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PREFACE

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

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

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

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

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

I hope this book is one that will be recommended to you as ‘a
good book on UFQs’.

J. ALLEN HYNEK
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois

January 1, 1972
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PROLOGUE

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

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

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

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

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

More often philosophers sense the limitations of the present
more quickly than do scientists, absorbed as the latter are in
their immediate problems. The philocsopher Willilam James
pointedly remarked upon the restrictive views of the ‘establish-
ment’ of his day (1895), particularly as manifested among his
colleagues at Harvard:

There is included in human nature an ingrained naturalism
and materialism of mind which can only admuit facts that are
actually tangible. Of this sort of mind the entity called
‘Science’ is the idol. Fondness for the word ‘scientist’ 1s one of
the notes by which you may know its votaries; and its short
way of killing any opinion that it disbelieves 1n is to call it
‘unscientific’. It must be granted that there is no slight excuse
for this. Science has made such glorious leaps in the last 300
years . . . that 1t is no wonder if the worshippers of Science lose
their heads. In this very University, accordingly, I have heard
more than one teacher say that all the fundamental con-
ceptions of truth have already been found by Science, and that
the future has only the details of the picture to fill in. But the
slightest reflection on the real conditions will suffice to show
how barbaric such notions are, They show such a lack of
scientific imagination that it is hard to see how one who is
actively advancing any part of Science can make a statement so
crude. Think how many absolutely new scientific conceptions
have arisen in our generation, how many new problems have
been formulated that were never thought of before, and then
cast an eye upon the brevity of Science’s career. Is this credible
that such a mushroom knowledge, such a growth overnight at
this, can represent more than the minutest glimpse of what the
universe will really prove to be when adequately understood?
No! Our Science is but a drop, our ignorance a sea. Whatever
else be certain, this at least is certain: that the world of our
present natural knowledge is enveloped in a larger world of

some sort, of whose residual properties we at present can frame
no positive idea.
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Three quarters of a century have passed since William James
berated his Harvard colleagues; time has fully vindicated him.
Though he could hardly have suspected it, the year 1895 was to
be the first of ‘the thirty years that shook physics’, that saw
relativity, quantum mechanics, and many associated new con-
cepts uproot the tenets of classical physics that were accepted
by all physicists as the very rock foundation of the physical
universe. The growth of our knowledge and technology has
been exponential, yet we must say, unless we are both purblind
and unutterably smug, that our ignorance is still a sea.
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Part I

The UFO Phenomenon

INTRODUCTION: AN INNOCCENT
IN UFO LAND

AFTER 22 years of ‘stewardship’ of the UFO problem, the air
force terminated its ‘Project Blue Book’, the name given to the
major portion of its UFO investigation program. Originally
termed ‘Project Sign’ and initiated in September, 1947, on
February 11, 1949, it became ‘Project Grudge’; then from
summer of 1951 to late 1960 it was called, ‘Project Blue Book’.
Code names are not supposed to have any special significance,
but the reader may read into them whatever he wishes.

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

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

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

Such was my initiation and my inclination at the time. How-
ever, the opportunity to demonstrate to the public how the
scientific method works, using the analysis of flying saucer
reports as the vehicle, never materialized. While I was still
working on my report for Project Sign, it became Project
Grudge, and the Pentagon began to treat the subject with
subtle ridicule. Furthermore, even though many UFO reports
were not militarily classified, they were still by no means open
to public examination. Such strictures effectively prevented
letting the public in on the results of flying saucer inves-
tigations, let alone the process of investigation. The public was
given only the end results — in cryptic news releases that, on the

whole, left their questions unanswered and lowered the public’s
estimation of the air force’s scientific image.
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I played essentially no part in Project Grudge, and it was not
until after the organization of Project Blue Book, under Cap-
tain Ruppelt in 1952, that I again became scientific consultant
on UFO matters. Although my chief responsibility was as as-
tronomical consultant, I concerned myself with all reports as
they came in, each month reviewing current reports. Thus 1
became aware of some very interesting cases, most of which
were submerged in a veritable quagmire of nonsense reports.

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

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

I have often been asked whether I myself have had a ‘UFO
experience’. The answer 1s no if I apply the tests I insist are
necessary, which will be made clear in later chapters. On two
separate occasions in the past 20 years I have seen an object and
a light, respectively, that I could not readily explain, but since a
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possible, though not particularly probable, natural explanation
exists, these two experiences do not fall within the definition of
UFOQ used in this book. I have never experienced a “close en-
counter’ (Chapter Four) and probably would not have reported
it if I had, unless I had several reputable witnesses, but this
does not surprise me. Statistics indicate that such sightings are
indeed rare events, perhaps akin to the sighting of an extremely
rare or unnamed species of bird (and how would you prove that
on a walk through the mountains and woods you had sighted a
California condor?) though not as rare as finding a coelacanth
in the ocean depths. My experience with UFOs is secondhand,
observed entirely through the eyes of others. The natives in
UFO land are reports and the people who have made those
reports. They are both worthy of discussion.

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

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

UFO Experience — the content of a UFO report.

UFO Phenomenon - the total class of the UFO Report and
the UFO Experience.

UFQs - the existential correlates, if any, of the UFO Pheno-
menon; i.e., what if it exists, exists in its own right quite inde-
pendently of the UFO Phenomenon.

The issue of existence is not amenable to a priori settlement

but to settlement by investigation. If investigation indicates
existence, this class may comprise:

(a) Hitherto undiscovered space-time items that conform

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

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

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

A New Empirical Observation 1s such an experience con-
sidered in relation to an existing body of information (e.g.,
scientific theory or theories) that is unable to incorporate it
without being revised or altered 1n fundamental respects.

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

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

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

THE LAUGHTER OF SCIENCE

I know the moon and the stars, and I know shooting
stars. I am not a young man. I have been born many
vears. 1 have been looking at the sky all my life. But I
have never seen anything like this before. You are a
white man. Can you tell me what it is?

— Papuan wvillage counselor

DURING an evening reception of several hundred astron-
omers at Victoria, British Columbia, in the summer of 1968,
word spread that just outside the hall strangely maneuvering
lights — UFOs - had been spotted. The news was met by casual
banter and the giggling sound that often accompanies an em-
barrassing situation. Not one astronomer ventured outside in
the summer night to see for himself.

Erwin Schrodinger, pioneer in quantum mechanics and a
philosopher of science, wrote, ‘“The first requirement of a scien-
tist is that he be curious. He should be capable of being aston-
ished and eager to find out.™ |

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

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

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

The views of the latter group are entitled to serious dis-
cussion and scientific debate, for the scientists have taken the
trouble to examine the problem and accordingly should be
heard. The views of the former group do not meet the con-
ditions of scientific debate because there has been no exam-
ination of the data. Scientists of good standing have toured the
country declaiming against the UFO phenomenon, refusing to
answer questions from the floor while proudly pointing out that
they haven’t taken the trouble to examine ‘all the rubbish’. The

phenomenon of this modern witchhunt, the antithesis of what
the scientific attitude stands for, is itself a phenomenon worthy
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of study. If ‘all this UFO business is nonsense’, why the over-
reaction on the part of established and highly respectable scien-
tists? Is it a subconcious reaction to a challenge they are not
prepared to accept?

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

‘One of the most interesting facets of the UFO question to
me 18 1ts bearing on the problems of how science advances.
Roughly I would say that a necessary condition of scientific
advancement 1s that allowance must be made for (1) genuinely
new empirical observations and (2) new explanation schemes,
including new basic concepts and new laws,?

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

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

The phrase ‘genuinely new empirical observations’ is central
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to the entire UFO problem. Either UFO observations represent
genuinely new empirical observations ~ that is, new in the sense:
that they do not fall immediately into place in the prescit
scientific framework - or they simply are misperceptions and
misidentifications. As far as UFQOs are concerned, which is the
case Is not at all obvious except to those scientists who
steadfastly refuse to dismiss the subject without con-
sideration. .

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

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

Only UFO ‘buffs’ report UFO sightings. Oddly enough,
almost exactly the opposite 1s true. The most coherent and
articulate UFO reports come from people who have not given
much thought to the subject and who generally are surprised
and shocked by their experience. On the other hand, UFO buffs
and ‘believers’ of the cultist variety rarely make reports, and

when they do, they are easily categorized by their incoher-
ence.

This misconception was certainly in the mind of a most
prominent scientist and an erstwhile colleague, Dr. Fred
Whipple, director of the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observ-
atory, for which I served for several years as associate director:
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‘T will end with my now standard comment to newspaper re-
porters who ask me about UFOs. My reply is, “I do not make
public statements about the beliefs of religious cults.” ’2
(Faced with such a reaction, I made the proper answer:
‘Neither do 1.%) '

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

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

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

Very few reports are generated by mentally unstable persons.
Psychiatrist Berthold Schwarz examined 3,400 mental patients
without finding experiences related to UFOs.®* His findings
are supported by many colleagues, who found that there 1s an
almost complete absence of UFO-related experiences among
mental patients (they have, incidentally, little or no interest in
the subject).
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UFQOs are synonymous with ‘little green men’ and visitors
from outer space. It is not known what UFOs are. To reject the
phenomenon on the assumption that UFOs can arise from

nothing except ‘space visitors’ is to reject the phenomenon be-
cause one, for his own good reasons, rejects a theors; j of the
origin of the phenomenon. *

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

We can define the UFO simply as the reported perception of
an object or light seen in the sky or upon the land the ap-
pearance, trajectory, and general dynamic and luminescent be-
havior of which do not suggest a logical, conventional
explanation and which 1s not only mystifying to the original
perciptents but remains unidentified after close scrutiny of all
available evidence by persons who are technically capable of
making a common sense identification, if one ts possible.

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

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

(1) Reports of UFQO observations that are valid for study
exist quite apart from the pronouncements of ‘crackpots’, re-
ligious fanatics, cultists, and UFO buffs.

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

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

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

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

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

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

NOTES

1. Schrédinger, Erwin: Nature and the Greeks. p. §5.

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

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

author.
4. Barlay, Stephen: The Search for Air Safety. Wm. Morrow &

Co., Inc.: New York, 1970. p. 145.
5. Fournal of the Medical Society of New Fersey. Vol. 66. August,

1969, pPp. 460-64.
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CHAPTER TWO

“

THE UFO EXPERIENCI;;S
"

T he experience that I had on that Fune 8, 1966, morn-~
ing will never be forgotten by me. Nothing since that
sighting has convinced me that I was only thinking that
I was seeing what I did see. I was upset for weeks after
that experience; it scared the hell out of me. I was one
of the combat crew members that sighted the first
German jet fighter flights in World War 1I. The Air
Force tried to convince us that we were seeing things
then also.

~ from a personal letter to the author

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

In my experience in interrogating witnesses one phrase has
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been repeated over and over again: ‘I never saw anything like
this in my life.” But I have also found that the reporters of the
UFO experience try their best to describe and explain their
experience in conventional terms. They almost always attempt
to find — even force upon the lack of fact, if necessary — a
natural explanation. In direct contradiction to what we are
often told, that people ‘see what they wish to see’, my work with
UFO reporters of high caliber indicate that they wish to see or
to explain their observations in terms of the familiar. A typical
statement 1s: ‘At first I thought it might be an accident up
ahead on the road ~ the lights looked something like flasher
beacons on squad cars. Then I realized that the lights were too
high, and then I thought maybe it was an airplane in trouble
coming in for a crash landing with power off, since I didn’t hear
any sound. Then I realized it was no aircraft.’

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

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

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

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

off. No sound whatsoever.?
The RCMP (Royal Canadian Mounted Police) asked me at
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the time if I thought it was a helicopter above the clouds, with
this object dangling on a rope. Now that’s the silliest explana-
tion I’ve ever heard.3

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

I heard the dog barking outside. It was not a normal barking,
so I finally got a little angry with him and went outside. I
noticed the horses were quite skittish and were running around
the pasture. I looked up to see what the horses were worried
about, I saw this object sitting up in the air - it would be about
400 to 500 feet off the ground. I asked my friend to come out
and have a look to see what I saw or if I was going off my
rocker. That person came out, took one look, screeched, and
ran back into the house...

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

Sometimes the reports or interviews contain frank and
artless remarks, which nonetheless attest to the ‘realness’ of the
event for the witness. This comment came from four boys at
Woodbury Forest School about a sighting on February 15,
1967: “This is the truth, and there is no hoax implied since that
1s a serious offense at this school.’

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

It would be hard to beat the following remark for in-
genuousness: ‘What I am trying to say is that I didn’t use any
trick photography because I don’t know how yet ...’ This
statement was made 1n a report of a sighting in New Jersey on
December 26, 1967.

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

It is often the peripheral remarks of a mature and serious
nature that emphasize the vividness of the reporter’s experi-
ence. This comment was made by a Trans-Australia Airlines
pilot with some 11,500 hours of flying experience: ‘I had
always scoffed at these reports, but I saw it. We all saw it. It
was under intelligent control, and it was certainly no known
aircraft.’

