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OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20360 N REPLY REFER TO
ONR:412:JH:rme
25 May 1966

Dre J. E+ McDonald

University of Arizona

Institute of Atmospheric Physiecs
Tucson, Arizona 85721

Dear Mac:

Since you are coming to Washington for the meetings of the
Storm Fury Panel, I wonder if you would mind spending a few extra
days so that I could have the benefit of your consultation on some
aspects of our program particularly those concerning weather
modification. ThHere are also some interesting proposals we bhave under
consideration for remote sensing of the atmosphere on which I would
appreclate your comments.

Speaking of remote sensing, I see there is a resurgence of
interest in UFO's. Jim Kearney at PMR in his current observation
program with a laser-radar built by SRI tells me about some interesting
return signals from locations where stratus is not yet visible but forms
in the same location shortly after the laser signaljthe reverse '
phenomena also occurs, i.e. stratus after dissipating from view still
gives a return signal. Stratus or other cloud forms dissipating in
one place and reappearing in another could give the illuslon of very
rapid movement. Incidentally, incidents like these were observed by
the Italian navy in the ILigurian sea when making sonar observatlons.
They were getting returns off different underwater peaks but thought
they were on a moving object. Naturally the presumed object appeared
to have a high rate of displacement. What I am leading up to is that
laser observations could possibly eliminate some of the unidentificatlon
in UFO's. There are other interesting implications of laser observatlons
in cormection with what Ron Callis calls subvisible or invisible clouds.
I will discuss them with you when you are in Washington.

Some of the phenomena recorded in Project Blue Book must be the
result of uniqueness of partical size and circumstances of altitude
and illumination that would be of special interest in connection with
laser applications. If on your return trip you can spare the time to
examine the Project Blue Book data, at least the unclassified data,
would you give us some assessment of the aspects of the problem I
have deseribed? I hate to impose on your time this way, but in the
interest of efficient use of time, perhaps you could include all these
chores in one trip. Since you will be doing these things in our behalf,
it will be legitimate to charge your time and travel against our contract.

Sincerely yours,

0 Hoghee

J. HUGHES






August 2, 1967

. ”M-;;,appreciaCE the copy of Lt, Marley's briefing, ..
and we sincerely appreciate your interest and response
te our publie-affairs preblem with UFC, I thirk we ar
& long way frem getting a handle on this problem.

I have tQOUﬂﬁt abcut the preblem many times since
_vnur b“l&xlﬂg here,---1 a= more convinced than ever that
‘a.positive program-in-extraterrestrial 1ife or couwmmuni-
.cations..studigs sheuld not be tied.to the UFC problem,
I know you don't agree with this and I am not sure Bill
Doolittle does either; however, I am convinced that we
would really open the flood gates on UFO prablems if the
public thought that the Condeon group was about te involve
in ‘extensive research on extraterrestrial activities., I
Tealize that Condon must- address -thils subject, but this
is different from conducting active research; T think
research in this area sheculd be accomplished by an entively
unrelated activity.

Please pass on any ideas vou have and keep us alercted
in any way that we might help.

Sincerely,

L.l

WILLIAM C., GARLAND
Brigadier General, USAF
Director of Informaticn

Tolonet Raymond. 5. Sieeper

Commander

Foreign Technology DLu131on (AFLC)
Wright-Patterson Air Force Daofe Ohio 45433






Upon questioning, the pllots denied that the obJect interferred
with elther the flying characteristics of the B=36 or the naviga-
tion or radlo equipment.

Upon depa rture from the aircraft the UFO lost altitude,crossed
under the aircraft, jolned the other obJect and the two departed

at extremdy high speed in a southerly directions ( Aircraft alti-
tude, alrspeed, heading, UFO headings,approximate speeds and

exact size estimates are in the orlginal report but I can not,remem-
ber them.) During the close proximity of the object the pllota

did not try evasalve action.

The alecraft and crew were from Carswell AFB, Texas and were on a
flight £o March AFB, Californias. It 1s possible that this report
is filed in Blue Book Archives under elther of those base hames.

I hope thils report and the dlagrams are of some help, Jim.

Cnﬂw-‘-—«-—«-— T ——

R.H.Pestalozzl Maj. USAF-Ret,
5712 E. Whittler Street
Tucson, Arizona
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we're still at loggerheads on past history, if that’s the way you'd wish to phrase
it.
And we're at Joggerheads when I find you stating, in your 4/22/70 CSM

article, that:

“After twenty years, we are still pretty much

where we started,...”
and then following that up with a dig at the “scientific establishment”, as if it
were somehow “they” rather than you yourself as the one scientist who,
through those twenty years, had unparalleled opportunity to see what was
going on, to truly evaluate the situation, and to take the kind of steps that
could and should have alerted the scientific community long ago to the
importance of the UFO problem. There’s a quite real sense in which you were
the scientific Establishment (or the core of it) relative to this scientific
problem area in the 1949-69 bidecode, and I believe you may lack the
intellectual honesty to face up to it.

Again, we are at loggerheads when I read, on Page 3 of the March/April

1970 FSR, that you are ready to criticize Bill Hartmann as

“a young man on the make,” who “cannot

afford to be pro-UFO and expect to get anywhere

in the astronomical profession,”
and who you suggest is putting a “protective coloration” over his attitude for
reasons scientifically politic. Surely you must realize that those charges
against Hartmann would immediately put me in mind of your own defenses
back in June of 1966, when 1 asked you with a good deal of vehemence how
you could have failed to alert the Robertson Panel to the fact that they were
getting only the barest glimpse of the UFO problem in their 1953 three-day
session, only to have you tell me, by way of explanation, that you were “only
small potatoes then,” and that you were “overawed” by that prestigious
committee. (Or were you as unperceptive as to fail to see that this was
essentially what I ended up trying to tell you on 6/8/66?) Either in that just-
cited remark or later in that rather warm exchange in which Bill Powers and
Jacques Vallee pitched in for your defense from time to time, you allowed
that your colleagues must be very different from my physicist colleagues,
inasmuch as you wouldn’t have dared to openly and emphatically suggest to
astronomers that there really was a problem of great significance in the UFO
area. [ believe I recall correctly that you followed that statement with a crack
to the effect that I was

“the first guy with a union card”
whom you'd ever heard take the problem seriously. Between those revealing
comments and other indications that I subsequently got from you and
persons who have been in a position to know your mode of operations, 1
must say that I find it about a 50/50 mixture of the surprising and the
irritating that you would put into print such a charge against someone else. 1
wonder if Bill has seen that statement yet?



And we're at loggerheads when I turn a page or two and find you

cutting down Hartmann a notch further by noting his
“remarkable lack of acquaintance with the subject.”

