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INTRODUCTION
"This "flying saucer® situation is rot &l
imaginary or sesing too much in some matural
phenomenon. Something is really flying around. " <
Reports of unusual abjects moving around in the
sky have been made occasionally since biblical times. (=
Therefore it is not particularly surprising that unusual
objects are still being reported in the skies, although
there doss appear to be a major difference betwssn the
ancient and the modern reports. Generally the ancient
reports could rather easily be explained as
misinterpretations of natural phenomerna that have only
recently become understood or as “"visions" (psychological
manifestations, often of a religious nature). However, &
considerable number of the modern reports that have been
made since the spring of 1947 are different from the
ancient reports because they sesm to be inexplicable,
even after careful investigation and analysis, in spite
of our increasad knowledge of natural phenomena and our
increased technological sophistication. The reports I

lass known as

]

refer to form a subgroup of the geEneral
"flving saucer' or UFD (Unidentified Flving Object)

reports., <2 I call the members of this subgroup TRUFQ



(TRue UFQ) reports. Examples are presented in this
paper .

The "Generalized UFO Fhenomenon' can be defined as
the continuous flow of reports, from throughout the
world, of sightings of aerial objects or phenomena that
the witnesses cannot identify. A important
characteristic of the generalirzed UFD phenomenon is its
parsistance or "robustness" in the face of the skeptical
attitude toward such sightings on the part of the general
population and scientists in particular. Feports
continue to be made by persons who would, under other
circumstances, be considered reliable and reasonably
accurate observers. The reports continue in spite of a
generally skeptical attitude that often leads to ridicule
it a report becomes public knowledge. <= (Note: although
reports by mystically or religiously oriented persons, by
hoaxers and by charlatans are also part of the
"Generalized UFD Fhenomenon, " as a physical scientist I
don’t consider them to be an important peart, although a
sociologist might do so.)

It is natuwral to suspect that such & robust
phenomenon has a real, hitherto unknown underlying cause,
whether it is purely psycholegical in origin or is bhased
on physical reality. In other words, it is natural to

suspect that at least some reports result from zightings



af phesnomena that remain urnexplained after carsful
investigation, just as it is natural to suspect that
"where there’s smoke, there’s firs." I label as "TRUFOs"
those phenomena which remain unexplained aftter a careful
investigation and after a subseguent axpert analysis of
the information thus obtained. Whether or mot there
have actually been any sightings of TRUFOs is & bay
question.

In order to find out whether or not any TRUFOs have
been sighted it is necessary to very carefully study many
individual sightings. Such a study will show that most
sightings can be explained in terms of known, if rare,
phenomena or psychological manifestations (including
hoaxes). However, some sightings will be found to defy
logical explanation in terms of known phenomena. The
question then becomes, why can’™t esach thess sightings be
explained? Is it because each of the unexpl ained
sightings was made by a poor observer and the report
dogsn’t provide enough high guality information for a
positive (or even probable) identification? OrF is it
because, in spite of (or rather, because of) the quality,
self-consistency and apparent accuracy of a report, it is
very difficult or impossible to conceive of any rational

explanation in terms of known phenomena?



TRUFOS OR INSUFFICIENT INFORMATIQNT
"OF course there alwavs will bhe UF0s."

A statement like this is sometimes made by &
skeptic who realizss that there will alwavs be some
sightings that can®t be explained because of a lack of
information. For =xample, a UFD investigator might fail
to identify & reported object as a balloon because he did
not know that a balloon could have besn at the location
of the sighted object. As another example, & sighting of
Venus might go unrecognized because the witness failed to
note the time or direction of the "UFO."

Is it true that the unexplained sightings are simply
those lacking swfficient information for a definite
axplanation? Thes answer to this guestion is no,
according to an Alr Force sponsored * etudy that was
done many years ago by the Battelle Memorial Institute of
Columbus, Ohio. Their scientists worked on Froject Stork
for the Air Force the during the years 12532 and
1953, %S ®>  Frpoject Btork was & classified (zecret)
in—depth study which introduced state-of-the-art (at that
time) computer aided statistical analysis techniques into
the field of UFQ ressarch ("ufology"). Thes EBMI
scientists, aleong with the Alr Force experts, carefully
studied 3201 reports that had besen collected by the Alr

Force from 1947 through 19%2. They found that Z214



reports (67.32%) could be explained with varying degrees
of confidence in a number of different ways. The
explained reports were designated "E" for "Ehnown." (7
Reports that didn™t provide sufficient information to
allow for & definite identification of the phenomenon
ware labelled I.I1., for "Insufficient Information" (298
reports or 9.3%4). The scientists probably were not <4
surprised to find a sizable number of reports (689 or
21.5%4), which they couldn®t explain even though there
didnt appear to bs much, if any, information Mmissing.
They labelled theze "U" for "Unknown." They smphasized
that the U reports were clearly distinct from the I.1.
reports, <9

TRUFDS OR FOOR (OBRSERVERS?

"Less well informed individuals are more
likely to see an UFO...."

"In ouwr experience those who report UFOs are
often very articulate but not necessarily reliable.”
(E.U. Condon <®2)

The BMI =scientists analyzed each sighting to
determinge an overall estimate of its reliability. They
constructed a semi-quantitative scale of the reliability

af a sighting by combining a relative scals valus of the

il

reliability(ies) of the witrness(es) with another relative

scale value of the reliability of the report. The



relative reliability of a witnese was based on his (her)
puparience as "deduced from his ocoupation. age, and
training” and upon the “observer’s fact reporting ability
and attitude, as disclosed by his manner of describing
the sighting." ‘®> The relative reliability of & report
was based on "consistency among thes several portions of
the description of the sightimg" and wpon the "general
quality and completeness of the report.” % Once the
overall relative reliability had besen determinsd for sach
report the scientiete divided the reports into four
levels of relative reliability, Foor (325 or 1&6.4%),
Doubtful (1298 or 40.5%) ., Good (1070 or 33.4%) and
Excellent (308 or 2.58%). ¢® They then calculated the
percentages of K, I.I. and U sightings for sach
reliability level. They found that the percentage of
I.1. sightings generally decresased as the reliability
increased from Foor to Excellent (19.6&6%, 11.6%, Z.01% and
I.9%, respectively). This was sxpechted since the
relative reliability assigned to a sighting depended upon
the amount of credibls, sslf-consistent information
contained within the report. They alsoc found that most
sightings within =sach reliability level could be
explained (62.1%, 72.8%, 70.8% and &1%, respectively).
What wasn™t sxpscted was that the percentage of

unexplained sightings generally incregsed with the



increase in reliability (18.3%, 15.4%, 24.3% and FE.1%,
respectivel v). The percentage of unexplained Excellent
sightings increassd even further when civilian sightings
were removed from the total collection leavimg only
military sightings, most of which had been made by
servicemen on duty at the times of the sightings. 0OFf the
1226 military sightings, 204 (16.6%) were rated as
Excellent and of these 37.7% were sightings of Unkhnowns
according to the Battelle scientists. (90

I have pointed out =lsewherse that, if there were no
TRUFOs to be sighted (i.e., TRUFOs don’t exist), then
this result implies that the more reliable a witness 15,
the more likely he is to make mistakes in his report of a
sighting. ¢®? On the other hand, if there were TRUFO
sightings in the BMI sample, then the result is
completely consistent with our understanding of
reliability. <2

The Air Force did not mention this conclusion about
the relationship betwesen reliability and the parcentage
of unexplained sightings when the report was declassified
and released in 1935. ‘® Nor did the Air Force publicize
Battelle’s conclusion that 21.5% of all of the sightings
made between 1947 and 1932 had not been explained. ¢

I have studied many UFD reports and have found a

number of them that appesar to me to have more tham encugh



credible information for identification if identification
were possible. These are, in my opinion, reports of
TRUFOs (TRUFO reports). Some such reports are discussed
in later sections of this paper.

I therefore tend to agree with the opinion pressnted
at the very beginning of this paper, an opinion that was
written by an Alr Force intelligence analyst in the
summer of 1947: "Something is really flying around.™ ¢*?
EARLY AIR FORCE OFINION

"It can*t be, therefore it isn”t.”

This is the way Dr. J. Allen Hynesk, {former
consultant in astronomy to the Alr Force during Frojects
SIGN and BLUE EBOOE, has characterized the attitude taken
by the Air Force investigators, especially in later
vEars. ‘% However, it waszn’t always that way.