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

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

Often I wondered as I listened to a graphic account of a
UFO experience, ‘But why are they telling me this?’ I realized
at length that the reporters were telling me because they
wanted me to explain their experiences to them. They had been
profoundly affected, and they wanted an explanation that
would comfortably fit into their world picture so that they
could be relieved of the burden of the frightening unknown.
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Their disappointment was genuine when I was forced to tell
them that I knew little more about it than they did. I knew only
that their experience was not unique, that it had been recounted
in many parts of the world.

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

i

NOTES |

I. See Appendix 1, NL-~13.

2., See Appendix 1, CEI-2.

3. From an interview with a woman from Kenora, Canada,
about her sighting of May 30, 1969. This case is not listed in
Appendix I because it had only one witness.

4. Sighting of May 24, 1965. Report 1s not included in Appendix
I because author had no personal contact with the reporter or
the investigator.

5. The sighting took place on June 8, 1966, in Kansas, Ohio.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE UFO REPORTED

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

the facts at hand.
- from an official investigation report made
by an air force captain

WHAT kind of person has a UFO experience? Is he represen-
tative of a cross section of the populace or is he something
‘special’? In trying to answer such questions, we immediately
face two conditions. First, we can study only those who report
having had a UFO experience. There 1s much evidence that
relatively few who have such an experience report it. Second,
we consequently cannot ask what kind of person has a UFO
experience but only what kind of person reports that he or she
has seen a UFO.*

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

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

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

The reliable UFO reporter is generally acknowledged in his
community to be a stable, reputable person, accustomed to re-
sponsibility — a family man, holding down a good job and
known to be honest in his dealings with ¢thers.

It has been my experience that UFO reporters have little in
common by way of background. They come from all walks of
life. Yet in addition to a shared reputation for probity they
often experience a marked reticence to talk about their experi-
ences, at least until they are assured of the interrogator’s sin-
cerity and seriousness.

What I have written ... 1s for you and your research work

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

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

I can tell you one thing ~ if I ever see another one, mum’s the
word. We called the city police first to ask if anybody had
reported a UFO, and the man at the telephone laughed so long
and loud that I’m sure he must have almost fell off his chair...

[the paper] ran some darn smart aleck story that made all of us
look like fools.4

Such expressions of embarrassment and hesitation are
frequently encountered, and the very fact that the reporters, in
the face of almost certain scorn, have persisted in making a
report mndicates a genuine feeling that the information is of
importance and should be transmitted to someone. Reporters’
actions likewise indicate a haunting curiosity about their ex-
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periences, a feeling frequently so great that it alone is enough to
make the reporters brave the almost certain ridicule.

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

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

The parallel for us is, of course, obvious: if our UFO re-
porter has by his past actions and performance shown a high
degree of reliability and responsibility and is known to be
stable and not ‘out of adjustment’, then we have no a priori
reason to distrust his coherent report, particularly when it is
made in concert with several other ‘human instruments’ also of
acceptable reliability.

While a battery of tests designed to determine the veracity
and stability of a person is available today, because of the
scientific establishment’s refusal to take the matter seriously,
the tests are not usually readily available to the UFQ inves-
tigator, even though the UFO reporter frequently is willing to
undergo such tests (an important point of fact in itself). We
must, therefore, usually content ourselves with judging - from
the person’s vocation, his family life, the manner in which he
discharges responsibilities and comports himself - what his
‘credibility index’ is. We must decide whether the composite
credibility index that can be associated with a report when
several persons contributed to that report makes the material
worth consideration.
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Essentially, the crucial question is, did what the reporters say
happened really happen? We may equally well ask:-if, when a
speedometer indicates a speed of 80 miles per hour, is an auto-
mobile really going 80 miles per hour? Is the speedometer to be
trusted? Or, are the reporters to be trusted? Obviously the
human mind cannot be equated with a speedometer. There are
too many stories of people who have led exemplary lives and
have suddenly gone berserk, committed a murder or a robbery
or exhibited some other act of outrageous antisocial behavior.
Still, it is most unlikely that several persons would simul-
taneously ‘break’ and commit such an ac; entirely out of keep-
ing with their characters - or jointly ¢ mmit the ‘crime’ of
reporting a UFO. And provided we do not put too much weight
on any orne single report, there 1s no reason not, at least at first,
to believe them. .

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

I have traveled U.S. Highway 285 over Kenosha Pass for
over twenty years, day and might. This was my first sighting of
a UFO.°

We own a business in our home town, and we are well
known, so I am not the sort of person that would make a crank
call. I don’t know what it was that we saw, but we saw some-
thing, and it was as real as real can be.8

Before you throw this away as just another crank letter, coti-
sider that I am a §1-year-old mathematics teacher who has
never suffered from mental illness nor been convicted of a
crime. I have never knowingly had hallucinations nor been
descriped as neurotic ... nor do I seek publicity. Quite the
Opposite is the case, for it has been my experience that anyone
who claims to have witnessed a genuine UFO 1s regarded as

some Rind of nut. Yet I have unquestionably and clearly
sighted an as-yet-unexplained flying object.?
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(These are just 2 small sample of the types of statements I have
listened to, read in personal letters, and found in official UFO
reports. )

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

The almost complete absence in such reports of occupants,
interference with automobile ignition systems, landing
marks, and other physical effects on the ground, and the
many other things characteristic of reports of Close En-
counters 15 eminently noteworthy, Comparison of accounts
from various reporters adds up to a perfectly clear picture
of the actual event -~ a hot air balloon, a flare, or a scientific
experiment. The duration of the event, the direction of motion
of the balloons or flares, and even the colors are reasonably
well-described. |

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

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

For all these reasons, then, there are no 4 priori reasons for
dismissing such statements out of hand. The crux of the UFO
reporter problem is simply that perfectly incredible accounts of
events are given by seemingly credible persons — often by sev-
eral such persons. Of course, what the UF & reporter says really
happened is so difficult to accept, so very difficult a pill to
swallow, that any scientist who has not deeply studied the UFO
problem will, by the very nature of his training and tempera-
ment, be almost irresistibly inclined to reject the testimony of
the witnesses outright. Not to do so would be to reject his faith
in his rational universe. Yet not to do so also involves the rejec-
tion of material that will not ‘just go away’ if it is ignored.
Responsible persons have reported phenomena that defy
scientific explanation, and until unimpeachable radar records
and photographic evidence are at hand, the UFO reporter, who
1s all we have to depend on, must be heard out. There are just
too many of them, from all parts of the world, to disregard their
word. To do so would be scientific bigotry, and we must not
stand accused of such a charge.

NOTES

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

2. From a personal letter to the author reporting a UFO
sighting.
3. See Appendix 1, CEI-3.

4. Taken from a letter to the author reporting a UFO sighting.
5. See Appendix 1, DD-13.
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CHAPTER FOUR

ON THE STRANGENESS OF UFO REPORTS

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

— from a letter to Dr. Condon reporting a UFO

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Precisely because the spectrum of reports of strange sight-
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ings is narrow can they be studied. If each strange report was
unique and their totality ran the gamut of all conceivable
strange accounts, scientific investigation of such a chaotic pan-
oply would be impossible. Scientific study presupposes data
patterns and a measure of repeatability, and by and large, UFO
reports lend themselves to classification within their domains of
strangeness. It 1s these we shall pursue.

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

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

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

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

The Strangeness Rating is, to express it loosely, a measure of
how ‘odd-ball’ a report is within its particular broad
classification. More precisely, it can be taken as a measure of
the number of information bits the report contains, each of
which is difficult to explain in common-sense terms. A light
seen in the night sky the trajectory of which, cannot be ascribed
to a balloon, aircraft, etc., would nonetheless have a low
Strangeness Rating because there is on:y one strange thing
about: the report to explain: its motion. A report of a weird
craft that descended to within 100 feet of a car on a lonely road,
caused the car’s engine to die, its radio to stop, and its lights to
go out, left marks on the nearby ground, and appeared to be
under intelligent control receives a high Strangeness Rating
because it contains a number of separate very strange items,
each of which outrages common sense.

As we have seen, in the absence of hard-core evidence in the
form of movies, detailed close-up shots, and so forth, we must
depend greatly on the credibility of the principal reporter and
his witnesses. Clearly, a report made by several independent
persons, each of obvious sanity and solid general reputation,
deserves more serious attention as probably having actually
happened than a report made by a lone person with a none too
savory record for veracity in past dealings with his fellow man.

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

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

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

W hen the report ‘hangs together’ and I honestly cannot find
reason to doubt the word of the reporters — that is, unless 1
deliberately and with no reason choose to call them all liars - 1
assign a Probability of § or greater. Assignments to the upper
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right-hand region of the diagram showing the S-P indexes for
the cases considered in this book (the symbols used for case
classifications are explained below) are sparse because of the
severity of the criteria employed. In fact, however, I discovered
that a report accorded an S of 3 and a P of § (or a combined
index of SP = 35) in every respect should command attention
and challenge science.

The symbols used in the S-P diagram refer to the
classification of the content of the report itself, independently
of the reporter. The classification system itself is an empirical
one, based on the reported manner of th2"UFO observation. It
presupposes no theory of origin of UEQs but is helpful in de-
lineating the most prevalent patterns found in UFO reports.

The classification has two main divisions: (1) those reports
in which the UFO 1s described as having been observed at some
distance; (II) those involving close-range sightings. The div-
iding line is not very sharp, but Close Encounter cases are those
in which the objects were sighted at sufficiently close range
(generally less than 500 feet) to be seen as extended areas
rather than as near-points and so that considerable detail could
be noted about them. The Close Encounter cases in category 11
clearly are apt to yield more strangeness information bits than
the cases in category I since the witnesses presumably would
have opportunity to observe colors, protrusions, sounds, dim-
ensions, structural details, linear and rotational motion, ‘occu-
pants’, and any interaction of the UFO with the environment.
The more distant UFOs will almost always have a lower S
rating simply because there was not as much to observe and
hence to explain.

The more distant UFOs I have arbitrarily divided into three
categories: (1) those seen at night, which we will call Nocturnal
Lights (designated by N in the diagram); (2) those seen in the
daytime, which we will call Dayl; ght Discs (designated by D in
the diagram), so called because the prevalent shape reported is
oval or disc-like, although it should be understood that the term

s rather loosely applied; and (3) Radar-Visual, those reported
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through the medium of radar (designated R in the diagram). In
my own work I have chosen to exclude UFO observations made
by radar alone because of a lack of a suitable ‘“filter’ to establish
beyond reasonable doubt that the radar observation cannot be
explained by natural causes (malfunctions, anomalous propa-
gation, extraordinary meteorological conditions, flocks of ‘in-
visible’ birds, swarms of high-flying insects, and so forth).

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

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

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

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

* Of course, before the screening process is undergone, reports of
night lights constitute the great majority of the input. Bright planets,
satellites, meteors and special aircraft missions are the pre-
ponderance.
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Close Encounters of the Second Kind: these are similar to
the First Kind except that physical effects on both animate and
inanimate material are noted. Vegetation is often reported as
having been pressed down, burned, or scorched; tree branches
are reported broken; animals are frightened, sometimes to the
extent of physically injuring themselves in their fright. In-
animate objects, most often vehicles, are reported as becoming
momentarily disabled, their engines killed, radios stopped, and
headlights dimmed or extinguished. In such cases the vehicles

reportedly return to normal operation after the UFQ has left
the scene.

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

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

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

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

do not seem to have any ‘messages’ for mankind - except ‘Don’t
bother me.

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

¥ Of course, perhaps the possibility that there are indeed ‘chosen
ones’ deliberately picked by UFO occupants for a special mission
should not be completely disregarded. In that event, however, one is

re_.minded of the ﬁnglishrnan’s quip: ‘How unfortunate for these space
visitors — every time to have picked a “kook’’ ¥’
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broad division, to discuss. The classification is based solely on
the manner in which the UFOs were reported to have been
observed. The categories are obviously not mutually exclusive;
a Daylight Disc seen from close by would become a Close En-
counter; a Nocturnal Light seen by daylight might well be a
Daylight Disc; and so on. It is convenient to discuss UFO
reports in these categories simply because the data to be de-
scribed are closely dependent on the manner in which they were
experienced. If all reports in each separate category are dis-
cussed together, the patterns inherent in each are most directly
delineated.

