rapid
than he thought possible for any airplane. 22
(2) A well-attested UFO sighting occurred on April 24, 1949, at about 10:30
a.m. on the White Sands Proving Ground in New Mexico. Charles B. Moore,
an aerologist and graduate engineer balloonist, along with four enlisted
personnel from the Navy White Sands Proving Ground, saw a gleaming
white, ellipsoid object while doing work for the Office of Naval Research.
Using an ML-47 theodolite including a 25-power telescope, they were
tracking weather balloons when they spotted the gleaming object, which
subtended an angle of about .02 degrees and was about 2% times longer than
it was wide. (A theodolite is a device for accurately measuring the horizontal
and vertical direction of an object sighted through a telescope.) With their
naked eyes as well as with the telescope, they viewed the unidentified object
for approximately one minute, after which time it disappeared from sight as
it suddenly moved up from 25 degrees above the horizon to 29 degrees.
Moore launched another balloon fifteen minutes later to evaluate the
wind conditions. This balloon burst after reaching 93,000 feet and traveling
only 13 miles in 88 minutes, providing positive proof that the object could
not have been a balloon moving at such a rapid, angular speed below 90,000
feet. That day Moore and his group identified every airplane that flew over
the launching site by appearance and engine noise. Nothing passed overhead
which bore any resemblance to the white, gleaming object they had seen
earlier. 23

The sighting by Cox is noteworthy, coming from an engineer, because
the behavior of the object he described was unlike that of any
commonly known natural phenomenon or manmade device. However,
similar descriptions come up time and time again in UFO reports.

The sighting at White Sands Proving Ground is typical of a whole
category of reports emanating from engineers and technical people
connected with military research. One such person is Dr. Elmer Green,
of the Menninger Clinic in Topeka, Kansas, who informed me
personally of his experiences when he was working as a physicist for
the Naval Ordinance Test Center at China Lake, California, in the
decade from 1947 to 1957. In 1954 or 1955, he was chairman of the
Optical Systems Working Group (OSWG), a subsection of the Inter-
Range Instrumentation Group (IRIG). This was an organization of
professional scientists and engineers, both civilian and military, who
were engaged in recording data on weapons tests at several military
bases. These included tests of rockets, guided missiles, bombs, and
aircraft. OSWG was concerned specifically with metric photography,
in which high-speed tracking cameras and photo-theodolites were
used to determine the trajectories of rockets and other flying objects.
Much of this equipment was custom-made, and it all met the highest
professional standards.

In his position, Green heard frequently about incidents in which
UFOs flew into camera range during weapons testing and were



photographed. He heard about good-quality films that had been made
of UFOs, and he personally saw black and white still photos of UFOs
that were made by people in his group. He was aware of some 40 to
50 professional people who had some connection with UFO sightings
made during weapons testing.

In one case at White Sands, a V2 rocket was about to be fired. Two
objects that were two to three feet in diameter came down, circled
around the V2 several times, and went back up, vanishing into the
sky. The camera crew used up all their film on the UFOs, and so the
V2 flight was canceled while they reloaded their cameras.

Green himself made a UFO sighting in the presence of Jack
Clemente, who at one time was the photographic officer of the Naval
Ordnance Test Center at China Lake. The two men were expecting the
arrival of an AJ bomber, which they saw coming in at about 800 feet.
As the airplane flew over, they saw an object about 16 feet in
diameter flying beneath it at about 400 feet. The object seemed to be
a structured, mechanical craft. It had a semicircular forward section
marked with what looked like lines of rivets, and a smaller,
semicircular back section colored amber like an artist’s triangle. In the
blink of an eye, the object flipped up to the wing of the plane. It
remained there, pacing the plane, for a few seconds, and then it flew
away at great speed, vanishing from sight in 2.5-3 seconds. On the
basis of his experience with rockets, Green estimated that it
accelerated at 10 to 20 g’s. The object made no sound and it did not
show up on radar (although other UFOs have done so). However, it
was photographed, and Jack Clemente wrote a report on the incident.

Clemente later asked to see a copy of his report and the
accompanying pictures. But he was told that no trace of such a report
could be found in the local base files. He told Green that all films and
photographs of UFOs disappeared and were presumably sent to
Washington.

I asked Green if he had ever been ordered to keep UFO information
secret. He answered that although he had a top secret clearance, he
was never told to keep quiet about UFO incidents. He explained that
such incidents were simply not discussed by military authorities.
There was no need to order secrecy about phenomena that simply did
not exist.

Green noted that although UFOs looked mechanical, they seemed
to violate the laws of physics. Although they often exceeded the speed
of sound, they never produced sonic booms. Their maneuvers
reminded him of the movements of a spot of light projected on a wall
by a flashlight, and he speculated that they might be structures that
were somehow projected into our space-time continuum.

He said that the people in his group experienced many more UFO



incidents in the early part of the decade starting in 1947 than in the
later part. He noted that in his early days at China Lake he would
regularly see the flashes from A-bomb air bursts at the nearby atomic
testing range in Nevada, and he remarked that some people speculated
on a connection between UFO activity and the atomic testing. He
speculated that the reason for the apparent UFO cover-up was that
government authorities didn’t want to admit their inability to
understand UFOs or to prevent them from flying with impunity
through our skies.

This is an amazing story, and it again brings us back to questions
involving credibility, ridicule, and suppression of information. If the
story is true, then at least 40 to 50 professional scientists had definite
knowledge of UFOs in the early 1950s. Why is it, then, that UFOs are
not openly acknowledged by scientists and leaders of society? The
story introduces a new element, governmental secrecy, which I will
discuss in Chapter 3 . The systematic elimination of “hard” evidence
by government authorities, combined with fear of ridicule and loss of
career, may explain why none of these scientists ever made strong
public presentations of their UFO experiences, either singly or in a
group.

On Scientists Who Study UFOs

Gerard Kuiper of the Lunar and Planetary Laboratory at the University
of Arizona disagreed with the idea that scientists can be swayed by
social pressure. At a meeting of the Arizona Academy of Science on
April 29, 1967, he said: “I should correct a statement that has been
made that scientists have shied away from UFO reports for fear of
ridicule. As a practicing scientist, I want to state categorically that this
is nonsense.” He pointed out that a scientist “selects his area of
investigation not because of pressures but because he sees the
possibility of making some significant scientific advance.” 24

Undoubtedly, Kuiper is partially correct. Some scientists may not
make anomalous observations involving UFOs, and they may sincerely
believe that if they did make such observations, they would openly
report them. Others may actually observe UFOs, and then suppress
their observations when brought face to face with the fear of losing
their careers. This, in turn, reinforces the feeling of the first group that
no serious UFO observations are being made.

Some professional scientists have openly engaged in UFO
investigations. However, their stories also involve the issues of
credibility and data suppression. To illustrate this, I will first discuss
the ideas of J. Allen Hynek, an astronomer and long-time consultant to
the Air Force on UFOs. Over the years, Hynek’s views on UFOs



changed greatly, and in the course of this he made a number of
seemingly contradictory statements that created doubt and confusion
about UFOs for other scientists.

In an article on UFOs, William Markowitz noted a letter to Science
in which Hynek declared that although scientists are said to never
report UFOs, actually “some of the very best, most coherent reports
have come from scientifically trained people.” 25 Then Markowitz
quoted a statement by Hynek in the Encyclopedia Britannica, in which
he referred to “the failure of continuous and extensive surveillance by
trained observers” to produce UFO sightings. 26 Markowitz felt that
these apparently contradictory statements called into question the
reliability of UFO data.

Markowitz also cited a letter to Science on April 7, 1967, by Dr.
William T. Powers:

In 1954, over 200 reports over the whole world concerned landings of
objects, many with occupants. Of these, about 51 percent were observed by
more than one person. In fact, in all these sightings at least 624 persons were
involved, and only 98 of these people were alone. In 18 multiple-witness
cases, some witnesses were not aware that anyone else had seen the same
thing at the same time and place. In 13 cases, there were more than 10
witnesses. How do we deal with reports like these? One fact is clear: we
cannot shrug them off. 27

Powers was making a rather strong claim. Were there really over 100
cases in the United States in 1954 where at least two people saw a
UFO land? According to Markowitz, Hynek informed him in 1966 that
he had no reliable reports of UFO landings and lift-offs, and no
records of cases in which a reliable witness visited an extraterrestrial
craft or talked with an occupant. 28 This statement also filled
Markowitz with doubts.

However, the statement itself was doubtful. At a symposium on
UFOs held under the auspices of the AAAS in 1969, Hynek said the
following about close encounters with UFOs:

I would be neither a good reporter nor a good scientist were I deliberately to
reject data. There are now on record some 1,500 reports of close encounters,
about half of which involve reported craft occupants. Reports of occupants
have been with us for years but there are only a few in the Air Force files;
generally Project Bluebook personnel summarily, and without investigation,
consigned such reports to the “psychological” or crackpot category. 29

One might suggest that Hynek regarded these reports as unreliable,
even though he didn’t say so when he mentioned them before
members of the AAAS. But in 1972 Hynek wrote of his meeting with
Betty and Barney Hill, two people who claimed to have spoken with
aliens on board an extraterrestrial craft. He spoke of their “very



apparent sincerity” and said that “there was no question of their
normalcy and sanity.” 30 This meeting with the Hills occurred in about
1966, close to the time of his reported statement to Markowitz.

The apparent contradictions in Hynek’s statements can perhaps be
attributed to the gradual evolution of his ideas on UFOs and his
caution in making public statements that would damage his
credibility. Hynek was a professor of astronomy, and he was chairman
of the astronomy department of Northwestern University for many
years. He was also a scientific consultant to the U.S. Air Force on
UFOs for about 20 years beginning in 1948, and he later served as
director of a civilian UFO research organization called CUFOS, or
Center for UFO Studies.

Hynek’s views on UFOs changed greatly over the years. He began
as an avowed skeptic who thought that UFOs were an utterly
ridiculous craze or fad that would quickly subside. But by 1979 he
was giving serious credence to ideas that would seem outrageous to
conservative physical scientists such as Hoagland or Markowitz. In his
introduction to Raymond Fowler’s book The Andreasson Affair, Hynek
wrote:

Here we have “creatures of light” who find walls no obstacle to free passage
into rooms and who find no difficulty in exerting uncanny control over the
witnesses’ minds. If this represents an advanced technology, then it must
incorporate the paranormal just as our own incorporates transistors and
computers. Somehow, “they” have mastered the puzzle of mind over matter.

One might ask why a professor of astronomy would publish a
statement like this. Was he saying what the “creatures of light” might
be if they exist, while maintaining a healthy skepticism about whether
they exist or not? Perhaps, but he also said in his introduction that the
book would sorely challenge skeptics who had the courage to take an
honest look at it, and he declared that it did not show the slightest
evidence of hoax or contrivance.

Hynek’s position on UFO humanoids was summed up in his book
The UFO Experience , published in 1972:

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 disrepute. Maybe UFOs could really exist, we say,
but humanoids? 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 misperceptions. Are then, all
of these reporters of UFOs truly sick? . . .

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 information that is



difficult to comprehend. The fact is, however, that the occupant encounters
cannot be disregarded; they are too numerous. 32

In 1966, however, the ideas that Hynek was willing to publicly discuss
were much less radical. For example, at a hearing of the House Armed
Services Committee on UFOs on April 5, 1966, Hynek was asked
whether or not UFOs might be piloted by extraterrestrial beings. He
answered:

I have not seen any evidence to confirm this, nor have I known any
competent scientist who has, or believes that any kind of extraterrestrial
intelligence is involved. However, the possibility should be kept open as a
possible hypothesis. . . . But certainly there is no real evidence of intelligent
behavior of hardwares. 33

When asked if he was looking for an explanation of UFOs based on
natural phenomena, Hynek answered, “Yes.” 34 It appears from these
statements that in 1966 Hynek did not think that UFOs were
intelligently controlled at all. Yet he said in his 1972 book that on
Aug. 1, 1965, a series of remarkable events occurred at U.S. Air Force
facilities near Cheyenne, Wyoming. He stated that he was informed of
these events at the time through his connection with Project Blue
Book. Here are the reports that came in:

1:30 a.m. — Captain Snelling, of the U.S. Air Force command 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 controller 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 Depot saw five objects at 1:45 a.m. . .

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 Sidney, Nebraska,
reported five UFOs going east.

4:05 a.m. — Colonel Johnson made another phone call to Dayton to say that
at 4:00 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 3:00 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 10 miles east of the site.
3:20 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-1 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. 35

Hynek noted with astonishment that when he asked Major
Quintanilla, the officer in charge of Blue Book, what was being done
to investigate these reports, Quintanilla replied that the sightings were
nothing but stars. That seems unlikely, but what were they? The
orderly behavior of the objects and their tendency to fly over military
installations does suggest intelligent guidance. Oval shapes with
flashing red lights in the center are likewise suggestive of intelligent
design.

In his book published in 1972, Hynek certainly allowed the reader
to interpret this report he received in 1965 as evidence of an unknown
intelligence. Yet less than a year after receiving that report, Hynek
told Congress that there is “no real evidence of intelligent behavior of
hardwares.”

I have discussed the development of Hynek’s ideas at some length
to illustrate both the extreme character of the reported UFO
phenomena and the effect that this had on a conservative scientist
who was trying to study and understand these phenomena. Hynek’s
need to protect his credibility apparently led him to make
contradictory statements that reduced the credibility of UFO evidence
in general. At the same time, his increasing willingness to give serious
consideration to the more extreme UFO phenomena is impressive.
Hynek showed every sign of being a careful and critical thinker, and
so one might wonder what moved him to eventually adopt such a
radical position.

Although in the mid 1960s Hynek played down the idea of
intelligent control of UFOs, one prominent scientist named James
McDonald strongly advocated it. McDonald was a senior physicist at
the Institute of Atmospheric Physics and a professor in the
meteorology department at the University of Arizona. In a public
statement prepared for newspaper editors, he gave the following
summary of his views:



An intensive analysis of hundreds of outstanding UFO reports, and personal
interviews with dozens of key witnesses in important cases, have led me to
the conclusion that the UFO problem is one of exceedingly great scientific
importance. Instead of deserving the description of “nonsense problem,”
which it has had during twenty years of official mishandling, it warrants the
attention of science, press, and public, not just within the United States but
throughout the world, as a serious problem of first-order significance. . . .

The hypothesis that the UFOs might be extraterrestrial probes, despite its
seemingly low a priori probability, is suggested as the least unsatisfactory
hypothesis for explaining the now-available UFO evidence. 36

McDonald’s article contains summaries of 18 case studies of UFO
sightings, as well as a discussion of the history of the UFO controversy
and the role played in it by science, the U.S. Government, and the
military. In this regard, he disagreed with the widespread idea that
the government is deliberately covering up information on UFOs.
Rather, he concluded that there is “a grand foulup, accomplished by
people of very limited scientific competence, confronted by a messy
and rather uncomfortable problem.” 37 Hynek also tended to favor this
foul-up idea. 38

One topic that McDonald discussed at some length is the scientific
debunking of UFOs. In particular, he mentioned the work of Dr.
Donald Menzel, an astronomer who was at one time the director of the
Harvard College Observatory and who wrote books dismissing UFOs
largely as misperceptions of astronomical or meteorological
phenomena.