Initially Air Force intelligence concluded that at leas
some reports were of real objects. The opinion stated at
the beginning of this paper ‘Y’ was repeated by Lt.
General Mathanm Twining in a S=pt. 1947 letter to Brig.
Gen. George Schulgen, who was the Chief of the
Intelligence Regquirements Branch of (Army) Alr Force
Intelligence. ¢*®  Twining indicated to Schulgen that
thers was a requirement for a special project to analy:ze
flying saucer reports. The Alr Force responded to

Twining's letter by setting up Project SIGN <=



The opinion that real objects were the causes of
some UFD sightings was also expressed in & Top Secret Air
Intelligence document that was not declassified and made
available to the public until March, 1985, about 36 vears
aftter it was written. This document supressed the
conclusion that "some type of flving cbhijects have heen
observed, although their identification and origin are
not discernible." <24

This recently released document appears to be a
rewritten or "watered-down" version of the legendary
"Eztimate of the Situation," which was written by the
staff of the Air Technical Intelligence Center (ATIC) at
Wright-Fatterson Air Force Base in the late summer of
1948, <*=>  According to Capt. E. J. Ruppelt, the first
director of Froject BLUE BOOE, the Estimate presented the
conclusion that flyimg saucers were extraterrestrial
vehicles., The estimate is "legendary" since all copies
were destroyed in the years following Gerneral Hovt
Vandenburg®s rejection of its conclusion. ¢F. =
(Vandenburg was the Chief of Staftf of the Air Force.)

In view of the skeptical attitude toward UFQO
sightings that was expressed publically by scientists
and also by the Air Force in 1247 and 1948, one wonders
what could have made the intelligence analvsts confident

that "zome type of flying objects" had really been
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observed? In view of the skeptical attitude of the Air
Force and of the general scientific community through the
S0%s, 607s and 70°s and thus far into the B0 s, the
reader may well wonder why I tend to agree with the
opinion of the Air Force Intelligence analysts in
1747-1948. After all, hasn’t this guestion of UFDs bheen
"put to sleep" by numerous scientists from various fields
over the past I8 vears? Consider, for gxample, the
Colorado University Study ‘®°, or the papers by Urner
Liddel <*<>, William Markowitz <*7>, and Donald Warren 18>,
or the books by Donald Menzel ¢2%. =0, =i>, Fhilip
Klass (2=, 23, 24> Robert Sheaffer (2% gnd Otto Billig. <=2
Haven’™t these works established that "further extensive
study probably canmnot be justified in the expectation
that science will be advanced thereby?" ¢® Haven®t they
shown that thers are no truly unexplainable reports?

These guestions can best be answered after a study
of som= representative TRUFD reports. These reports
provide a basis for understanding the claim that
"something is really flving around.”
TRUFDOs BY THE DOZEN

"I have a little list...." 2"
In Table 1 I have listed about two dozen reporhs

which I believe are & "challenge to science." <20 o

gach one there is enough information available to allow
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for an explanation if an explanation were possible, vet
there seems to be no reasonable explanation. I have
chosen these out of the thousands available for a
combination of reasons. One reason is the interesting
nature of the reported phenomenon. A major reason for
choosing some of them has been my own involvement in the
investigations. I have directly investigated, either
through "paper research" or through personal interviews
with witnesses, several of the sightings (numbered b&6. 7.
8, 7, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 27, 24, 29 . Another reason is
that a number of the =ightings have been known for many
vears and have been critically discussed by several
authors. Some have even been "explairned," often in
saveral differsnt wavs. I have learnsd how avid skeptics
have treated the UFD problem by studying these
"explanations.” In particular, I have found that, at
least for the sightings listed here, the euplanations
appear to be wrong or at the very least unconvincing. I
have also selected these cases to "cover" modern UFQ
history amd to illustrate the types of sightings which
have been reported. Finally, I have chosen these cases
for their high levels of physical detail and witness
credibility, as compared to reports of distant lights
sgen at night and distant objects seen during the daytime

without optical &ids or to reports of abductions and



interactions with "ufonauts." I have chosen these
reports because the witnesses appear not to have had any
Yaves to grind" in making the reports. Instead, theyv are
ordinary pecople who have been involved in extraordinary
avents for short periocds in their lives amd then have
reverted to ordinary behavior after the esvents. I have
not included reports made by people who claim repeated
contacts with or ascribe religious purposes to "ufonauts"
(e.g., Adamski, Bethuram, Fry, stc.: see ref. ).

Negdless to say, this particular collection is not
urniquea. Somzone =lse who selects a limited number of
sightings for detailed analysis might choose an entirely
different set. For example, Dr. Thornton Fage selected
16 cases for illustration in book MFOs, A Scientific
Debtate, which reported on the AAAS UFO meeting that was
held in December, 19&%9¢®®’, There is no overlap between
his selection and the list in Table 1. 0On the other
hand, Ronald Story’s selection of ten cases (9 does
include several that are presented hers (numbers 14, 16,
22 and Z3).

The reports in Table 1 have been discussed at
greater length in an unpublished paper that is over a
hundred pages long ‘®*°,  Because of & lack of space less
anly about a dozen are discussed in this paper (most of

which are in the Appendix). Neverthelezs these few

12
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examples should suffice to illustrate that there are
sightings with credible information reported by gualified
observers and thalt skeptics have sometimes incorrectly
applied methode of scientific analysis in order to
provide explanations for soms sightings. Ome may sven
infer, from the military sightings, that the U.5. Air

Force still has an involvement with the UF0O praoblem.



1)

4)

&)

7)

&)

?)

1)

11)

12

1730

14)

DATE
Apr.
Jurne

July

May !

Aug.

Nowv.

. 1947

24,047

11, 50
15, " 50

10 & 11

TABLE 1

TRUFO REFORTS

TYFE

visuals

OF SIEHTING WITNESS (ES)

theodolites melteorogists

visual from aircraft private pilot
visual from ground prospector
visual MUROC Air Force Base
employees and officers
matarial farmars,
recovered A.F. Major

visual ;

theodolite metegrologists

visual Ames Research Lab. engineers
visual sradar Mavy pilots
cinetheodolite films Army missile

visuals

visual i

visual

visual;
visual g
visualj

visualj

scientists
photograph farmers
movie manager /secretary
Skyvhook balloon

scientists

optical effect chemist
photographic Canadian AF pilot
effects on automobiles multiple
photographs muwltiple

(Trindade Is.)

14



18)

19)

20

23

23

24)

June

Apr .
Oct.
ALg.
Apr .
July
Sept.X

Dec.

AL .

24,764
21,765

. Tab

movie

9, 80

visual multiple

(Bill/Boainai Is.)

visual police officer (Zamorra)
visual: photo deputy sheriff (Strauch?
visual Mavy chemist, Navy pilot
visual elected official
visual Mavy technical writer
visualjradar Iramian AF jet pilots
visual sradar; miltiple witnesses
filmytape recording {(New Zeal and)
visual security guards

(Firtland AFE)
visual iphotographic multiple

15
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DISCUSSION OF A REFORT AND THE EXFLANATIONS
"They were flat and flew like "pie nlates
skipping over the water" (Henneth Arnold<=>)

Fanneth Arnold"slsightihg on Jurne 24, 1947, was
the first publicized sighting but it was not the first
sighting recorded by the Air Force for the vear 1947,

The date of the first sighting was January 163 the
location was over the North Sea. On that night, at 10:30
FuoMos & British Mosquito aircraft chased an uwnidentified
object for half an hour. According to the official
report, "the unidentified aircraft appeared to take
efficient, controlled evasive action." The British
government did not report this incident +o the U.5.
(Army) Air Force until July because the Air Force had
indicated no interest in such sightings until after
Arnold’s sighting. ¢==>

Several sightings were made during the first three
months of 1947 by meteorologists in Richmord, Va. 0On
four occasions, each time while tracking a weather
balloon, a meteorologist saw a "strange metallic disc"
fly past the balloon. The ohservations were made through
a theodolite telescope. (14> During one sighting, in
April, a "disc" was tracked for 15 seconds az it
travelled from east to west on an apparently level track.

To gquote from the report, "The object was a



metallic-like-chrome, shaped something like an ellipse
Wwith a flat level bottom and a dome-like round top. The
disk appeared to be below the balloon, was much larger
(than the balloon) in (angular) size in the (field of
view of the) theodolite and shined like silver." The
halloon was at 15,000 ft at the time. The vigsibility was
good with generally clear skies. This Feport was chosen
by the writers of the Air Intelligence analysis (22> gz
one of the most important examples of good gquality
sightings from esxuperienced observers.

These sightings, as with the British sighting, were
not reported to the Air Force until July. The reason
that the meteoralogists did not report was that the
observers thought they were zeeing U.5. aircraft.
However, in July the Air Force stated publically, with
support by statements by famous scientists such as
Vannevar Bush, Merles Tuve and David Lilienthal ¢=. 29>,
that there were no U.5. experimental aircraft that could
account for "flying disk" reports. When the
mateorologists learned this from press reports they
concluded "we must assume this strange object to be
foreign" and submitted their report to the Air Force "for
vouwr information.”

There were several other rmotable but unreported

sightings before Juns 24, 1947. However, Arnold®s



sighting alerted the nation to the fact that people were
seeing strange objects flying around in the skies, and
within days rewspapers were reporting sightings made both
before and after Arnold’s sighting.