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

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

at my suggestions for a positive program for the study of the
UFO phenomenon.
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Part IT

The Data and the Problems

INTRODUCTION: THE PROTOTYPES

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

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

‘The facts are not strictly scientific. Yet the data nonetheless
form a fascinating and provocative field of study for those
whose temperaments are not outraged by the character of the
information. And it should be remembered that there are those

50



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

To this end, we may construct a paradigm for each of the
observational categories delineated in the last chapter, drawing,
for these prototypes, upon examples in whole or in part from
cases 1 have personally studied. These archetypes will serve us
better than would a review, perforce a brief one, of a whole
series of individual cases.*

There is little point to ‘playing the numbers game’ in pre-
senting evidence in this or other categories of UFO reports. But
the fact is that there is a wealth of material extant, if not easily
available. For instance, although it is stated by the air force
that all the 12,000 cases in Blue Book are unclassified and
available to the public, they are housed in a classified area, and
a security clearance is required of anyone who wishes to exam-
ine these reports. UFO reports appear in many small, scattered
journals and local publications of limited circulation, and the

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

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

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

Since it has been my obligation over the years, as consultant
to the air force, to try to separate the “signal’ from the ‘noise’, to
wade through and judge the mass of vague and incomplete
data, we can benefit from that experience and can short circuit
much tribulation by examining what the accounts in each cat-
egory essentially have in common. To that end, in the following
chapters some dozen examples in each category have been
chosen. The quality of the reporters involved in the cases has
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been evaluated, and the essential features that characterize that
category have been set forth. References to the actual cases
used are given in Appendix 1.

As part of the evaluation of the reporters, it is of interest to
include many of the spontaneous reactions of the reporters to
the ‘event’. Such instantaneous and ingenuous personal remarks
and reactions help to characterize the reporters and to illumi-
nate the extraordinary event. In the last analysis, the reporters
or witnesses must take the center of our stage; they are our
actors, and unless we know all we can about them, we might
find to our embarrassment that we have ‘a tale told by an 1diot
. . . signifying nothing’.

The cases in the six categories for which we seek prototypes
have, of course, been passed through the filters described in
Chapters Three and Four, and for each of the more than 60
UFO reports used in the next several chapters I have not been
able to find a logical, commonplace explanation - unless, that

is, I assume that the more than 250 reporters were, in truth,
idiots.
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CHAPTER FIVE

NOCTURNAL LIGHTS

)

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

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

WEe start with the most frequently reported and ‘least

strange’ events: Nocturnal Lights, lights in the night sky.
These represent the major class of reports that I, as an astron-
omer, had been asked, since 1948, to explain whenever possible

as astronomical objects and events.
It should be clearly understood that imitial light-in-the-

night-sky reports have a very low survival rate. An experienced
investigator readily recognizes most of these for what they are:
bright meteors, aircraft landing lights, balloons, planets, vio-
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lently twinkling stars, searchlights, advertising lights on planes,
refueling missions, etc. When one realizes the unfamiliarity of
the general public with lights in the night sky of this variety, it
is obvious why so many such UFO reports arise. Of course,
such trivial cases do not satisfy the definition of UFO used in
this book. Equally, when a UFO s defined, as was the case in
the Condon Report, as ‘any sighting that i1s puzzling to the
observer’ rather than as we have here — a report that remains
unexplained by technically trained people capable of explain-
ing it in common terms — one can recognize the reason for the.
basically unsatisfactory nature of the investigation con-
cerned.

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

After such a critical assessment i1s made, to dismiss such
highly selected cases as being without merit or potential
significance for physical or behavioral science is, at best, cav-
alier and irresponsible.

THE REPORTERS

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

The average number of reporters in the selected Nocturnal
Lights case was 3.5 ; the median number was three. Among the
37 adult observers we note a wide range of occupations® and
technical competence — ranging from a butcher and three
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housewives to a Royal Canadian Air Force telecommunications
officer, 2 U.S. Naval security officer, and an MIT laboratory
head - but most of the observers at the time of their sightings
were holding positions of responsibility: pilots (4), air control
operators (8), police and security officers (5), etc. — positions in
which we would be distressed to find persons who are mentally
unstable or prone to silly judgment or hoaxes. In all cases, the
reporter observed in concert with at least one other responsible
adult.

As we have already noted, often the reporters’ immediate
reactions, in their own words, can be very enlightening.

In the first category, Nocturnal Lights, we can well start
with. the reactions of the associate laboratory director at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. (See Appendix 1, NL-
1.) When his 11-year-old son ran ino the house calling,
“There’s a flying saucer outside,” he and the rest of his family
went out to look. In our interview the father said:

Going out of the house, I got my small glasses [4x30] to
observe the object. I really didn’t believe I was going to see
anything. In the meantime, my 15-year-old boy went back into
the house and got the Bausch and Lomb 6x30 binoculars, We
both observed the object.

My very first impression was ... 1s it an extremely bright
star? But that thought was dispelled almost immediately. The
second thought - searching for a logical explanation — was that
it might be a landing light of an aircraft. [ This theory was soon
dispelled by the strange trajectory of the light, as plotted by the
observer against the bare patches of a tree. It was midwinter.]
. .. the next morning, I asked my oldest boy to describe his
observations to me, and these checked with mine entirely.

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

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

‘I’ve been working in this tower for 27 years, and I've never
seen anything like this before. . . . It was the violent maneuver

. and the apparent cooperation between the two bright
objects that made the sighting significant.” (See Appendix 1,
NL-2.)

Of another UFO sighting reported by an airport tower oper-
ator, the witness said: ‘I’ve been an air traffic control supervisor
for the last four years. I am familiar with burn-ins and satellite
crossings. I have tried to figure out what I saw and explain it to
myself.” (See Appendix 1, NL-3.)

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

For a change of pace (and occupation) in the matter of im-
mediate reactions to the experiencing of a UFQO event here is
the comment of a young but mature antiques dealer: °... as I
kept saying, “What can it be?” he [her husband] just kept re-
peating, “Oh my God!”’ (See Appendix 1, NL-4.)

On a lighter note, we have the following report:

One night back in 1961 1 was engaged in the noble American
tradition of ‘parking’ with a girl ... What caught my atten-
tion, and at that time it took an awful lot to distract me, was
the way the thing [a bright Nocturnal Light] moved. ... The
object was noiseless and, not to sound corny, glowed. It was
much brighter than any star in the sky. ... So as 1t moved
slowly northward, I figured it to be a weather balloon
reflecting the sun’s light. However, balloons don’t stand still,
change direction, and have reverse gears, so to speak. ... Well,
I finally pointed it out to the girl to assure myself that it wasn’t
an illusion. She saw it with no trouble and got quite scared. We
watched together as the thing went through its antics. ...
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Finally, after some five minutes of fooling around, it took off
for greener pastures., From far to the south it moved out of
sight to the north in about five seconds. I timed it, I know it, I

don’t expect you to believe it, but it happened. [See Appendix
1, NL-5.]

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

Allow me first to give you a bit of information on myself so
that you can see that I am a reasonably qualified observer. I am
44 years old, have been a member of the Canadian Air Force
for over 25 years, first as a member of air crew during the
Second World War. For the last 20 years I have been employed
in the telecommunications field. I have spent over half of that
time on flying bases and have seen most of the aircraft of both
military and civilian types ... I should add that I have never
been a believer in UFQOs before, but this one is so unexplainable
by our present standards that it has me wondering ... none of

the flying experts from the base have an explanation for it
either. [See Appendix 1 NL-6.]

THE REPORTS

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

The object caught my attention because . .. the light looked
wrong for an atrplane. We often see, from our house, planes
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with their landing lights on an approach to Logan Airport;
usually, however, when I see landing lights I can also see red
and green wing lights. In this case it was not possible to see any
lights, There was no sound whatever as the object seemed to
get closer. ... It was an exceptionally clear, cold, and still
night. . .. When the object appeared to be at its nearest point, I
would guess one-half to one minute after 1t first appeared, a
second light appeared on essentially the same course as the
first, and my curiosity was further heightened when a third
light appeared about a half minute after the second. I immedi-
ately went indoors for my field glasses.

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

This reporter disclaims being a trained observer. Would that

the average UFO report were as coherent and detailed as this
one from an ‘untrained’ observer! He continues:

... one of the most striking things about the lights was their
color. It was orange light and therefore unlike any I have ever
seen on an airplane. Not a vivid or harsh orange but simply too
orange to be a normal landing light. ... During the time when
the lights were visible, several planes passed within audible
range, but their sound faded and the lights continued with no
sound that we could detect. ... Their speed would certainly be
impossible to judge as we could not tell how far away they
were, or even guess at it, As far as angular speed they moved
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[between] the samerates as satellites [and] ajetwith its landing
lights on during an approach to the airport, we very com-
monly see.

... The lights were as bright as Venus as seen at its brightest;
that is, very striking lights, but they certainly cast no light on
the ground. Subsequent conversations with friends always
seemed to result in two questions. ... First, the lights that
moved up from the south toward the northeast were com-
pletely steady. They did not twinkle, they did not flicker, they
were as steady as the light of Venus or an aircraft landing
light. I could see no shape or form or anything else attached to
these lights. The lights that appeared to be dropped or de-
tached from the object did twinkle as they fell,

. .. In relistening to this account, it seems to me that the order
of events is not clearly stated. ... I had been across the street at
a neighbor’s house and waswalking back to ours when I saw the
first light. My wife was still at their house. About three or four
of the lights had appeared, and I had already gotten my field
glasses from the house when my sister, her children, and my
parents arrived back from church. Even though three of the
objects were in the sky, I was still feeling extremely skeptical
that this was anything out of the ordinary, although I was
extremely curious. In calling these lights to the attention of the
party that had just arrived, I felt more than a little foolish, and
all treated it as something of a joke {a common reaction]. We
all passed the field glasses around and agreed that we could see
nothing particularly different with or without the field glasses.
... I went into the house to call Dr. David Layzer, who is a
neighbor. Receiving no answer, I came outside. .. [ They] were
still watching the lights, and the .count had become confused.
We think that a total of six or seven appeared. ... The entire
episode took perhaps twenty minutes before the last light dis-
appeared from sight. The lights that dropped the little lights
were, as far as I could tell, stationary. They were definitely not
moving perpendicular to our line of sight. It was easy to keep
them centered with the glasses propped against a tree,
and their illumination was so steady that I am quite certain

they were not vanishing into the distance along our line of
sight.

60



I corresponded with the observer a year later. In answer to
my questions, he wrote:

I would say, ves, the event still seems as strange now as it did
then. ... My own (admittedly unsatisfactory) explanation was
that the lights were connected with some type of ordnance
work that the public was not supposed to know about. I
confess to being open, but essentially skeptical, about extra-
terrestrial objects and visitors. .. . I have enclosed a carbon of a
letter from Donald Menzel [Harvard astronomer], to whom
David [Layzer] also sent a copy of my account. I confess I
didn’t answer his note because, aside from the fact that he
seemed to treat the whole matter facetiously, he obviously had
not read the report with any care. ... I would say that his final
explanation [bright stars in the main, with an airplane landing
light or two, possibly plus a satellite] i1s out of the question in
that, by trying to apply a combination of these objects that he
suggests, for six or seven objects that behaved essentially ident-
ically, he simply taxes the imagination too much.

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

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

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

occurrence.
Among the dozen or so cases under discussion in the present

category, we have the following example. This was recounted
by one of the two observers involved, an MI'T graduate engin-
eering student:

At this time Ursa Major [the Big Dipper] was almost at the
zenith. I suddenly noticed that two of the stars were moving
... 1n a circle about a common center while maintaining posi-
tion at opposite ends of a diameter, much like two paint dots at
opposite ends of a spinning phonograph record. They were
rotating about 30 rpm counterclockwise at a very constant vel-
ocity. ... The rotating stars were separated by a distance ap-
proximately equal to ... about one and a half moon diameters.
The objects were fainter than Arcturus, a little fainter than
Alpha, Beta, Gamma in Ursa Major. ... abruptly stopped
their motion, and this left them in a roughly north-south
orientation. ... They remained dead motionless, they started
moving away from each other, the one moving south suddenly
halted. ... The ‘star’ that had begun moving northward con-
tinued to do so. At this time its velocity was constant and

slower than most meteors but faster than ordinary aircraft.
[See Appendix 1, NL-8.]

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

The sighting occurred in May, 1970, quite some time after
the Condon Committee had concluded that there was no point
to further study of UFQs. One can as easily use the following
paraphrased excerpts from the taped interview with two
policemen who reported a Nocturnal Light case at the time
the Condon Committee was just beginning its work.
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(See Appendix 1, NL-9.) The case was not studied by the
committee.

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

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

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

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

* This is undoubtedly an exaggeration — a very common one in
UFO reports. People do not realize how large an angle a silver dollar
would subtend on the sky when held at arm’s length. Virtually no one
realizes, for instance, that an aspirin tablet held at arm’s length will
cover the moon.
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the MIT graduate student and his wife who reported the whir}-
ing starlike lights, but the taped interview indicated that they
were certainly equally puzzled.

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

Could it be that pilots are similarly affected by loss of judg-
ment? In the Nocturnal Light category of UFOs, as an example
of one of many cases in the files, we have, from a Blue Book
‘Unidentified’ report, the following statement (See Appendix
I, NL-10):

A reddish white, blurred, large, luminous glare appeared
ahead and 500 feet below aircraft on a collision course. It

maintained its altitude but made a right turn when the aircraft
commander took evasive action [the report of an air force
major, lieutenant, and two crew members]. Investigation to
date offers no indication of possible causes.?