McDonald discussed how Menzel explained the UFO sighting of
astronomer Clyde Tombaugh mentioned above. Menzel’s idea was that
Tombaugh saw the lighted windows of a house reflected by a ripple in
the boundary of an atmospheric haze layer. As this ripple progressed
with a wavelike motion, the reflected house would have seemed to
move like a flying saucer. 39 McDonald’s comments on this are
scathing:

Now this might go down with a layman, but to anyone who is at all familiar
with the physics of reflection and particularly with the properties of the
atmosphere, . . . the suggestion that there are “haze layers” with sufficiently
strong refractive index gradients to yield visible reflections of window lights
is simply absurd. But, in Menzel’s explanations, light reflections off of
atmospheric haze layers are indeed a sight to behold. This, I say, I simply do
not understand. 40

Although McDonald’s article was prepared only for newspaper editors
and was not published, he did write an article on UFOs in the journal
Astronautics and Aeronautics . 4! This is a detailed discussion of an
episode in July of 1957 in which an Air Force RB-47, manned by six
officers, was followed by a luminous, highly maneuverable object for
about 1.5 hours as it flew from Mississippi through Louisiana and



Texas, and into Oklahoma (see pages 212-13 ). This case is significant
because it involved simultaneous observation of the object by human
vision, by radar from the ground and from the airplane, and by
electronic counter-measures (ECM) equipment on the airplane.

Unfortunately, the same issue that published this article also
contained an obituary notice for McDonald, who died in the desert
near Tucson on June 13, 1971, apparently by suicide. The obituary
notice included the following statement, which brings us back to the
theme of ridicule, science, and UFOs:

The history of the UFO problem has been full of unusual and tragic events.
Men of highest scientific achievements have seen themselves involved in
strongly opposing views. Others have become victims of vitriolic attacks or,
perhaps worse, of ridicule. McDonald was one of them. 42

Recent Scientific Studies of UFOs

In more recent years, the tendency of the scientific community to
disdain the subject of UFOs has largely continued. However, in the
United States the Society for Scientific Exploration was founded in
1982 by 13 professors of science at major universities. The express
purpose of this society is to promote the study of anomalous
phenomena that scientists tend to neglect, and the society publishes a
refereed technical journal entitled Journal of Scientific Exploration. This
journal has published quite a number of articles on UFOs, and it also
publishes articles on paranormal phenomena.

One article published in the Journal of Scientific Exploration
described in great detail how in 1977 NASA responded to a
recommendation from President Carter’s science advisor to form a
panel of inquiry on UFOs. The author, Dr. Richard Henry, gave some
insights into the reasons for NASA’s rejection of this recommendation.
The main reason was fear of ridicule. As Henry put it, UFOs are a tar
baby, and “A scientist who touches the tar baby once, as I have, runs
the risk of getting deeper and deeper in goo. I don’t have a strong
stomach for it.” 43 Another important reason was that UFO studies
would take already scarce funds away from other important scientific
projects.

In France, a fully funded, civilian scientific UFO study group was
created by the government in 1977. This is called GEPAN (Groupe
d’Etudes des Phinomznes Aerospatiaux Non-Identifees). GEPAN
produced a five-volume, 500-page report, which was summarized as
follows by the sociologist Dr. Ronald Westrum in 1978:

The bulk of the work was devoted to eleven cases of high credibility and
high strangeness . . . [which] were studied in great detail; only two proved to



have a conventional explanation. In the other nine, it appeared that the
distance between the witnesses and the objects was less than 250 meters. Of
the five volumes of the report, three were entirely devoted to analysis of
these eleven cases, all except one of which was pre-1978. The earliest was
1966. Two of the cases were humanoid sightings.

The analysis and investigation was carried out by a four-person team in
each case; the team included a psychologist, who separately carried out a
psychological examination relevant to the evaluation of the testimony of the
witnesses. The care with which distances, angles, and psychological factors
were evaluated makes the bulk of the Condon Report seem very poor by
comparison. In many cases, the investigations were textbook models of how
such investigations should be carried out. 44

The ratio of cases with no conventional explanation to the total
number of cases will depend on the screening process used to arrive at
the initial set of cases. If cases are accepted without discrimination,
then this ratio may be very low, and this may be used to argue that
the “unexplained residue” of sightings is insignificant. For example,
Project Blue Book listed 10,147 sightings in the period from 1947
through 1965, and of these it listed 646 sightings, or about 6%, as
unexplained. In his testimony before Congress on April 5, 1966, Air
Force Secretary Harold Brown dismissed this small residue by saying,
in effect, that given the imperfections in the reports, you can’t expect
to explain everything:

The remaining 646 reported sightings are those in which the information
available does not provide an adequate basis for analysis, or for which the
information suggests a hypothesis but the object or phenomenon explaining
it cannot be proven to have been here or taken place at that time. 4>

In France, UFO reports were also handled by the CNES (Centre
National d’Etudes Spatiales), the French equivalent of NASA. In 1989,
J. J. Velasco reported at a conference of the Society for Scientific
Exploration that 38% of the UFO cases studied by CNES remained
unidentified as natural phenomena. Thus CNES apparently used
stricter screening procedures than the U.S. Air Force, and the cases
studied by GEPAN were even more tightly screened.

The conclusions of the GEPAN study stand in sharp contrast to the
conclusions of Air Force Secretary Harold Brown:

In nine of the eleven cases, the conclusion was that the witnesses had
witnessed a material phenomenon that could not be explained as a natural
phenomenon or a human device. One of the conclusions of the total report is
that behind the overall phenomenon there is a “flying machine whose modes
of sustenance and propulsion are beyond our knowledge.” 46

Thus instead of seeing a lack of evidence for a natural explanation in
the “unknown residue,” the GEPAN scientists saw positive evidence
for an inexplicable flying machine.



In summary, the aim of this chapter has been to show that the UFO
question has engaged the serious attention of quite a few reputable
scientists, and it has been discussed in official scientific forums. This
suggests that it cannot be simply dismissed as nonsense or pseudo-
science. At the same time, many reported UFO phenomena seem to be
incompatible with established scientific principles, and others are so
bizarre that they violate the norms of common sense in modern
society. Even though some reputable scientists have argued that
reports of such phenomena should be seriously studied, others have
denounced them in very strong terms. This, combined with people’s
natural tendency to reject bizarre stories, has surrounded the subject
of UFOs with an aura of ridicule that makes serious study of the
subject difficult.



2

Close Encounters of Various Kinds

I n the United States, the story of UFOs is usually said to have begun

with the famous sighting by Kenneth Arnold, a businessman from
Boise, Idaho. While flying his private plane in Washington State on
June 24, 1947, Arnold saw nine flat, shiny objects flying in a line near
Mount Rainier, and he compared their peculiar motion to a saucer
skipping over water. A newsman, inspired by this description, coined
the term “flying saucers,” and this became a household word as waves
of reports came in of strange objects seen in the skies. Surprisingly, as
years passed, these reports did not dwindle away. Rather, they began
to be made persistently in countries all around the world, and this
continues to the present day.

We have already seen that many of these unidentified flying
objects, or UFOs, do not fit very well into accepted scientific theories,
and therefore they have proven embarrassing for scientists. Indeed,
some were sufficiently strange to outrage practically anyone’s world
view. In this chapter, I will give an overview of the typical UFO
encounters that people have reported.

I should begin by making some observations about my approach to
UFO evidence. All of this evidence consists of stories related by
witnesses. As I mentioned in the introduction, even “hard evidence” in
the form of photographs or landing traces is practically meaningless if
not accompanied by personal testimony. For example, suppose
someone presents a metal sample of unusual composition and says
that it came from a UFO. Given that the testimony is valid, the metal
sample may tell us something about what the UFO was made of. But
without the testimony it tells us nothing about UFOs. Thus the crucial
evidence in UFO cases is always anecdotal—which simply means that
it consists of human testimony.

In recounting people’s UFO experiences, I will often simply tell
their story. However, it should be understood that this is generally the
story as told by a witness to an investigator. In other cases, it is the
story that an author took from an investigator’s report of what a
witness told him. In a few cases, it is what a witness directly told me.

The approach of relying on the testimony of others is universally



used in science. For example, our knowledge of what Michelson and
Morley did in their famous interferometer experiment depends
entirely on human testimony and the transmission of that testimony
through written reports.

Few people would raise objections to the story of Michelson and
Morley. But in the case of the bizarre stories connected with UFOs,
one may object that human testimony is not to be trusted and point to
the many failings of the human mind and senses. These failings should
be considered, but human testimony is still all we have to go on.

I suggest that it is wrong to object to bizarre testimony simply
because it is bizarre. To do so is to legislate that only conventionally
acceptable statements can be admitted as evidence. This would be all
right if nature happened to conform to our notions of what is
acceptable, but it is quite possible that nature does not do so.
Therefore, my strategy is to give human testimony a chance and
recognize that objections to fallible human testimony also depend on
fallible human judgment.

In discussing UFO reports, it is important to have a clear
understanding of what is meant by a UFO. This term could be used to
refer to practically anything that people see in the sky, or on the
ground, that seems unusual or unexplainable. However, on the basis
of social usage dating back to the days of Kenneth Arnold’s sighting,
the term generally refers to something that looks like an unknown,
intelligently guided vehicle. Here “unknown” means that the observed
manifestation doesn’t resemble known natural phenomena or known
manmade objects.

The phrase “intelligently guided vehicle” means that the
manifestation either looks like a manufactured object or behaves in a
way that is suggestive of intelligence. For example, if something looks
metallic, smoothly curved, and symmetrical, we may say that it looks
like a manufactured object. This impression is even stronger if it
seems to be equipped with windows, doors, or landing gear. In some
cases, only a distant light is seen, but the light’s movements may
suggest intelligent guidance. Thus, if the light moves about in different
directions, witnesses may think that it is not a meteor or a satellite. If
the light also seems to move in a way that wouldn’t be expected for a
balloon or an aircraft, then they might call it a UFO.

From this we can see that a UFO is anything but unidentified, and
the term “unidentified flying object” is a misnomer. Calling something
a UFO means that it is a particular kind of phenomenon, as defined
above. Thus, we will sometimes find someone saying, “It was not an
aircraft or a star. It was a genuine UFO.” This does not mean that the
observed phenomenon was genuinely unidentified. Rather it means
that the person wants to identify the phenomenon as an unknown



manifestation that appears to be an intelligently guided vehicle.

Some UFO sightings involve distant lights seen at night, solid-
looking objects seen during the day, or objects detected by radar. J.
Allen Hynek has classified these as nocturnal lights, daylight discs,
and radar cases. 1 The latter include radar-visual sightings in which a
visual sighting was found to correlate strongly with radar
observations. In addition, there are the so-called close encounters,
which Hynek broke down as follows:

CE1: Objects seen on the ground or at a close distance to the observer.

CE2: The same, with definite effects on the environment, observers, or
instruments, such as burned, baked, or impacted areas of ground, temporary
paralysis of the witness, or interference with electrical apparatus.

CE3: Sighting of alien entities, either by themselves or in association with a
UFO.

The close encounters of the third kind (or CE3s) involve extremely
strange material. It is customary in cartoons to associate flying saucers
with “little green men.” It is less widely known that humanlike beings
of a variety of shapes and sizes have been regularly reported in
connection with UFOs since the late 1940s. These beings are often
short in stature but are rarely green. Since they tend to be roughly
human in form, they are called humanoids.

In some cases, these beings are simply seen, and in others they are
said to communicate, often by telepathy. In most CE3 cases, the
beings do not physically capture the witnesses, although they are
sometimes reported to stun them or temporarily paralyze them. But in
recent years, great publicity has been given to a subset of the CE3
cases in which UFO beings are reported to aggressively abduct
humans and take them on board their vehicles. These are called UFO
abductions or close encounters of the fourth kind (CE4s). I will discuss
CE3 cases without abduction in this chapter and leave UFO abductions
to Chapter 4 .

There is also another kind of UFO encounter, not included in the
four close-encounter categories, in which the witness enters into a
friendly relationship with UFO humanoids, engages in extended
conversations with them, and may even be taken on rides in their
vehicles. These so-called contactee cases are infamous among UFO
investigators, and they are often branded as hoaxes. Many probably
are hoaxes, but I will argue in Chapter 5 that there seems to be a
continuum of cases stretching from CE4s to full-fledged contactee
cases. It is very hard to draw a neat line separating these two types of
cases, and so a review of the UFO evidence must consider both types.

The statistics on numbers of UFO sightings are extremely variable.
I mentioned in Chapter 1 that between 1947 and the end of 1965 the
U.S. Air Force accumulated 10,147 UFO reports. One might think that



this gives a good idea of how many UFO sightings actually take place.
However, by 1981 the Center for UFO Studies in Illinois had compiled
a computer-coded file, called UFOCAT, of about 60,000 UFO reports
from 113 countries. 2 This file was started by Dr. David Saunders after
he joined the staff of the Condon UFO study, and thus it covers the
interval from 1967 to 1981. Out of the 60,000 UFOCAT cases, about
2,000 involved CE3s, and 200 involved CE4s. 3

Clearly, the number of UFO reports in any given collection will
depend on selection criteria and the number of people who are
engaged in collecting reports. It is therefore very hard to estimate the
total number of UFO sightings in any given time period or part of the
world.

Vallee, writing in 1990, estimated that the number of close-
encounter cases known at that time was between 3,000 and 10,000.
He went on to argue that an average of 1 close encounter in 10 will
actually be reported. Taking 5,000 as an estimate of the number of
known cases, this means that 50,000 close encounters may have
actually occurred. Since the known cases are concentrated in Europe,
North and South America, and Australia, Vallee argued that twice as
many cases might turn up if one could fully survey the entire world.
This yields an estimate of 100,000 close encounters. 4

Vallee noted that close encounters tend to be nocturnal, with a
high peak of activity at 9 p.m. and a lesser peak at about 3 a.m.
However, people tend to be in bed between 9 p.m. and 3 a.m., and
thus there are fewer potential witnesses in this period. By using
statistics for the number of people active outdoors at different times of
day, one can compute a curve for UFO encounters per available
observer. This rises steadily throughout the night and peaks at about 3
a.m. Vallee suggested that this curve might give a true picture of UFO
activity as a function of time of day, and it implies an overall activity
level 14 times higher than the actual reported level. He also noted
that CE4’s show a pronounced peak between 10 p.m. and midnight. 5

False UFO Reports

One notorious feature of the UFO controversy is that people will often
mistake various known objects or phenomena for UFOs. A good
discussion of this is found in Raymond Fowler’s Casebook of a UFO
Investigator . © He pointed out some causes of false UFO reports:

Manmade flying objects: Aircraft lights, advertising planes with signs made of
many lights, the Goodyear blimp, military refueling exercises, amateur
aircraft (hang gliders), kites, fireworks, children’s homemade hot air
balloons, weather balloons, research balloons of various kinds, rocket
launches and reentries, sodium and barium clouds released from rockets for



atmospheric tests, satellites (and their reentry), and drops of flares from
military planes.

Natural phenomena: Mirages, ball lightning, birds, meteors (fireballs, bolides),
stars (for example, Sirius, Capella, and Arcturus in the Northern
Hemisphere), planets (Venus, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn), and the moon
(often when full and near the horizon).