That one brings back to mind another of my own reactions to our first
conversations in Evanston, 6/66, namely, that I was struck by your
astonishing lack of familiarity with specific UFO cases that 1 brought up in the
course of the day’s discussion. I had many subsequent opportunities to verity
that early estimate-reaction. As the months passed, and I had more and more
opportunity to assess the point, I realized that you never have known very
much about the UFO problem, and don’t seem to yet as far as I have been able
to determine. Unseemly then, I thought, for you to be scoring Hartmann on
that point. (Mind you, I do not disagree with you about Bill’s lack of
familiarity with the UFO problem; but I do disagree with you on your above-
cited charges that he is tailoring his UFO views to fit the figure of an up-and-
coming, ambitious young astronomer. He took on that task at a time that
Kuiper’s views on UFOs were outspokenly negative, yet evinced no
perceptible bias in that direction himself. Had ambition and caution dictated
his moves, he’s sharp enough to have seen that the wise thing would have
been to avoid the whole subject. I don’t defend his negativity one bit, and
told him so after the AAAS symposium in no uncertain terms. But I believe
it is something quite different from a calculated or instinctive response to his
fellow-astronomers, based on overawe or a feeling that he’s small potatoes
and hence better not speak out about his real feeling that there’s a serious
scientific problem here.)

And I do indeed find myself at loggerheads with you when I read on
page 1 of that same issue of FSR that, in “private talks” with the FSR editorial
staff, you have informed them that it was only after eight years as consultant
that you

“became convinced that there was something

more to the UFO problem than just fantasy or

hoaxing.”
As noted there, 8 + 48 is 56, so maybe FSR is try[ing] to suggest that your 1956
concern over possible “embarrassment to the Air Force” should any of the
Lakenheath facts “get into the public domain” is rendered excusable. What
kind of self-serving, pro-Hynek propaganda are you putting out, Allen?

When I read the FSR statement to the effect that

“All in all we feel it is as well he took the line

‘he did; a too-openly ‘pro” course would probably

have earned him an early ‘good-bye,””
I'am taken back once more to June §, 1966, and I hear Bill Powers sticking in
his oar by defending your failure to speak out on all of that UFO file material
that I had just seen down at Wright-Patterson. Bill’s defense was, in brief,
that of course you couldn’t have spoken out because the Air Force would
have fired you immediately. My comments then were to the effect of “So
what?” My reaction to the FSR on your behalf would now be that an “early



good-bye” from you as UFO project scientific consultant would have been
very much in the best interests of science. Maybe they might possibly have
replaced you with some [one] with some guts and some feeling of obligation
to do his homework on the many areas of science that you never, in 20 years,
took the trouble to became familiar with despite their strong relevance to
UFO questions. Maybe they would have secured a UFO consultant less
concerned to maintain easy working relations with his contracting agency
than speaking out forcibly and effectively against scientific atrocious
procedures and policies. T still laugh at your namby-pamby plea that
Quintanilla wouldn’t “let you do” certain things .

(A paragraph here, illegible due to water damage, is omitted. Text
continues.)

[ recall clearly that, either before or after Powers’ odd interjection for
the defense, you had also remonstrated with me to the effect that at least your
having been there on the UFO project all those years made it possible for
someone like myself to come along and pick the problem up and carry it on!
Do you recall my immediate and unequivocal rejoinder? I made it emphatic
that, as far as I was concerned, the net effect of your having been the Air Force
consultant on UFOs all those years was to delay by a dozen years my own
serious grappling with the problem, inasmuch as my reading of your 1953
JOSA article had misled me into the erroneous notion that there must not be
anything very significant in those Air Force UFQ files or you would have
done something about it long ago, since your JOSA article appeared to imply a
fairly open-minded view. How misled I was!

Well, I'm trying to get several points across to you in these opening
remarks, and one of them is the reminder that already by June, 1966, I didn’t
like at all what I saw of your role in the UFO problem, Allen. 1 tried to find
out from you why you had never straightened Quintanilla out on matters of
meteorological optics and radar-propagation physics, and the like. It was a
good many months before it fully dawned on me that one reason why you
hadn’t was that, in all those years as Bluebook consultant, you had never
done your own homework to the extent that you knew even elementary
matters of such high relevance as radar propagation physics, meteorological
optics, balloon technology, etc. I had then just come from two days’ work on
the Bluebook files, in the course of which 1 expressly asked Quintanilla to see
the last two or three months of 1966 cases that you had “audited.” I cannot
cite specific case dates and locations now, but you'll recall, I trust, my charges
that in the spring of 1966 you were still approving absurdly non-scientific
Bluebook evaluations. 1 do recall one in which you had switched
Quintanilla’s explanation of “Jupiter” to “Capella” (or possibly vice versa),
when it seemed entirely obvious to me that the described amplitude of
excursions of the luminous aerial source rendered either explanation so
patently nonsensical that I thought it was nothing short of the absurd that
your role in the whole business would be to polish up the explanation from
one silly astronomical context to another silly astronomical context. And I do



recall, since I spelled these out to you there in Evanston that day, another
where the observers had seen the luminous source come down an airport
glide path, stop and go back up, and you had okayed an astronomical
explanation for that one, too. I think it was ASTRO-METEOR, because you
were doing as [two or three words washed out] with “meteors” in 1966 as |
learned yvou'd done back in 1949 for Project Grudge. In the four years that
have elapsed since 6/66, I've had ample opportunity to see plenty more
examples o that sort of contribution that you made, early and late, to 20 years
of Air Force handling of the UFO problem.

The facts thereon really aren’t in doubt at all, Allen. Back there on my
Evanston visit of 6/66, I had seen the Grudge report the day before at
Bluebook, and I challenged you concerning my shock at having seen what
you’d done on Project Grudge, you may recall. I was startled to see in 6/ 66,
albeit much too briefly for a comprehensive evaluation of the true
dimensions of the matter, a far larger number of seemingly significant cases
back there in that 1949-vintage report than I had ever suspected. Ididn’t at
that time, have nearly enough time to get in fair perspective the Menzelian
way in which you had gone about your very bulky contribution to the Project
Grudge Report, but I did have time enough to see that there were some very
good cases in there that you'd just glossed over with a smooth and clever
remark or two and a bland suggestion that perhaps all this might be worth
some further study. And that was part of the reason why I took you to task on
6/8/66 for your failure to make clear to those ill-informed scientists
comprising the Robertson Panel that they were not getting a true view of the
UFO problem. Your “small potatoes” remark was your defense at that
juncture. As I have returned several times in the ensuing years to pondering
the Grudge material, I came to realize that there was much more than your
overconcern for professional peck-order involved; you entered the UFO field
almost as good a Menzelian as Donald himself, Allen. The Grudge Report
attests to that. That point only really struck me with due impact in my latest
review of the Grudge materials, carried out during the past month. (I'll
return to that below.)