In an official report from an Atlanta-based Eastern Airlines
captain, dated February 28, 1968, and made available by an
Eastern Airlines flight director, we find this interesting pass-
age:

I picked up the mike and asked, “Who’s this at our 11:30
position?’ The center replied that the airplane he was talking to
was 15 miles away. 1 said, ‘Well, this guy isn’t 15 miles
away.’

With this I prepared to take evasive action. The center ad-
vised that they still had no target showing, and I said, ‘Aw,

come on! He’s going right by us at our nine o’clock posi-
tion.’
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It should be remembered that while these are merely two
examples from a very great many pilot reports, pilots are wary
of making such reports unless they are under military instruc-
tions to do so.?

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

The two objects [in a deep blue twilight sky, moon present
but stars not yet visible] were just bright points of white light
and could have been taken for satellites except for the sudden
maneuvers, change of direction, and speed of disappearance.
. .. One was headed north at 45 degrees above the horizon, the
other south at about 30 degrees. The southbound light execu-
ted a sudden 180-degree turn, rose, joined the other object,
hovered in what appeared to be a formation, and then flew off
to the northeast. [See Appendix 1, NL-2.]

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

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

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

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

A: Somewhere between five and ten minutes.

Q: When we talked about it before, you said something
about it being an eerie kind of thing you had not experienced
before. In fact, I think vou said it was a sort of ‘radioactive’
kind of thing. Can you go 1nto that a little more?

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

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

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

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

A: No, 1t did not.

Q: Now let’s go back. Was there any identifying sound?

A: None. None whatever.

Q: What about its later motion?

A: After observing the object for some five or ten minutes in
1ts apparent hovering position and its wandering, it started to
increase its altitude and travel toward the east; I would esti-
mate its altitude went up to about 30 degrees, and it arrived at
an azimuth of approximately 160 degrees [southeast] , at which
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time it appeared to stop and hover agamn. This motion, al-
though it did not seem to be in proximity to it, scemed to be
coincidental with the passing of an airliner.

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

A: It was going somewhat, I would say, 1n excess of a degree
per second. Something of that order of magnitude.

A former chief scientist of the Pentagon, my personal friend
and friend and colleague of the MI'T reporter, had asked me to
look into this case in the first place, calling me from across the
country at the time. Despite this instigation from a highly
placed professional man, I was unable to get Blue Book to
investigate further.

I include yet another Nocturnal Light case because of the
circumstances surrounding its reception. After this book was
virtually completed, I had addressed a letter to the editor of
Physics Today,* soliciting UFO reports from scientifically and
technically trained persons. The following Nocturnal Light
case was one of the first responses I received. It is noteworthy
in another respect: the report is 11 years old; the reporter,
who today is a professional astronomer, did not wish to report it
earlier because he was unwilling to expose himself to ridi-
cule.*®

This Nocturnal Light sighting took place in Canada. (See
Appendix 1, NL-11.) The reporter and his brother had been
alerted by a relative, a newspaperman, who, in turn, had been
called by the provincial police, who had been attempting to
follow the light with their cars but had not succeeded in catch-
ing up to it as it moved from place to place. The call had come
about 2:00 A.M., after the chase had been on for nearly an hour.

* Another respondent, also a professional astronomer, wrote: *. ..
being a scientist, I had never reported. ...’ This person had preferred
to regard his sighting as being of an unusual physical phenomenon
rather than to admit the possibility, perhaps even to himself, that it
was ‘a genuinely new empirical observation’,
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I quote directly from the report, but names and places are not
given, (as I promised in my Physics Today solicitation). (See
Appendix 1, NL-11.)

We followed country roads until we came within 100 yards
of the object.* It was hovering around a large tree, which
stood alone in the center of a cultivated field. The tree was
about 100 yards distant and about 120 feet high. The object,
which subtended an angle of about 1/4 degrees (giving it a
physical diameter of less than 3 feet), appeared circular in
shape and was thus probably a spheroid. It was highly lu-
minous against the dark sky background and changed color
through the whole visible spectral range with a period of ~ 2
seconds (rather an irregular period). Because it was rather
bright, I may have slightly overestimated the angular size, and
1/4 degrees should perhaps be considered an upper limit. A
lower limit would certainly be 1/8 degrees.

The object appeared to be examining the tree rather closely.
It circled the upper branches, ranging from 50 to 100 feet off
the ground, passing in front of the tree, then clearly visible
through the branches on passing behind the tree again, It con-
tinued this apparent ‘observation’ of the tree for several
minutes while we watched. Then, anxious for a picture, we
climbed the perimeter fence and started slowly toward the tree
facing due west. We had not gone more than 10 feet before it
‘noticed’ us and, noiselessly accelerating at a very high rate,
headed almost directly south, disappearing over the horizon
(on a slightly rising trajectory in about 2-1/2 seconds. (I con-
sider my length and time estimates to be quite reliable as I was
actively engaged in track and field at the time and thus quite
competent at this type of estimation. Even under such excep-
tional circumstances, these figures are most probably within
F 20 per cent.)

Several observations about the object:

I. It was certainly too small to contain human life;

2. It had no apparent physical surface features apart from

* Because of the distance between the reporter and the object this

case falls within the upper limits of a Close Encounter and might be
considered as such.
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the circular shape it presented — possibly because the ‘surface’
was highly luminous;

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

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

5. It was definitely not any natural physical phenomenon 1
have ever encountered or read about (I'm sure you are familhiar
with what I refer to — ‘marsh gas’ and the like);

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

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

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

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

The small estimated linear size of the last Nocturnal Light 1s
unusual.* The general impression given by reporters of these
cases 1s that the light is considerably larger than three feet.
Since, however, these are nocturnal sightings and only rarely is
it possible to judge distances with any confidence, linear sizes

remain unknown.

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

* A Nocturnal Light case in Fargo, North Dakota (February 26,
1967), which I personally investigated and was totally unable to ex-

plain, involved a light of estimated size of a few feet. (See Appendix
I, NL-12.)
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collect. Thousands upon thousands of raw, unfiltered initial
reports of Nocturnal Lights very probably exist; how many of
them would survive the filtering process and be admitted into
the arena of truly puzzling cases remains a matter of conjecture
until serious investigation is undertaken. However, the proto-
type of the Nocturnal Light is clear.

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

As far as trajectories and kinematic behavior are concerned,
despite exceptions that defy normal physical explanations, even
when generous allowance 1s made for exaggeration and error of
judgment, the reported motions of the Nocturnal Lights do not
seem generally to violate physical laws.

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

If so, what 1s it?
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NOTES

I. Observers of Selected Nocturnal Lights Events

Occupation Number

Air Control operations

Teenagers

Children

Housewives

Police officers

Antiques dealers

Air force crew

Service station attendants

Butcher

ILaborer

MIT graduate student

Royal Canadian Air Force
telecommunications operator

Associate Director MIT Physical Lab

Air force major

Air force 1st lieutenant

Medical doctor

U.S. Naval security member

Civilian pilot

Shop man

Unknown

= o= N NN DNWRARSE R
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Total

I
=4

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

3. These instructions are fully covered in Joint Army-Navy-Air
Force Proceedings (JANAP-146E).

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

‘More than a year has passed since the air force formally

closed its Project Blue Book, which acted as a national center
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for the receipt of reports of certain types of strange phenom-
ena more commonly known as UFOs.

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

‘It has been my estimate over the past 20 years that for
every UFO report made there were at least 10 that went un-
reported. Evidence for this comes from the Gallup Poll, the
many UFO reports I subsequently learned of that were not
reported to the air force, and from my own queries. There has
always been a great reluctance to report in the face of almost
certain ridicule. It would seem that the more trained and
sophisticated the observer, the less prone he 1s to report unless
he could be assured of anonymity as well as respect for his
report. |

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

‘It may be of interest to note, in passing, that over the years
I have been the recipient of UFO reports from many highly

72



trained technical people and scientists. It is a gross but popu-
lar misconception that UFO reports spring from “ding-a-
lings”. A study of the record shows that such persons are
almost entirely absent. The address to which UFO reports
may be sent is: J. Allen Hynek, Chairman, Department of
Astronomy, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois
60201.°
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CHAPTER SIX

UFOS SEEN IN THE DAYTIME—
DAYLIGHT DISCS

A large airplane body with no wings is the nearest I can

explain; or perhaps like the outer edge or circum-

ference of a disc rolling towards me, the edge sI or so
feet or more.

- description of sighting of February 4, 1966,

in Houston, T exas, from Blue Book files.

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

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

THE REPORTERS

Since in approaching the daytime category we must once again
start with the observers and their qualifications, I have, as

before, chosen a dozen or so representative cases, each of which
had at least two reporters.

74



‘The total number of witnesses in these daytime cases is 60;
the average per case 15 4.8, and the median, 4. Many ‘spec-
tacular’ single-witness cases might have been included, but I
have felt 1t wise throughout to omit single reporter cases even
when the credibility rating of the person in question is high.?

Once again the words of some of the reporters involved in
the 13 cases throw an interesting light on the whole pheno-
menon. The quotations are all taken from the Daylight Disc
cases listed in Appendix 1. It is the reaction and not the sub-
stance of the case in which we are interested here. These are on-
the-spot reactions to the sighting of a Daylight Disc.

. . . my friend, who was driving the vehicle, said, ‘Do you see
what I see?’ .., This odd-looking object looked like a stunted
dill pickle. We agreed we didn’t know what it was. ... While
we stopped there, a half ton truck came along with two men in
it — they were taking a load of hogs into Calgary. The one man
asked us if we were having trouble. We said no but showed
them the object and asked what they thought of it. One of the
men said, ‘Oh that must be one of those flying saucer things
... However, I sat around and thought about it all day, and
that afternoon I decided to phone the control tower at Calgary
Airport to see if they knew anything about it. They said they
didn’t. [ See Appendix 1, DD-1.]

I wish now that I had taken more pictures as it moved
groundward in a controlled approach, but I was anxious to see
it with the naked eye rather than through the viewfinder. { See
Appendix 1, DD-3.]

I have been an airlines pilot for nearly five years and have
reasonable vision, and naturally I am used to observing things
in the sky. This was not a fleeting glimpse. While I was watch-
ing, explanations occurred to me and were discarded on the
spot. [From a report by a BOAC pilot of a daylight sighting on
July 13, 1971, Kent, England. See Appendix 1, DD-4.]

During World War I1 I was a pilot in the U.S. Air Force. In
all that time I never once, day or night, observed anything
unusual in the skies. Now, at age 43, I have observed a pheno-
menon which 1s beyond my comprehension and which taxes
my sense of reasoning and credulity. [ See Appendix 1, DD-2.]
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The daytime reporters evince the same reaction of surprise
and bewilderment shown by reporters of nighttime sightings.
One might well think that in the clear visibility of brilliant
daylight several observers simultaneously would not long
remain puzzled by a sky sighting, especially when the duration
of the event is relatively long. But they do, and generally they
try, in vain, to fit some natural explanation to the experience.
As well trained as some of the witnesses concerned in these
sample cases are, it 15 surprising to note how often they felt
mnadequate to put into words a cogent description of their ex-
perience.

THE OBJECTS

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

thus:

The color was greenish blue, It seemed to have a sort of
fluorescent glow to it, but it wasn’t really a fluorescent color as
we would know it. I would say it was more like the writing on
these signs along the highway that say, ‘Calgary (so many)
miles’, something like a scotch light with a green background.

Actually no [definite] lights on it whatever.

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

Their puzzlement is not unique. Repeatedly I have had wit-
nesses tell me, ‘I just can’t describe the color. I've never seen
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anything quite like it before. I never saw just that shade of red
[or blue or green] before.’ Frequently the object is described as
having a general fluorescent glow with no specific lights, as in
another two-observer case, in which one witness stated, “The
outline was definite, but there were no port lights on it to make
you think it was a kind of airship or anything like that. No
exhaust or jet flames, actually no lights whatever [except for
the general glow].’

Descriptions that lack precision of terminology are by no
means confined to untrained observers. The same groping for
words to convey to the listener a faithful picture of what the
observers are sure they saw occurs also in cases involving well-
trained observers. Thus the best the two airport tower operators
on duty and a third airman on duty at the alert pad at the end of
the runway could do was ‘two oblong-shaped devices having
the appearance of a table platter’. Yet that morning the weather
was clear and cool, and the visibility was excellent.* (See Ap-
pendix 1, DD-3.)