A careful study of Arnold s sighting is valuable for
several reasons: it is the prototype of daylight
sightings by aircraft Filots; it was the first publicired
report and therefore could not have been made as a
response to any publicity: it was made by &
wall-respected and credible observer (Arnold was a
businessman with over 4000 hours of flying time): and
finally, thers are numerous published "explanations"
which illustrate how skeptics deal with reports from
credible observers, This latter reason is of particul ar
interest to me since I have been particularly interested
in studying the techniques used by skeptics to "euxplain"
UFO reports,

Arnoldts sighting report is summarized in & number
o3 books‘znﬂn11-14n13n1°»20-21’, although usually not
very accurately. Therefore it will not be presented in
its entirety here. However, certain statements,
extracted from Arnold s written report to the Air
Force <®® | will be mentioned heres as they are needed in
order to evaluate the gxplanations that were offeraed.

Although numerous scientists, science writers and



laymen offered sxplanations, Dr. J. Allen Hynek and Dr.
Donald Menzel had the most impact on the final evaluation
of Arnold®s sighting. Moreover, their explanations
include all of the potentially valid suggestions offered
by others. Therefore I will discuss only their
gxplanations.

In 1947 the Air Force intelligernce analysts decided
that Arnold’s sighting as unidentified, and it is listed
as such in the Air Intelligence study <242, Hynel
analyzed the sighting during 1948 as part of his work for
FROJECT SIGN¢<=2.3% and pointed out an inconsistency in
the report.

Arnold had claimed that he saw nine thin,
semi-circular objects that flying on a southerly course.
They "swerved in and out of the high mountain peaks,"
traveling one after the other im a line which Arnold
estimated, by comparison with known mountain peaks, at
about I miles long. They were 20 to 25 miles away at the
time he saw them from his airplane and he thought that
they were about the size of a jet fighter (45 to S50 ft).
Arnold measured the time duration (using the the
dashboard clock which had a second hand) from when the
first object passed Mt. Rainier until the last obiect
pased Mt. Adams, a distance of about 47 milss. It took

102 seconds. Arncld estimated their speed at over 1500

19



mph.

Hyrmelk did & calculation based on the angul ar
resolution of the eve (he assumsd 2 minuwtes of arc) and
concluded that if the objects had beern 292 miles away they
would have had to have been about 2000 ft lomg to be
visible when they were seen edge—-on. Or the other hand,
if they had been only 43 to 30 ft in size they could have
been much closer (Hynek estimated & miles away) in which
cas2 their calculated speed could have besn lower (400
mph). Based on this resasoning Hynek suggested that they
were aircraft.

As & result of Hynek s discussion of the discrepancy
between Arnold’s estimates of the distance and size of
the objects, the Air Force decided that "the entire
report of this incident is replete with inconsistencies"
and cannot bear even superficial examination" (from the
Froject GRUDGE Report). ¢==

Evidently Hyrek had failed to pay careful attention
to Arnold®s report, which states that the objechts
traveled very close to Mt. Rainier and close to the peaks
of the mountains which form a chain lying between Mt.
Rainier and Mt. Adams, which is slightly east of due
south from Mt. Rainier. At the time of the sighting
Arnold flying for two or three minutes eastward toward

Yakima, Washington, from Mineral, Washington, which is

20



about Z4 miles west-southwest of Mt. Rainier of Mt.
Rainier. This fact unequivocally established the
distance from his plane to the objects at about 20 miles
at their closest to Arnold. A recent recalculation based
on the actual distance and on a better estimate of the

capabilities of the eye shows that the size of the

obiects was probably much closer to Z00 £+ tharn Hynek's
estimate of 2000 ft, 1>  ThHe speed was actually about
1800 mph.

Hynek s worlk was done zecretly for the Air Force.,
However, a few civilian scientists had access to Air
Force files and one of these, Donald Menzel, decided to
write about Arnold®s sighting in his first book on
UFQs <22y He criticized the Air Force tfor accepting
Hynek's explanation. He stated "Although what Arnold Saw
has remained a mystery until thisg day, I =imply carnot
understand why the simplest and most obvious axplanation
of &ll has been overlooked.... the association of the
saucers with the hogback (of the mountain range)....
serves to fix their distance and approdimate size and
roughly confirms Arnold’s estimate of the spesd." Menzel
thern went on to suggest that Arnold saw "billowing blasts
of Snow, ballooning up from the tops of the ridges"
caused by highly turbulent air along the mountain range.

Acocording to Menzel, "These rapidly shifting, tilting

21



clouds of snow would reflect the sun like a mirror..and
the rocking surfaces would make the chain sweep along
something like a wave, with only a momentary reflection
from crest to crest."

This first explanation by Menzel may seem slightly
convincing, bub only until one realizes (a) that the
sighting took place at Z:00 F.M. when the sun was high in
the sky west of Arnold, (b)that snow cannot reflect light
rays from the overhead sun into a horizontal direction
"like a mirror," () that there are no 1800 mile winds on
the surface of the earth to transport clouds of snow or
to create an oscillating wave with a phase velocity 1800
mph. and {(d) that there are no winds that would carry
clouds of snow all the way from Mbt., Rainier to Mb. Adams
(Arnold saw the objects fly past Mt. Adams before they
faded from view). Furthermore, if Menzel were correct,
one wonders how Arnold could have failed to realize that
he was seeing snow blowing from the mountain tops.

Menzel also offered a second possible explanation
for the sighting: there was a thin laver of fog, haze or
dust just above or just below Arnold’s altitude, which
wasz caused to move violently by air circulation, and
which reflected the sunlight. ¢*®> Menzel claimed that
such layvers can "reflect the sun in almost mirror

fashion.” Menzel offered no substantiation for this

22
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claim. Ferhaps he was thinking in terms of a
"retlection”" from an atmospheric laver when the sun is at
a grazing angle (near thes horizon). If so, then that
explanation makes no sense since the sun was nearly
directly overhead (and slightly behind Arnold) at the
time of the sighting.

Menzel explained Arnold’s sighting a third way in
his second book ‘®®’, He suggested that the objects were
actually mirages of the mountain tops. To suppaort this
explanation he presented a photograph of such mirages.
Such mirages can be seen when the observer®s line of
sight is tilted no more than 1/2 a degree from the
observer’s horizon. Evidently Mensel overlooked the
following information in Arnold®s report: Arnold reported
that the aobjects were, indeed, about at his height (he
estimated their altitude at 2800 Fft; his altitude was
200 ft), but that he saw them silhouettsed against the
side of Mt. Rainier which is 14,400 ft high. Thus the
objects were far below the location of any mirage of the
top. Moreover, the angular elevation of the peak of Mt.
Rainier from Arnold®s location would have been over 2
degrees, far too great for a mirage. OFf course, such
mirages stay above the mountain peaks, so the mirage
theory can’t account for the high lateral speed reported

by Arnold.



24

Menzel also suggested a fourth explanation: wave
clouds in rapid motion (2o, This explanation was
supported by a "sighting" and a photograph of such a
cloud by & newspaper photographer. This explanation also
fails to account for the bright reflections reported by
Arnold, {for the distinct shapes or for the high speed.

Im his third and last UFD book, which is subtitled
"The Definitive Explanation of the UFO Fhernomenorn, "
Menzel again discussed Arnold's sighting and offered vet
a fifth explanation: Arnold saw water drops on the window
aof his aircraft. <22 Tq support this claim Menzel
offered an account of a "sighting" aof his own that turmed
out be be water drops condensed on the outside of the
aircratt window. The water drops were so close to his
eye that they were cut of focus and he thought they were
distant objects. They moved slowly along the window
surface from fromt to back, given the illusion of distant
ob jects moving at great spesd... until He refocused his
eyes and discovered what they were. In comparing his
"sighting" with Arnold’s Merzel states as follows: "I
cannot, of course, say definitely that what Arnold saw
were merely raindrops on the window of his plane. He
would doubtless insist that there was no rain at the
altitude at which he was flying. But many gqueer things

happen at different levels in the earth’s atmosphere.
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Had Menzel bothered to reread Arnold’s report before
writing this "explanation" he, presumably, would not have
proposed the water-—drop explanation because he would have
found Arnold’s statement that he turred his plane
sideways and viewsed the objects through an open window,

Incidently, the Air Force eventually decided that
what Arnold saw was a mirage ‘™2, My pwn opinion is that
he saw TRUFOs.

AN EXCESSIVE URGE TO EXFLAIN

Skeptics sometimes claim that an inner desire for
"the unexplained" keeps UF0 "proponents” from accepting
reasonable explanations for sightings. No doubt this is
at least partially true for some proponents. However, I
have found that the reverse is also true: some skeptics
are so desirous of explanations that they will gladly
accept virtually almost explanation, even if it conflicts
with the sighting report. The Arnold agighting is a case
in point.