What amuses me is that you seem able to convince some people (FSR?
Powers? APRQO?) that you played your cards, down those years, in the only
shrewd way they could have been played. You may be able to kid some
peopk about that, Allen, but you sure aren’t kidding me. You didn’t kid me
in June, 1966, and it ()nly makes me wince when I read it warmed over lightly
and almost pathetically in a 1970 issue of FSR. I told you in your office back
there in 1966 that, in my opinion, you had defaulted on your responsibilities
to science and you had defaulted on your responsibilities to the Air Force.
Four years later, I'd still put it that same way to you. Only now the volume of
supporting evidence to back that statement up that is at my disposal, if you
ever really care to argue the point, is very substantially enhanced.

I recall that Bill Powers jumped me with the remark that I had been
working on the UFO problem for eight years. I learned later that afternoon



that item of information had come up to Evanston by telephone the night
before from Quintanilla, so why was I in there criticizing you when [ had
never spoken out in all those years. (I heard an echo of that query in some
remarks that Coral Lorenzen published in the APRO Bulletin some months
later, and I've come to be entertained by the relation that exists between you
and APRO. (If they’'d get a chance to study some of the Bluebook memos and
communications in which you make explicably or emphatically scornful
remarks about APRO and other such groups, they might second-guess their
acceptance of your line.) My remark to Bill at that time centered on the point
that I had never encountered any really significant cases in my casual
checking down here in Arizona, and that I was therefore wholly unprepared
for what I had seen the two days preceding in the files down there at Wright-
Patterson, above all, case from Air Force sources. However, you might just
note that, unlike you who had been in close touch with this material for two
decades, I had, within only a few weeks of that first stunned look at the
Bluebook files, (a) pressed the Commanding General at FI'D (Cruikshank)
hard enough that he put a colonel and two majors into a special review of the
Bluebook operations, (b) gotten to the Office of the President’s Scientific
Advisor (6/27, Nick Golovin) with a plea that they take serious look at the
problem, (c) gone to FPC trying to sort out some of the facts centering around
the New York blackout after learning the extent to which you and Quintanilla
had yawned over that one, (d) contacted the office of the Director of Defense
Research and Engineering (Dr. P. J. Larsen) urging that they get onto it and
review the matter, (e) spent a day at AFOSR, conferring with Price and
Ratchford about the then upcoming “university Teams” contract, and (f) had
even briefed a group at NASA, all by August, 1966, Allen. Now, recalling
some of your past remarks about my having a “different temperament” from
yours, and recalling the above-mentioned claims that your work had made
present progress possible, I stress that those neck-out steps were taken by me,
not because I am the “brash” person that Bill Powers charged me with being at
one stage of our discussions in your office, but simply because I had in a mere
two days at Bluebook gotten a sufficiently good look at the mine of
information on significant UFO cases that you’d been in touch with all those
years at Bluebook, and I was reacting accordingly. Your inaction,
pussyfooting, calculated equivocation, and careful talking out of both sides of
your mouth was not yet in the clearest focus for me when I jumped on you in
6/ 66, but it was clear enough that I made some highly pertinent charges that
time has not led me to retract. Very far from it.

And just to keep things in perspective, let me remind you, with
deserved emphasis, that I was not the first person to react so vigorously to a
limited opportunity to review the early Air Force UFO file-material, back
there in 1949-50, when you were safely but unperceptively and
unscientifically Menzelizing some 240 Grudge reports, Don Keyhoe, without
your scientific credentials but with a common-sense notion of when he was
in contact with a real-life problem of highest importance, had sensed that in




this file material was the kind of “pay dirt” that you were still continuously
and confusingly pontificating about (before Congress and elsewhere) over 16
years later. And when Don Keyhoe managed to get hold of some of that 1952-
53 material, which through your entree was far more accessible to you the
scientific consultant than to Keyhoe the magazine-writer, he really took off,
once and for all; but you still played it safe or else were so scientifically inept
as not to see what lay before your consulting eyes. I find it very droll to draw
comparisons between you and Don Keyhoe, the very different roles you've
played, and the way you as the academic pussyfooter managed to look down
from far above on Keyhoe’s ever-mounting exasperations, writing him off in
internal memos still to be found in the Air Force files, as one of the “publicity
artists” who had damned well better not get any of this hot UFO case material,
lest he turn it to the embarrassment of the Air Force, etc. Some of your
contributions to this whole picture made you seem pitiful; others are just sort
of nauseating.

I think when the facts are all set forth, Don Keyhoe will appear, in the
deeper sense of the term, a far better scientist than you; when your respective
contributions to progress in the UFO area are finally toted up. Keyhoe will get
praise and you'll get some of the criticisms you’ve felt free to aim in his
general direction over the years of your Air Force consultancy.

Perhaps some of the above will serve to remind you how we initially
got “at loggerheads”. Perhaps it will remind you of the kinds of points that |
have attempted rather unsuccesstully to bring up, clarify, and get you to
comment on fully and frankly in subsequent exchanges in the ensuing years.
Each time I tried to open up such a frank discussion as this you pulled out of
that kind of a discussion, so my concerns and deep criticisms never got full
expression.

And then there is that matter I brought up in my September 27, 1966
phone call to you from Tucson. That was a bit of a slow burn, too, old boy.
Right after getting back from that first trip to Wright-Patterson in Evanston, I
called up Charlie Moore, who had only a month and a half earlier urged me
to talk with you about the UFO problem. Moore had been over here for some
discussions of atmospheric-electrical problems in late April, shortly after I had
begun arrangements to spend what I then anticipated to be nothing more
than the coming summer vacation on the task of once and for all trying to
find out if there really was anything to the UFO problem. (I had gotten the
green light from a committee within the National Academy of Science at a
meeting in Boulder on April 7, only to have the Academy light turn red
when that April 6 Congressional hearing before the Rivers Committee led to
public announcement of intent on the part of the Air Force to undertake a
new and ostensibly much more thorough look at the whole UFO problem.
The Academy felt it could not be involved in supporting any individual
examination of the problem when such a high-level decision to instigate new
investigations had just been released.) In an evening discussion with Moore,
knowing of his interest stemming from his own 1949 sighting, I had brought