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

* The message sent to Dayton from the local air base stated: ‘In
view of the fact that three reliable personnel reported the sighting ...
it is concluded that a genuine sighting of a phenomenon of some sort
did occur but that sufficient information is not available to determine
the cause.”’ To the best of my knowledge, no attempt to obtain more

information was made after this message was received by Blue
Book.
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supposed to be able to give accurate descriptions of accidents
and crimes), airport tower operators, scientists,.engineers.
Perhaps the ingenuous description of the conveyors of the load
of hogs is the most practical and pragmatic after all: ‘Oh, that
must be one of those flying saucer things!’

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

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

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

Part of the high Strangeness Rating arises from the reported
trajectories. Here is an example from a taped interrogation.

(See Appendix 1, DD-1.)

Q: There is some hilly country in there. Did the thing float
right along evenly over the hills, or did it follow it?
A: That was one thing we noticed. As high up as it was [500
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or 600 feet],it didn’t have to do the things it was doing. When-
ever there seemed to be a slight rise in the land 1t made a slight
rise. When there was a dip in the land, it seemed to dip. This
was another thing I couldn’t figure out.

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

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

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

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

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

Photographs of reported daylight discs are readily available,
and while the circumstances under which they were taken have
not been sufficiently investigated and many are patent fakes, it
is difficult to dismiss others. Some photographs that I have

79



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

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

I do not know of 25 such cases, but there are several that
meet nearly all the necessary conditions. One is the classic
Great Falls, Montana, case of August 15, 1950 (see Appendix
1, DD-5), in which movies of two point-like lights, in a bright

* ‘The same may be said of radar photographs. Here it is a question
not of fakery but of interpretation (assuming the proper fuctioning of
equipment) by the operator. So again we are reduced to fallibility of

the human element. When all is said and done, the UFO remains a
‘human’ experience and must be evaluated as such.
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daylight sky, were taken, incorporating a sufficient number of
reference objects (for instance, a water tower) to enable a mean-
ingful study of the series of frames to be made. The attempt to
ascribe the recorded parameters of the motion of the objects to
aircraft, balloons, etc., was entirely unsuccessful. Dr. Baker,
writing in the Journal of the Astronautical Sciences, con-

cluded:

Because of the conflict between every hypothesized natural
phenomenon and one or more details of the hard data i1n the
photographic evidence analyzed (in addition to the uncer-
tainty of the soft data) no clear cut conclusions ... can be
made. ...

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

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

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

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

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

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

My repeated conversations and correspondence with the
principal observer, Warren Smith of Calgary, have failed to
produce any substantiation for such motivation. Smith’s
affidavits, made under the stringent provisions of the Canada
Evidence Act, further support my feelings.

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

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

Even before this, however, Warren Smith, who remembered
that he had a loaded color camera in his pack, called excitedly
for 1t and started photographing. He thought that the object
was an aircraft heading for a crash, and it crossed his mind that
the photograph could be sold to the newspapers on their return.
(This was the only time in which the idea of monetary gain
entered their thinking, as far as I could gather.) One picture
was reportedly obtained as the object came down toward the
trees in the foreground, behind which the object soon disap-
peared. Then, the men reported, the object reappeared from
behind the trees and ascended toward the clouds. The observers
also reported that the object dropped some material, but this
report was never fully substantiated.

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

The remote possibility exists that quite independently of
Smith and his companions and without their knowledge, some-
one in the ‘bush’ had at that moment ‘launched’ a ‘platter’,
which Smith was “fortunate’ enough to have been on hand to
photograph. Yet we have both the word of Smith that the disc
was first seen to descend and t/Zen to ascend and disappear into
the clouds and the established sequence in the negatives, which
shows that the stipulated descending photograph was taken
first. One could argue, even then, that the invisible platter-
tosser had tossed twice and that Smith photographed the de-
scent of the first one and the ascent of the second, some 15
seconds or so later, but we have the word of the reporters (who
in this case must have been independent of the tossers) that this
was definitely not the case. In any event, close examination of
the cloud structure shows that the two photographs were taken
in close succession; even a brief interlude would have resulted
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in minor but detectable changes in the cloud edges. None is
perceivable. ~

The Smith photographs portray quite well the archetype of
the Daylight Disc, and most descriptions of reporters in the
other multiple-witness cases included here support the Smith
photographs in this respect. Going as far back as 1952, we have
this description of a Daylight Disc from two personnel at the
Carco Air Service hangar adjoining the southeast corner of the
Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, New Mexico. (See
Appendix 1, DD-1.)

x There appeared high in the sky directly over Kirtland Air

Force Base an object which first appeared to be a weather
balloon, but after closer examination it was determined by the
observers to be of a design unfamiliar to them. It was then
noted that a similar object of the same design was nearby. The
two objects moved slowly to the south ... making no sound
which could be heard by the observers. The objects were of a
round, disc-like design and silver in color. Both objects seemed
to pick up instant speed and climbed almost vertically. One
object continued on a south-southeast course while the other
object veered to an almost due east course. The entire observ-
ance took place within 30 seconds. The winds were south-
westerly at 15 miles per hour.

It would be easy to ‘explain away’ this incident by saying
that the observers mistook some very close windblown objects,
or perhaps by something else. Or would it? The winds were
from the ‘wrong’ direction, the objects disappeared in different
directions, climbing vertically. It seems most unlikely that all
this could have been accomplished and the objects propelled

rapidly upward by a 15-mile-per-hour south-southwesterly
wind. |

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

On January 16, 1952, two members of a balloon project
from the General Mills Aeronautical Research Laboratory and
four other civilians observed two unidentified aerial objects in
the vicinity of the balloon they were observing. The balloon
was at an altitude of 112,000 feet and was x10 feet in diameter
at the time of the observation.

The objects were observed twice, once from Artesia, New
Mexico, and once from the Artesia Airport, In the first in-
stance, one round object appeared to remain motionless in the
vicinity, but apparently higher than the balloon. [ Nothing i1s
said about what the other object did.] The balloon appeared to
be 1-1/2 inches in diameter and the object, 2-1/2 inches in
diameter (thus the ratio of 3 to 5), and the color was a dull

white, This observation was made by two General Mills ob-
Servers.

Nothing is said about the assumption that the two objects
observed from the balloon’s launching site and later from the

airport were the same pair. Details of this sort mattered little to
the Blue Book investigators.

The Blue Book report continues:

A short time later the same two observers and four civilian
pilots were observing the same balloon from the Artesia Air-
port. Two objects apparently at extremely high altitude were
noted coming toward the balloon from the northwest. They
circled the balloon, or apparently so, and flew off to the north-
east. The time of observation was about 40 seconds. The two
objects were the same color and size as the first object. [Here it
would seem that the first sighting had only one object.] They
were flying side by side. When the objects appeared to circle
the balloon, they disappeared [momentarily, it i1s to be pre-
sumed, since they later flew off to the northeastl, and the ob-

servers assumed they were disc-shaped and had turned on edge
to bank.
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There was no follow-up by Project Blue Book for the fol-
lowing reasons:

Unfortunately this report was not made until April § and
did not reach ATIC until April 16, Due to this time lapse no
further investigation is contemplated. The observers are
known to be very reliable and experienced.

Conclusions: ‘None.’

The time lapse was certainly no excuse for the lack of further
investigation. Determination of the qualifications of the re-
porters could certainly have been carried out, even at a much
later date. “The observers are known to be very reliable and

experienced,” is a meaningless statement without further sub-
stantiation.

The following year personnel from General Mills Lab-

oratory figured in another UFO report, class ‘Daylight Disc’.
(See Appendix 1, DD-9.)

Three research engineers observed a white smoke or vapor
trail at 40,000 to 50,000 feet, while tracking a 79-foot balloon
at 73,000 feet through a theodolite. Object moved in horizontal
flight for approximately 30 seconds at a rate of 10 degrees per g
seconds (estimated 9oo miles per hour) then began verti-
cal dive lasting 10 to 15 seconds. During dive object was visible
several times appearing to glow. As object leveled off, smoke

trails ceased. Observation was made from roof of General Mills
I.aboratory.

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

One of the observers is a meteorological engineer and is
considered to be completely reliable. The two other sources are
also considered reliable. The nearest AC&W [radar] facility
was 1noperative at the time of the sighting. Two F-86 aircraft
were 1n the area southwest of Minneapolis at the time of obser-

vation, but this does not correlate with the UFQ. Conclusion:
UNIDENTIFIED.

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

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

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

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

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

Using a few choice navy expletives, Moore was about to
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snatch the instrument from the man and direct it at the weather
balloon when the man said, ‘But I’'ve got it in here.” Moore
looked and saw a whitish ellipsoidal object in the field of the
theodolite. The object was moving east at a rate of § degrees of
azimuth change per second. It appeared about 2-1/2 times as
long as it was wide. It was readily visible to the unaided eye
and was seen by all the members of the group. In the theodolite
it was seen to subtend an angle of several minutes of arc.

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

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

Three other cases used here to delineate the Daylight Disc
prototype occurred in 1967,a year relatively high in UFO 1inci-
dents of all types in the United States. The three are listed as
‘Unidentified’ by Project Blue Book, and occurred in Crosby,
North Dakota (see Appendix 1, DD-11), in Blytheville, Ar-
kansas (see Appendix 1, DD-3), and in New Winchester,
Ohio (see Appendix 1, DD-12).

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

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

The incident reported from New Winchester, Ohio, with
five witnesses, was also poorly investigated, although listed as
‘Unidentified’ by Blue Book. The original report was prompted
by an article I had written for a friend, then editor of a house
organ published by an insurance company based in Columbus,
Ohio.5 "

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

This object was oval in shape and was going in a straight
line from southeast to northwest in a very much tumbling
fashion. ... The UFO, or whatever it was, crossed over the
road we were going on. There was bright sunshine, and it
reflected on the object, which was made of metal and was not
the color of aluminum like airplanes, but I would say the color

of either brass or copper. What powered the object we do not
know, but we heard no sound.

Obviously there are not many ‘hard data’ here, and the inci-
dent could easily be dismissed if it didn’t fit the pattern of so
many other similar reports. There were no trained witnesses in
this case, but the letter of transmittal has a frank and open

style:
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We were driving east and saw a car with three youths in it,
ages about 18 to 20 years, stopped and they were looking at
something in the sky. ... I saw something, too, so I pulled on
down the road a little ways and stopped, got out of the car, and
looked in the sky. ... The three boys ... came on down the
road and parked beside my car and we were all watching it,
and the traffic came from the opposite direction, and we both
had to move. ... None of the five of us had any explanation,
but we all saw it very plainly.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

After moving slightly to the south of us, the object rapidly
accelerated in an east-northeast direction. ... We moved onto
a high speed highway still heading east, but now at 70 to 8o
miles per hour. The object quickly became a white starlike
object [Nocturnal Light] far to the east of us. It appeared to
move five to ten degrees up and down for about five minutes.
Then the object rapidly moved to the south, disappearing over
the Atlantic Ocean.
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PROTOTYPE

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

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

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

sound.

The sad fact 1s that even after years of reports of ‘Daylight
Discs’ from various parts of the world, and despite some seem-
ingly genuine photographs, the data we have to deal with are
most unsatisfactory from the standpoint of a scientist. Part of
the reason for this is clear: official apathy and the ‘ridicule
gauntlet’.

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

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

Colors can be checked by the use of a good color wheel (I
never came across a Blue Book investigator who used one); and
brightness, ‘As bright as that yard light over there’ can be trans-
lated into lumens and finally into a rough estimate of ergs per
square centimeter even if only the upper limits to the distance
can be ascertained, as is the case in which the luminous source
passes in front of an object (tree, house, hill) the distance of
which 1s known.

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

clear.
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NOTES
I. Observers of Selected Daylight Sighting Events |

Occupation Number
Army artillery trainees I2
Teenagers

Civilian pilots

Farmers

Children

Technicians

Research engineers

Prospectors

Scientific balloon observers

Housewives

Air force base personnel

B-17 pilot

Astronomer

Meteorological engineer

Commercial pilot

Physiotherapist and former USAF pilot
Army veteran, now university student
Secretary

Owner of baseball team

Security policeman
Unknown

]
00|UJHHHHHHHHHM-F=~NNNUJU1-I=-I=-CH

Total

2, Baker. ‘Observational Evidence of Anomalistic Phenomena,’
Fournal of the Astronomical Sciences, 15, 31 (1968).