To give an idea of how often these mistaken identifications are made,
Fowler pointed out that in the first 6 months of 1978, the CUFOS
hotline received 452 UFO reports attributable to ordinary objects.
These were aircraft in 210 cases, stars or planets in 127 cases, and
meteors in 54 cases. ’

Stars may appear to move about due to autokinesis, a process
caused by the movements of the eye. Celestial bodies may also appear
to follow a moving car because, on a straight road, their position
relative to the car will stay the same. Other causes of false UFO
reports are hallucinations due to drugs, alcohol, or mental
derangement. There are also hoaxes, including hot air balloons,
frisbees, and models photographed by children, as well as elaborate
frauds created by adults. Fowler pointed out that hoaxes make up a
very small percentage of UFO reports, and these are mostly pranks by
schoolboys.

Sightings of relatively distant objects could be caused by mild
misperceptions or simple hoaxes. But spurious close encounters seem
to require something stronger. If a person reports a detailed, close-
range view of a humanoid, then it would seem that either (1) he
actually saw an unusual being, (2) he saw an illusion of such a being
projected by an unknown cause, (3) he saw a manmade hoax, (4) he
experienced a hallucination, or (5) he is a liar. To evaluate options (4)
and (5), it is important to be able to assess the character, mental
health, and personal motivations of the witnesses in close-encounter
cases.

In some cases, witnesses are mentally imbalanced, and in others
they turn out to be “con men,” out to gain money and influence by
exploiting gullible people. However, there are large numbers of cases
in which the witnesses are sane, responsible people who gain neither
profit nor fame from their experiences, and who often try to conceal
them in order to avoid ridicule. These cases provide some of the most
persuasive evidence for the reality of close-encounter experiences. But
one can still propose that failings of perception and memory in
mentally sound people might generate reports of bizarre experiences. I
will discuss this possibility in more detail in the next section.

Reports by mentally sound people might also be due to very
elaborate hoaxes, which may be backed by considerable funding and
manpower. It is possible that human beings might, for some nefarious



reason, abduct someone and try to disguise this as a UFO abduction.
The abductors could wear UFO alien costumes, alter the victim’s
consciousness with the aid of drugs and hypnosis, and even take the
victim into a Hollywood-style UFO set.

There are, in fact, cases in which something like this may have
happened. For example, in one abduction case reported by the British
UFO investigator Jenny Randles, a woman named “Margary” (a
pseudonym) was apparently abducted, drugged, and programmed
with posthypnotic suggestions. When she later began to remember
details of the episode, she recalled one of her abductors saying in an
amused tone, “They will think it’s flying saucers.” 8

In this case, the abductors were entirely human-looking, and the
site to which Margary was taken seemed to be an ordinary house. It is
not at all clear what was going on here. For example, why go to all the
trouble to stage a phony UFO abduction and then spoil it by making
such remarks to the victim?

In recent years accusations have been made linking UFO
abductions with military and intelligence establishments in the U.S.
and Europe. Researcher Martin Cannon has hypothesized that the CIA
is carrying out extensive mind control experiments on U.S. citizens
and covering its tracks by disguising these experiments as abductions
by aliens. 9 Cannon argues that CIA-developed techniques of hypnosis
aided by drugs and radio control could well account for some of the
phenomena of mind control reported by abductees. He would attribute
the Margary case to a sloppy job done by novices in hypnotic
manipulation. 10

Although Cannon’s theory is nearly as extreme as the hypothesis of
alien abduction itself, it does explain why many abductees report
harassment by what appear to be human secret agents. It might
explain why abductees such as Leah Haley 11 and researchers such as
Karla Turner 12 report apparent abductions involving military
personnel. It also fits in nicely with Jacques Vallee’s charge that the
abduction of Franck Fontaine in France was a test of mind control
techniques carried out under the orders of highly placed officials in
the French government. 13

Of course, it is possible that a certain percentage of UFO
abductions are being carried out by human beings and others are due
to some other agency. Thus the psychologist Richard Boylan argues
that some UFO abductions are “conducted as psychological warfare
(PSYWAR) operations by military/intelligence/special operations
figures,” but he attributes other abduction accounts to intervention by
alien beings. 14

As we will see later on, many UFO close-encounter cases have
features that would be quite difficult to simulate by human beings. If



UFO close encounters in general are being staged by human
conspirators, then this would require a tremendous covert investment
in manpower and Hollywood special effects. At present, it seems
unlikely that such an enormous effort is being carried out, although
there does seem to be evidence of a covert human component in some
UFO abduction accounts. I will say more about the possible role of
government agencies in UFO encounters in Chapter 3 ( pages 110-15

).

On Misperceptions and Failings of Memory

The psychiatrist Ian Stevenson has made some observations about
misperception and failings of memory that are applicable to the
evaluation of UFO reports. Stevenson has spent many years studying
what he calls spontaneous cases in the field of parapsychology. These
are cases in which a person reports some ostensibly paranormal
experience outside the confines of a controlled, laboratory situation.
These include telepathic and precognitive impressions, out-of-body
experiences, memories of past lives, poltergeist cases, and apparitions.
Stevenson has specialized in the study of past-life memories in young
children, and he has carefully studied the use of interviews with
witnesses as the main method of researching these cases.

I will briefly summarize some remarks that Stevenson made about
evaluating the evidence for spontaneous cases. Although he did not
mention UFOs in his discussion, his observations are quite relevant to
the evaluation of UFO reports.

One of his first points was that the adjectives “authentic” and
“evidential” are applied to spontaneous cases. A case is authentic if
the witnesses and the reporting are highly reliable, so that one can
justifiably believe that the events in question happened as reported. It
is evidential if it is authentic and there is justification for thinking that
the case has paranormal features. 15

J. Allen Hynek expressed similar ideas. He spoke of a credibility
index and a strangeness index. 16 The credibility index measures the
reliability of UFO witnesses, as indicated by their reputations, medical
histories, occupations, sharpness of eyesight, and other factors. He
also said that single witness cases should be given “no more than
quarter-scale credibility.” The strangeness index measures how far the
reported events seem to defy explanation in normal physical terms.
Hynek felt that there are UFO cases of high credibility and
strangeness, and Stevenson similarly felt that there are spontaneous
cases that are authentic and evidential.

Stevenson pointed out that one defect in many spontaneous cases
is that the case was not described in writing until considerable time



had elapsed. This is also true of many (but by no means all) UFO
cases. It leads to the problem that human memories may erode with
time and that accounts may be filled in with reconstructions or
supplemental material. However, Stevenson pointed out that retention
of detail in memory depends on the emotional intensity of the
experience, on repetition, and on motivation to remember. Many
paranormal experiences involve high emotional intensity and
motivation to remember. 17 The same is reported by many UFO close-
encounter witnesses.

Stevenson went on to point out four cases in which it could be
demonstrated that witnesses retained good memory of paranormal
experiences over several years. In one example, a man and his wife
wrote detailed accounts in 1909 of an apparently precognitive dream
that he had in 1902. Eight years later, the woman wrote another
account without consulting any memoranda or discussing the case
with her husband. This account differed in only one minor detail from
her husband’s earlier account. 18 Stevenson pointed out that in all four
cases there was not only little loss of detail but also little elaboration
of new detail.

It is often charged that percipients in spontaneous cases tend to
embellish their memories as time passes, and this makes it impossible
to find out later what they originally experienced. Although Stevenson
acknowledged that embellishment does happen, he said, “In my own
experience embellishment of the main features of an account occurs
very rarely.” 19 He said that he had checked this many times by
coming back unexpectedly after one or several years and
requestioning a witness about his experiences. I am not aware of any
feature of UFO witnesses that would make them more prone to
embellishment than witnesses of paranormal events not involving
UFOs.

Stevenson noted that embellishment is more apt to occur in
accounts given by secondhand reporters of a case than it is by primary
witnesses. However, even these reporters do not always embellish the
case. He commented, “Quite as often, if not more so, they drop
important details and thus diminish its evidentiality.” 20

These tendencies could have a serious effect on UFO reports
presented in secondary literature. The authors of UFO books may be
more likely to distort testimony than many original witnesses. The
only way to guard against this is to be aware of the reputations of
UFO authors and identify the biases of particular presentations by
surveying a wide variety of books and reports. My own impression
after making a broad survey of the literature is that certain popular
UFO authors do tend to introduce their own biases into UFO accounts.
Often they do this by omitting features of UFO accounts that do not fit



into their favored hypotheses.

Another problem with reports of spontaneous cases is
malobservation. There have been many studies by lawyers and
forensic psychologists in which an event is staged before witnesses,
who are later asked to tell what happened. It is observed that the
witnesses will frequently make many errors in their accounts of what
they saw. For example, in a staged confrontation with guns, they may
fail to correctly identify which party pulled out his gun first.

Stevenson commented that, “Such experiments certainly have some
relevance to our field, but again I resist their use to reject all human
testimony in spontaneous cases.” 21 One reason he gave for this is that
witnesses may be confused about details that are crucial in a court of
law, such as who drew his gun first. But they are not confused about
the basic fact that the main event occurred— in this case an argument
in which guns were drawn.

The False Memory Syndrome

Can a person falsely remember a complete event—such as a bank
robbery—which never actually occurred? When we are dealing with a
clear, conscious memory by a sane adult of an event which occurred a
no more than a few years ago during adult life, it seems unlikely that
this will occur. However, memory does have its gray areas. If a person
does not have a clear memory of a particular event, then persuasive
social pressure may induce the person to “remember” that event, at
least vaguely, even though it never happened. This may take place
when the person is dominated by an authority figure, such as a
psychotherapist, who strongly believes that the person has repressed
memories of certain experiences and is able to recover them. It is even
more likely to happen when a highly suggestible person is hypnotized
for the purpose of recovering lost memories.

In recent years these failings of human memory have become a
topic of heated controversy. Many people undergoing certain forms of
psychotherapy have supposedly recovered repressed childhood
memories of sexual abuse by parents or close relatives. Families have
been disrupted when these recovered memories led to bitter
accusations and expensive lawsuits directed at family members.

This has resulted in a strong backlash in which accused family
members have charged that the recovered memories of abuse are
really fantasies generated in the accusers’ minds by the
psychotherapeutic process. This generation of pseudomemories has
been named the false memory syndrome (FMS), and it has become the
focus of a great deal of psychological research.

Proponents of the false memory syndrome argue that human



memory is a highly malleable, reconstructive process. Some maintain
that repressed memories may not even exist and that the apparent
recovery of lost memories is an illusion. Thus sociologist Richard
Ofshe maintains that “The notion of repression has never been more
than an unsubstantiated speculation tied to other Freudian concepts
and speculative mechanisms.” 22

Others say that repressed memories can be recovered, but false
memories may also be generated by the recovery process. Extreme
statements abound in this controversial area, but the following
statement from the American Psychological Association gives a
moderate summary of the basic FMS hypothesis: “It is possible for
memories of abuse that have been forgotten for a long time to be
remembered. . . . It is also possible to construct convincing pseudo
memories for events that never occurred. . . . There are gaps in our
knowledge of the processes that lead to accurate or inaccurate
recollection of childhood sexual abuse.” 23

A review of the evidence suggests that false memories can, indeed,
arise in peoples’ minds under the influence of suggestion. This
observation can always be used to cast eyewitness testimony into
doubt, particularly if the testimony may have been influenced by
social pressures. However, the general rejection of human testimony
has serious consequences. Child victim expert Lucy Berliner observed:
“I don’t think all eyewitness accounts should be discredited as a result
[of the false memory syndrome]. Many of the cases in our criminal
justice system depend on eyewitness accounts. If an environment is
created in which we say not to listen to those accounts, then what do
we do?” 24

I would suggest that a reasonable position is that human memory
is imperfect, but not totally imperfect. The existence of false memories
does pose complications for the interpretation of eyewitness
testimony, but it does not imply that all eyewitness testimony should
be disregarded.

Unfortunately the idea of the false memory syndrome can be used
to totally rule out certain categories of testimony as invalid. This is
shown by some of the examples of false memories cited by FMS
researchers. For example, Nicholas Spanos and his colleagues cited
three categories of false memories in an article published in The
International Journal of Hypnosis. 25 These are (1) hypnotically induced
memories of past lives, (2) memories of UFO close encounters, and (3)
memories of ritual abuse carried out by members of satanic cults. The
article took it for granted that the memories in the first two categories
must be false since, after all, past lives and UFOs do not exist. The
memories of satanic abuse were dismissed as unreal because
investigations by law enforcement agencies have failed to show the



existence of the alleged satanic cults.

Ian Stevenson has pointed out that hypnotically induced memories
of past lives are often spurious. 26 But he also maintained that “rarely
— very rarely—something of evidential value emerges during
attempts to evoke previous lives during hypnosis,” and he cited two
studies of his own in which this happened. 27

It would seem that memories of past lives recovered through
hypnosis are not necessarily false. In a few cases, such memories may
actually be evidential. If so, then these are presumably part of a larger
set of cases that are genuine but not strong enough to be considered
evidential. In still other cases, the memories may contain genuine
elements as well as elements produced by imagination.

The situation of reports of satanic ritual abuse may be similar. FBI
investigator Kenneth Lanning, who has spent years investigating the
sexual victimization of children, has pointed out that many
accusations of satanic sexual abuse are being made that law
enforcement agents have been unable to corroborate. However,
Lanning does not dismiss all of these satanic abuse reports as false. He
stated that, “Some of what the victims allege may be true and
accurate, some may be misperceived or distorted, some may be
screened or symbolic, and some may be “contaminated’ or false. The
problem and challenge, especially for law enforcement, is to
determine which is which.” 28

I would suggest that similar observations might be made about
reports of UFO close encounters. The failings of human memory make
it likely that many of these reports may contain spurious material.
This is particularly true of uncorroborated reports in which hypnosis
was used by a zealous investigator to recover lost memories from a
highly suggestible witness.

However, since human memory is not completely imperfect, and
sometimes works remarkably well, it also seems reasonable to suppose
that many reports of UFO close encounters contain realistic material
and some may be quite accurate. This is particularly true of multiple
witness cases and cases involving responsible adults with clear,
conscious memories. The use of hypnosis to recover memories of UFO
encounters is controversial, and I will discuss it in Chapter 4 .

I should also note that, according to Stevenson’s analysis,
suggestion and social pressure often tend to suppress rather than
encourage the reporting of unusual phenomena. Some researchers
argue that human errors in paranormal cases “are nearly all in the
direction of reinforcing previously held favorable beliefs about
paranormal events.” 29 Stevenson said he has encountered this kind of
amplification and it is particularly common among people seeking to
cash in on their experiences. But he pointed out that many people



report paranormal events with great reluctance due to fear of ridicule.
And “many subjects also insist that prior to their experiences they had
no settled convictions or knowledge about the experiences which
parapsychology studies.” 30 He suggested that these people are not
likely to amplify normal events into paranormal ones and may do just
the opposite. Very similar observations have been made by
investigators of UFO close encounters.