up my intent to look into the UFO matters. That evening he had mentioned
that you had been in Socorro not long before and talked “rather frankly”
about the UFO problem. (His actual phrase was that you had “really let down
your hair about your relations with the Air Force”, and he put this in a
context which, I later saw, was intentionally ambiguous.) I got the distinct
impression, that evening’s chat, that Moore was favorably impressed with
your role in the problem. Knowing Charlie, that substantially increased my
interest in getting up to Evanston to meet you and talk shop with you. That
was how it came about that I added that stopoff in Evanston to the itinerary
that had taken me to Wright-Patterson after a weekend of my first look at the
NICAP operation. Because | had gone to Evanston with Charlie’s urging in
mind, I was all the more puzzled at what a strongly negative impression of
you and of your UFO role 1 had obtained during my day at Evanston. A week
or so after getting back to Tucson, I phoned Charlie and told him that I could
scarcely agree with the impression I had gained from his earlier remarks to
the effect that you were quite seriously and honestly concerned about the UFO
problem and all its scientific overtones. Charlie then revealed, without
making any bones about it, that he had not been entirely honest with me in
that earlier discussion in Tucson on 4/28/66. He made several comments
which I'll not elaborate here, but it was in that telephone conversation that he
brought up remarks he said you’d made to him in Socorro a few months
earlier, to the general effect that you had never felt willing to speak out or
rock any boats because you had two youngsters in college and those Bluebook
consulting fees were not unimportant to the Hynek household exchequer. 1
did not bring that up to you immediately, you will recall, but when I heard
precisely the same remark attributed to you by a second party who had been in
conversation with you in August 1966, and when my continuing review of
the history of the UFO problem during the later part of the summer brought
out increasingly clearly how you’d failed to respond to and speak out on all
that Bluebook material I had by then reviewed, my simmering reached the
ebullition point. So I phoned you on 9/27/66. T had also been simmering a
good bit, in the intervening weeks, about your presence during the sessions of
the Robertson Panel, and I brought that up first, according to my telephone
notes, trying to find out how much you had really known about their
findings and seemingly disturbing recommendations.

I was, at that time, becoming more convinced that the Robertson Panel
marked the key turning point in the history of the UFO problem. My notes
indicate, amusingly enough, that you disagreed with that, suggesting that a
much more important turning-point had occurred back in the era of the
Grudge report. (While on the phone, I didn’t quite realize that this was all
the more damning to you, inasmuch as you played a really crucial role in the
Grudge Report, whereas you were only an “associate member” of the
Robertson Panel. Your virtuous remarks in your Satevepost [Saturday
Evening Post] article about how you’d not have signed their statement if
they’d asked, in vintage Hynek.) In any event, after considerable discussion of



why I felt you had failed your scientific responsibilities at that time of this
1/53 Panel, I turned, I recall, to the matter of Moore’s statements about what
you had said concerning reluctance to really speak out about what was going
on in the Air Force UFO project because of not wanting to lose those
consulting fees. Maybe it’s less than surprising that you got hot under the
collar, objected that you were not on the witness stand, and ended by saying
that if you had made any remarks along such lines they were intended only as
a joke. You know Charlie Moore. Do you think Charlie would pass on a
jocular remark and portray it instead as a serious admission in a candid
discussion? I do not think so, and I know Charlie pretty well.

I will now add that, by that date, I had also heard an Air Force General
summarize in three words,

“He’s an opportunist!”,
your scientific dealings with an Air Force agency with which he had been
previously associated; and I had heard a well-known colleague from your
own university spit out the phrase, “nothing but an operator,” when your
name came up in connection with the history of the UFO problem. And an
astronomer who has followed your activities summed you up as “a politician,
not a scientist” when 1 brought up your name. And so, perhaps you will at
least have some notion, (though you're not getting it all here), of why the
members of the University of Colorado UFO Project team found me
noticeably cool toward you when October, 1966, had rolled around and both of
us were beginning to be in contact with the Colorado Project people. Mary
Lou Armstrong was the one who repeatedly tried to prevail upon me to see
you in some different light. I leave unsaid the outcome of that one, but I can
still chuckle over Norm Levine’s telling me, one time when he was driving
me back to the airport at Denver in that late-1967 period when the mutineers
were working themselves towards their difficult decision, that you had said to
him,

“I'm behind you all the way ----- but don’t

guote me on that!”
Norm laughed, I groaned. It was getting to be old stuff by that time, your
working both sides of the street.

I think perhaps you may be almost unaware of how systematically you
have tried to play the field in such a way that you never moved against the
wrong people. In doing so, and in trying concurrently to maintain a
semblance of your responsibilities to science, you did a lot of talking out of
both sides of your mouth.

Let me just remind you of a few examples that have influenced my
annoyance with you:

(1) Inour 6/8/66 session, you gave me a copy of your 5/25/66 letter to
Dr. Harold Brown, Air Force Secretary. In it, you treat John Fuller's [Incident
at] Exeter as if it were almost subversive:

“And hardly a page goes by without some
between-the-lines derogation of the Air Force



that makes one think that the Pentagon

reaction is something out of Dr. Strangelove.”
Speaking of Fuller, NICAP, and others who were getting so critical of
Bluebook, you patriotically offered Brown an idea as to how

“we can...quickly pull the carpet out from under

Atr Force detractors by adopting and extending the

SAB recommendations.”
In those passages, you were treating Fuller almost as if he were some enemy
of the People, yet it was only a matter of weeks later that you cultivating
Fuller assiduously.

(2) Your tortuous walking of the tightrope to avoid offending
Quintanilla in that letter, a carbon of which you indicate as going to Hector, is
nothing short of laughable. Putting deference to an unintelligent major who
handled your consulting arrangements with Bluebook much higher than
crystal-clear scientific obligations to speak out unequivocally in just such a
situation as that letter, is one more indications of why I fear you were being
more candid than humorous in your remarks to Charlie Moore.

(3) And, indeed, since you, Powers and Vallee made it quite clear by
the end of my 6/8/66 visit that what you had uppermost in your minds was
to garner an Air Force Contract to switch all UFO research to Northwestern,
that entire letter to Harold Brown has your self-serving style obtruding in
such glaring manner that I marvel at the fact that you would have even let
me glance at that letter, let alone give me a copy as if it put you out on some
forefront of the effort to do right by the UFO problem.

“Adverse public reaction is growing, and | think
that we must act decisively to establish an
independent civilian scientific backup to Bluebook,
which, to be utterly blunt, can take the monkey
off the Air Force’s back.”
You've always had your obligations to the Air Force uppermost in your mind,
haven’t you, Allen?

(4) And then look at that next sentence in the same paragraph:

“Major Quintanilla can tell you that Bluebook is

already doing everything it can to find reasonable

explanations for all sightings, and that to deal with

cases in the way that seems to be demands would

require quite a different sort of effort.”
You pat Hector on the head in a letter that he’s going to see; your remarks to
me at Evanston painted him as a bit of an ignoramus, who just wouldn’t let
you do what was scientifically necessary to get things straightened out. (And
back up in an earlier paragraph, you paint yourself as the outstanding
authority on UFOs, when you told Brown that you’ve been associated with
the UFO problem for 20 years,

“...and by virtue of that continuity I have been far

more familiar with the nature of UFO reports than,




I believe, any other scientist.”
Then you close your promotional piece with an indication of how eager you
are to

“be of any help...toward the end of preventing

further embarrassment to the Air Force.”
Are you really so dense, so unperceptive, that you didn’t see that it was your
own ignorance of UFO matters and your own ineptness in case-investigation
at Michigan that had just plunged the Air Force into the largest volume of
hot water they’d been in for some time, with respect to UFOs?)