3. The original negatives were returned to the owner, who then
submitted them to the Condon committee. In the committee
report 1t was stated that these photographs ‘have no pro-
bative value’,

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

5. I mention this circumstance only to show that this report
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would never have been made except for this condition and
would have remained, I suspect, in the large reservoir of
latent reports. The original observers had no intention of
reporting the incident officially. In my many years as a UFO
investigator I have repeatedly encountered an overwhelming
reticence to report officially, especially to the police or to the
air force. Many letters sent to me carry the specific injunction.
not to transmit the information contained to the air force. In
this particular instance, however, the report was transmitted
directly to Dayton, where I came upon it in the course of my
routine monitoring of reports,
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CHAPTER SEVEN

RADAR-VISUAL UFO REPORTS

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

~ from official report of Wing Intelligence Officer

ON the surface it would appear that instances involving both
radar and visual mutual confirmation of a UFO should offer
superior ‘hard data’. Yet such is unfortunately not the case. A
lack of follow-up and the application of the ‘Blue Book The-
orem’ — it can’t be, therefore it 1sn’t — prevented, in my opinion,
such hard core data from being properly reduced and pre-
sented. -

Radar sightings of UFOs might appear to constitute hard
data, but the many vagaries of radar wave propagation are such
that it is almost always possible to acribe a radar UFO sight-
ing to such vagaries if one tries hard enough. Nevertheless there
are in Blue Book files examples of radar sightings that carry the
classification ‘Unidentified’ (even though one Project Blue
Book chief officer testified before Congress, but not under oath,
that there was no radar UFO case in the Blue Book files that
had not been satisfactorily explained!). Unidentified radar
cases 1n Blue Book are, for example, the sightings of September
13, 1951, at Goose Bay, Labrador (see Appendix 1, RV-10);
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August 13, 1956, at Lakenheath, England (see Appendix 1,
RV-4), from which report the quotation heading this chapter is
taken; June 3, 1957, at Shreveport, Louisiana (see Appendix 1,
RV-6); and December 6, 1952, in the Gulf of Mexico (see Ap-
pendix 1, RV-11).

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

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

As before, I have chosen a dozen or so representative cases
(listed in Appendix 1) to illustrate this category and to con-
struct a prototype displaying the overall pattern of the sight-
ings, using, as before, direct quotations from the observers. In
addition to the ‘human experience’, we have added an ‘instru-
mental experience’, which gives strong support to the
former.
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THE REPORTERS

We start, also as before, with the types of reporters involved in
this category of cases.? In no case are there fewer than two
observers for any one sighting reported. The average number of
witnesses 1s §.0; the median number, 4.5. Ten of these cases are
from Blue Book files, only two of which are officially listed as
‘Unidentified’. One case that Blue Book has listed as “Anomal-
ous Propagation’ the Condon Report lists as ‘Unidentified’.
Blue Book has evaluated the remaining seven cases as probable
aircraft (4); possible aircraft (1); aircraft, mirage, and radar
inversion (1); probable balloon and probable aircraft (1). None
of the Blue Book identifications has been substantiated by posi-
tive evidence, largely, perhaps, because in none of the cases was
there adequate follow-up.

The reactions of various observers to their experience are
interesting. A pilot and his student had been informed by the
tower that radar showed a UFO on their tail for the past five
minutes. The pilot acknowledged the report, stating that the
object was not a conventional aircraft. The pilot said: ‘We were
more petrified than anything else as to what it was. Maybe it

was going to shoot us down for all we knew.” (See Appendix 1,
RV-12.)

THE REPORTS

The following excerpts from a transcript of a conversation be-
tween a Lear jet pilot, the Albuquerque control tower (see Ap-
pendix 1, RV-1), and a National Airlines pilot are revealing
with respect to both reactions and attitudes.

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

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

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

A to N: Are you sure nothing at your eleven o’clock posi-
tion? | '
A to N: Did you hear conversation with Lear jet?

N to A: Yes, we have the object now - we’ve been watching
it.

A to N: What does object appear to be doing?

N to A: Exactly what Lear jet said.

A to N: Do you want to report a UFQO?

N to A: No.

A to L: Do yvou want to report a UFQ?

L to A: No. We don’t want to report.

Another representative Radar-Visual case, illustrative not
only of Radar-Visual cases in general but also of the operation
of the ‘Blue Book Theorem’, involved two commercial airlines
pilots and an Air Traffic Control Center operator. (See Appen-
dix 1, RV-2.) Blue Book dismissed the case as ‘landing lights’
on the word of a reluctant American Airlines pilot, who clearly
did not wish to get involved. I received a letter from the air
traffic controller, who answered my inquiry for further infor-
mation thus:
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I have pondered on whether to make a reply to your letter.
. . . However, the more I thought about the explanation the Air
Force gave for the incident, the more disturbed I have become.
... 1 have been an air traffic controller for 13 years, three
actual years of control in the U.S. Air Force and ten with the
FAA. What happened on May 4, 1966, is as follows: I was
assigned the Charleston, West Virginia, high altitude radar
sector on the midnight shift. ... At approximately 04:30 a
Braniff Airlines Flight 42 called me on a VHF frequency of
134.75 and asked if I had any traffic for his flight. I had been
momentarily distracted by a land-line contact, and when I
finished (10 to 15 seconds), I looked at the radarscope and
observed a target to the left of Braniff 42, who was heading
eastbound on jet airway 6, about § miles off to his eleven
o’clock position.

I advised Braniff 42 that I had no known traffic in his vicin-
i1ty but was pamnting a raw target off to his ten o’clock position;
however, it was not painting a transponder and was probably
at the low altitude sector (24,000 feet and below). Braniff 42
advised that the object could not be at a low altitude because it
was above him and descending through his altitude, which was
33,000 feet. ... I was completely at a loss for explanation for 1
advised him [that] at the time there were only two aircraft
under my control -~ his flight and an American Airlines flight
about 20 miles behind him. I asked Braniff 42 if he could give
me a description of the object, thinking it might be an air force
research aircraft or possibly a U-2 type vehicle. Braniff 42
advised that whatever 1t was, it was not an aircraft, that the
object was giving off brilliant flaming light consisting of alter-
nating white, green, and red colors and was at this time turn-
ing away from him. At the same time the American flight
behind the Braniff, who had been monitoring the same fre-
quency, asked the Braniff if he had his landing lights on.
Braniff advised the American negative. Even if Braniff 42 had
had his landing lights on, American wouldn’t have seen more
than a dull glow, for they were 20 miles apart and going in the
same direction! Which means to me that the American saw the
same brilliant object. When I asked the American if he could
give me any further details, he politely clammed up., Most
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pilots know that if there is an official UFO sighting, they must
(or are supposed to) file a complete report when getting on the
ground. This report, I understand, is quite lengthy.

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

As I have stated, I think my previous experience speaks for
itself, and I know what I saw; and I'm sure the pilot of Braniff
42 was not having hallucinations. The target I observed was
doing approximately 1,000 miles an hour and made a complete
180-degree turn in the space of five miles, which no aircraft I
have ever followed on radar could possibly do, and I have
followed B-58s declaring they are going supersonic, all types
of civilian aircraft going full out (in the jet stream), and even
SR-71 aircraft, which normally operate at speeds in excess of
1,500 miles per hour.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Insofar as a prototype of the Radar-Visual case is concerned,
it can be said that the radar operator observes a blip on his
screen that, he avers, is definite, is akin to the type of blip given
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by a large aircraft, is not the result of malfunction, and does not
resemble ‘weather phenomena’. A visual sighting is charac-
teristically a light, or possibly a formation of lights strikingly
unfamiliar to the observer, with generally only a suggestion, if
that, of an object dimly outlined by the brightness of the lights.
The speeds involved are invariably high, but combinations of
high speed at one time and hovering at another are not uncom-
mon. Reversals of motion and sharp turns, not abrupt 9o-
degree turns, are characteristic of Radar-Visual cases.

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

An interesting example of a Radar-Visual case that
contributes to the prototypeand illustratesthecavalier disregard
by Project Blue Book of the principles of scientific inves-
tigation occurred in New Mexico on November 4, 1957 (see
Appendix 1, RV-3), just prior to the celebrated Levelland,
Texas, Close Encounter cases (Chapter Eight). The officer who
prepared the report, a lieutenant-colonel in the air force, said of
this case:

The opinion of the preparing officer i1s that this object may
possibly have been an unidentified aircraft, possibly confused
by the runways at Kirtland Air Force Base, The reasons for
this opinion are:

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

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

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

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

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

SOURCE’S DESCRIPTION OF SIGHTING: At 050545
Z November {10:45 P.M. local time], both SOURCES were on
duty alone in the control tower at Kirtland Air Force Base,
New Mexico; this tower 1s slightly over 100 feet high. One of
the controllers looked up to check cloud conditions and no-
ticed a white light traveling east between 150 and 200 miles per
hour at an altitude of approximately 1500 feet on Victor 12 [a
low altitude airway]. SOURCE then called the radar station
and asked for an identification of the object. The radar oper-
ator reported that the object was on an approximate go~-degree
azimuth from the observer; it disappeared on 180-degree azi-
muth from the tower observer. The object angled across the
east end of runway 26 in a southwesterly direction and began a
sharp descent, One SOURCE gave a radio call in an attempt to
contact what was believed to be an unknown aircraft that had
become confused about a landing pattern. A LOGAIR C-46
had just called in for landing instructions. The object was then
observed through binoculars and appeared to have the shape of
‘an automobile on end’. This was estimated to be 15 to 18 feet
high. One white light was observed at the lower side of the
object. The object slowed to an estimated speed of 50 miles per
hour and disappeared behind a fence at ‘Drumhead’, a restric~
ted area which is brilliantly floodlighted. This is approxi-
mately one-half mile from the control tower. It reappeared
moving eastward, and one SOURCE gave it a green light from
the tower, thinking it might be a helicopter in distress, The
object at this point was at an altitude of 200 to 300 feet; it then
veered in a southeasterly direction, ascended abruptly at an
estimated rate of climb of 4,500 feet per minute, and disap-
peared. SOURCE stated the object climbed ‘like a jet’, faster
than any helicopter. (SOURCE estimated this rate of climb.)

Although there were scattered clouds with a high overcast,
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visibility was good. Surface winds were variable at 1o to 30
knots. SOURCES observed the object for five to six minutes,
approximately half of which was through binoculars.

The air force officer who prepared the report stated:

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

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

Observer was called by tower operator to identify object near
east end of east-west runway. Object was on an approximate
go-degree [east] azimuth from the observer. Object disap-
peared on 180-azimuth [south] from observer. Object was first
sighted on the approximate east boundary at KAFB [Kirtland
Air Force Base] on an east-southeast heading, where it re-
versed in course to a west heading and proceeded to the Kirt-
land low-frequency range station [was this the same as ‘Drum-
head’?], where object began to orbit. From the range station
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object took northwest heading at high rate of speed and disap-
peared at approximately ten miles from observer.

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

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

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

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

While they lend themselves better to investigation than do
UFO reports of the first two categories we have examined,
Radar-Visual reports offer a special challenge to the inves-
tigator. Two classic cases, investigated in as much detail as was
possible after the passage of several years by the late Dr. James
McDonald, have been treated in the Flying Saucer Review®
and in Astronautics and Aeronautics,** respectively. They need
not, therefore,be treated in detail here. One occurred onJuly 17,
1957, at Lakenheath, England. (See Appendix 1, RV-4.)

The Lakenheath case involved two separate ground-radar op-
erators, one military pilot, and one air control tower operator.
It was the subject of grossly incomplete investigations both by
Blue Book and by the Condon committee, whose conclusions,
however, are worth noting: ‘In summary, this is the most puzzl-
ing and unusual case in the Radar-Visual files. The apparently
rational, intelligent behavior of the UFO suggests a mechanical
device of unknown origin as the most probable explanation of
this sighting.” But then ‘common sense’ comes to the rescue:
‘However, 1n view of the inevitable fallibility of witnesses,
more conventional explanations of this report cannot be en-
tirely ruled out.’

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

% The UFO Subcommittee of the American Institute of Aero-
nautics and Astronautics (ATAA) after publishing their Appraisal of
the UFO Problem (November, 1970), in which they concluded that
the UFO phenomenon was worthy of scientific study, announced that
from time to time they would publish in their journal selected UFO
cases so that their readers could form their own judgment of the prob-

lem. The Lakenheath case, studied by Dr. McDonald, was one of the
cases they chose.
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genuine UFO was involved appears to be fairly high.” Nothing
further is stated in the Condon Report or conjecture as to what
this ‘genuine UFQO’ might be.

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

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

* An objection can be raised, and correctly so, that the above argu-
ment is specious in that a numerical probability value cannot be as-
signed to the chances that a given report was not the result of
misperception. The analogy is valid only to the extent that one feels
justified in saying, as the Condon Report did for one case in particular
and implied in several others, that the probahbility was high that at
least one genuine UFO had been encountered and thus that the prob-
ability that the sighting was due to misperception was numerically
quite low.
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The second classic case i1s summarized in the introduction of
the Astronautics and Aeronautics article:

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

A Radar-Visual case that the Condon committee did not
examine and of which it was probably not even aware - which
Blue Book dismissed as having ‘insufficient data’, though no
attempt was made to obtain further data, and as ‘aircraft’ — was
reported from a navy ship in the Philippines. The sighting
occurred on May 5, 1965. (See Appendix 1, RV-5.) I quote
from the official report:

At 060910, in position 20 degrees 22 minutes north, 135
degrees o minutes east, course 265, speed 15, leading sig-
nalman reported what he believed to be an aircraft, bearing
000, position angle 21, When viewed through binoculars three
objects were sighted in close proximity to each other; one
object was first magnitude; the other two, second magnitude.
Objects were traveling at extremely high speed, moving toward
ship at an undetermined altitude. At 0914, 4 moving targets
were detected on the SPS-6C air search radar at ranges up to
22 miles and held up to 6 minutes, When over the ship, the
objects spread to circular formation directly overhead and re-
mained there for approximately 3 minutes. This maneuver was
observed both visually and by radar, The bright object which
hovered off the starboard guarter made a large presentation on
the radarscope. The objects made several course changes
during the sighting, confirmed visually and by radar, and were

109



tracked at speeds in excess of 3,000 (three thousand) knots.
Challenges were made by IFF but were not answered. After the
three-minute hovering maneuver, the objects moved in a
southeasterly direction at an extremely high rate of speed.
Above evolutions observed by CO [Commanding Officer], all
bridge personnel, and numerous hands topside.