A Well-Corroborated Close Encounter

Now I will look at a few close-encounter cases in detail. The first case
is typical of UFO close encounters in content, but it has an unusual
number of apparently independent eyewitnesses who offer
corroborating testimony. It was originally investigated by the New
York City UFO researcher Budd Hopkins, and I will summarize his
account. 31

In January of 1975, George O’Barski, an astute, 72-year-old New
Yorker, was traveling home to North Bergen, New Jersey, after closing
his Manhattan liquor shop and doing some bookkeeping and
replenishing of shelves. The time was around 1 or 2 a.m. In North
Hudson Park, across the Hudson from Manhattan, his car radio began
to pick up static, and a brilliantly lit object passed the car 100 feet or
so to the left. It emitted a quiet humming sound and stopped in a
playing field ahead of the car. As O’Barski incredulously drew closer,
he saw a roundish, 30-foot-long ship that was now hovering 10 feet
above the ground. The ship had evenly spaced windows about one
foot wide by four feet high. As it sank to a height of about four feet, a
door opened between two of the windows, and nine to eleven small,
helmeted figures in one-piece garments emerged and descended using
a ladderlike apparatus. They were about 3.5 to 4 feet tall and looked
like children in snowsuits.

As O’Barski drove slowly by, watching in terror, the beings
apparently ignored him and proceeded to use spoonlike implements to
scoop dirt into bags they carried. After doing this, they quickly
reentered the craft, and it ascended, moving north. O’Barski estimated
that the whole episode took about four minutes. He recalled it
consciously, without recourse to hypnotism.

The next morning, O’Barski returned to the site, saw the holes
made by the digging entities, and felt one with his hand to convince
himself that they were real. As he put it, “A man my age telling a
story like this—why, they’d put you away. If you’d come in here a
year ago and told me the same story, I wouldn’t have believed you
either.” 32

As it turns out, however, Hopkins was able to find other people



who may have seen the same flying object. His second witness was a
man named Bill Pawlowski, who was a doorman at the Stonehenge
Apartments, a high-rise apartment building near the landing site in
Hudson Park. Pawlowski testified that he was on duty in the
apartment building at 2 or 3 in the morning one day in January of
1975. He looked up into the adjacent park and saw a row of 10 to 15
brilliant, evenly spaced lights, which appeared to be about 10 feet off
the ground, with a dark mass surrounding the lights. He walked to the
window for a better view and then turned back to call a tenant in the
building on the phone. At that moment, he was startled by a high-
pitched vibration and cracking sound. A glance at the window showed
that it was broken, and later inspection showed that it had been hit
from the outside.

As Pawlowski glanced up, the lights had disappeared. He duly
reported the incident to the North Bergen police, who came to inspect
the window. But he discreetly avoided mentioning the strange lights
in the park. Later, however, he did relate the incident to police
lieutenant Al Del Gaudio, who lived in the building. Del Gaudio told
Hopkins that he remembered hearing Pawlowski’s story about the “big
thing with lights on it” and had dismissed it as unbelievable. 33

Another witness located by Hopkins was Frank Gonzalez, a
doorman who worked at Stonehenge on Pawlowski’s nights off. He
had sighted a similar object at the same location between 2 and 3 a.m.
on January 6, six days before O’Barski’s sighting. He described his
experience as follows: “I saw something round, very bright, you know

. with some windows. I hear some noise . . . it’'s not like a
helicopter, nothing like that. Like a plane, no, no. Something different.
. . . Then, you know, I see that light go straight up and I said, ‘Oh
God!"” 34

Then there is the experience of the Wamsley family. After
Hopkins’s colleague Gerry Stoehrer gave a talk on UFOs to a North
Bergen PTA group, he was approached by 12-year-old Robert
Wamsley and his mother, Alice. They said that while the family
watched the Bob Newhart show one Saturday night in January, Robert
looked out the window and saw a round, domed, brilliantly lit craft
outside the window. It had rectangular windows that gave off a
yellowish glow, and it floated forty to fifty feet off the ground. Four
members of the family, including barefooted Mrs. Wamsley in her
bathrobe, then ran out into the street and followed the slowly moving
object for about two minutes.

The Wamsley family lived about 14 blocks from the Stonehenge
apartments, and as the UFO was lost from view it was moving in that
direction. Hopkins mentions that this apparently occurred on the same
day as O’Barski’s sighting; one piece of corroborating evidence for the



date was that both O’Barski and the Wamsleys noted that the weather
was unusually mild for January. 35 It would seem, then, that O’Barski,
Pawlowski, and the Wamsleys may have seen the same craft on the
same date. Gonzalez may have seen the same or a similar craft in
another visitation six days earlier.

This story is typical of many UFO close-encounter reports. There is
the strange craft, which looks like a piece of flying architecture with
no evident means of propulsion. The craft makes a humming sound,
and it carries bright lights. Little human figures dressed in suits
emerge from it, engage in some apparently meaningless action, and
then depart.

The UFO definitely seems to be intelligently controlled. It doesn’t
operate according to known physical principles in any immediately
obvious way. But, at the same time, the story contains no direct
evidence that the UFO is extraterrestrial. This conclusion could only
be inferred indirectly by saying that if the “little men” do not live on
the earth, then they must come from another planet. But this is surely
not the only possibility.

Could the story be a hoax, a hallucination, or a misperception of
natural phenomena? Certainly, natural phenomena seem to be ruled
out. The hypothesis of hallucination or hoax runs into difficulty
because several people testified to seeing the strange object.

One might argue that the witnesses influenced one another,
perhaps on a subconscious level, so that they all came up with
mutually supportive stories. This might be true of Pawlowski and
Gonzalez, who both worked at the Stonehenge apartments. But the
three groups consisting of (1) O’Barski, (2) Pawlowski and Gonzalez,
and (3) the Wamsleys were supposed to be mutually unknown to one
another. If they did influence one another, they must have known one
another and that suggests a deliberate conspiracy. Or one might
propose that when Hopkins visited Stonehenge, he influenced
Pawlowski and Gonzalez to imagine their stories. Then Stoehrer’s talk
influenced the Wamsleys to concoct their story.

Of course, only O’Barski saw the little suited figures, and one
would have to ask if he had a history of mental derangement.
However, Hopkins characterized him as intelligent, “street-wise,”
reflective— and a strict teetotaler. Also he was not a UFO “believer”
before his experience.

The digging up of soil samples by the little figures is puzzling. This
activity has been reported in large numbers of UFO cases, and it has
been popularized in movies like ET. O’Barski might have heard about
it, but why would he invite ridicule by claiming to have seen such a
thing himself?

Now, it turns out that the Stonehenge encounter story has



additional features that I haven’t yet mentioned. We can get another
perspective on this story by turning to the testimony of the
psychiatrist and UFO researcher Berthold Schwarz:

I also saw four of the Stonehenge protagonists in cursory psychiatric and
paranormal surveys. . . . EU, the day doorman, and a leading experient, has
had lifelong high-quality psi: e.g., possible precognition—he claimed
foreknowledge of the UFO activity—apparitions and telekinesis. His son and
wife also had unusual presumed psi experiences. EU and the apartment
electrician shared a close daytime sighting. They noted how the top floor of
their apartment was unique, and might have resembled the stereotyped
concept of a conventional UFO by its circular shape, dome, and flashing
lights on the sides. EU wondered: “Is there an attraction to this building?” 36

Apparitions and telekinesis? Four protagonists? It begins to look as
though the Stonehenge apartment building was a hotbed of psychic
and UFO activity. The fact that several persons at Stonehenge had
paranormal and UFO interests might cause one to speculate that the
whole sighting story was concocted by people with overheated
imaginations. But we should consider that Hopkins’s first lead was the
story of O’Barski, who—barring conspiracy—had no connection with
Stonehenge. How, then, could the story have originated at
Stonehenge? And was the Wamsley family driven to lies or
hallucinations by stories originating in that apartment building?

The information added by Schwarz illustrates two important points
about the UFO phenomenon. The first is that no matter how much one
knows about a given UFO encounter case, there is likely to be other
important information about which one is unaware. In many
instances, this information simply hasn’t come to light during the
investigation of the case. In other instances, the investigator may be
able to believe and report certain aspects of the case, but he finds
other aspects so incredible that he decides not to mention them. Or he
may not mention certain aspects because he fears people may dismiss
the whole case on hearing of them.

The second point is that UFO encounter cases tend to be connected
with paranormal phenomena. Sometimes the witnesses, or people
associated with them, have a past history of paranormal experiences.
In others, a person will begin to have paranormal experiences after the
UFO encounter, involving telepathy, poltergeist phenomena, or
psychic healing. This is an empirical observation that I will gradually
document with a number of examples. Later on I will consider what it
might mean.

A Report to Congress

Next I turn to a UFO close-encounter case that was reported to



Congress on April 5, 1966, during the hearings on Unidentified Flying
Objects by the Committee on Armed Services. The report on the case
was submitted to Congress by its investigator, Raymond Fowler, who
was identified as a project administrator and engineer in the
Minuteman missile program. This case involves a close-range sighting
of what seemed to be a strange flying machine, and it also involved
several eyewitnesses. The total report in the Congressional record
occupies about 33 pages.

The story unfolded near Exeter, New Hampshire, during the early-
morning hours of September 3, 1965. The first sign that something
strange was happening came at 1:30 a.m., when police officer Eugene
Bertrand investigated a parked car and found a distraught woman
(some reports say two women) who claimed that her car had been
followed for some 12 miles by a flying object encircled with a brilliant
red glow. She stated that the object dived at her moving automobile
several times.

Bertrand rejected this story but was soon summoned back to his
police station to investigate a similar story by 18-year-old Norman
Muscarello. The teenager had burst into the station at 1:45-2:00 a.m.
in a state of near shock. He stated that while he was hitchhiking along
Route 150, a glowing object with pulsating red lights suddenly came
floating across a nearby field in his direction. He said that the object
was as big as a house and that it was completely silent as it moved
toward him. After he dove for cover, the object backed away and
disappeared over the trees. After banging on the door of a nearby
house with no response, he flagged down a car, which took him to the
police station.

Bertrand and Muscarello returned to the scene, and at about 2:25-
2:40 a.m. both saw the object rise silently from behind a row of trees.
As Bertrand later described it, the object was as big as a house. It
seemed compressed, as if it were round or egg-shaped, with no
protrusions like wings, rudder, or stabilizer. The object had a row of
four or five blinding red lights that blinked cyclically, casting a blood-
red glow over the field and a nearby farmhouse. Bertrand said that the
lights were brighter than any he had ever seen, and he had the
impression that he and Muscarello might have been burned if they did
not run from the object as it approached them.

The lights seemed to be part of a large, dark, solid object. 37 As
nearby horses kicked in their stalls and dogs howled, the object
floated about two hundred feet off the ground, yawing from side to
side with a fluttering motion like a falling leaf. The total time of the
sighting was about ten minutes.

This testimony was confirmed by officer David Hunt, who arrived
on the scene in time to observe the object for five or six minutes as it



departed in the direction of Hampton. The police also received a
phone call from an excited man in Hampton, who reported seeing a
“flying saucer” but whose line went dead before he could be
identified.

At one point, this sighting was identified in a newspaper as an
advertising plane owned by the Sky-Lite Aerial Advertising Agency of
Boston. However, some checking showed that this plane was not
flying on the night in question, and it carried a sign made of 500
white lights—with no red lights. 38

The Air Force initially proposed that Muscarello, Bertrand, and
Hunt had seen high-flying airplanes in a refueling exercise called Big
Blast “Coco.” However, the timing of the sighting ruled this out, and
Air Force officials concluded:

The early sightings by two unnamed women and Mr. Muscarello are
attributed to aircraft from operation Big Blast “Coco.” The subsequent
observation by Officers Bertrand and Hunt occurring after 2 a.m. are
regarded as unidentified. 3°

The high intensity of the lights reported by the witnesses seems to be
crucial for the interpretation of this sighting. It would seem that an
advertising plane or military planes in a refueling exercise would not
produce such an overpowering impression of blinding light to
observers at ground level. And if the witnesses were seeing an
unknown natural phenomenon, why would the lights be arranged in a
row and flash in sequence?

Un Disco Volante

Most of the well-publicized cases recorded in the UFO literature in the
forties, fifties, and early sixties involved sightings of strange flying
objects from a distance. However, close encounters were also being
reported during this time. We have already cited Dr. William Powers’s
statement in Science that there were over 200 reports of UFO landings
in 1954, many with occupants. The actual level of reporting may have
been even higher. Thus Edward J. Ruppelt, the head of U.S. Air Force
UFO investigations in 1952, wrote in The Report on Unidentified Flying
Objects that he felt plagued by reports of landings, and his team
conscientiously eliminated them. 40

It is not clear why UFO reports became so much more prominent
after 1947 than they were before. There are earlier reports, but these
are relatively few in number. For example, Raymond Fowler, while
explaining the origin of his interest in UFOs, pointed out that his
mother had a UFO encounter in Bar Harbor, Maine, when she was a
child in 1917. Fowler relates that one evening his mother and her



sister were returning home with friends from a church club meeting.
As they took a shortcut across a field, a huge silent object suddenly
appeared overhead, and “hues of reds, blues, greens, and yellows
reflected off their frightened faces.” 41 In this case, the terrified
children ran for home, and the incident was over.

This encounter is striking because it shares features with the much
more elaborate visitations at Fatima, Portugal, which also occurred in
1917. The events at Fatima also involved multicolored lights from the
sky which reflected from peoples faces, and they are described in
Chapter 8 ( pages 293-96 ).

Going back to 1947, a classical encounter with diminutive
humanoids was said to have taken place in Italy on August 14 th of
that year. This report is interesting because it antedates all other well-
known reports of “little men” from UFOs. At the same time, it was
never widely publicized, and so it is hard to see how it could have
influenced the many similar cases that took place after it.

The witness in this case was Rapuzzi Luigi Johannis, a well-known
Italian painter and science fiction writer. His encounter occurred near
Villa Santina, north of Venice and near the borders of Austria and
Yugoslavia. Johannis said he first related his story in confidence to
two people in America when he visited there in 1950. He tried in
1952 to publish an account in L’Europeo but was turned down since he
lacked proofs. He finally published it in an Italian magazine, Clypeus,
No. 2-5, in May 1964 under the title “ Ho visto un disco volante. ” 42 1
mention these dates to show that Johannis could have made up the
story, based on UFO literature available by 1964. Of course, this
doesn’t mean that he did make it up.

On the day of the encounter, Johannis, who was interested in
geology and anthropology, was hiking up a mountain stream, looking
for fossils. He saw, wedged into a transverse cleft in the mountainside,
a red, metallic, disc-shaped object with a low central cupola and no
apertures. This object had a telescoping antenna and was some 10
meters wide. He noted in his account that at that time he knew
nothing of flying saucers.

While looking to see if anyone else was around, he saw two “boys”
at a distance of some 50 meters. On approaching them, he realized
that they were not human, and he felt paralyzed and devoid of
strength. They were not over 90 centimeters in height (about 3 feet)
and wore translucent, dark blue coveralls, with red collars and belts.
Their heads were bigger than those of a normal man. Johannis said
that their facial features, described in anthropomorphic terms,
included enormous, protruding round eyes, a straight, geometrically
cut nose, and a slitlike mouth shaped like a circumflex accent. The
“skin” was of an earthy green color.



After gaping in astonishment for a couple of minutes, he waved his
geological pick and shouted something. In response, one entity
touched his belt, sending forth a “ray” that left Johannis prostrated on
the ground, devoid of all strength to move. He managed to roll over
slowly in time to see one entity make off with his pick. The entities
then returned to their craft, which shortly flew off, dislodging a
cascade of stones from the mountainside. He testified that the disc, as
it hovered in the air, suddenly grew smaller and vanished. This was
accompanied by a blast of wind which rolled him over on the ground.