(5) By the mid-60s, you had managed to cultivate successfully the
goodwill of some UFO groups like APRO; you had been slipping in snide
comments about just such groups in your internal Bluebook
communications for over a decade. I remind you again of your admonition
to the Air Force on studying the Lakenheath report:

“The Lakenheath report could constitute a source

of embarrassment to the Air Force, and should

the facts, as so far reported, get into the public

domain, it is not necessary to point out what

excellent use the several dozen UFO societies and

other “publicity artists” would make of such an incident.”
And I can't help adding, Allen, on reading all of that memo, that for you to
sum up your reaction to that stunning case with the conclusion that

“The preliminary report submitted by Captain Gregory

covers the case as well as it possibly could, under the

circumstances,”
is a damning commentary on how superficially you performed your
evaluative role and how appallingly ignorant you were about scientific
matters whose relevance to Bluebook should, as early as 1949, have led you to
do your homework. Your memorandum on the Lakenheath case fusses
around inconclusively and without insight, on several different basically
irrelevant hypotheses, talks about how long you discussed the case with
Whipple, and then in the end pretty much lets it go with that warning not to
let any of this out to the UFO groups.

(6) In the Levelland case, you were happy enough to go along with that
absurd “ball lightning” explanation in 1957, and 1 have seen other “ball
lightning” explanations that you offered Bluebook in other instances, yet it
became quite clear to me, on 6/8/66, that you were almost totally ignorant of
ball lightning phenomenology, and I found you trying to explain away that
particular case as one that you were especially regretful of. More talking out
of both sides of your mouth.

(7) You have found it convenient to try to present your role in the
“swamp gas” episode as if you had just made the swamp gas suggestion more
or less in passing, an idly offered hypothesis not to be taken seriously, and, in
any event, more or less forced upon you by Air Force pressures to come up
with some kind of an answer. (I could, by trying had, come up with a fairly



long list of people who, at one time or another, told me how you had
confided in them about the pressures that the Air Force put on you.)
Unfortunately for that bit of tergiversation, I read at Bluebook, in 6/66, your
rough-draft memorandum notes that led to the press report in which you
indicated your considerable debt to the University of Michigan chemists who
had helped you work out the explanation of that case, namely, marsh gas. The
entire tone of that memo gives not the slightest hint that you thought this
was an unsatisfactory explanation. Indeed, when you were talking in what
may have seemed the closure of a restricted Congressional hearing on 4/5/66,
you described your swamp-gas explanation as

“a logical explanation.” (Page 6071)
And you even offered it to your listeners in that hearing, as a good illustration
of

“the method the Air Force has used with great

success in finding logical explanations for the

great majority of the reports.”
I should think you would have regarded that one as kind of hard to slip out
of, but you certainly have worked hard at it ever since, both verbally and in
print.

(8) And in that same Congressional hearing, only a month before you
were touting yourself to Secretary Brown as probably the outstanding expert
on UFQOs, you let Quintanilla answer Schweiker’s question about radar-
unidentifieds without correcting Quintanilla. T can’t decide whether that was
more of your ignorance or more of your lack of courage. It certainly left them
with misinformation.

(9) Your predilection for talking out of both sides of your mouth has
left its impression with many members of audiences before whom you have
talked in the last couple of years. I know it because I've talked to many of the
same audiences and have heard plenty of comments to that effect. Let me
just cite one that may get a point through to you: When I spoke to the
scientific staff at the National Science Foundation on 4/17/67, a woman
cornered me after I was finished, and proceeded to ask me if I had any idea
just where you stood on the UFO problem. When I told her that I thought
your present opinion was not terribly different from my own, she seemed
very puzzled and explained that her husband is on the NASA staff at the
Goddard Center, where you had spoken only a couple of months before. She
said her husband had come away with the impression that, after all your
cartoons and jokes, the main emphasis of your remarks was negative in tone.
She went away, as far as I could tell, quite unconvinced that I was informed
on what your present opinion really was.

Well, those examples may at least be better than generalizations. I
think yeu’ve been working overtime to play both sides against the middle, to
say nothing that would get you into scientific hot water with your colleagues,
and to stay with the ship until it was entirely obvious that it was sinkingl. 1
think you did exactly the same thing with the Condon Project, Allen; and |



believe, if | wanted to take space to defend that view, I could do it. You were
willing to speak quite critically of what was happening on the Condon Project
by the summer of 1967 (for example, at our session at Jacques” house). Behind
the scenes, you were even more critical by our December 12, 1967 meeting in
Boulder. But, carefully defending your public silence as a virtue related to an
unwillingness to interfere with the Condon Project, you waited it out until
the final day of the release of the report, to be sure that you didn’t leave
yourself an anchor to windward, in the slim possibility that Condon came out
with some positive recommendatios. Or so I and more than a few others see
it, at least,

And T still recall your strange remarks on the telephone to me, when 1
phoned you from O'Hare on my way back from the January 10, 1969 NICAP
press conference on the just-released Condon Report. I told you it had come
out basically negative, and what was your reply. It was to the effect that you
were basically pleased to hear that, that now the big boys of science (or was
your phrase “Big guns” of science?) wouldn’t move in on the UFO problem
and take it all away, so that people like “you and me” in the Universitites
could still be working on it. I thought that was a very curious reply; 1
disagreed with you right on the spot, I turst you recall. T also thought it was a
very revealing remark. You make many revealing remarks.

[ think it is only deserving that some of them come home to roost in
the not too distant future. The woman at NSF whose husband was uncertain
as to which side of the fence you were on, has a fair amount of company.