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

During the period 5-7 May, between the hours 1800 and
2000, several other objects were sighted. These objects all had
the characteristics of a satellite, including speed and presen-
tation. These are reported to indicate a marked difference in
speed and maneuverability between these assured satellites and
the objects described above.

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

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

An account of a Radar-Visual sighting by the captain of a
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Trans-Texas airliner (see Appendix 1, RV-6) illustrates not
only the prototype of these cases but, once again, the ever-
present reluctance, especially on the part of technically trained
people, to report a UFO. The member of the 4602d Air Force
intelligence squadron who interviewed the pilot in this case and
prepared the report to Blue Book wrote:

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

tigator he became cooperative and should be considered re-
hable.

There follows in the original Blue Book report:

SOURCE’S description of the sighting: one object was
sighted on takeoff from Shreveport, Louisiana, airport at ap-
proximately 2030 CST 3 June 1957. Altitude of object was
approximately 400 feet when first sighted, SOURCE stated
that the control tower called his attention to the object, which
appeared as a small light. Landing lights of SOURCE’s air-
craft were flashed on and off, and the object responded mo-
mentarily with very brilliant light directed at his aircraft.
Object then gained altitude from a seemingly hovering posi-
tion, at a high rate of speed. At this time another object was
sighted at about the same altitude and having the same ap-
pearance of the first object. SOURCE stated he then contacted
the tower to ascertain whether they had both objects in sight.,
Tower had both objects in sight, using binoculars. Objects
then paralleled course of SOURCE’s aircraft, moving at about
the same speed, which was approximately 110 knots, only at a
higher altitude than that of his own aircraft. At Converse,
Louisiana, objects were still with them, so SOURCE decided
to call GOATEE [radar site] to see if they had object on their
weapon [sic]. An affirmative answer was received. SOURCE

compared the size and appearance of objects to that of a star;
however, he mentioned that at one time he could see the
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silhouette of objects but would not make a definite statement

to that effect. | |

When interviewed, the co-pilot fully confirmed the pilot’s
statement but added that the object was at 1,000 feet and a half
mile distant when first noted. He said that the light moved on a
course of 170 degrees while rising to an altitude of approxi-
mately 10,000 feet at considerable speed, after which it ap-
peared to maintain the same relative position to the
SOURCE’s aircraft for the next hour. He stated also that the
radar site reported that they had two objects at 9,700 feet.

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

The cases so far described serve adequately to establish the
prototype of the Radar-Visual category. Good Radar-Visual
cases, properly investigated, are rare, Those that do exist, how-
ever, cannot be easily dismissed. The case already referred to,
involving an RB-47 and described in full in Astronautics and
Aeronautics; July, 1971, is certainly one that must be con-
sidered seriously as illustrating an unquestionably strange
phenomenon. (See Appendix 1, RV-8.) It is impossible to
discuss the case as the result of a misperception or a radar
malfunction or as an efiect of anomalous propagation. This
Radar-Visual encounter occurred on July 17, 1957, while a
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special electronics plane flew through Mississippi, Louisiana,
Texas, and Oklahoma. It was by no means a localized event of
short duration; it involved ground and air crews and several

radar installations.
Earlier that same year, on February 13, 1957, a challenging
Radar-Visual case occurred at Lincoln Air Force Base, in

Nebraska. The Blue Book summary reads:

Objects were visually observed by three control operators
and by the Director of Operation, who was 1n town to supervise
a wing mission. Objects were also observed on radar by the
NCOIC and GCA operation (two separate radar installations).
"The objects were observed for a period of three to five minutes.
« « . The individual objects were about five to six miles behind
an air liner and moving twice as fast. ... One of the objects
broke 1n two and another made a 18o-degree turn. All observers
were interrogated by IFF with no response. Visual estimation
of the size of the objects was impossible, but the radar operator
stated that the blip on his scope was about the same size as that
received from a B-47. The objects appeared to stand still and
then speed up and rush away.

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

NOTES

I. ‘Unidentified Flying Objects’, Hearing by Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representatives, 8gth Con-
gress, 2nd Session (April 5, 1966), the Honorable L. Mendel
Rivers (chairman of the committee) presiding, p. 6073.

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

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

Occupation Number
Radar operators 15

Airport control operators
Ship’s crew members
Military pilots
Commercial pilots
Military airmen

Ship’s bridge personnel
Private pilots

Private plane passengers
Airmen (Second Class)
Airmen (Third Class)
Airman (First Class)
Ship’s master

Able seaman

Ordinary seaman

Third mate

Commanding officer (ship)
Director of operations - bomber wing

&lHHHHHHHNNNWWWMQ\Cﬁ\]

Total

3. Flying Saucer Review. Vol. 16, No. 2. March/April, 1970,

pp. 9-17.
4. Astronautics and Aeronautics. July and September, 1971.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE FIRST KIND

Suddenly I realized the light was coming from over-
head. I looked up and saw the outlines of an object
mouving out past the pitch of my roof, approximately
250-500 feet high. The red glow was coming from be-
neath the object, about center.

~ See Appendix 1, CEI-3

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

In turn, this large category quite naturally divides itself, op-
erationally and observationally, into three distinct groups: the
Close Encounter per se, in which the observers report a close-
at-hand experience without tangible physical effects; the Close
Encounter in which measurable physical effects on the land and
on animate and inanimate objects are reported; and the Close
Encounter in which animated entities (often called ‘human-
oids’y ‘occupants’, or sometimes ‘UFOnauts’) have been re-

ported. We have already made the distinction between this
latter category and the “‘contactee’ category,
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The definition of Close Encounter is best given by the ob-
servers themselves, operationally: what are the most frequent
distances reported in cases in which the object was close enough
to have shown appreciable angular extension and considerable
detail, in which stereoscopic vision was presumably employed,
and in which fear of possible immediate physical contact was
reported? From the reports themselves this appears to be a few
hundred feet and often much less = sometimes 20 feet or less.
In any event, the reported distance is such that it seems only
remotely likely that the actual stimulus could have been far
removed, particularly when the object or light passed between
the observer and some object (tree, house, hill, etc.) from a
known distance away.

It is in Close Encounter cases that we come to grips with the
‘misperception’ hypothesis of UFO reports. While some brief
can possibly be established for this hypothesis in the case of the
first major division of UFO reports — those that refer to sight-
ings at a distance — it becomes virtually untenable 1n the case of
the Close Encounter. The UFO reports now to be described,
each made by two or more observers who were capable of sub-
mitting a coherent, scemingly factual report, raise the question
whether the reported perception can possibly be said to fall
within the ‘limits of misperception’ applicable to sane and re-
sponsible people.

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

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

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

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

CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE FIRST KIND

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

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

As before, I have selected a dozen or so multiple-witness
cases from which to build a prototype. The majority of the
reporters concerned was interviewed personally by taped phone
interviews or by mail. In each instance I satisfied myself that I
was dealing with normal and quite sane people and attempted
to check one witness against another for consistency. Cogent,
coherent reports from single reporters do exist in fair numbers,
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and 1n some respects it scems manifestly unfair not to include
many of these, for some are of great interest and fit the pro-
totype. Yet for the sake of consistency I have not deviated
from the plan adopted in the first three categories.

The cases used here involve 42 reporters;! there were at
least two witnesses in each case, the average number being 3.5
and the median number, 3.

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

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

A standard question that I have posed to witnesses during
the past years 1s: ‘If you could substitute some familiar object -~
a household object or anything that is familiar to you ~ for the
object you saw, what would you choose that had the greatest
resemblance, particularly in shape?’

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

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

The officer continued:

When 1 sat there, I had a sort of fear; I wasn’t scared for
myself but for what it might mean. I sat there, I suppose, for
about five minutes. It bounced up and down, like a ball
bounces on each word of a song in the movie theater screen,
but when it left it was gone — bang ~ it was out of sight in less
than five seconds. It went straight up, right on up. ... In my
mind it was guided by somebody or something, like a balloon
floating in the air wouldn’t have this sort of motion.

Just what sort of a phenomenon are we dealing with?

In a second case (see Appendix 1, CEI-2), involving several
witnesses riding together in a car, the principal reporter, a
former nurse, answered:

Well, you know, you have seen these saucers that kids ride
down the hill on, you know what I mean? You put two of those
together with the rims separating, and I swear it looks just as
near that as I can describe anything. ... I wouldn’t say it was
reflecting, I would say it was more [self] luminant - you know,
like when you look at clock hands that are luminous at
night.

Of herself the witness said:

I have had no military experience, but emergencies often
arise in the hospital nursing field, and one must learn to school
oneself to maintain composure, which I feel was most helpful
to me at the time of our close-range sighting. I worked for 25
years as a nurse, and I always try to school myself to be calm
and not panic. I think that helped me some.

Continuing her description of the object, she said:

I know it was something physical. I’ll never believe other-
wise. . . . J just can’t believe 1t was gas or anything. The outline
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was very sharp. It was never fuzzy at any time. , .« Ihen as we
watched this possibly for five minutes, it just got a tremendous
burst of speed and sped right off. No sound whatever, though.
It was something solid, as much as if I were to go out and see
an airplane. ... It was just like looking up under an airplane,
just as if an airplane were standing there ... just perfectly
motionless.

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

As I looked out of the window, I realized that the neigh-
borhood was lit up in a red glow. My first thought was that a
police car was parked nearby or a fire truck, I called to my wife
that something must be wrong in the neighborhood and to
come and see. Suddenly I realized the hight was coming from
overhead. I looked up and saw the outline of an object moving
out past the pitch of my roof, approximately 250~-500 feet
high. The red glow was coming from beneath the object, about
center. It appeared as a stream of light coming from inside
through a hole, ... My neighbor’s green pickup truck looked
brownish. [See Appendix 1, CEI-3.]

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

An airplane took off from the airport and passed overhead
of the object, All the lights went out until the plane was past it.
Then with approximately four bright flickers, the object
moved from west to southwest and through the overcast. ... It
seemed to me that this object was charting a course or inves=-
tigating different objects on the ground, as the lights would
stop on certain objects such as cars, pickups, hedges, shrub-
bery, houses, utility lines, and poles.
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One can almost sympathize with Project Blue Book officers
who took refuge in ‘identifying’ a case such as this as ‘Un-
identified’ and going on to something else. The above case
remains listed as ‘Unidentified’ in Blue Book’s files; no attempt
was made even to sweep it away by appending a ‘possible heli-
copter’ to this case (as was done in others) probably because it
would have been too far-fetched even for Blue Book: it was
6:00 A.M. on a Sunday morning in midwinter, an unlikely time
for a helicopter to be about, even if this interpretation weren’t
ruled out by the complete absence of noise.

We turn now to another case, involving two Oklahoma farm
boys who were stacking hay in the presunrise hours and were
taken completely by surprise by the sudden, close appearance
of a brightly lighted circular but wingless craft. Excerpts from
a rather long taped interview may help the reader to form his
own composite picture of Close Encounters of the First Kind
and to establish the archetype of this class. (See Appendix 1,
CEI-4.)

Q: Did you ever see anything like it before?

A: No. I never did.

Q: What impressed you most about it?

A: The brightness of it.

Q: What do you think it was?

A: I don’t know what it was. It scared me at first.

Q: Do you think it could have been a balloon or something
like that?

A: No, it was not a balloon or nothing like that. ,.. We
thought it was helicopters at first from the Quentin Air Force
Base, so we called, but they said there were no helicopters up
then.

Q: Did they say they had anything on radar?

A: No, they said there were no airplanes or nothing out that
night.

Q: Did it have any effect on the animals?

A: Well, the dogs started barking. I didn’t notice anything
about the cows, but the dogs started barking.
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Q: Well, do you think they were barking at it or something
else?

A: I don’t know, but that was the only thing around to bark
at.
Q: You don’t know of anyone else who saw it that night?

A: No, I guess there weren’t many people up at four o’clock
in the morning.

Q: How come you two were up so early?

A: We were hauling hay.

Q: How did you first happen to see it?