After some three hours, Johannis felt strong enough to painfully
make his way home. He recalled that he resolved to say nothing about
the incident, as he didn’t want to be considered a crazy visionary, or
worse. On traveling to New York two months later, he heard for the
first time about the flying saucers seen by Kenneth Arnold, and at that
time he decided to reveal the story in confidence. He also said that
two local people testified to seeing a red ball rising in the sky and
vanishing at about the time of the incident.

In this account, there are several features that occur repeatedly in
UFO close encounters. The paralyzing ray is standard, and so is the
abrupt disappearance of the disc at the time of its departure. In his
testimony before Congress on April 5, 1966, J. Allen Hynek made the
observation that if UFOs are tangible objects, then they should be seen
flying from point to point over considerable distances. Hynek found it
puzzling that this is not observed. 43 Instead, UFOs often seem to
appear abruptly, maneuver about in a localized area, and then
abruptly disappear. After we review more examples of this, I will
consider some ideas as to what may be happening.

The little men seen by Johannis were also typical in a number of
ways. The uniforms, small stature, big heads and eyes, and slitlike
mouths show up repeatedly in close-encounter cases. The green skin,
however, is somewhat unusual—despite jokes about little green men.

Martians, Fertilizer, and Psychiatry

The validity of the Johannis account depends entirely on the integrity
of Johannis himself. He was clearly an intelligent and talented
individual, but one might suspect that he was too talented. Did he just
make up the story? It is not clear why he would do this or what he
had to gain by it, but we cannot rule out the possibility.

In contrast to the Johannis case, Dr. Berthold Schwarz has
recounted an equally bizarre story in which a careful evaluation of the
character of the witness makes it seem highly unlikely that he was
concocting a tall tale. Since the credibility of this story rests on the
reputation of Schwarz, I note that he is a psychiatrist who has written



books on both child psychiatry and psychical research. He has also
written a book on psychiatric aspects of the UFO phenomenon, and
that book is the source of the story I am about to present.

At about 10 a.m. on April 24, 1964, a 26-year-old farmer named
Gary Wilcox was spreading manure in a field on his dairy farm in
Newark Valley, New York. He saw a white, shiny object above the
field, just on the inside edge of the woods, and he drove up on his
tractor to investigate it. At first he thought it was a fuselage or fuel
tank of an airplane, and he went up and touched it. There then
appeared from underneath the object two four-foot-tall men holding a
metal tray filled with alfalfa, roots, soil, and leaves. They wore whitish
metallic suits that left no part of their bodies exposed.

As Wilcox stood there anxiously, wondering what kind of trick was
being played on him, one of the men said, “Do not be alarmed,” in an
eerie voice that seemed to emanate from the general vicinity of his
body. They then asked Wilcox questions about farming and fertilizer
and claimed they came from Mars, which is made of rocky substances
not fit for growing crops. They made comments about air pollution in
congested areas, and predicted the deaths of astronauts Glenn and
Grissom from exposure in space. The men then ducked under the craft
and disappeared. The craft produced a noise like a car motor idling,
glided away for about 150 feet, and disappeared into the air.

In response to the men’s request for some fertilizer, Wilcox later
brought a bag of it to the site. The next morning he noticed that it was
gone. 44

Now, what kind of person would tell a story like that? Berthold
Schwarz carried out a psychiatric examination of Wilcox and found
that he “had no past history for neonatal disturbances, serious illness
in the formative years, neurotic character traits, dissociative or
amnesic experiences, fugues, sociopathic behavior, school problems,
head injury, encephalopathy, surgery, or any kind of aberrant
behavior.” 45 He was in good health and had been a good student in
school. He had no previous interest in UFOs or exotic subjects, and his
reading was limited to newspapers and popular magazines. He
sometimes attended services at a local Baptist church.

Schwarz tested Wilcox, using the Cornell Medical Index Health
Questionnaire, the Rotter Incomplete Sentences Test, and the
computer-automated Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI). The results were consistent with physical and emotional
health. On the MMPI “a configural search for positive traits and
strengths showed correlations for describing the subject as compliant,
methodical, orderly, socially reserved, and sincere.” 46

Schwarz concluded, “It would be most unusual . . . for Gary Wilcox
to concoct such a fantastic story without some clues for this from his



psychiatric examination or from interviews with his friends,
acquaintances, and family.” 47 At the same time, he noted that there is
no reason to suppose that the beings in the story came from Mars just
because they said so.

Cases Involving Children

In a survey of UFO cases, it is important to note that UFO encounters
are also reported by children. Here I will give three examples of such
reports. One might object that children are prone to lies and fantasy,
and therefore their testimony carries little weight. However, as shown
by the traditional story of the boy who cried wolf, adults are able to
distinguish between honesty and dishonesty in children. One lie may
be hard to detect, but a child is unlikely to stop at one, and adults
who inquire about the child will learn about his pattern of dishonest
behavior.

The stories that I will recount in this section are not as well
attested as the Wilcox case, but I think they deserve to be considered.
As with all UFO stories, they do not constitute proof. But a satisfying
approximation to proof can come only by understanding the overall
pattern in large bodies of data, and then judging individual cases by
how well they fit into the pattern. If we exclude large sections of data
from consideration, we may miss important clues to the pattern.

The first of the three children’s reports is given in an article
entitled “The Landing at Villares del Saz,” by Antonio Ribera, a
longtime UFO researcher in Spain. 48 The principal witness in this
case was an illiterate 14-year-old cowherd boy named Méaximo Mufioz
Hernéiz. He had an encounter while tending cows in the early part of
July 1953 near the village of Villares del Saz, Cuenca, Central Spain.
Here are excerpts from an interview of the boy, conducted by the
editor of the newspaper Ofensiva:

What you saw doesn’t exist. So how do you explain it?

1 did see it. I did see the little chaps.

At what time did you see the machine?

At one o’clock.

What were you doing at that moment?

I was sitting down, watching the cattle to see that they didn’t get on to the
Crops.

Did you hear any sound beforehand?

Yes, but slight. So I didn’t turn round.

You had your back turned in that direction?

Yes, sir.

What did you hear?

(Maximo Herndiz said that he had heard a faint, muted, intermittent
whistling. When he turned in that direction, the machine had already



landed.)

What did you do when you saw it?

Nothing. I thought it was a big balloon—one of those that they let off at
fairs. Then I realized it wasn’t. It glowed very brightly.

Did it glow the whole time?

Less when it was stationary than when it moved off.

What was its colour?

[The boy indicated that the object was grey in color, about 1 meter 30
centimeters high (51 inches), and shaped like a small water jug.]

Did it remain there on the ground long?

A very short time. As I thought it was a balloon, I went over to grab hold of
it. Before I had time to reach it, a door opened and little chaps started
coming out of it.

What were the little chaps like?

They were tiny. Like this (about 65 centimetres [26 inches]).

Were their faces like ours?

Their faces were yellow, and their eyes were narrow.

(The painter Luis Roibal, who was with the newspaper editor, made a
number of sketches of little men according to the lad’s description.)

Yes, like that, but more chaparrete.

(The features of the faces are completely oriental.)

How many little men came down out of the balloon?

Three.

Where did they come out?

Through a little door that the thing had on top.

How did they get down?

They did a little jump.

Then what did they do?

They came over to where I was.

Did they speak?

Yes, Sir, but I couldn’t understand them.

How did they stand?

One on one side of me, one on the other, and the one who spoke to me was
in front of me.

Did they do anything to you?

When I didn’t understand what he said to me, the one standing in front of me
smacked my face.

And then what?

Nothing. They walked off.

How did they get up into the machine?

They grabbed hold of a thing that was on the balloon, and jumped, and in
they went.

The boy said that the men were dressed in smart blue suits like
musicians at a fair, and they wore flat hats with visors. They also wore
metal sheets on their arms, but he couldn’t describe these clearly.
After the men reentered the object, it glowed very brightly and flew
off rapidly, leaving no exhaust trail and making the same whistling
sound as before.

Ribera said that the boy’s father went to the site with the officer in
charge of the local police station, and they found footprints plus four



holes forming a square 36 centimeters (14 inches) on each side. Other
witnesses, including the police constable of the Honrubia Police Post
near Villares, reported seeing a flying grayish-white sphere coming
roughly from the site in Villares de Saz at the time of the encounter.

Strange though this story is, it is similar to many others told all
over the world. If it really does originate with an illiterate cowherd
boy from central Spain, it is hard to see why he would have thought of
commonly reported details such as the oriental-looking faces, the
whistling sound, the glowing of the globe, and its flight without a
visible exhaust trail. Presumably, he would have needed coaching by
someone knowledgeable, and this doesn’t seem plausible for an
illiterate 14-year-old boy from a family of farmers. If the story is false,
then it seems likely that the entire description of the boy and his
situation must be false.

Another example of testimony from a child comes from 12-yearold
John Swain, the son of a farmer living near Coldwater, Kansas. He had
a UFO encounter in September of 1954, and wrote a letter about it to
one Reverend Baller on Oct. 3, 1954:

You ask me about the saucer I saw. I was disking the field when I saw it. We
had tractor trouble. It was late when we got it finished. It was cooled off
some, so I worked till 8 p.m. Then I unhitched from the disk and came in. I
met it about 400 feet and didn’t see it. I came on a . . . [terrace?]. He was
crouched behind it. He jumped up and looked at me, and kind of floated. He
jumped into the saucer and it lighted up and took off. It went out of sight. I
told Mom and Dad about it. We talked it over. Then Mom called the sheriff.
He came down that night and questioned me. He said he would come again
in the morning and look and see if there were any tracks around. There was.
He sent the reports to Washington, D.C. Signed, John Swain. 49

The tracks in question were said to be wedge-shaped and unlike those
made by ordinary shoes. The floating of UFO entities is commonly
reported, and once again we see a reference to a flying object that
lights up or glows when it takes off. If this is a fantasy, it shows
adherence to standard UFO themes rather than free imagination.

For the third example of a UFO encounter reported by children, I
turn to South Africa. On Oct. 2, 1978, at about 11:15 a.m., four
teenage schoolboys were waiting for the mother of the eldest to pick
them up at an isolated spot in the Groendal Nature Preserve in South
Africa. The boys became aware of a silver object protruding above the
bush several hundred meters away, on the other side of a valley. At
this moment, another of the boys noticed two men dressed in silver
coveralls about 275 meters to the west of the object. Shortly after this,
the two men were joined by a third, and the boys noticed that their
mode of walking was peculiar. “They moved only from the knees
downward and used their legs like a fin,” one of the boys said. 50



After the matter was reported some 10 days later, the boys were
separately interviewed and gave similar stories. They also separately
made comparable drawings of the men.

Several investigators, including a major in the police, spent about
90 minutes cutting through dense brush with machetes to reach the
site. They found “a depressed area of 6 by 18 meters where the bush
had been flattened to ground level and on the outside perimeter of the
oval depression, there were 9 marks, each containing 3 or 4 tiny
imprints.” 51

Physical Traces and Effects

In the cases just described, we have seen several instances in which
landed UFOs were reported to leave physical traces of their presence
on the earth and on vegetation. Since such traces can be evaluated in
a laboratory, they provide one of the main lines of scientific evidence
for the physical reality of UFOs.

One case involving measurable ground traces was investigated by
the UFO study group called GEPAN, established by the French space
agency CNES in 1977 (see page 38 ). This case was described as
follows by the head of GEPAN, Jean-Jacques Velasco:

At about 5 p.m. on February 8, 1981, Monsieur Collini was working quietly
in his garden at Trans en Provence. Suddenly his attention was attracted by a
low whistling sound that appeared to come from the far end of his property.
Turning around, he saw in the sky above the trees something approaching a
terrace at the bottom of the garden. The ovoid object suddenly landed. The
witness moved forward and observed the strange phenomenon behind a
small building.

Less than a minute later, the phenomenon suddenly rose and moved away
in a direction similar to that of its arrival, still continuing to emit a low
whistle. M. Collini immediately went to the apparent scene of the landing
and observed circular marks and a clear crown-shaped imprint on the
ground. The Gendarmerie arrived the next day to report, and, following our
instructions, took samples from the ground and surrounding vegetation. On
D+ 39 [39 days after the sighting], a GEPAN team was sent to investigate.
The first results of the analysis proved interesting, with soil and vegetation
samples showing significant effects, in particular biochemical disturbances to
plant life. 52

The investigation showed that the witness had no psychological
problems and that his testimony was internally and externally
consistent. It also found signs of ground heating at the landing site to
between 300° and 600°C, and the probable deposition of trace
quantities of phosphate and zinc.

A biochemical analysis was carried out by the biochemistry lab of
INRA (Institute National de la Recherche Agronomique) under one



Prof. Bounias. This study dealt with the chlorophyll and carotenoid
pigment content of a species of wild alfalfa growing in the area of the
landing site. At 39 days after the sighting, a 30-50% reduction in
chlorophyll pigments A and B was observed, with young leaf shoots
showing the highest losses along with signs of premature senescence.
The strength of the effect correlated strongly with distance from the
center of the landing site. However, there were no signs of residual
radioactivity. 53

This investigation seems to show that some UFO phenomena are
amenable to serious scientific investigation. In this case, the integrity
of the witness and the empirical measurements at the landing site
combine to indicate that something unusual but physically real did
actually happen. Perhaps the simplest hypothesis to explain the
observed data is that an unknown type of flying machine did land in
M. Collini’s garden, pause for a minute or so, and then fly away.

UFO ground trace cases have been studied extensively by Ted R.
Phillips, who is a longtime UFO investigator and has participated in
several scientific UFO studies in the United States. In 1981, he
reported on a 14-year study of 2,108 physical trace landing cases from
64 countries. 54 Of these, he personally investigated over 300. He
summed up his study by saying:

1. The cases show significant statistical patterns.

2. The UFOs observed by multiple witnesses appear to have
been solid, constructed vehicles under intelligent control.

3. They produced physical traces that, in many cases, have
no natural or conventional explanation.

4. There has been very little scientific investigation of these
reports.

Phillips presented a number of statistics on UFO landing reports with
physical traces. For example, in the first four decades of this century,
his records showed about 6 physical trace cases per decade. This shot
up to 43 in the 1940s, and in the 1970s there were 1,001 physical
trace cases.

Out of his total of 2,108 cases, he said that about 275 involved two
witnesses, and about 430 involved three or more. Humanoids were
reported in 460 cases, and in 310 of these the humanoids were small
compared to normal humans. In 87 cases, they were of normal size,
and in 63 they were considered large.

Phillips gave the following data on the external features of the
observed UFOs in his cases. Each feature is accompanied by the
number of cases in which it was reported:

sound 214



external lights 207

light beam 183
dome 144
UFO rotated 125
heat 117
ports or windows 207
vertical ascent 184
landing gear 159
vapor 128
antenna 117

The landing traces were described as circular, oval, or irregular in
shape. Vegetation in the traces was burned, depressed, or dehydrated,
and there were often symmetrically arranged marks that were
suggestive of landing gear imprints.

Statistics can give us some idea about what is typical, but they
cannot explain it. However, statistical analysis can reveal some
interesting patterns in UFO data. For example, some statistics on
humanoid reports were compiled by the UFO investigators Coral and
Jim Lorenzen in a book published in 1976. 55 In a collection of 164
reports dating from 1947 to 1975, they classified humanoids as small
(under 40 inches) and large (over 40 inches). They also divided the
reported UFOs into different categories, including large and small
discs, and large and small egg shapes.