Persons who have read over your remarks would come away equally
puzzled. I suppose I've read your 4/68 Yale Scientific Magazine article four or
five times, trying to make up my own mind what you were trying to get
across to your reader in that one. You vaguely convey the nation that there
might be something to it, but you throw together such a potpourri of poor
explained cases and poor unexplained cases that no one would gain the
slightest bit of suspicion that there really were startlingly inexplicable cases
reported to the Project, which you had, by then, been associated with, off and
on, for 14 years. As in your 1949 Grudge statements, you still pussyfooted in
1962, with various remarks about this bizarre phenomenon, and the very
sentence with which you open that Yale article is a clear intimation that the
author is telling his reader that he is bringing him an account of a rather
weird and wonderful world apart. Your Britannica 1963 article on UFOs is
more of the same. Here you tell your reader that it has been a

“sequence of bizarre circumstances,”
since 1947, that has generated the term, UFO; you stick in a few provisos that
there might be something to it, but these are pretty well lost in the shuffle as
you meander in and out among the obstacles. You appear to summarize
“many years of investigation” by suggesting that

“There are no compelling reasons to believe

that the great majority of sightings arose from

anything other than misidentification of natural




objects and phenomena and that the real cause

of these sightings genevally lay in the conditions

under which an object or phenomenon was seen.”
And, a bit later on, you dispose of the small percentage of unexplained cases
by telling the reader that

“For none of the extraordinary unknowns,

however, were there scientific data on which

to base valid, definitive investigations.”
I don’t think I need to quibble about the dominantly negativistic tone of that
1963 statement of your position because you expressly stated to me, on
6/87/66, how much you regretted the way you had handled that Britannica
article. (I have found you expressing your regrets on an unconvincingly large
number of such instances.) But how do you intend to square such statements
in 1962 and 1963 (not to mention a number of other points that are still
unknown to the UFO reading public, but which are quite well-known to me)
that it was

“only after eight years as consultant”
that you became

“convinced that there something more to the

UFO problem than just fantasy or hoaxing.”
as you evidently told FSR?

That same cautious equivocation marks your 1953 JOSA paper, and it,
like subsequent discussions that you have put into print, puzzles me by your
curious selection of case-material. In almost every instance where you have
purpostedly put down some “good cases”, you throw in the most
unconvincing melange of cases that I could imagine. And I would include
your 1969 AAAS paper in that generalization. To me, it’s just one more of
many strong indications that you never have and still don’t know much
about the UFO problem.

And, abundant facts notwithstanding, you are now beginning to try to
develop an image of that scientist who, in his Bluebook consulting capacity,
worked with meticulous patience, going over innumerable reports, mostly of
dubious quality, and always fighting an uphill battle against Air Forc counter-
scientific tendencies, to dredge out of all that material something of scientific
significance. For example, look how you worked out your PR on page 3 of
your AAAS abstract:

“The speaker has arrived at the conclusion

stated at the outset, after many years of outspoken
skepticism, from a detailed examination of
thousands of reports and the interrogation of
hundreds of witnesses, and a painstaking effort

to separate the signal from the noise.”

You were trying, but I'm afraid you're not going to succeed. How can you
have the gall to speak of your detailed examination of thousands of reports, of



your painstaking effort to sort out signal from noise in Bluebook reports? 1
think the answer probably is that it's not gall at all but more of your nearly
complete lack of awareness of how you've failed utterly in your resonsibilities
as Bluebook consultant. You went to Socorro, publicly expressed surprise that
no radars at White sands saw Zamora’s object; it didn’t take the Lorenzens
much painstaking effort to straight that one out by explaining that it was
friday afternoon, and all the radar is shut down at 4:00 p.m. When you were
up at Hillsdale, as was explained to me by Milton M. Ferguson, of the
Hillsdale administrative staff, your “painstaking efforts” were so mysteriously
absent that you wouldn’t even walk from your car on Barber Drive through
the grove of trees that prevented you from seeing that what you publicly
identified as a “swamp: was a neatly manicured lawn and lagoon area, where
the Hillsdale College holds its annual recoption for the families of graduating
seniors every year. And I could go on and on, and on, Allen, citing Bluebook
cases for which you had evaluative responsibilities and for which your
methods were light-years away from anything that a self-respecting scientist
would dare call “painstaking.” Much of it is not only far from painstaking,
but very far from intellectually honest, in my opinion. The swamp-gas
episode is replete with other examples that I am prepared to document, and
will in proper time.

Just to remind you of one more example of how painstaking have been
your methods in discharging your responsibilities to the Air Force and to
science, I call attention to your letter to me dated July 9, 1969, in which you
brought up the 3/6/68 case near Amarillo, Texas. There were you, an
astronomer, whose very field rests on optics and on the optical propagation
characteristics of our atmosphere, asking me if a 3/5-degree inversion could
make

“a mirage appear in the zenith”,
and asking

Y. Asn’t it about time that we settled this hash

about atmospheric inversions once and for all?”
Incredible! As I remarked in my 7/11/68 reply to that letter, it is more than
depressing to realize that, at the end of 20 years of holding down the
consultantship with Bluebook, you had never taken the time to review
enough elementary optics to sort that one out for yourself. (As I read that
7/9/68 letter of yours, I was reminded of some charitable remarks by an
eminent astronomer who was on you Doctoral committee, the remarks being
to the effect that you almost didn’t pass. With such low standards of what
constitutes adequate scientific response to a question confronting you, I think
you shouldn’t have passed. Don Keyhoe should have, in your place. I have
expressed my amazement elsewhere that an astronomer like Menzel would
be so ignorant of the optical properties of our atmosphere as to make
suggestions like the one you were toying with in your letter about the
Amarillo case; and there you are, another astronomer, totally ignorant of the



same elementary points, yet having a 20-year responsibility to have
straightened that one out in your mind long ago. Painstaking, piffle!

And then there’s the matter of the radar cases. I asked you in Evanston
on 6/8/66 how you could possibly let that long-standing explanation of the
July 1952 Washington radar case go through. Your remak to me was the
question:

“How could I set myself up against all those radar

experts in Washington?”
Between that session and my September phone call, I'd taken the trouble to
devote about two weeks of study to the basic physics of radar propagation and
to an intensive study of radar systems, in general. I pointed that out to you in
my telephone call of 9/ /68, reproaching you for your failure to do the same
over all those many years. And yet,over three years later, at the AAAS
Symposium, you were still blandily remarking that you were no radar expert,
and, a few months later, in your article in FSR _Review, you were still saying

“I have paid little attention to the radar cases,

since I am no radar expert, and the radar expert

at Bluebook invariably ascribed all radar cases to

malfunctions or anomalous propagations...
If we had a graduate student who took an equally casual attitude towards his
responsibilities for learning about scientific matters ad10mmg his principal
area of responsibility, we’d regard him a rather unpromising candidate. My
own guess, taking into account all information at my disposal, is that you can
make such admissions without wincing painfully because you have so little
scientific competence that you really do regard these radar matters as some
kind of a mystery, comparable (evidently) to the mystery about whether total
internal reflection can occur at 90 degrees incidence on atmospheric
inversions over Amarillo.

The sad and actual facts, as I shall be showing, are that the one or two
people you have deferred to as “radar experts” over all these years of your
Bluebook consultantship were also incompetent. Bluebook is a testament to
incompetence, and you've engraved yourself a place on one prominent facet
of that eminent memorial.

Therefore, Allen, wake up to the fact that you're only getting youself in
deeper when you try to tell uniformed people about your “detailed
examination of thousands of reports,” and of the “painstaking effort” you've
been making as Bluebook consultant.