[At this point the questions became directed, by phone, to
the other witness, in a different part of the country.]

A: He happened to see it first and he came back, and he was
scared. I didn’t know what was going on.

Q: Did he looked scared?

A: Yeah, he was scared. He was real scared. That’s the
reason I went out there, to see what he was scared about.

Q: How come you never saw 1t leave?

A: Well, I thought it was going to crash, and I headed back
into the barn too.

Q: Oh, I see. So both of you headed into the barn?

A: Well, yes sir, that’s right.

Q: I don’t blame you at all. I probably would have been
scared too. What color was it?

A: Well, it was just luminous white.

Q: What impressed you most about the whole thing?

A: Well, I guess the fact that it wasn’t an airplane. It was
some other object.

Q: Have you ever seen anything like this before?
A: Never have.

Q: Would you want to?

A: Now that it happened, I would sort of like to have a
picture just to prove that I saw it. A lot of people don’t believe
me.

Q: How long would you say you were frightened by the
thing?
A: Well, it really shook us up for about two weeks. 1I'd been

having trouble getting to sleep. I believe in them now; I didn’t
before. .. until I saw it.
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Q: Have you done much reading about UEFQOs?

A: I have since then. And I’m going to take some astronomy,
here in college.

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

A: Well, I tell you what, the way these guys acted out here, I
thought maybe they had something they weren’t telling us
about.

Q: You mean the guys from the air force? [Air force inves-

tigators were sent by the local air force base to investigate. ]
A: Yeah.

The craft and its trajectory were described by drawings in
the correspondence with the boys. The bright light came down,
at a 45-degree angle, to the height of nearby telephone wires,
moved horizontally across the farmyard, and was last seen over
a small silo. In size it appeared as large as or larger than the full
moon. The drawing indicated a circular craft with no obvious
protrusions or mechanical features and was described as having
‘numerous lights around the outside’.

The sighting occurred at approximately 4:00 A.M. Sunrise
was at 4:44 A.M. local time; hence the sky was by no means
fully lighted. One of the teen-aged boys stated, “I'he center of
the craft is what has me puzzled, as either it or the whole ship
was rotating in a counter-clockwise direction. It was also very
shiny in the middle and very, very bright.” The entire incident
lasted less than three minutes, but under no circumstances
could the duration or the trajectory be satisfied by identifying it
as a bright meteor. The boys had great difficulty describing in
familiar terms what was to them a very real experience - a
common difficulty, as we have seen.

Contrary to the general plan of this book, I now offer data
obtained by another investigator, Raymond Fowler, an experi-
enced and dedicated observer. The data are taken from a
68-page report prepared by him of a sighting in Beverly,
Massachusetts.2 Fowler, who has undertaken a far more
exhaustive investigation of the report than either the Condon
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committee or Blue Book staff, submitted his full report to Blue
Book; typically, they disclaimed any responsibility because the
sighting report had not come through official channels. Thus
this most interesting case, which the Condon group could not
solve, not only was not investigated by Blue Book but was dis-
regarded by it.

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

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

'This object appeared larger and larger as it came closer. . « .
All I could see above my head was the blurry atmosphere and
brightly lit up lights flashing (not blinking) slowly around.
I was very excited - not scared — very curious. I would not have
run at all except for the fact the object got too close, and I
thought 1t might crash on my head.

- And from another witness to the same sighting we learn:

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

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

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

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

As far as the paradigm of the Close Encounter sightings of
the First Kind is concerned, we may say that the reporters are
conscious primarily of a luminous object, sometimes very
bright — as intense as a welder’s torch - and sometimes merely
glowing, like a neon bulb or a luminous dial watch. The shape
of the craft seems to be secondary to the luminescence in the
perception of the observer, but when a shape is described, it is
generally stated to be oval, “football shaped’, often with a dome
atop 1it. Rotation of the lights and presumably of the craft is
often reported to be in a counterclockwise direction. Hovering
is common, as is lack of sound, and very frequently a rapid
takeoff without an accompanying sonic boom is reported.

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

To add to our concept of the prototype we have the following
description of a Close Encounter of the First Kind (see Appen-
dix 1, CEI-6) from a former naval officer. The sighting began
when the father, driving his son the officer home from the rail-
way station a little before midnight, saw an object glide in front
of them, almost directly over the car. After this had happened
three times, he said to his son, ‘Did you see something glide
over the car?’

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

Very hard to say. ... I've never seen anything like it. ...
Well, a navy sub, but not just like that, of course ... I figured I
could hit it with a stone. ... It was that close. ... Very sharp

. . . Just as sharp an outline as if it had been, well, a boiler up
there. |

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

I dropped my head and looked up through the windshield,
and I just looked at it completely - there it was. I said to John,
‘My God - 1t’s a flying saucer’ — it was almost like a science
fiction movie on TV. ... It just hung there, completely silent,
like a church steeple lit up at night. Or it looked like those
Japanese suicide planes that used to get into the floodlights at
night — and this reminded me of that. It swung in an arc of a
hundred yards or so - just like it was frustrated.

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

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

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

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

But let us continue, this time with another ‘Unidentified’
case in the Blue Book files, reported by a school principal and
his companions (in another car). (See Appendix 1, CEI-7.)

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

The principal joined his companions in the othier car, which
had been following at some distance, and togeth:r "+~ watched
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the object hover over some power lines for about ten minutes.

Well, then I decided the airport should know about it, so I
headed over toward the airport. But I didn’t have to tell the
people outside. They’d seen 1t. A couple of lawyers {rom
Kansas City were still standing there with their mouths hang-
ing open. It had flown practically over the airport, but they
hadn’t told the tower vet. It’s a small airport, and there’s no
glass tower where they’d be watching. They were busy inside
because the Ozark flight was due in. ... By the way, the Ozark
pilot ... if I remember hearing the radio correctly, said, ‘I see
it -~ it’s below me -~ it’s huge,” as he was coming in for a
landing, ... When the Air Force came down . ., his [the inves-
tigating lieutenant] attitude was not ‘did you see it’, but ‘how
much of it did you see?’

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

In yet another sighting, far to the north, in Canada (see Ap-
pendix 1, CEI-8), the president of a small Canadian air service
and his nightwatchman reported:

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

The executive had gone down to the dock to check the tie-

down ropes of his seaplanes. It was the nightwatchman who
first called his attention to:

an object streaking toward us from the west. It was saucer-
shaped and swung and dipped around some low cloud. It kept
in the clear and did not enter any of the low scud drifting
across the sky. It tilted on its side about 600 feet from us, then
straightened out with the flat side parallel with the ground....
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It stopped dead still in front of us, 40 feet above the surface of
the lake and about 75 yards from us. But distance is hard to
judge at night when you are looking at a bright object. No
sound came from it, and we could detect no door. ... The
thing appeared to me to be only four or five feet across and
eight to ten inches thick,

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

The Canadian went on to describe his experience:

It seemed to sparkle as if some electric force or very hot air
was flowing from all the surfaces. ... The machine, after its
first stop, slid sideways for a distance of 50 feet and stopped
again. Its speed was not faster than four muiles per hour. After
about a minute or two we could see it accelerate so fast it
disappeared like a shrinking star in three seconds from a
standing start, Its direction was the same as it came, from the
west, Its climbing angle would be about 40 degrees. I reported
this sighting to the Canadian government. ... The color was a
silvery white. I can’t explain the color. I’ve never seen a color
like it, ... It was bright, but it did not have a glare. It looked
more like a fluorescent glow. ... It was a continuous sparkle
like a diamond. It was a bright, beautiful looking thing.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It started out in a very routine fashion. On the night of April
16, 1966, Deputy Sheriff Dale F. Spaur, a full-time member of
the Portage County, Ohio, sheriff’s office, after a dinner of
steak and eggs, took a two-hour nap, had two cups of coffee,
and reported for duty at midnight, (See Appendix 1, CEI-9.)
He was immediately dispatched to check a prowler complaint
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(nothing was found). He received a call to pick up Wilbur Nefi,
a mechanic who on occasion rode with the regular deputy as a
‘mounted deputy’. The two men were then dispatched to
answer a call about a car that had sheared a utility pole near
Atwater Center, Ohio. They had the driver sent to the hospital
and the car towed. Then an Ohio Edison repairman came to fix
the pole.

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

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

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

He [Neff] gets out the right side, I got out the left side, he
goes to the right front corner of the cruiser, which is where he
stops ~ sort of an insurance policy — and I went to the left rear
of the other vehicle. I turned just to make a sort of visual
observation of the area, to make sure nobody had walked into
the woods, you know, to take a leak or something. And I
always look behind me so no one can come up behind me. And
when I looked in this wooded area behind us, I saw this thing.
At this time it was coming up. And there’s a slight rise there;
went up to about treetop level, I'd say about a hundred feet, It
started moving toward us - well, now, the trees that it was
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clearing were right on top of this rise right beside the road. . : .
And at the time I was watching it. It was so low that you
couldn’t see it until it was right on top of you. I looked at
Barney [Neffl, and he was still watching the car, the car in
front of us -~ and the thing kept getting brighter and brighter
and the area started to get light, and I looked at Barney this
time and then told him to look over his shoulder. So he did.
He didn’t say nothing, he just stood there with his mouth open
for a minute, and as bright as it was he looked down. And I
started looking down. I looked at my hands, and my clothes
weren’t burning or anything when it stopped, right over on top
of us. The only thing, the only sound in the whole area was a
hum. It wasn’t anything screaming or real wild, And it’'d
change a little bit — it’d sound like a transformer being loaded
or an overloaded transformer when it changed.

I was pretty scared for a couple of minutes; as a matter of
fact, I was petrified; so I moved my right foot, and everything
seemed to work all right. And evidently he made the same
decision I did, to get something between me and it. So we both
went for the car, we got in the car, and we set there. I wouldn’t
even venture if it was 10 seconds, 30 seconds, or 3 minutes -
and 1t stood there, and it hovered, and we didn’t make any ~
anything — and it moved right out east of us [they were now
facing east] and sat there for a second, and nothing still didn’t
happen to me, and Barney looked all right. I punched the mike
button, and the light came on, so I picked it up. I first started
to tell them, you know, this thing was there. And I thought,
well, 1f I do, he’ll think - so I just told Bob on the radio, I said,
“This bright object is right here, the one that everybody says is
going over.” And he comes back with, ‘Shoot it!’ This thing
was, uh, no toy; this - hell, it was big as a house! And it was
very bright; it’d make your eyes water.

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

While the chase was in progress, Officer Wayne Houston, in
his police cruiser near East Palestine, Ohio, some 40 miles to
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the east of the starting point of the chase, was monitoring the
radio conversation between Spaur and his office in Ravenna.
Later, in signed testimony, Huston admitted to Weitzel:

I talked with Spaur by radio. I met him at the north edge of
the city on Route 14, I saw the thing when Dale was about five
miles away from me, It was running down Route 14 about
800-900 feet up when it came by, This was the lowest I ever
saw 1it.

As it flew by, I was standing by my cruiser. I watched it go
right overhead. It was shaped something like an ice cream cone
with a sort of partly melted down top. The point part of the
cone was underneath; the top was sort of like a dome. Spaur
and Neff came down the road right after it, I fell in behind
them. We were going 80 to 85 miles an hour, a couple of times
around 105 miles an hour. At one point at least I was almost on
Spaur’s bumper, and we checked with each other what we saw.
It was right straight ahead of us, a half to three quarters of a
mile ahead.

I am familiar enough with Rochester [they were now in
Pennsylvania, some 15 miles east of the Ohio border], and I
cuided him by radio. All the way we were trying to get contact
with a Pennsylvania car., Had the base call Chippewa State
Police station to see if they had a car on 51; they didn’t. The
first Pennsylvamnia car we saw was in Conway [a few miles east
of Rochester]. Dale was low on gas, and we stopped where
Frank Panzanella was parked.

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

At 5:20 A.M. stopped at Conway Hotel and had a cup of
coffee. I then left the hotel coming down Second Avenue.
Looked to my right and saw a shining object. I thought it was
a reflection off a plane. I then got out of the police car and
looked at the object again. I saw two other patrol cars pull up,
and the officers got out and asked me if I saw it. They pointed
to the object, and I told them I had been watching it for the
last ten minutes. The object was the shape of half of a football,
was very bright and about 25 to 35 feet in diameter, The object

134



then moved out toward Harmony Township approximately at
1,000 feet high; then it stopped and went straight up real fast
to about 3,500 feet [and, according to other testimony,
stopped]. I then called the base station and told the radio oper-
ator to notify the Pittsburgh airport. He asked me if I was sick.
I told him if I was sick, so were the other three patrolmen. The
object continued to go upward until it got as small as a ball-
point pen. Relative to the moon, the object was quite distant
and to the left of the moon [Venus was to the right of the
moon]. I could not see the moon from my position. The object
was scen between two antennas in the backyard across the
street to the east. We all four watched the object shoot straight
up and disappear.

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

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