Imn reviewing Hynek's and Menzel’s treatment of the
"first" UFD sighting I was struck by two factors: (&)
both men accepted Arnold’s sincerity and considered him
to be a credible, reasonably accurate witness: neither
man thought Arnold’s sighting was a hoax or a
manifestation of some psychological problem; (b) both men

made use of only certain parts of the information Arnold
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supplied, those parts which tended to support their
hypotheses; and (c), when one explanation seemed
wnconvinoing, another was suggested. Specifically, Hynek
accepted Arnold’s estimate of the sire of the objects,
vet rejected the estimate of distance, even though the
distance estimate was more likely to be correct zince the
objects flew near known landmarks (mountain peaks).
Memzel, on the other hand, accepted the distance
g#stimate, with the consequently large size of the objects
and the high speed. He thern conceived of explanations in
terms of natural phenomena and either extrapolated the
characteristics of those phenomena far beyvond the krnown
characteristics, or slse he ignored certain details in
Arnold®s report when they didn*t fit the explanation.
For example, Menzel extrapolated the light-bending
capability of a mirage far beyond what is known to occur.
He ignored the fact that mountain top mirages remain over
the mountain tops. He attributed rear zpecul ar
reflectivity to clouds and to dust lavers in the
atmosphere.

From comparing the explanations of this zighting
with explanations of other sightings I have studied I

have concluded that certain Feople have an excessive Wwrge
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to explain. They propose explanations which do not stand
up to scrutiny. Yet, they are entirely serious when they
claim that the sightings are explained. Furthermore, if
one explanation is guestioned they offer ancther.
Menzel, in the Arnold case, offered five explanations in
his three books when one should have been sufficient. It
is as if some skeptics feel that the probability that a
sighting carn be explained increases with the number of
explanations that can be proposed. Actually the
probability is either independent of the number, or
perhaps it even decreases as the number of sxplamnations
increases. I have often felt that when "experts" have
offered several different explanations for a sighting
that it probably has not been eplained after all.

A number of sightings are described in the Appendix.
The descriptions are based on information from a number
of sources (re¥.35’through 60) and include discussions of
that have been proposed explanations. They provide
further illustrations of the types of well reported
sightings that exist and of the attempts that have been
made to s=xplain such sightings. The reader will note
that two skeptics in particul ar are mentioned several
times (Menzel and Klass). This is rmot because I have
chosen to narrow down on those two people, but because,

unlike most skeptics, they have published their
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explanations in books that are often referred to by

cientists who are, more or less casuwally, looking imto

i

the subject. Furthermore, they have presented explicit,
sometimes semi-quantitative, explanations that ran be
compared with the informatiorn available in the sighting
reports, thereby allowing for a reasonably definite
judgement as to whether or not their explanations are
acceptable.

TRUFOs, "THE MODERN MYTH" ¢=a>

Skeptical scientists have long argued that TRUFOs

x
i
el

are not real; t the re a "modern myth." This

~
il

argument is based, uwltimately, on the claim that all
sightings can be explained. Obviously that claim is not
universally accepted (if it were this papsr wouldn™t
exist). Why not? Where lies the problem with univereal
acceptance of the idea that all sightings can be
esplalned?

As I see it the problem does not lie with the
convincingly explained sightings. Nor does it lie with
those sightings which have not been explained because of
a lack of information (it is possible to decide when a
report does not provide enough information about the
phenomenon or about the circumstances under which the
sighting took place). Instead, the problem lies with

those well reported sightings for which some skeptical
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scientists have proposed explanations that, after careful
analysis, have besn found to be wrrong o simply
unconvincing. Very often when wrong or unconvincing
explanations are proposed for well reported sightings by
credible observers, other scientists and educated 1laymen
conclude that such sightings can’t be explained.
SEEFTICAL OF THE SKEFTICS

Bince "euplanation" lies at the heart of sCience,
skeptics have a fundamentally appealing argument when
they claim that all sightings can be explained.

Therefore a scientist who is just beginning a study of
the UFO problem is likely to initially acept the
skeptical point of view. This acceptance will lead the
scientist, as it led me, to try to explain sightings.

I like explanations when they are convincing, and
especially when they are correct. {(Note: one cannot
always know whether or not an explanation is correct, but
one can krow whether or not an explanation is
convinoing.) I like to make a UFD sighting "go away" as
a result of a good explanation. I have provided a number
of explanations myself for visual and also far
photographic "sightings." I always begin a sighting
investigation with thHe assumption it can be explained.
Moreover, I always immediatelv start forming "candidate

explanatory hypotheses" as soon as the dalka {sighting
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information ) become available. These hypotheses help me
formul ate key questions which can identify the true
natwe of the reported pheromenon. Thus, I accept the
general idea of trying to explaining UFD sightings, and,
to that extent, I agree with the skeptics. It was only
after a careful study of some published explanations,
followed by my realization that the gxplanations just
could not be correct, that I became skeptical of the
skeptics.

FROM WHENCE COMETH....

If TRUFOs are real & lot of room for speculation is
openad up. Although I tend to take the 2xperimental
approach and let the data "speak for themselves" (the UFD
data have not spoken clearly yet), I will make some brief
comments on theories which presume that at least some
UFOs sightings have resulted from a phenomsnon (or from
phenomena) that is (are) inexplicable in terms of
conventionally accepted phenomena.

Some theories suggest that some TRUFOs are hitherto
unkrnown or not well understood natural unintelligent
phenomerna. For example, some sightings of odd lights
might be sightings of ball lightning. ¢®=, %o However,
theories which attribute all unexplained sightings to
natural phenomena must explain how natural unintelligent

phenomena can look like "craft" or "machinss" and can act



dynamically as if they were responding to human actions.
Such theories also have difficulty explaining reports of
"entities" or "ufonauts,®

Other theories assume that some intelligence lies
behind UFQ reports. The intelligence could be either
human or non-human. One "human intelligence" theory is
that TRUFOs are a "secret development” of somse government
or secret organization. ¢F©  This theory is not viable,
Arnother such theory is that TRUFOz are psychological
constructs within the witnesses. I+ this ig so, then
psychologists have a grsat deal of work ahead of them.
This theory would have & difficult time explaining
multiple witness sightings, landing trace sightings,
photographic sightings and radar sightings.
(Feychologists who have studied the problem have decided
that there must be real urknown physical phenomena
underlying at lsast some of the sightings, (®1.e2>)

Still other theories tread a fine lins between
physical and psychological, sudgesting "projections" into
our time and space ar into our minds. (3o (These
theories have difficulties in explaining physical
effects.)

The most widely known (I hesitate +to Bay. popular)
theory is the somewhat overemphasized Extraterrsstrial

Hypothesis or ETH. ¢®0,eX 64>  Thio hvpothesis is that

31
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aliens from outside ouw solar system have figured oul how
to get "here" from "there" in spite of astronomical
distances. The ETH has inspired a number of theoriss
that could explain how "they" got here from there without
violating known laws of space and time, as well as a
number of theories which violate spacetime az we
prasently understand it. I do not intend to go into
these other thanm to point out two things: (a) the most
credible reports provide no evidence as to ths arigin{s)
of the TRUFOs, and (b) arguments against brute force
space travel (i.e., with rockets) are not arguments based
on physical lawsi; instead, they are arguments based on
presumed aliesn sociclogy or the desire of aliens to
travel (e.g., if you have ernough time and don’t mirnd
being cut off from your "roots" vou can travel imnense
distances). The ETH has generally been ruled out by
astronomers and others because the of the large distances
and physical limitations as we know them (the speed of
light, for example). ¢®®.®4 Thisz ig & main reason whiy
scientists have argued that UFD sightings cannot be
evidence of alien "craft" and, comsequently have paid
little attention to ths UFO phenomenon. On the other
harnd, it has been pointed cut that this failure to take
UFD reports seriously might actually lead us to overlook

a real alien landing. ¢e=
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For my part, [ have tended to stay away from
theories and concentrate on the "data." 1 feel that,
ultimately, the data will stand or fall on their own
merits, guite independently of which theory is popular at
any particular time. I presume that once sufficient data
are available it will be possible to determine "the
answer" without resort to theoretical constructs (but I
couwld be wrong on this; some physical data canmot be
understood without resort to complex theoretical
arguments).

CONCLUSION: FANTASY OR REALITY?

I believe that there are now and have been for many
vyears sufficient data to answer the question of TRUFO
reality. 8ince good reports by credible observers have
been made, and continue to be made, the challenge to
science is  to prove that these sightings can be
convincingly explained in conventional terms. This does
not mean, as some critics have suggested, that scientists
must explain &l! sightings. Explanations are needed only
for those sightings which clearly have scientific merit
and credibility. The ones discussed in this paper would
be a good place to start. Finally, if convincing
explanations are not forthcoming, the scientific
comnunity should admit it and begin to consider the

implications of TRUFOs.
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AFFEMDIX
TRUFO SIGHTINGS

Thie Appendix presents discussions of about a dozen
incidents which appear to be sightings of TRUFOs.
Although some of the discussions are very brief, most of
them include comments which help to place the sightings
in their proper historical contexts. Also, wherever
possible, explanations for the sightings are discussed.
FROSFECTOR CONFIRMS ARNOLD®S SIGHTING

"I saw the same flying objects at the same

time" (Fred Johnson ¢3%7)

It is not generally known that a second witrness
very probably saw the same things Arnold did. Hynek
evidently was not aware of this, as he indicated in his
analysis of the Arnold sighting that there werse no other
witnesses., (=

Arnold last saw the objects passing Mt. Adams and
continuing in a south-southeasterly direction. The
probable second witness was a prospector who was wor king
at about a 5000 ft altitude nsar ML, Adams in the Cascade
Mountain chain. In the middle of the afternoon of June
24 he was startled by a reflection from the sky. He
looked up and saw a number of shiny objects pass by at an
altitude above him. He looked at one of them with a

telescope for "45 to &0 seconds" and saw that it was

11
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round object "tapering sharply to a point in the head and
an oval shape with a bright surface." He also noted that
there was "an obj=sct in the ktail end" that "looked like a
big hand of a clock shifting from side to side." He
thought that the spsed was greater tham anything he had
ever seen. He heard no noise. He observed that while
the objects were in sight the needle of his compass waved
from side to side. The waving stopped after the discs
were out of sight. Several days later when he returned
to Fortland, Ore. and read of Arnold’s sighting in a
paper, he wrote to the Alr Force and described his
sighting "to add credence" to Arnold’s story. The FEI
subsequently interviewsd him and concluded that he
"appeared to be a very reliable individual." <3&>

fAside from the apparent confirmation of Arnold’s
sighting, Johnson’s sighting is unique as being the +first
to include a report of a physical effect during sighting
(the apparent effect on the needle of his compass).