In reports mentioning large discs, 24 featured large humanoids and
five featured small humanoids. In reports mentioning small discs,
there were nine featuring large humanoids and 28 featuring small
humanoids. Thus the size of the beings seems to roughly parallel the
size of the discs. The same pattern showed up in the cases with egg-
shaped UFOs. I don’t know the explanation of this pattern, but it
would be interesting to see if it shows up in Phillips’s physical trace
cases as a correlation between humanoid size and landing track
spacing.

Electromagnetic Effects on Cars

In addition to producing physical effects on the ground, UFOs are also
well known for producing transient electromagnetic effects on motor
vehicles. This was described as follows by Roy Craig in the famous
Condon Report:

Of all physical effects claimed to be due to the presence of UFOs, the alleged
malfunction of automobile motors is perhaps the most puzzling. The claim is
frequently made, sometimes in reports which are impressive because they
involve multiple independent witnesses. Witnesses seem certain that the
function of their cars was affected by the unidentified object, which
sometimes reportedly was not seen until after the malfunction was noted. No



satisfactory explanation for such effects, if indeed they occurred, is apparent.
56

Car interference cases are reported in many different countries around
the world. Here is an example from Australia:

On October 20, 1986, near Edmonton, Queensland, a 41-year-old local
woman driving home from Cairns along the Kamma Pine Creek road began
to experience extreme difficulty in controlling her car. It was pulling to the
right side of the road. About 400 meters further along the road the dashlights
and headlights almost faded out. The woman then heard a buzzing sound
and the vehicle lost power from the engine. The witness looked up to see a
bright oval, blue-green light ahead. She had her “foot flat on the floor,” but
the motor seemed only to be idling and the car continued to travel forward
at a fairly slow speed. These phenomena continued for approximately 4
kilometres. 57

The lady said that the whole experience took some 8 to 10 minutes,
and that the UFO seemed to be traveling roughly parallel to the road.
While passing over a one-lane bridge, the UFO “suddenly took off,”
and she regained full control of her car. She testified that the car was
all right before and after the episode.

One explanation that is sometimes offered for such incidents is that
they are caused by a natural phenomenon involving a vortex of
electrified plasma. This idea has recently been elaborated by the
English meteorologist Terence Meaden in an effort to explain the
celebrated English crop circles, and UFO researcher Jenny Randles has
suggested that it might account for some reported UFO phenomena. 58
The “bright oval, blue-green light” that paced the Australian lady’s car
might be interpreted as a glowing plasma that produced a buzzing
sound and interfered with her car’s electrical system. But for this to
happen, very high energies would be required within the electrified
mass, and it is very hard to see what natural process might produce
such energies and contain them within a limited volume of space for
longer than a fraction of a second. From an orthodox scientific point
of view, it is almost as hard to account for a plasma vortex that can
interfere with a car for 8 minutes as it is to account for a flying
machine of nonhuman origin.

It turns out that UFO car-encounter cases are not all the same.
They fall naturally into several distinct groups, and this includes a
group in which some kind of electrified plasma may be involved. This
breakdown into groups can be accomplished by performing a
statistical analysis on a large collection of cases.

Such a study was carried out by Dr. Donald Johnson, a
psychologist and statistician who is director of a New Jersey
management consulting firm. 59 Johnson performed a cluster analysis
of 200 car-encounter cases ranging in date from 1949 to 1978. This



analysis used the following three variables: duration of the event,
estimated distance from the automobile to the UFO, and estimated
size of the UFO.

For each case, these three variables can be thought of as the x, y,
and z coordinates of a point in space. (Actually Johnson used the
“standard deviates of base-2 log transformations” of the variables.) We
can imagine that the 200 points corresponding to the 200 cases may
fall into a number of clusters in space. The cases in a cluster all share
something in common, and they differ from the cases in another
cluster. Cluster analysis does not tell why the cases should fall into
distinct groups, but it can help researchers identify such groups for
further study.

Johnson found that his 200 cases fell into the following seven
clusters:

Cluster 1: [19] Small objects (2 meters) that appear for one or two minutes at
very close distances. Some are red, white, or yellow-orange balls of light that
may be related to ball lightning. But eight involve reported landings.

Cluster 2: [48] Larger than average objects (12-20 meters in diameter),
maintaining a distance of 200-300 meters. Encounters last 15-20 minutes on
the average. Over half are domed discs, and a third are described as metallic.
Other features of these cases are: hovering (58%), light beams (21%), falling
leaf motion (25%), and repair activity, in which entities emerge from a
landed UFO and seem to work on it.

Cluster 3: [33] Objects slightly smaller than average size (six meters), at
medium distance (90 meters), with encounter times usually under one
minute. Over half are metallic, and they typically depart rapidly from a
landing (42%) or a position close to the ground.

Cluster 4: [11] Objects of average size, but approaching closely to an average
distance of about 15 meters. Encounter times average to about one hour.
Many of these cases involve pursuit (82%), landing (45%), and abduction
(27%). Nearly 66% involve physiological effects such as paralysis, electrical
shock, tingling, or heat. There are often noises (e.g., humming) from the UFO
(45%), a light beam (45%), and the UFO often has multiple colors (45%).
The UFO often shot up or away very quickly when departing (64%), and
75% of the witnesses experienced fear or panic during or after the event.

Cluster 5: [62] Objects 9-10 meters in diameter, with average distance of 25
meters and average encounter time of 5 minutes. Over 60% are classic
domed discs, with 40% described as metallic, and 58% described as whitish
in color, or as having a white light. Other features are hovering (68%),
landing (40%), and departing at incredible speed (39%). Half of the
witnesses expressed fear.

Cluster 6: [12] Large objects (typically 60 meters in length), sometimes cigar
shaped, that are seen only for a couple of minutes at moderately large
distances (110 meters). Half are glowing in red or orange colors (and none
are green). Other characteristics are: blocking the roadway and quickly



departing when detected (30%), hovering (50%), landing (50%), shooting
away rapidly (50%), and silent flight (75%). They generally leave no
physical traces.

Cluster 7: [5] Small objects (1 meter or less in diameter), at average distance
of 150 meters, with an average encounter time of 45 minutes. There are no
electromagnetic effects, and none of the objects are described as metallic.
Johnson suspected that these may be natural phenomena.

Once a number of clusters have been identified based on the three
variables, one can ask if the clusters differ significantly in other ways.
For example, do reports of domed discs tend to fall mainly in certain
clusters and not others? If this happens, then it indicates that the
clusters are meaningful. Different clusters involve different kinds of
phenomena.

According to Johnson’s analysis, there are indeed a number of
features that tend to be strongly present in some clusters and not
others. It would seem that there are different kinds of UFO car-
encounter cases, with some involving natural phenomena and others
involving different kinds of structured flying machines.

Johnson concluded, “My advice is to watch out for the noisy,
domed-disks with the bluish-white light beams, because the odds are
that if you encounter one of those you are likely at the very least to
suffer some physiological effects. This appears to be particularly true
if the object is hovering over the roadway in front of your car, and
seems to take an interest in your course of travel!” 60

Photographic Evidence

The topic of photographic evidence for UFOs is vast, and I will be able
to touch on it only briefly. Over the years, many photographs have
allegedly been made of UFOs, and there are also movies and
videotapes. In some cases, these photographic records show only
points of light, and thus they may represent airplane lights or natural
phenomena. However, there are many cases where the photograph or
movie clearly shows a structured, metallic craft. In these cases, there
is always the question of whether or not the images have been
hoaxed. Unfortunately, it is practically impossible to prove in any
given case that a hoax has not been perpetrated.

The status of photographic evidence for UFOs was summed up by
William K. Hartmann in the Condon Report. After surveying various
photographic cases, he admitted that “A very small fraction of
potentially identifiable and interesting photographic cases remain
unidentified.” Regarding these cases, he said,

1. None of them conclusively establishes the existence of



“flying saucers,” or any extraordinary aircraft, or hitherto
unknown phenomenon. For any of these cases, no matter
how strange or intriguing, it is always possible to “explain”
the observations, either by hypothesizing some extraordinary
circumstance or by alleging a hoax. That is to say, none of
the residual photographic cases investigated here is
compelling enough to be conclusive on its own.

2. Some of the cases are sufficiently explicit that the choice is
limited to the existence of an extraordinary aircraft or to a
hoax.

3. The residual group of unidentifieds is not inconsistent with
the hypothesis that unknown and extraordinary aircraft have
penetrated the airspace of the United States, but none yields
sufficient evidence to establish this hypothesis. 61

Cases that must involve either an unknown flying machine or a hoax
are perhaps not as rare as Hartmann suggests. A large collection of
such cases can be found in the book UFO Photographs, by Stevens and
Roberts. 62 Here is one example of a case from that book.

On July 29, 1952, George Stock, a lawnmower repairman in
Passaic, New Jersey, was in his yard working on a mower. At about
4:30 p.m., he saw an unusual object flying in the sky and yelled to his
father to bring their box camera. With the camera, Stock shot seven
black and white photos of a solid-looking, metallic disc with a
semitransparent dome on the top. This object seemed to be about 20
to 25 feet in diameter, and it was traveling slowly about 200 feet
above the ground. Stock had the photographs developed by a local
photo developer named John H. Riley and had them published in the
Morning Call , Vol. CXLI, No. 28 of Paterson, New Jersey, on Aug. 3,
1952.

Stock was contacted by George Wertz of OSI (the Air Force Office
of Special Investigation), who strongly insisted on obtaining the
negatives of Stock’s photographs. These were retained by the Air Force
for six months, and then, after many complaints by Stock, five of the
negatives were returned.

The case was investigated by August Roberts, who found that a
woman living three and a half blocks from Stock’s house also saw a
disc-shaped flying object at about the time Stock took his pictures.
There were other witnesses, but these suddenly became silent. Stock
himself seemed to be undergoing considerable harassment, and at one
point he turned over the remaining five negatives to Roberts, saying,
“You tell them you took them, or that they are fakes. I don’t need all
this.” 63

What are we to make of this case? If we examine the pictures, we



see that they clearly must be either fakes or images of a genuine craft
of the typical domed-disc variety. It seems that both Roberts and OSI
officer Wertz heard a rumor that some neighbor saw Stock “throwing
up a model.” But they were not able to trace it down, and Wertz felt
on the basis of his study of the photos that “the object in question was
quite high and that therefore a very large model must have been used,
if it was a model.” 64 According to Roberts, Wertz was noncommittal
about the Stock photos but tended to lean in favor of the idea of their
being genuine.

One feature of both UFO reports and photographs is that although
it is widely acknowledged that UFO shapes largely fall into a few basic
categories (such as disc, sphere, and ellipsoid), their detailed forms
show great variety. As a result, there are relatively few cases where
identical-looking UFOs have been independently photographed in
different locations. The Stock case provides one example, since UFOs
looking very similar to Stock’s were photographed in mid-1952 in
Chauvet, France, and Anchorage, Alaska. 65

Another example of two apparently independent pictures of nearly
identical UFO shapes was reported by Dr. Bruce Maccabee, a Navy
physicist who is the chairman of the Fund for UFO Research in
Maryland. During the evening of July 7, 1989, Mr. Hamazaki of
Kanazawa, Japan, videotaped an object that passed nearly over his
house. Maccabee described the shape of the object as a bright square
with a dark hemisphere extending below it, giving the impression of
the planet “Saturn with a square ring.” 66 It seems that a virtually
identical object was photographed by Michael Lindstrom in Hawaii on
January 2, 1975. According to Maccabee, the only notable difference
between the Hamazaki and Lindstrom UFOs was that the Hamazaki
UFO had a bright ring with a dark hemisphere, and the opposite was
true of the Lindstrom UFO.

In recent years, with the proliferation of home video cameras, a
number of interesting videotapes have been made of UFOs. Two such
tapes were made by an anonymous witness in Pensacola Beach,
Florida, on March 24 and 31, 1993. 67 The second tape is particularly
interesting, since it shows a UFO hovering for some time and then
abruptly disappearing. When the tape is played frame by frame, the
UFO was seen to move quickly off the screen in a series of elongated
images after its apparent disappearance. Analysis by researchers Bruce
Maccabee and Jeffrey Sainio indicated that the UFO was moving off
the screen with an angular acceleration of about 911 degrees per
second squared.

The videotape did not make it possible to determine the distance of
the UFO from the camera. But if the object was 1000 feet away, it
would have been 8-9 feet wide and its acceleration would have been



about 500 times the acceleration of gravity. (At closer or further
distances from the camera, these figures should be changed
proportionately.) This acceleration was maintained uniformly for 4
video frames or about 4/30 of a second. Maccabee calculated that at a
distance of 1000 feet, the UFO would have reached a speed of 2,650
feet/sec. when it went off the edge of the screen. This is about 2.3
times the speed of sound.

As always, it can be argued that the videotape was hoaxed. But if it
was genuine then it provides quantitative evidence for the well-known
ability of UFOs to make abrupt changes in velocity and to suddenly
appear and disappear. In this case, the disappearance of the UFO was
due to a high rate of acceleration which caused it to become invisible
to the eye.

My last illustration of photographic evidence is taken from another
important category: photographs and movies that were reportedly
taken by military personnel but are not available to the public. In
Chapter 1 ( pages 29-30 ), I presented testimony from Dr. Elmer
Green regarding UFO photos and films taken on military bases by
scientists and engineers who were members of OSWG, the Optical
Systems Working Group.

Here is a similar case. It is based on the testimony of Dr. Robert
Jacobs, a former first lieutenant in the Air Force, and now Assistant
Professor of Radio-Film-TV at the University of Wisconsin. Jacobs
claimed that on September 15, 1964, he was in charge of filming an
Atlas F missile test at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California. He said
that a couple of days after making the film he was summoned by his
superior officer, Major Florenz J. Mansmann. The major asked Jacobs
to view the film and drew his attention to what it showed at a certain
point:

Suddenly we saw a UFO swim into the picture. It was very distinct and clear,
a round object. It flew right up to our missile and emitted a vivid flash of
light. Then it altered course, and hovered briefly over our missile . . . and
then there came a second vivid flash of light. Then the UFO flew around the
missile twice and set off two more flashes from different angles, and then it
vanished. A few seconds later, our missile was malfunctioning and tumbling
out of control into the Pacific Ocean, hundreds of miles short of its scheduled
target. 68

He was told by Major Mansmann, “You are to say nothing about this
footage. As far as you and I are concerned, it never happened! Right . .
.?” Jacobs says that he waited 17 years to tell the story. 69

Dr. Green said that members of his group were told by military
authorities that there were no records that the UFO incidents they
witnessed had ever happened. But they weren’t ordered not to talk
about them. Green also pointed out that none of the high-quality UFO



photos and movies taken by OSWG were made available for study to
the scientists preparing the Condon Report. The Condon Report’s
conclusions on photographic evidence, mentioned above, were based
entirely on photographs shot by civilians on the spur of the moment
with amateur camera equipment .



3

The Role of the Government

I he public clamor over “flying saucers” that began in 1947 was

paralleled by growing concern in U.S. military circles. Within two
years after the end of World War II, a controversy had developed
within the newly formed U.S. Air Force on whether or not UFOs
constituted a threat to national security. According to Edward
Condon, opinions were sharply polarized:

Within the Air Force there were those who emphatically believed that the
subject was absurd and that the Air Force should devote no attention to it
whatsoever. Other Air Force officials regarded UFOs with the utmost
seriousness and believed that it was quite likely that American airspace was
being invaded by secret weapons of foreign powers or possibly by visitors
from outer space. |

In this chapter, I will briefly summarize the history of the involvement
of the U.S. Government and its military forces with the UFO issue. I
will begin with the official story, as presented by Edward Condon in
the Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects .

One of the earliest official efforts to deal with flying saucer reports
was initiated on September 23, 1947, by Lt. General Nathan Twining,
the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army and the Commanding General of
the Army Air Force. Twining wrote a letter recommending the
formation of a study group to investigate the problem of the “Flying
Discs.” In this letter, he ventured the opinion that:

1. The phenomenon reported is something real and not
visionary or fictitious.

2. There are objects probably approximating the shape of a
disc, of such appreciable size as to appear to be as large as
manmade aircraft.

3. There is a possibility that some of the incidents may be
caused by natural phenomena, such as meteors.

4. The reported operating characteristics such as extreme rates
of climb, maneuverability (particularly in roll), and action
which must be considered evasive when sighted or contacted
by friendly air craft and radar, lend belief to the possibility



that some of the objects are controlled either manually,
automatically or remotely. 2

Twining went on to say that piloted aircraft of the reported type might
be constructed on the basis of current U.S. technology, but an effort
along these lines would be extremely time-consuming and expensive.
He allowed the possibility that the unknown objects might be products
of a secret American project not known to his command, and he
considered that they might also be produced by some foreign nation.

The study group recommended by General Twining was designated
as Project Sign, and it continued to operate until February of 1949.
The project’s work was carried out by the Air Technical Intelligence
Center (ATIC) at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base near Dayton, Ohio.

The project’s final report seemed to indicate an ambivalent attitude
toward continued UFO investigations:

Future activity on this project should be carried on at the minimum level
necessary to record, summarize and evaluate the data received on future
reports and to complete the specialized investigations now in progress. When
and if a sufficient number of incidents are solved to indicate that these
sightings do not represent a threat to the security of the nation, the
assignment of special project status to the activity could be terminated. 3

This mood of doubt also came across in two appendices to the report,
written by Prof. George Valley of M.I.T. and Dr. James Lipp of the
Rand Corporation. These scientists argued that the existence of the
flying discs was unlikely from a theoretical point of view, and
suggested that psychological explanations should be seriously
considered.

Both commented that the behavior of the flying objects seemed
senseless, and Valley suggested that they might be some kind of
animal, even though he humorously admitted that “there are few
reliable reports on extra-terrestrial animals.” 4 Both men also pointed
out that UFOs might possibly be piloted by extraterrestrials who were
alarmed by our testing of atomic bombs. Valley then echoed another
common UFO theme by saying, “In view of the past history of
mankind, they should be alarmed. We should, therefore, expect at this
time above all to behold such visitations.” 5

After February 11, 1949, the work at ATIC on UFOs was called
Project Grudge. Apparently, this version of the UFO study created
some grudges among participating personnel. For example, the
astronomer J. Allen Hynek, who did a great deal of case analysis for
the project, later said:

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 resemblance 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. ©

Likewise, another participant, Captain Edward J. Ruppelt, said, “This
drastic change in official attitude is as difficult to explain as it was
difficult for many people who knew what was going on inside Project
Sign to believe.” 7

Project Grudge produced one report in August of 1949 with the
following conclusions:

There is no evidence that objects reported upon are the result of an advanced
scientific foreign development; and, therefore they constitute no direct threat
to the national security. In view of this, it is recommended that the
investigation and study of reports of unidentified flying objects be reduced in
scope. Headquarters AMC will continue to investigate reports in which
realistic technical applications are clearly indicated.

NOTE: It is apparent that further study along present lines would only
confirm the findings presented herein. 8

The report further concluded that all UFO reports are due to (1)
misinterpretation of conventional objects, (2) mild mass hysteria and
war nerves, (3) fabrications, and (4) psychopathological persons.
Furthermore, it stated that the Psychological Warfare Division should
be informed of the results of the study, since it indicated that
systematic planting of UFO hoaxes and false UFO stories could cause
mass hysteria. 9 A press release announcing the closure of Project
Grudge was published on December 27, 1949.

Regarding point (4), Condon himself stated that “only a very small
proportion of sighters can be categorized as exhibiting
psychopathology.” 10 As I pointed out in connection with the Gary
Wilcox case ( pages 61-63 ), many thoroughly “far out” UFO
encounter stories are told by completely sane and levelheaded people.
I will discuss this point in greater detail in Chapter 4 ( pages 153-157
).

One would think this report might mark the end of UFO study
within the Air Force. But according to Condon, on September 10,
1951, a mistake was made at the Army Signal Corps radar center at
Fort Monmouth, N.J. An object was clocked on radar at a speed much
faster than any existing jet plane. The object later turned out to be a
conventional jet, but before this was discovered, General C. B. Cabell,
the director of Air Force Intelligence, responded to the incident by
reactivating Project Grudge in a new and expanded form. 11

For a project that was seemingly resurrected by a fluke, this
version of Grudge showed remarkable longevity. It was initially
headed by Captain Edward J. Ruppelt, and it was renamed Project



Blue Book in March of 1952. Under this name, it continued until the
publication of the Condon Report in 1969, at which point the Air
Force finally terminated its official involvement with UFO
investigations.

The CIA and the Robertson Panel

At a certain level of the government, it seems that reports of UFOs,
rather than the UFOs themselves, were regarded as a threat to
national security. Thus on September 24, 1952, the Assistant Director
for Scientific Intelligence, H. Marshall Chadwell, wrote a memo to CIA
Director Walter Smith. The memo indicated that apart from a huge
volume of letters, phone calls, and press releases, ATIC had received
about 1,500 official UFO reports since 1947 and 250 official reports in
July of 1952 alone.

The Air Force regarded about 20 percent of these reports as
unexplained. However, Chadwell was concerned with a more pressing
issue than explaining reports. His main points included the following:

1. The public concern with the phenomena, which is reflected
both in the United States press and in the pressure of inquiry
upon the Air Force, indicates that a fair proportion of our
population is mentally conditioned to the acceptance of the
incredible. In this fact lies the potential for the touching-off
of mass hysteria and panic.

2. The U.S.S.R. is credited with the present capability of
delivering an air attack against the United States, yet at any
given moment now, there may be current a dozen official
unidentified sightings plus many unofficial ones. At any
moment of attack, we are now in a position where we
cannot, on an instant basis, distinguish hardware from
phantom, and as the tension mounts we will run the
increasing risk of false alerts and the even greater danger of
falsely identifying the real as phantom.

3. A study should be instituted to determine what, if any,
utilization could be made of these phenomena by United
States psychological warfare planners and what, if any,
defenses should be planned in anticipation of Soviet attempts
to utilize them. 12

What could be done? Some method had to be devised to get people to
stop reporting UFOs, and it is perhaps for this reason that the CIA
convened a special panel of eminent scientists, who met to discuss the
UFO issue during January 14-17, 1953.



The panel was named after its chairman, Dr. H. P. Robertson,
director of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group in the office of the
Secretary of Defense. It included Dr. Luis Alvarez, a physicist who
worked on the atomic bomb project and later received the Nobel Prize
in physics; Dr. Samuel Goudsmit, a physicist at Brookhaven National
Laboratories; Dr. Thornton Page, former professor of astronomy at the
University of Chicago and deputy director of the Johns Hopkins
Operations Research Office; and Dr. Lloyd Berkner, a physicist and a
director of Brookhaven National Laboratories.

After deliberating for four days (for a total of 12 hours), the panel
delivered a secret report, which was finally declassified in 1966. The
report presented the following conclusions:

2. As a result of its considerations, the Panel concludes :

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 which 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.

3. The Panel further concludes :

a. 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. 13

This threat was thought to involve the clogging of communication
channels by UFO reports, the ignoring of real signs of hostile action,
and the “cultivation of a morbid national psychology in which skillful
hostile propaganda could induce hysterical behavior and harmful
distrust of duly constituted authority.” As a consequence, the Panel
recommended that “the national security agencies take immediate
steps to strip the Unidentified Flying Objects of the special status they
have been given and the aura of mystery they have unfortunately
acquired.” 14 The method prescribed by the Panel for eradicating this
aura of mystery was “debunking,” a term defined by Condon as “to
take the bunk out of a subject.” Here is the Panel’s debunking
strategy:

The “debunking” aim would result in reduction in public interest in “flying
saucers” which today evokes a strong psychological reaction. This education
could be accomplished by mass media such as television, motion pictures,
and popular articles. Basis of such education would be actual case histories
which had been puzzling at first but later explained. As in the case of



conjuring tricks, there is much less stimulation if the “secret” is known. Such
a program should tend to reduce the current gullibility of the public and
consequently their susceptibility to clever hostile propaganda. 15

Robertson and his colleagues seemed confident that since the
extraordinary flying discs are plainly impossible, reports of such
things must reflect irrational thought processes. They instinctively
associated UFO reports with conjuring tricks, much as Hudson
Hoagland did years later when he associated UFOs with bogus spirit
mediums in the pages of Science (Chapter 1 ). The underlying
conviction here is that science knows the truth, and people make
statements contrary to that truth only because they are gullible, easily
manipulated fools. They are not necessarily crazy, but in their normal,
sane state they are prone to believing pseudoscientific nonsense.

There is no reason to think that the panelists were cynical
manipulators. It is quite possible that they were fully sincere in their
conclusions and were simply trying to carry out their patriotic duty to
protect the United States by adjusting the volatile consciousness of the
masses.

What Was Happening Meanwhile

While these activities were going on within the Air Force and the
government, UFO sightings and encounters continued to be reported
by military personnel. In 1964, the National Investigating Committee
on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP) published a compilation of information
on UFOs entitled the The UFO Evidence. This document included a
table of 92 UFO sightings by U.S. Air Force personnel dating from
1944 to 1961, with a heavy concentration in 1952 and 1953. 16

The 92 cases in this table include 24 in which an Air Force plane
chased a UFO or was chased or repeatedly buzzed by one. In an
additional 20 cases, a UFO seemed to deliberately follow an Air Force
plane (but not chase it) or fly at low altitude over a military base.
These statistics are hard to reconcile with the official Air Force
conclusion that UFOs have never been seen to pose a military threat.
If this is true, we must suppose that Air Force pilots have repeatedly
thought they were being chased by weather balloons, meteors, or the
planet Venus, and they have repeatedly gone scrambling after such
objects with afterburners blazing.

Richard Hall, the editor of the The UFO Evidence, noted that after
the passage of Air Force Regulation 200-2 on August 6, 1953, the
number of sighting reports emanating from the Air Force greatly
decreased. This regulation established Air Force procedures for
handling evidence on unidentified flying objects. An important feature



of the regulation was its rule for disclosure of UFO reports to the
public:

9. Exceptions. In response to local inquiries resulting from any
UFO reported in the vicinity of an Air Force base,
information regarding a sighting may be released to the
press or the general public by the commander of the Air
Force base concerned only if it has been positively identified
as a familiar or known object . . . . If the sighting is
unexplainable or difficult to identify, because of insufficient
information or inconsistencies, the only statement to be
released is the fact that the sighting is being investigated and
information regarding it will be released at a later date. 17

This could be interpreted as a sound procedure for preventing the
release to the public of misleading, half-baked stories. Certainly if
unknown flying machines do not actually exist, then one should not
release UFO reports until conventional explanations can be found. But
if they do exist, then this regulation has the effect of suppressing
important evidence that could help people properly understand them.

Examples of Military UFO Cases

Many accounts are available of UFO activity that was regarded as
threatening by military pilots. For example, on February 10, 1950, one
Lt. Smith, a U.S. Navy patrol plane commander, was conducting a
routine security patrol near Kodiak, Alaska. He saw an object off his
starboard bow that had a radar range of five miles. Within ten seconds
the object was directly overhead, which indicates a speed of
approximately 1,800 miles per hour. To Smith and his crew, the object
appeared as two orange lights slowly rotating around a common
center. Here is a description of Smith’s interactions with this object:

Lt. SMITH climbed to intercept and attempted to circle to keep the object in
sight. He was unable to do this, as the object was too highly maneuverable.
Subsequently the object appeared to be opening the range, and SMITH
attempted to close the range. The object was observed to open out
somewhat, then to turn to the left and come up on SMITH’s quarter. SMITH
considered this to be a highly threatening gesture, and turned out all lights
in the aircraft. Four minutes later the object disappeared from view in a
southeasterly direction. 18

This is one of a series of UFO encounters described in a U.S. Navy
report that was obtained from FBI files using the Freedom of
Information Act. A comment appended to the end of the document
says that the objects sighted could not have been balloons, since no



weather balloons were known to have been released within a
reasonable time before the sightings. One commentator suggested that
they were “phenomena (possibly meteorites), the exact nature of
which could not be determined by this office.” 19 Another
commentator said that they might be jet aircraft.

On March 8, 1950, Capt. W. H. Kerr, a Trans World Airways pilot,
and two other TWA pilots reported that they had seen a UFO near
Dayton, Ohio. At that time there were over 20 other reports from the
area, which was near Wright-Patterson AFB. Control tower operators
and personnel of the Air Technical Intelligence Center on the base also
sighted the UFO in the same position, and four interceptors were sent
up. Two F-51 pilots saw the UFO and described it as being round in
shape, huge, and metallic. When clouds moved in, the pilots had to
turn away. The Master Sergeant who tracked the object on radar said,
“The target was a good solid return . . . caused by a good solid target.”
Witnesses said that the UFO departed by flying vertically into the sky
at great speed. 20

Another case involving a UFO chase took place in Japan. On
October 15, 1948, a UFO traveling at about 200 mph between 5,000
and 6,000 feet was detected on radar by an F-61 “Black Widow” night
fighter. Each time the F-61 tried to close in on the object, it would
accelerate to approximately 1,200 mph., outdistancing the aircraft
interceptor before slowing down. In one of their six chase attempts,
the crew got close enough to the object to see its silhouette. They
described the object as being about 20-30 feet long and shaped “like a
rifle bullet.” 21 This case was reported to the original Project Sign.

Regarding such encounters, Dr. J. E. Lipp, one of the scientific
consultants to Project Sign, said:

The lack of purpose apparent in the various episodes is also puzzling. Only
one motive can be assigned: that the space men are “feeling out” our
defenses without wanting to be belligerent. If so, they must have been
satisfied long ago that we can’t catch them. It seems fruitless for them to
keep repeating the same experiment. 22

We can gather from this that Dr. Lipp must have examined quite a
number of UFO chase reports. His remarks are intended to cast doubt
on the reality of the reported events. However, his argument that the
“space men” could have only one possible motive is not correct. One
can think of many other possible motives. For example, the motive
might be to repeatedly drive home the message that beings exist with
technology superior to our own.

Cases Involving Radar



It is significant that many military UFO encounters involve the
observation of UFOs using radar. The Air Force apparently took these
cases seriously, at least in the 1950s, since Air Force Regulation 200-2
contained instructions for handling radarscope photos of UFOs:

(5) Radar. Forward two copies of each still-camera photographic print. Title
radarscope photographic prints in accordance with AFR 95-7. Classify
radarscope photographs in accordance with section XII, AFR 205-1, 1 April
1959. 23

The Condon Report contains a section on radar cases written by
Gordon Thayer of the U.S. Environmental Science Services
Administration. There we find a typical ambivalent statement, which
tries to explain the unexplainable and then admits the inadmissible:

(5) There are apparently some very unusual propagation effects, rarely
encountered or reported, that occur under atmospheric conditions so rare
that they may constitute unknown phenomena; if so, they deserve study. This
seems to be the only conclusion one can reasonably reach from examination
of some of the strangest cases. . . .