You closed your letter of 7/9/68 with the following statment:

“Again let me express my hope that, even if we

can’t agree about the past, we should be able to

agree about the present, and therefore, presumably,

about the future also.”
If you would squarely confront how you might best influence early and
general scientific scrutiny of the UFO problem, Allen, I believe that you might
recognize that it would be through a perhaps painful but not necessarily



utterly candid admission of the fact that anyone who thought Bluebook had a
scientific consultant who was really doing justice to his job through those 20
years is dead wrong. Such an admission might wake up some of the
scientists who are still on the fence, might make them take that new and
earnest look at the UFO problem that would help get it out in the open where
some really capable scientists can begin to hammer away at it. But instead, 1
think you’re busily, and with fancy footwork that is only going to make you
fall on your face, trying to waltz the various facts around on the stage to
where you come out looking like some sort of a martyr to a great scientific
cause; it won’'t wash.

There is a bit of that fancy footwork in the paragraph on page 5 of the
3/70 FSR review,where you inform your reader that

“Now that Bluebook has been terminated,

I will be free to discuss some of their ‘scientific’

methods, and indeed a part of the book I am

now writing will be devoted to that.”
Do Tunderstand from that that you really are going to try to write a book that
makes out Quintanilla, his predecessors, and the “Establishment” as the
malefactors in this drama? You've gotta be kidding! Take a few weeks off
from writing that book to review your own “scientific” methods, beginning
with Project Grudge and running down through the years that followed. You
can make a greater scientific contribution by a few weeks devoted to opening
your own eyes about what you’ve done to the UFO problem, rather than
trying to come out with a book that rewrites history in a way that will only get
you into deeper hot water, Allen.

Earlier in this long letter, I had indicated what was then my intent to
devote quite a bit of the space to a detailed discussion of the Menzelian nature
of your Grudge evaluations. As I said, they are very much in my mind
because, only a couple of weeks back, I have completed another pass through
all of that material. However, I believe I've probably made enough points of
criticism without extending this letter by the substantial amont that would be
required to spell out my conclusion that many of the characteristic Bluebook
syndromes concerning explaining away UFOs in terms of balloons, meteors,
planets, aircraft, and miscellaneous meteorological-optical phenomena were
well set forth, in numerous examples, by what you contributed to Grudge.
and since your Grudge contribution amounts to about 2 inches of the total of
2 1/2 inches of thickness of that famous report, that contribution is by no
means minor. It really hit me this last time, almost every kind of a
Menzelian explanation that Donald has ever come up with was anticipated by
you in Grudge. Not all of them, but most of them. Hence I'm afraid that
you're one of the last people to sneer at Menzel, and the record from Grudge
on through 1968 stands in flagrant contradiction to any suggestions you may
ever try to make to the effect that you were the knight in shining armor
trying to slay the Air Force dragon of anti-scientism.



As I've said before, all of those who follow me in taking a really
good look at the total record will see that you weren’t part of the solution, you
were a great, big, solid hunk of the problem.

So, to come back to your memo of 5/4/70, if you really look forward to
the day that we won’t be working at loggerheads, stop trying to rewrite history
and take a good, long, hard look at it.

Sincerely,

James E. McDonald
JEM/mar

P.S.: There was a Letter to the Editor of Playboy which never got published
because it was never sent. I wrote the enclosed letter, dated 12/11/67, but
simmered back down and didn’t send it. Because it constitutes a brief
paraphrase of much that appears in the foregoing letter, I'll send you a file
copy of it at this juncture.

END OF LETTER

[James E. McDonald also wrote further criticism of J. Allen Hynek which was
apparently intended to be incorporated in his July 1970 letter. These pages
begin with the subtitle, “Tergiversations.”

Tergiversations
In an interview with the Chicago Tribune on October 22, 19676, byline

Ronald Kotulak, your seventh in a list of reasons why one has to take the
UFO problem seriously is as follows:

“Radar, meteor cameras, and satellite tracking

stations have picked up ‘oddities” on their scopes

or films which have remained unidentified.”
And only a few months earlier, you emphasized to the Congressional
Committee (p. 6009) that

“During the International Geophysical Year,

I was in charge of the optical satellite tracking program,

and you would think that with the surveillance the

astronomers placed on the sky that, if these objects

existed as tangible objects, surely these astronomers

would have seen more than they did. It is a dilemna.”

Painstaking Efforts



Again, in the swamp-gas case, you emphasized, in reply to a question

from CongressmanRivers (p. 6071), that

“No individual that 1 talkedt o, and no group of

persons, could agree that they had seen anything

either enter or leave the swamp.”
As a matter of fact, you will find, when I write up my summary of that case,
that three of the persons you directly interviewed saw just what you said did
not happen and stated to me that they told you so clearly. In addition, there
were persons involved in those two incidents whom in your slap-dash
investigations, you just didn’t get around to interviewing, who also saw
objects moving in and out of the area of observation. More of your
meticulous metholology and painstaking effort at work.

Your name appears as one of the two investigators on the White Sands
radar-visual case on 3/2/67, in the Condon Report. Do you include this as
one of your meticulous investigations? The number of basic, fundamental
questions abut the circumstances of that case and especially those which are
most crucial in relation to the radar, aren’t even hinted in the summary of
that case. Perhaps this is one more case about which, on being pressed, you
would express “regrets”?

Then there’s a case, which I dug out of the Air Force files, where your
painstaking effort involved almost exactly a one-year delay between the time
you were asked to check on the witness and when you finally got around to
running him down, despite the fact that he was someone you personally
knew and for whom you evidently had high regard. That’s scientifically a bit
sloppy, wouldn’t you say? Irefer to the Cambridge sighting, of course.

In a rebuttal to Keyhoe’s 1/66 True Article, a rebuttal appearing in
Hayden Hewes" Interplanetary Intelligence Report, Vol 2, No. 3, September-
October 1966, Oklahoma City, you take up eleven cases that Keyhoe has talked
about. If your painstaking thoroughness had been such that you had been
checking UFO evidence in the thorough way your position called for, you
would certainly not have been unaware of a number of those cases over
which you just raise your eyebrows, on grounds that you've never heard of
them. One in particular, where your comments belie your meticulosity, is
No. 2, 12/21/64, Staunton, Virginia. You close your paragraph with a remark
that

“After due investigation, the entire Staunton

incident is regarded as unreliable and suspect.”
I've studied that case in some detail, I've talked to Horace Burns, and I've
talked to three people in that community who know him very well, and I've
also reviewed very carefully Sergeant Moody’s typically incompetent and
superficial investigations, which you are underwriting with that comment,
just as you have underwirtten other such Bluebook investigations in the past.
Incidentally, anybody who has really followed the UFO problem carefully and
was on his toes about it certainly would recognize Case 6, whether Keyhoe
identified it in True Magazine or not. One more example of your slack




handling of your responsibilities. The same, I might add, would apply to your
failure to correct Quintanilla on page 6075 of the Congressional hearing,
when Congressman Stratton asked him if there hadn’t been some kind of a
case at National Airport, back in earlier years, where radar was involved; and
Quintanilla indicated he wasn’t sure, and, though you were in the room, the
record shows no indication that you were able to fill in that surprising gap in
Quintanilla’s information. Your standards of meticulosity are far from typical
for a scientist.