Menzel discussed Johnson®s sighting and pointed out
that it cccocurred on the same day as Arnold®z. Howsver,
Menzel did not mention Johnson®s claim that it took place
at the same time in the afternoon, rnor did he mention
that Johnson was near Mt. Adams at the time. Thus the
reader of his book would not have realized, as perhaps

Manzel did not, that Johnson may well have sighted the
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same objects. Menzel accepted Johnson®s zighting as

!

real, but explainable. After pointing out that Johnson
observed the objects through his telescope for nearly a
minute Menzel stated "The behavior of the SAlIers... 18
distinctive enough to label them as probably a true
sighting. Bright reflections from patches of clouds were
the most likely cause." One wonders how Mernzel could
seriously suggest that Johnson could tail to realize that
the objects were merely clouds after viewing them for
nearly a minukte through a telescope.

Menzel alsc dismissed the wobbling compass effect,
arguing that in his excitement Johnson was not able to
hold the compass steady. This is essentially saying that
Johnson, who had about forty vears of prospecting
experience at the time, would not realize that the
compass would wobble if he didn*t hold it steady.

Johnson™s sighting is unique for a second reason.

It is the first unexplained sighting in the Air Force
file.
TRUFOS 0OR SEYHOOES
"There is not & single reliable report of an
abservation (of a UFD) which is mot attributable Lo
the cosmic balloons." (Urner Liddel ¢==>)
The high altitude "Skyhook" balloon progeam began

lauriching balloons in the fall of 1947. EBecause the
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project was secret most people did not krow about it
until years later. In particular, people did rot krnow
about the great size (about 100 ft in diameter) or the
extreme altitude (around 100,000 ft) of these ballcoons.
These balloons could be seen with the naked aye during
the day if the sky were clear and, in the morning or
evening, these balloons could create bright colorful
glints of sunlight in the sky. Their great altitude
allowed the balloons to be illuminalted by sunlight for
quite a time before sunrise or after sunset. Becauss of
these balloon characteristics Liddel probably would have
been correct if he had claimed that sonpe sightings by
reliable observers were of high altitude balloons.
However, he was not correct in saying that all reliable
sightings were of these balloons because a number of
reliable sightings were m»ade by the people who launched
and tracked Skyhook falloons. Consider, for example, the
following "prototype" of such sightings.

Charles EBE. Moore and four Navy enlisted men were
tracking & balloon near White Sands Froving Ground on
April 24, 194%9. Moore spotted a "whitish spherical
object" which he, at first, thought was the balloon. It
moved rapidly from a location near the balloon (from
about 45° elevation by 210 azimuth), "through" the

location of the sun (60° glevation and 177 azimuth?) and
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disappeared north-northeast of them (20° tp 25 azimuth).
The minimum angular elevation was about 25° when the
abject was north-northeast of them and just before it
disappeared in the distance the elevation increased to
about 29°. The implication of this is that the object
was rising upward as it disappearsd. As seen through the
theodolite telescope the object appeared as a whitish
ellipsoid about 0.02° in maximum size with a 7:5 to 1
"slenderness ratioc.” When first seen the ol ject was
moving eastward at about S°/sec relative to the
observers. The total duration of the sighting was about
60 secondsg, (T

Fifteen minutes atter the object had disappeared
they launched another balloon which, after am 88 minute
flight, burst at 23,000 ft altitude only about 12 miles
south of them indicating very low spead generally
southerly winds at all altitudes up to 97,000 ft. Moore
concluded that the unidentified ob ject was rnot a
balloon. ¢%&>

Menzel discussed this sgighting in his first book and
devoted a substantial portion of the appendix to a theory
which he claimed could explain it. He assumed that a
hemispherical "dent”" in a temperature inversion layer
would form an "inversion lens" in the atmosphere which

could bend the light rays reflected from the balloon and



thus make it appear to be at a different location, <19
In other words, even though the balloon was at a
considerable angular elevation (45%°) ahove the horizon,
Menzel argued that Moore saw a mirage of the balloon.
The occurance of a mirage at such a Figh angul ar
elevation seems theoretically impossible, but, if it
occurred because of highly peculiar atmospheric
conditions such as suggested by Menzel, then it would
probably persist for only a very short time (seconds or
less™) and the angular between the line of sight to the
mirage and the line of sight to the actual balloon would
be very small. According to Merzel’s own caloulations,
"such a lens can produce a distorted image whose maimum
displacement from the true direction of the object is on
the order of 0,25« v

In his book Menzel has included a sketch which is
presented as a simplified diagram of the zighting. The
diagram shows an observer looking upward through an
inversion layer to the balloon. The inversion layer has
a hemispherical depression, an "inversion lens," in it.
Just below the real balloon is a distorted balloon image
produced by the lens. The angle between the lines of
sight to the real balloon and to the mirage image is
small. Menzel nowhere states an actual value for the

angle betwesn the balloon and the UFG, thus leading the

39
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reader to believe that the angle differernce in the actual
sighting was also small. Nowhere does he point out that
the angle between the unidentified object and the balloon
continually increased in time, going far, far bevond the
0.23® limit of his theory. (The mestimum angul ar
separation was aboult 120e,)

Dr. James McDonald discussed this sighting in his
Congressional UFO Symposium paper ‘72 and took Menzel to
task for proposing such a large atmospheric sffect. He
pointed out that astronomers are well aware that normal
atmospheric refraction effects can "bend" starlight by
only as much as several tens of seconds of arc, far less
than 0.25®, which is 200 seconds. According to McDonald,
"If the transmission properties of the garth” s atmosphere
were as anomalous as Menzel assumes in hig Farndling of
UFQ observations, he and his colleaguss (astronomers)
would be out of business," (=7

Using the azimuth and elevation angle data it is
possible to estimate the size of the object and its speed
if the altitude is assumed. If it had been at the height
of the balloon, about FO,000 ft, its largest dimension
(length) would have been about 30 £+ and its spesd would
have been about 8,000 ft/sec or over 5,000 mph.

Other sightings by balloon project personnel

occurred several years later, on Jdanuary 1&, <*®™ Octoher
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TRUFO OFR EITE?

"Ob ject appeared round and shiny, something
like a fifty-cent piece, viewed from below and to
one side. Object’s color was slivery and it
appeared round in plan view... Just before Mr....
(name censored) handed the glasses to Mr. .... the
object made & turn on its vertical axis with no
tilting or banking..

The trailing edge of the object as it traveled
appeared somewhat wrinkled and dirty looking."
(Rogue River sighting<se>)

When vou can see something well enough to gain an
impression of the nature of its surface, then you can
certainly see it well enough to gain an impression of its
overall shape. This is a key point in my argumant that
the object sighted flving over the Rogue River on May 24,
1949 is a TRus UFQ.