(6) There is a small, but significant, residue of cases from the radar-visual
files (i.e., 1482-N, Case 2) that have no plausible explanation as propagation
phenomena and/or misinterpreted manmade objects. 24

The subject of radar is extremely technical, and I won’t be able to
discuss it in detail here. Radar operates by reflecting high-frequency
radio waves off objects, and this process can be affected by many
different atmospheric conditions that cause the waves to refract or
reflect in unusual ways. These are known as anomalous propagation
effects. However, Thayer’s analysis does indicate that in a significant
number of cases, radar sightings of UFOs cannot be explained by such
effects.

The unknown phenomena that he mentions are worth noting.
These include atmospheric temperature gradients in the order of 10°C
to 15°C in one centimeter. 25 Such unheard of gradients are needed to
explain some UFOs in terms of mirages and anomalous radar
propagation.

An example of a UFO sighting limited strictly to radar occurred off
the shores of Korea in the fall of 1951. Lt. Cmdr. M. C. Davies had an
encounter with a UFO while deployed with an Anti-Submarine
Squadron aboard a CVE class carrier. The incident occurred while he
was flying at night at 5,000 feet.

He picked up a target, which had been circling the fleet, on his
radar scope. Upon leaving the fleet, it took up a position behind his
wingman, flying about 3 miles astern, and held about the same
position relative to Davies’s plane as the wingman. The ship also
reported the target on their radars. After approximately 5 minutes, the



target left at a speed of over 1,000 mph and was observed on the
radar scope by Davies out to 200 miles, the maximum range of his
radar. After his flight, Davies learned that the target had been held for
about 7 hours on the ship’s radars. 26 Here it seems strange that an
anomalous propagation effect would first appear to circle the fleet for
hours, then trail a plane for 5 minutes, and then fly off at a high
speed.

In another case involving combined visual and radar observation,
the Ground Observer Force spotted a UFO hovering in the eastern
skies near Rapid City, South Dakota, on August 12, 1953. Ground
radar began tracking the object, along with the F-84 that was vectored
upon it. The F-84 chased the UFO for 120 miles. As the pilot
abandoned the chase, heading back toward the base, the UFO
followed him. When another F-84 was scrambled on the object,
chasing it for 160 miles, it obtained a radar lock-on (automatically
guiding the plane toward the UFO). However, the pilot became
frightened and asked to break the intercept when a red light began
blinking on his radar-ranging gunsight, indicating that a solid object
was ahead of him. The climax of the sighting came when both the
UFO and the F-84 were clearly seen on the GCI radar screen, and the
pilot saw a white, unidentified light speeding in front of him. In this
case, gun camera photographs supplemented the pilot’s testimony as
to what he saw. 27

In yet another case, a U.S. Navy plane had taken off from an
aircraft carrier off Korea in September of 1950 and was headed for an
attack on an enemy truck convoy about a hundred miles from the Yalu
River. The radar operator on the plane made the following report:

I was watching the ground below for the convoy, reported . . . and was
startled to see two large circular shadows coming along the ground from the
Northwest at a high rate of speed. . . . When I saw the shadows I looked up
and saw the objects which were causing them. They were huge. I knew that
as soon as I looked at my radar screen. They were also going at a good clip—
about 1,000 or 1,200 miles per hour. My radar display indicated one and a
half miles between the objects and our planes when the objects suddenly
seemed to halt, back up and begin a jittering, or fibrillating motion. My first
reaction, of course, was to shoot. I readied my guns, which automatically
readied the gun cameras. When I readied the guns, however, the radar went
haywire. The screen bloomed and became very bright. . . . I realized my
radar had been jammed and was useless. I then called the carrier, using the
code name. I said the code name twice, and my receiver was out— blocked
by a strange buzzing noise. I tried two other frequencies, but I couldn’t get
through. Each time I switched frequencies the band was clear for a moment,
then the buzzing began. 28

The witness described the objects as having a silvered mirror
appearance and a surrounding red glow. They were shaped like coolie



hats, and had oblong, glowing ports. They had a shiny red ring
encircling the top portion, and when they maneuvered over the plane,
a coal black, circular area was said to be visible.

One very curious feature of this report is that the UFO supposedly
jammed the plane’s radar just when the witness readied his guns.
Now, how could the UFO pilots know when the guns were readied?
This feature might seem to detract from the credibility of the report.
However, it turns out that many UFO reports seem to involve apparent
direct responses of the UFO to the thoughts of the observer. For
another military example, see the Iran UFO case below ( pages 100-1
).

I conclude this section with a combined radar-visual encounter that
took place near Lakenheath, England, on August 13-14, 1956. My
summary of this case is taken from the Condon Report.

A radar target was initially observed traveling at 4,000 mph by air
traffic control radar at the USAF-RAF stations near Lakenheath, and it
was also reportedly seen as a blurry light by control tower personnel
and a C-47 airplane flying over the base. Subsequently, a radar target
was observed that would remain stationary for some time and then
move at a constant speed of about 600 mph to another point, where it
would again remain stationary. Its speed was described as constant
from the moment it would start to the moment it would stop.

At this point a RAF interceptor was vectored toward the UFO:

Shortly after we told the interceptor aircraft he was one-half mile from the
UFO and it was twelve-o’clock from his position, he said, “Roger, . . . I've got
my guns locked on him.” Then he paused and said, “Where did he go? Do
you still have him?” We replied, “Roger, it appeared he got behind you and
he’s still there. . . .” The pilot of the interceptor told us he would try to shake
the UFO and would try it again. He tried everything— he climbed, dived,
circled, etc., but the UFO acted like it was glued right behind him, always
the same distance, very close, but we always had two distinct targets. 29

The conclusion of the Condon Report on this case was that “although
conventional or natural explanations certainly 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.” 30 The
Condon Report also cites the conclusion of the Project Blue Book
report on this case:

The maneuvers of the object were extraordinary; however, the fact that radar
and ground visual observations were made on its rapid acceleration and
abrupt stops certainly lend credence to the report. It is not believed these
sightings were of any meteorological or astronomical origin. 3!

As a final point, in the Congressional hearing on UFOs held in April,
1966, Major Hector Quintanilla, the director of Project Blue Book, was



asked if the project had any reports of objects seen on radar that could
not be conventionally explained. Quintanilla replied, “We have no
radar cases which are unexplained.” 32 But Dr. J. Allen Hynek wrote
that there are unidentified radar cases in Blue Book files. 33

The Condon Report

After the formation of Project Blue Book and the deliberations of the
Robertson Panel in the early 1950s, UFO sightings and encounters
continued to occur. For over a decade, government and military
authorities took no new public action on the UFO issue. Then, in
1965, Maj. Gen. E. B. LeBailly, the head of the Office of Information of
the Secretary of the Air Force, proposed that a panel of physical and
social scientists should be organized to review Project Blue Book. His
reasoning was that out of 9,265 UFO reports processed by Blue Book,
663 could not be explained. But many of these “have come from
intelligent and well qualified individuals whose integrity cannot be
doubted. In addition the reports received officially by the Air Force
include only a fraction of the spectacular reports which are publicized
by many private UFO organizations.” 34

This formal request resulted in the formation of the Ad Hoc
Committee to Review Project Blue Book, consisting of physicist Brian
O’Brian, psychologists Launor F. Carter and Jesse Orlansky, electrical
engineers Richard Porter and Willis H. Ware, and astronomer and
space scientist Carl Sagan. In their conclusions, the committee
members emphasized that there is no evidence that UFOs pose a
threat to national security, and there are no cases that are clearly
outside the framework of presently known science and technology.
Also, most unidentified UFO sightings are “simply those in which the
information available does not provide an adequate basis for
analysis.” 35

But they also pointed out that many sightings were listed as
identified  without adequate justification. @ They therefore
recommended that Blue Book should be strengthened by negotiating
contracts for scientific UFO research with a number of universities.
This research would require perhaps 1,000 man days per year for
about 100 selected sightings. It would be coordinated by one
university or nonprofit organization, which would keep in close touch
with Project Blue Book. The research would be published in improved
Blue Book reports, and the Committee recommended (for unstated
reasons) that “anything which might suggest that information is being
withheld . . . be deleted” from these reports. 36 They maintained that
such scientific reports would help strengthen the public position of the
Air Force on UFOs.



Shortly after the Ad Hoc Committee issued its report, a highly
publicized series of UFO sightings took place near Dexter, Michigan,
and they were explained by Dr. J. Allen Hynek with his famous
swamp gas theory. Congressman Gerald Ford objected to the notoriety
that Michigan was getting as the “swamp gas state” and pressed for a
congressional investigation. This culminated in a one-day hearing of
the House Armed Services Committee on the UFO issue on April 5,
1966.

In this hearing, Secretary Harold Brown of the Air Force
recommended that a scientific study of UFOs be set up along the lines
of the Ad Hoc Committee report, and he was supported in this by J.
Allen Hynek. Hynek expressed the urgency of the problem by saying:

During this entire period of nearly 20 years I have attempted to remain as
openminded on this subject as circumstances permitted, this despite the fact
that the whole subject seemed utterly ridiculous, and many of us firmly
believed that, like some fad or craze, it would subside in a matter of months.
Yet in the last 5 years, more reports were submitted to the Air Force than in
the first 5 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 it worthy of scientific
attention. 37

The engineer Raymond Fowler presented testimony on the Exeter
sighting at the hearings (pages 57-59 ). He stated, “After years of
study, I am certain that there is more than ample high-quality
observational evidence from highly trained and reliable witnesses to
indicate that there are machinelike solid objects under intelligent
control operating in our atmosphere.” He also suggested that the Air
Force must be withholding important information supporting his
conclusion about these objects: “I am reasonably sure that if qualified
civilian scientists and investigators are able to come to this
conclusion, that the USAF, supported by the tremendous facilities at
its disposal, [must] have come to the same conclusion long ago.” 38

After the congressional hearing, the Air Force Office of Scientific
Research (AFOSR) was given the responsibility of implementing the
recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee. They decided that a UFO
study should be undertaken by one university, rather than several. In
the summer of 1966, AFOSR asked the University of Colorado to
undertake the study, and they asked the eminent physicist Dr. Edward
U. Condon to head it up.

For Condon, this was a difficult assignment. He was accustomed to
the enlightened, rational world of physics, where subatomic particles
dance elegantly in obedience to rigorous equations. But in the UFO
field he was bombarded by bizarre, unscientific nonsense. The wilder



aspects of the UFO phenomenon seemed to both repel and fascinate
him, and to color his attitude toward UFOs in general.

For example, Condon devoted a full page of his final report to a
discussion of the Cisco Grove Robot. On Labor Day weekend in 1964,
three men went bow hunting near Cisco Grove, California. One man,
called “Mr. S” to protect his identity, got stranded in the wilderness at
dusk and built signal fires to attract rangers to show him the way out.
Then he noticed a moving light that seemed unusual, and, frightened,
he climbed a tree.

He noticed a “dome-shaped affair” about 400-500 yards away, and
then two strange figures came toward the tree and appeared to look
up at him. These were about 5 feet 5 inches tall, clothed in silvery-
gray material, and they had no visible neck or facial features. They
were shortly joined by another more ominous figure that seemed to
lurch through the bushes, rather than go around them:

The third “entity” was grey, dark grey, or black. It, too, had no discernible
neck, but two reddish-orange “eyes” glowed and flickered where the “head”
would be. It had a “mouth” which, when it opened, seemed to “drop” open,
making a rectangular hole in the “face.” 39

This apparition, by issuing “smoke” from its “mouth,” tried to “gas”
the witness, who had belted himself to the upper branches of the tree.
This smoke would make the man temporarily unconscious, after which
he would awaken, sick and retching, only to meet another blast of
“smoke.” After a final gas attack, he awakened tired, cold, and sick, to
find that the entities had gone.

With some dismay, Condon noted that this information had been
gathered by a professional man, Dr. James A. Harder, an associate
professor of civil engineering at the University of California at
Berkeley. 40 However, stories of this kind were too much for Condon,
and he was therefore inclined to reject the stories and the UFO
phenomenon in general.

The meteorologist James McDonald criticized Condon for this,
saying, “I fail to understand how Dr. Condon’s repeated allusion to
crackpot cases he has examined can be justified in the face of his
seemingly scant interest in energetically digging into the serious
aspects of the problem.” 41

However, Condon’s approach brings out a serious problem
affecting the scientific study of UFOs. The story of UFOs begins with
accounts of unknown flying machines that seem able to outperform
military aircraft. Such reports might seem outlandish to a scientist, but
what does he find if he seeks further information about these strange
machines? He finds that they are piloted by weird humanlike beings.
This is even worse, but if he inquires into the nature of these beings,



he finds that they are endowed with mysterious powers reminiscent of
the superstitions rejected long ago by science. The further one pursues
the investigation, the deeper one enters into scientifically forbidden
territory.

So one way to look at Condon’s position is that he recognized that
the UFO phenomenon threatened his scientific belief system and he
chose instinctively to do what was logically required to keep that
system intact. In any event, in 1969 Condon submitted the Final Report
of the Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects . His conclusions
were as follows:

1. Our general conclusion is that nothing has come from the
study of UFOs in the past 21 years that has added to
scientific knowledge. 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. 42

2. The question remains as to what, if anything, the federal
government should do about the UFO reports it receives
from the general public. We are inclined to think that
nothing should be done with them in the expectation that
they are going to contribute to the advance of science. 43

3. We know of no reason to question the finding of the Air
Force that the whole class of UFO reports so far considered
does not pose a defense problem. 44

4. Therefore we strongly recommend that teachers refrain from
giving students credit for school work based on their reading
of the presently available UFO books and magazine articles.
Teachers who find their students strongly motivated in this
direction should attempt to channel their interests in the
direction of serious study of astronomy and meteorology,
and in the direction of critical analysis of arguments of
fantastic propositions that are being supported by appeals to
fallacious reasoning or false data. 45

I have cited the Condon Report on a number of occasions, and on
examining these citations it should be clear that there is a substantial
difference between the main body of the report, which is mainly
authored by members of Condon’s staff, and Condon’s own
conclusions. This has been observed by a number of people. For
example, a UFO subcommittee set up by the American Institute of
Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) said the following about the
Condon Report:

There are differences in the opinions and conclusions drawn by the authors



of the various chapters, and there are the differences between these and
Condon’s summary. Not all the conclusions contained in the report itself are
fully reflected in Condon’s summary. 46

Likewise, Dr. Claude Poher, a French UFO researcher and one of the
directors of the French Space Committee, told J. Allen Hynek that he
got interested in UFOs because of the Condon Report. Hynek replied
that most people had the opposite response to it. Poher responded,
“Well, if you really read the report from cover to cover, and don’t just
stop with Condon’s summary, you will realize that there is a problem
there.” 47

Although some scientists have seen a real phenomenon in the UFO
data, the prevailing scientific opinion has always been that if this data
cannot be explained in orthodox scientific terms, then it is simply
unexplained. In some cases, this is because adequate evidence is
lacking. 