This was a multiple witness sighting involving five
observers, three men and two women. All the observers
saw the object with their naked gyes. Their descriptions
of their naked eve views of the object indicate that it
was shiny, round and flat. It appeared to be only a
couple of miles away, about a mile high, and they heard

no noise from it. Two of the observers were engineers

L3
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who worked at the Ames research laboratory, south of San
Francisco, where jet engines were being developed. They
gach had about a minute apiece to look at the ob ject
through 8 power binoculars. They observed that it was
pancake shaped with a sort of tail on the upper surface.
They could see no anterna, no lights and no propellors.
The object traveled in a southerly direction to a point
past of the witnesses, stopped, turrned on a vertical
aMis without tilting or banking, and then sped off in a
southeasterly direction, "accelerating to the approximate
speed of a jet planeg.” ==

The Battelle scientists chose this aighting as one
of the twelve best to occur between June 1947 and
December 193Z. They included =a very brief, and slightly
innaccurate, summary of the zighting along with two
drawings of the object in Special Report #14, = Their
summary and drawing ars reproduced in Figure 1. They
evidently chose this case because the observers were, as
nearly as can be determined, thoroughly reliable. The
two engineers reported their sighting to the Security
Officer at Moffett Field. The Security Officer requested
an investigation by Air Force intelligence. The
investigation, which included interviews with all the
witnesses, established the high degree of credibility of

the witnesses. There is no evidence that this zighting
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Case X (Serial 1119.00)

An employee in the supersonic laboratory of an aeronautical lab-
oratory and some other employees of this lab, were by a river, 2-1/2
miles from its mouth, when they saw an object. The time was about 1700
hours on May 24, 1949. The object was reflecting sunlight when observed
by naked eye. However, he then looked at it with 8-power binoculars, at
which time there was no glare. (Did glasses have filter?) It was of
metallic construction and was seen with good enough resolution to show
that the skin was dirty. It moved off in horizontal flight at a gradually in-
creasing rate of speed, until it seemed to approach the speed of a jet
before it disappeared. No Propulsion was apparent, Time of observation
was 2-1/2 to 3 minutes.

irection
" of motion

Rough and wrinkled Surface appeared dirty
in rear . and spotty in color

(FROMM PROJECT BLUE BOOK SPECIAI REPORT # 1L4)
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was ever mentioned in the popular literature, indicating
that the witnesses "kept silent" after informing the
government.

The only conventional explanation that was ever
aoffered for this cass was the suggestion that it might
have been an errant radar "kite" launched from the San
Francisco area. The Air Force accepted this suggestion
as the official explanation for the sighting despite the
clear difference in shape betwsen the object and a radar
kite (see Figure Z). (T8

The Battelle scientists did not accept the Air Force
"explanation" becauss of the extreme difference in shape.
I have found anocther reason to reject the kite
hypothesis: the weather records show that the winds at
all altitudes for the day of the sighting and the day
preceding were blowing from the west to the east, and
could not have carried a balloon from Sam Francisco about
Z00 miles northward to the Rogue River.

I agree with the Battelle scientists: this sighting
remains unexplainsd.

FILM OF TRUFOs?
"Some photographic activity occourred on 27

April and 24 May, but simultaneous sightings by bath

cameras were not made so that no information was

gained." (L. Elterman, Final Report on Frojesct
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Twinkle ¢®®2)

"Film from station F10 was read, resulting in
azimuth and elesvaltion angles recorded on four
objects.” (W. Mitchell, Mathematician, Data
Reduction Unit <4e?)

In December, 1948, a new wrinkle was added to the
UFO phenomenon: green fireballs. These fireballs were
observed on numerous occasions by security guards and
other people in the vicinity of military restricted areas
in the Southwest during the last month of 1948 and
throughout 1249 and 19230. At a meeting at Kirtland Air
Force Base, Albuguergue, N.M. in February, 1949, Fred
Feirnes, Joseph Manley and Edward Teller of the Los Alamos
Scientific Laboratory and several other scientists alorng
with representatives from the Air Force Office of Special
Investigations (AFDSI), the Army and the Atomic Energy
Commission, heard Lincoln La Far describe his
investigation of the green fireball =sightings. Dr. La
Faz had specialized in retrieving meteorites by
estimating their landing locations using observational
data gathered from witness interviews. La Faz pointed
out that despite excellent reports of sightings he had
not been able to retrieve any meteorite after a green
fireball sighting. He listed a number of reasons why

these were not normal meteors (sightings localized in the
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southwest, unusual areen calor, flat trajectory that ends
Wwith a slight drop, etc.) based on numerous observations
including his own. Although there was no general
conclusion that resulted from the February mesting, La
Faz independently argued that the AFOSOI should
investigate these sightings to determine whether or not
they were missziles launched from Russia. In later
analyses of sightings around military installations for
the AFDET La Fazr also mentiored & "disk variation, " ¢4o>

In March 1950 the AFDSI decided to set up a project
to photograph the green fireballs and any other unusual
phenomena which might occur near the military
installations near Holloman Air Force Base. The actual
observations and photography were to be done by the
Land-Air Corporation, the company which operated the
cinetheodolite cameras during rocket launch tests, and by
Air Force personnel.

Dr. Amnthony Mirarchi of the beophysice Research
Division of the Air Force Cambridge Ressarch Laboratory
(AFCRL)Y , Cambridge, Mass., took a special interest in
these events. He visited Holloman AFE in June ar July,
1930, and asked for a report on sightings that occcurred
in April and May of that year. (To the best of my
knowledge the report he received is the only existing

first-hand information on these sightings.) The report
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stated that sightings had beern made on April 27 and May
24 during morning daylight howrs by Land-Air personnel
"while engaged in tracking regular projects with Askania
theodolites." The report continued "It has been reported
that objects are sighted in some number:; as many as eight
have been visible at one time. The individuals making
these sightings are professional nheervers. Therefore I
would rate their reliability sUPperior. In both cases
photos were taken with Askanias." In commenting on the
May 24 events the report reads "It was believed that
triangulation could be effected - DECAUSE pictures were
taken from two stations. The films were rapidly
processed and examined by Data Reduction. However, it
was determined that the sightings were made on two

different obiects and trianauwlation could not be

effected."” (My emphasis.)

Although the report to Mirarchi did not include any
data on the May 24 sighting it did include the results of
the analvsis of the April 27 sighting. Shortly after a
missile test someone spotted several unusual abjects
moving in the shky. Since the theodolites were connected
by an intercom, several stations were instructed to try
to get pictures. Unfortunately only one camera still had
film in it (the others had been unloaded and the

operators did not have to reload before the objects were
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gone). ‘**?  According to the report sent to Mirarchi the
film was analyzed "resulting in azimuth and slevation
angles recorded on four objects. In addition the size of
the image on the film was recorded."” There was also a
single azimuth angle available from another station (but
no film) making it possible to do a triangulation. The
Data Reduction Unit concluded that the objects were at an
altitude of about 150,000 ft over the Holloman mountain
range, were about 30 ft in diameter and were traveling at
a "undeterminable, yet high speed." (Note the similarilty
in the altitude and size of the object reported by C.R.
Moore.)

Over a year later Dr. Louis Elterman referred to
these and other sightings of 1950 in the Final Report of
Froject TWINELE as follows:

"Some photographic activity occurred on 27

April and 24 May, but simultaneocus sightings by both

cameras were not made, so that no information was

gained. 0On 20 August 1930, during a Bell aircraft
migsile laurnching, aerial phenomena were observed
over Holloman Air Force Base by several individuals;
however, neither Land-Air nor Froject Fersonnel were
notified and, therefore, no results were acqguirsd.
On 21 August 1930, the phenomena were again observed

after a V-2 launching. Although much film was
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expended, proper triangulation was not effected, so

that again mo information was acquiread.”

The repeated statements to the effect that
nothing was learned are apparent. Ferhaps Elterman was
not aware of the Data Reduction Unit calculation that
gave explicit height and size estimates for the April
Z27%" sighting. Nevertheless, Elterman should have
pointed out that, at the very least, the existence of
some real, unedpected phenomenon had been proven by the
repeated observations by many people.

In the conclusion to the report Elterman pointed out
that "Many of the sightings are attributable to natural
phenomena such as the flights of birds, planets, meteors,
and possibly cloudiness. " However, Elterman admitted
that the "findings to date cannot be considered
conclusive.” Thus he left the door open to the
possibility that something other than birds, etc., might
be involved. Nevertheless, he recommended "no further
fiscal expenditure be made in pursuing the problem.”
Thus ended Froject TWINELE. The data were all
tranzferred to Geophysics Research division of the ALlr
Force Cambridge Laboratory and, were subsequently
forgotten.

The casual reader of Elterman®s report would

conclude that nothing of importance had occurred during
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Froject TWINKLE and that the few zightings that were
recorded on film could be explained. Yet, on more
careful analysis one finds that not to be true. Froject
TWINKLE was at least partially successful: instrumented,
multiple witness sightings by project personnel of
unidentified flying objects actually occurred several
times. Unfortunately the cognizant scientists failed, or
refused, to understand the importance of the sightings.
Thus Froject TWINKLE did not fail sCience; however the
scientists did.

All right, AFCRL, where are those films?
A LOW FLYING TRUFQ?

"o...] could see the object pass the plane and
cover an area about the size of the fuselage..."
{(Navy chemist <e=>)

A chemist who, at the time of his sighting,
worked at a Navy laboratory at Indian Head, Maryland,
reported several years later that he had been involved in
a multiple witness sighting. According to this man, on a
date he couldn®t remember in August, 1946, around S:00
F.M. he and several others wers standing outside talking
when they were startled to zee a "epherical metallic
ob ject streaking across the horizon® moving from
south—-southwest toward the north-northeast. In his

written report he stated as follows:
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"This obiect had no wings, no tail and no signs
of jet or propellor motors, It appeared to look
simply like a spherical aluminum or steel colored
ob ject traveling at a fast speed. My immediate
impression was of & satellite moving through the
atmosphere instead of spacs.” (e3>

He had the object in view for 15 to 20 ssconds.
During this time it passed berneath & iet passenger
aircratt that was in its finmal landing pattern,
approaching NMational Airport. The estimated height of
the plane was &00 to 800 £+, The plane "was so closs [
could make out the fuselage, ses the jet motors clearly
and even see the windows of the plane." According to the
chemist

"The mysterious object flew below the altitude of
the plane. When it streaksd past, my line of sight
was such that I could see the object pass the plane
and cover an area about the size of the fuselage
from the wing foarward.”

One of the other witnesses was & Navy aviator.
According to the chemist this man stated that "in all his
flying time he had never seen such an ob ject, " <45
ERIGHT LLIGHTS IN THE DAYLIGHT SKEY

On July 28, 1275 I learned of a sighting the

previous day by an employee of the Mawvy laboratory where
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I work, I immediately interviewesd him and two days later
visited him and his tfamily at his home in Cheverly, ™MD
wheres the sighting occurred. He and his family had seen
two bright lights appear in the sky north of +hem at
about noon on a clear, sunny day.

Cheverly is part of the densely populated

northeastern suburb of Washington, D.C. The main
witness, who is a technical writer., was reading the
Sunday paper on his front porch when his young daughter
called his attention to a bright light coming down from
the blue sky. He got up from his chair and walked onto
the front lawn to look at it, "It was descending in a

very smooth and fluid motion similar +o that of an object

dropped by parachute. I was at once fascinated at this
sight and began to observe the obiect with great
interest. The sky was clear and the object was clearly
visible against the field of Blue sky. The brilliance of
this object remained constant and in a few moments the
object appeared to remain =till in the shky.," <> By this
time the angular elevation of the object had decreased to
about 20 tp Z0°, as determined from subsequent
measurements. "As my eyes were fived on this object I
was surprised and puzzled when I looked to the left of it
and saw another object identical to the first." The two

objects were now at the same angul ar elevation and
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according to an estimated bassd on a resnactment of the
sighting. "The second object suddernly ascended in what
appeared to be a left-to-right, right-to-left motion and
then assumed a more direct vertical ascent and
disappeared from sight in a few moments. Al most
simultanecusly the first object began to ascend upward
into the sky and I watched it until it disappearad from
sight." 43

In commenting on his reaction to the sighting, the
witness wrote:

"I have witnessed rockets being lauwnched into
space at Cape Canaveral and have observed theses
types of vehicles in the shky. I also have
experience and familiarity with many types of
military and commercial aircraft as well a= balloons
of different varieties, I must state that these
objects did not appear as any of the above. My
immediate reation after seeing these objects was one
of puzzlement which basically stemmed from their
brightness in the sky and their motion and
speed, " (4™

The witness called his wife out just after the
second object appesared. She looked for a short time but

thern went into the house to get sungl asses because her
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By®s were not adapted to the bright glare of the sky. By
the time she came back out the second-appearing object
had already disappeared and the first-appearing ob ject
was ascending into the sky.

The main witness and his wife agreed that each
obiject had a faint dark ring around it. The radius of the
ring was about twice the radius of the bright central
area. The main witness was given slide photographs of
ordinary "bright" objects in the sky, i.e., airplanes, so
that he could make & brightress comparison. He was
emphatic that there was no comparison: the objects were
the brightest things he had ever zeen in the sky except
the sun. He compared their brilliance to that of burning
phosphorous. He alsc mentioned that the most surprising
thing to him was the zig~zag departure path of the second
ob ject.

No reports of the lights were made to UFD
organizations by other witnesses, although they may well
have beern ohserved by others. A check with local radar
installations (Mational Airport, Andrews Air Force base)
about two weeks after the event failed to turn up ATy
information. These objects would have been within radar

coverage, uwiless they were too low. The main witneses

HH

stimated that the objscts were visible for over three

minites. A reenactment of the sighting yvielded 110 to
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205 seconds, with ths objects stationary most of the
time. Although this time duration would have been
sutficient for many radar detections, the radar would
have been operating in the MTI (moving target indicator)
mode which is used to remove ground clutter. When MTI is
in use anything moving more zlowly than some minimum
speed is not displaved. According to the controller to
whom I spoke, the minimum speed may have been as high as
S0 ar &0 mph.

Balloons, airplanes, helicopters, birds and kites
were considered as possible explanations. However, mach
of these was found to conflict inm more than one way with
the characteristics of the objects, most notably the size
(between 0,001 and 0,01 milliradians), the shape (round) .
the brilliance (like burning phosphorous), the presence
of a faint circular dark ring around each and the flight
dynamics (downward, hovering, zig-zag departure upward) .
The obijects remain unidentified.

TRUFQO OR BEACONT
. (if it is not & beacon, then) "an
extraterrestrial craft had traversed interstellar
distances to fish for squid in the waters of New
Zealand.” (Fhilip Klass ¢<®4)>)
The New Zzaland multiple

witness—radar-photographic sightings became public
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knowledge with an unprecedented level of publicity.
Although they occcurred off the coast of New Zealand, they
were discussed throughout the world and even were given
about five minutes of time on the CRS Evening news on
January 2, 197%9. The reason for the publicity was that
the witnesses included a TV news crew. BEesidees recording
the events as they occurred, newsman Quentin Fogarty and
camerman David Crockett managed to obtain many fest of 1&
mm color movie film of lights which the pilot and copilot
claimed they had never seen in the area before. The NMews
crew also learned of ground radar detections and even
witnessed an apparent airplane radar detection of &
bright object that appeared to be traveling along with
them. After the sightings were over Fogarty’'s emplover,
an Australian TV station, without any investigation, but
only taking the air crew's word for it, went public with
the claim that Fogarty had filmed UFOs... interpreted, of
course, as interplanetary craft, in spite of the fact
that there was no evidence for such a claim. The
Australian TV station sold a half hour documentary of
the events. The documentary caused guite a bit of
confusion because the tape recorded dezcriptions of the
events were not synchromized with the film and a portion
of the film that was shown had been taken when the camera

was defocused.
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Reaction from the scientific community was
immediate. Fublished explanations included Venus,
Jupiter, stars, "unburned meteorites" (from Eernard
Lovell), reflections from flocks of birds, lighted squid
boats, drug smugglers, and hoax. After several days the
TV station realized it was losing its credibility and
made & public promise to have the sightings investigated.
As a result of a quirk of fate, I was asked to do the
investigation. After a three month investigation that
included analysis of the film and interviews with the
witnesses in New Zealand and Australia I concluded that
at least three distinct sections of the film showed
lights that, in my opinion, could not be identified with
Enown souwrces. In the subsequent vears since the spring
of 1977 I have repeatedly reviewed the data and analysis
and have found no reason to change my opinion.

The complete story of the New Zealand gightings and
the aftermath can be found in references 44 and 45,
Technical papers have been published on one portion of
the sighting <®e.47,48> Thg skeptical viewpoint has been
presented in several publications.=®4.285,a% n response
to these is presented in reference 31. For the pPurposas
of this discussion I will pick only one incident from the
sightings and will discuss only the photographic

evidence. The reason for picking this incident is +hat
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one skephic ‘22 has claimed to have explained the Film in
a way which violates optical physics.

The particular section of the film which is
discussed here shows images that oscillate at a regular
rate of about once per second from very bright
(overeuposed) to dim. Within several of the frames there
is a small triangular cluster of images comsisting of an
orangs "dot" over two red "dots." Although these dim
triangular cluster images are interesting in themselves,
to simplify the argumsnt I will discuss only the
brightest images.

The brightest (and largest) images have "pure" white

overexposed centers that are surrounded by highly

i

exposed pale yellow or pale orange region. The centers
of the brightest images on this color reversal film have
a film density only a few hundredthe larger than the
clear leader denmsity. Outside the very bright images the
film appears black, i.e., unexposed.

Flass®% has suggested that these oscillating images
were made by light from the red anti-collision beacon at
the top of the aircraft. <®®’ This suggestion was made
becauss the rotation rate of the beacon was, to within
"experimental error,” the same as the oscillation
frequency of the pulsating light. 0Of couwrse the

cameraman could not photograph the beacon directly from
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inside the cockpit. Therefore Flass has suggested that
light was reflected off a propellor blade and into the
cameara lens., It seems hardly likely that the cameraman
would have, or evern could have (1> filmned & propellor.
However, assuming that might be possible, the gquestion
becomes this: can a red light make white overedposed
images without leaving any "trace" of red?

It is well known that overexposure can change the
color of an image. The New Zealand film provides direct
evidence of this effect. Several sections of the film
show red landing field lights that are overexposed. The
film even shows overexposed images of the anti-collision
beacon at the top of the aircratt. The cameraman
obtained the images by filming the aircraftt from a
location about a hundred feet away while the aircraft was
on the ground. This coccurred several hours before any of
the sightings. The film proves that an overesposed 1mage
of the red beacon has & circular pale vellow central area
(the area of maximuam aoverexposure) which is swrounded by
a red "fringe" that extends outward away from edge of the
yellow area. Independent tests have proved that this is a
general effect and have verified a general explanation
for it., <=

The bright images made by the unknown light are rot

surrounded by a red frings; in fact, they are not



61

surrounded by any fringe at all. Thus the bright images
were not made by filming the red anticollision bheacon, or
of any red light. The source of the light remains
unidentified.
THE AIR FORCE TANGLES WITH TRUFQOS
"o.vafter driving closer he observed a round,
disk shaped object.... the object he observed was
not a helicopter." (Air Force Office of Special
Investigations Report of a "CR 44" rel ated
incident =)
According to the official Air Force Fact
Bheet 2= "With the termination of Froject BLUE BOOE, the
Alr Force regulation establishing and controlling the
RPragram for investigating and analyzing UFQOs was
rescinded.” Also according to the fact sheet "no UFD
reported, investigated and evaluated by the Air Force has
ever given any indication of threat to our rmational
security.” Froject BLUE BOOK was closed in 1249,
According to this Fact Sheet the Air Force no longer
investigates sightings. However, at least one
intelligence arm of the Air Force does investigate UFO
sightings, as was recently discovered in a document that
was formally released (after a Freesdom of Information Act
Fegquest) in 19873, (=% According the document from

Firtland Alr Force EBEase (Albuguerque, NM), ".... the USAF



no longer investigates (UFD sightings unless they ocour
o a USAF base."

The fact that the Air Force still investigates
sightings has not been generally acknowledgsd by the Air
Force because this would imply that some investigating
group still exists. However, the existernce of a group
which investigates is conpletely consistent with
information found in a document that was releassd in
197%. The document addressed the problem of what to do
with UFD reports after Froject EBLUE BOOK esnded. (Se> It
began by cutlining the reporting procedure for UFD report
while BLUE RBOOE was operating. Aocording to the
memarandum "reports of unidentified objects which could
atffect national securityv... are not part of the BLUE
BOOE system." This suggests that really important
reports didn®t go to BLUE BOOE. Referring to the method
for handling reports after the end of BLUE BODE General
Bolender, the author, wrote, "reports of UFOs which could
affect national secwrity would continue to be handled
through the standard Air Force procedures designed for
this purpose."

The claim by the Air Force that "no UFD.... has ever
given any indication of threat to our national security"
seams to be contradicted by several official Air Force

reports of WUF0s. One could consider, for example, the
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UFOI overflights of the Strategic Air Command bases in
the fall of 1973¢S7.38 ke Iranian Jet sightings<s%>
and the Firtland Air Force Bases landing®4,

The 8AC base overflights involved intruders over
restricted air spaces near and above nuclear missile
site. Some of the evenkts weres designated "suspicious
unknown air activity" and in some cases the intruders
were referred to as helicopters, apparently bhecause of
their ability to hover and because of some asasoclated
noise. However, chases by other helicopters or jet
aircraft failed to identify the irntruders. One of many
incidents in October and November, 1975, occurred at
Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montama. At 2:1i5 A.M. local
time, Nov. 8, 1975, missile site guards and sescurity
alert personnel reported that a large bright light was
hovering as low as 200 ft over a missile sight. Jets
were scrambled. According to the guards the light went
out when jets approached the area. The jsts failed Lo
make "contact” and flew past. After the jets had passed
the light came back on when the jet want by. Then about
40 minutes later the object increased in speed and
ascended into the sky and disappeared. Another incident
ococurred at Minot Air Force Base in South Dakota, at 4:75
AM. on Nov. 10, 1975, As in the previous incident, the

UFO sighting was reported to the NORAD command director.
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According to the report "a bright, star like object” was
seen in the west moving toward the @#ast, i.e., toward the
base. It was "about the size of a car'" and it "passed
over the radar station (at an altitude of) 1,000 to ZOOO0
fte.w. No noise was heard." (=7, =a>

The Iranian Jet incident imvolved two F-4 sets
piloted by Iranian Air Force pilots. These pilotes chased
a large bright, multicolored object in the vicinity
Tehran in the very garly morning hours of Sept. 19, 1974,
The incident began when the air traffic controller at
Mehrebad Airport in Tehram received several phone calls
from people in Tehram about a strange object flying over
the northeast portion of the city. The controller went
outside to look for himself. Through birmnoculars he
observed, northeast of his position, a "rectangular shape
about five miles away at & height of about &000 ftn
implying an angular elevation of about 13e, According to
the controller when he first saw the light "The right end
was blue, the left end was blue and in the middle was a
red flashing light."=%, The object subsequently moved
around the northern Tehran area and changed color and
apparent shape.

The controller knew there were ro 1ow flying aircraft
in the area so he called the Iranian Air Force. A

General who lived in Tehran was contacted and he looked
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for himself. He confirmed the sighting and ordered a jet
to be scrambled from Shahroki Air Base about a hundred
miles away. By this time the lighted object had
increased in altitude. The jet flew at a speed of around
LZ00 nautical miles (nm) per hour but couldn®t catoch up
with the object. However, it did approach to a distance
of about 25 nm, at which time it lost all communications
including internal (intercom) communication. Furming 1ow
on fuel, the pilot returned to the base. The General
scrambled a second jet and it, too, could not catch the
object. As it approached the radar system locked onto
the object at a distance of about 27 nfm. The rate of
closuwre device ("VC'") indicated an approach rate of about
150 nm/hr, indicating that the object was traveling only
about 130 nm/hr more slowly than the jiet. Then, at a
distance of about 25 nm, about 50 seconds after radar
lock~on, "the object moved away at a spesd that was
visible on the radar scope and stayed at 25 rm. The size
of the retuwn was comparable to that of a 707 tanker . "
Subsequently the object released a smaller bright object
that headed toward the jet and the pilot decided to
launch & heat seeking (AIM-9) missile. But at that
instant his wsapons control pansl went off and he lost
all communications including his internal intercom (which

connects the pilot and copilot). The pilot turned the
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plane away from the chase and then regal ned
communications and all control systems. The smaller
bright object then rejoined the main bright object. (%%
Klass ‘24 has argued that this Iranian sighting
resulted from a combination of several factors: (&) the
failure of the citizens who called the airport to realize
that they were seeing Jupiter or some other celestial
body, (b) the failure of both the air traffic controller
and the General to realize that they were looking at the
planet Jupiter or zome other celestial body, () the
failure of the pilots to realize Lhey were chasing
Jupiter or some other bright celestial body, (d) poor
maintenarnce of the aircraft electronic systems. Howswvear,
for the following reasons (and for other reasons as well)
this explanation appears to be completely at odds with
the available information ‘®®>: (a) at the time of the
first calls Jupiter would have been behind the high
mountains that partially encircle Tehran, (b)) the
sighting direction from the control towsr to the ob ject
changed numerous times, beginning with northeast and
ending with south, (c) according to the controller the
planes chased the object not ornly in the eastward
direction but also in other directions as the mh ject
moved around rapidly., (d) the descriptions of the object

given by the controller and the pilotes is difficult to



67

reconcile with a celestial body, and (&) the electronic
systems failed only temporarily and the failures appearsad
to be associated with the prodimity of the aircraft to
the object; the systems "repaired themselves" after the
aircraft turned away from the chase.

The third example which contradicts the public Air
Force statement that no UFD has ever givern an indication
of being a threat to national security is the landing at
Firtland Air Force base just after midnight, August 9,
1980.  According to the document ¢ {hree guards of the
Manzano Weapons Storage aresa (a fenced in ares irn which
nuclear devices are stored) saw a bright light performing
"strange aerial maneuvers (stop and go)." The light
descended into a restricted test area in the Coyote
Canyon several miles east of them. They called Central
SBecurity which, in turn, contacted Sandia Security (of
the Sandia National Laboratory, which is also at Eirtland
Alr Force Base). Sandia had a security guard in the area
on routine patrol. About one-half an hour after the
three Manzanc guards had seen the object descend into
Coyote Canyvon the Sandia guard

"was driving east on the Coyote Canyon access road

on a routine building check of an alarmed structure.

As he approached the structure he observed a bright

light near the ground behind the structure. He also



68

observed an object he thought at first was a

helicopter. But after driving closer, he observed a

round disk shaped object. He attempted to radic for

a back up patrol but his radio would rot work. As

he approached the object on foot armed with a

shotgun, the object took off in a vertical direction

at a high rate of speed. The guard was a former
helicopter mechanic in the U.S. Army and stated that
the object he observed waz rot & helicopter. " ¢S4
The three Manzano guards saw the "light take off
and leave proceeding straight up.” The alarmed
structures within the restricted area contain devices
related to nuclear weapons.

Because of the important implications of the event
described in the document [ tried to carry out an
independent investigation. However, I was prevenrnted from
personally investigating by the Air Force 0ffice of
Special Investigations and Sandia Security.

Nevertheless, [ interviewsd the agent who wrote the
document, Richard Doty. He confirmed to me several times
that he had personally investigated and he vouched for
the complete accuracy of the document. <€ He also
indicated that there was more information (a follow-on
document) but I was not able to obtain any further

information from AFOSI headguarters.
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It appears that the unauthorized landing of some
object in a military restricted area was a real event.
Therefore, because the landing took place riear a building
that houses nuclear weapon related devices, it

potentially was a threat to ouw national zecurity.
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