Tergiversation

It would be easy to fill out a long list of your tergiversations that stem
from making one kind of a comment when you think it's safe because nobody
of importance may hear you, and then having to whip around and change
your story, if it gets out. The episode with the Richmond News Leader, which
NICAP picked up in their 1/68 Investigator, appears to be a case in point. As
soon as they publicized a statement that you had reportedly made to a
newsman, to the effect that you'd bring out sensational evidence if the
Condon Report proved negative, you denied it, both in press and by letter to
NICAP. Judging from the records of both you and NICAP, I will prefer the
NICAP interpretation of this one, until clearly contrary evidence emerges.

Similarly, a rancher I know in this area was fascinated by private
conversations that he and some others had with you up at Phoenix, when
you were down here some time ago to give a talk. He stated that he gained
the impression that you are outspokenly in support aof the extraterrestrial
hypothesis. He indicated that it was rather puzzling, however, when you got
on the rostrum because a very differet kind of a picture emerged.

When I was in Los Angeles last month, talking to the 1IEEE, a number
of the Los Angeles NICAP people were commenting on just this same
syndrome, the difference between what you have the courage to say when
you're on the rostrum vs. the bold approach you take in a safe and private
discussion. I have earlier remarked on how your pussyfooting with respect to
the Condon Project, up until the time that the final report came out,
illustrates that same tendency, despite the “non-interference” interpretation
that you like to put on thos actions.

In some instances, the best way to show your tendency to tailor your
remarks to suit your present convenience is to pick up statements and quotes
from widely separated points in time. In your statement reported in 1966 in
Hayden Hewes’ little magazine (issue identified elsewhere here), you defend
the Air Force UFO program with fairly clear intimations that

“The alleged superficial and negative attitude

of the Air Force”
is some sort of a figment of the NICAP imagination. Similarly, in the
Arizona Daily Star of 6/123/67, bylined by Dave Brinegar, now the editor of
that paper, Brinegar summarizes a seemingly confidential discussion with
you in Phoenix in February 1967 and makes the following remark:




“He (Hynek) said he believed that the Air Force

effort to study UFQO reports had been misrepresented

widely, and that this program was thorough and honest.”
How do you hope to square statements like that with your remark to the FSR
that it was sometime around 1956 that you began to realize there was
something to all this, and how do you square it with other remarks that you
have made since the termination of your consultantship with Bluebook?
The evidence for superficial and incompetent Air Force investigation was
already so striking by 1954, that the fact that you were still defending it in 1963
and 1967 put you in a rather curious position when you attempt to castigate
the Air Force now, rather than to take the proper share of the blame that you
so richly deserve. Do you really think that the facts will let you get away with
such footwork, Allen?

Tergiversations

Similarly, in the Electronic News for 1/6/67, a story based on your talk
to the NASA Goddard Space Flight Center seminar includes the following
remark:

“He said the United States has a superb

tracking system to detect and study unidentified
flying object - the extensive Early Warning military
radar networks. Asked by Electronic News if these
networks had ever tracked UFOs, Mr. Hynek reported
that on several occasions they had. He said the IGY
world optical tracking network pictured UFOs which

7

could not be explained.”

Since the IGY was almost a decade old by then, why this sudden switch from
what you said in April of 1966 about the same point. Especially inasmuch as
you were sufficiently close to the IBY program to have known all these
matters in 4/66, and especially because of some remarks to the same general
effect that you made to me in 6/66 in Evanston. I think the simple answer is
that every time you make a statement you test the wind very, very carefully
before opening your mouth. Unfortunately, the wind changes, and hence a
rather inconsistent sequence of utterances has emerged. Back in 1965, an AP
dispatch out of Chicago, published locally on November 8, 1965, represents
the kind of a statement you were making when you regarded it as dangerous
to talk very seriously about UFOs. That’s the one where the main thrust of
the interview is contained in your quote:

“I think it might be more to the point to

study the people who make them (UFO reports)

than to study the reports themselves. 1 have

recommended to the Atr Force that a panel,

including sociologists and psychologists, be set

up to look into the growth of rumor -- this new



folklore of flying saucers.”
Elsewhere in that interview, you had stated:

“You'd think we must have a very sick society

at times,”
referring to the “utterly fantastic” reports that Bluebook gets. How can you
see any essential difference between the way you approached the problem
back in that period when you didn’t have the courage to speak out alone, and
the way Condon and the Condon Project handled much of their task? They
also threw together a hodgepodge of positive and negative statements, with
the negative statements far more intrusive. That’s the sort of thing that
you've done repeatedly in your writings on the problem, and if you think that
equivocation adds lustre to your record in this area, there are some of us who
certainly cannot agree.

Swamp Gas
In a long interview in the 10/22/647 Dayton Daily News, the reporter
asked you if there was anything new on the Michigan case that would lead
you to attribute the sighting to anything other than swamp gas, and your
remark was:
“I've said that, despite the fact that swamp gas
seems to be far-fetched, no one has come up with
a better answer. And I never said that the swamp
gas was any more than a strong possibility. If you
want a physical explantion, that would be a physical
explanation.”
Debplte all those provisos, it’s clear that, even as late as that, you still weren't
recognizing the utter absurdlty of yout swamp gas explanation. And that
failure to recognize it is simply, in my opinion, a tribute to your incompetent,
superficial way of going at cases like that.

Tie to Brinegar Statement
A year later, in a UPI story, dateline 1/12/68 out of Princeton, New

Jersey, one reads:

“Dr. J. Allen Hynek, the L. S. Air Force consultant

on Unidentified Flying Objects, said Thursday the

AF does a poor job of investigating UFO reports.

Dr. Hynek, head of Northwestern University’s

astronomy department and a UFO expert for 20 years,

accused the AF of working on the theory that most

UFO reports are false and a thorough investigation

as a ‘waste of taxpayers’ money.” ”
Now it should be just as obvious to you as it is obvious to me that nothing
that happened in the preceding two or three years represented any
deterioration of the scientific caliber of Bluebook. Yet here, as the months
were ticking by and as more and more vocal and open opposition was coming,




out, you found it politic and safe to join the critics of the Air Force, beginning
to sound almost like NICAP yourself. What you apparently missed in all of
this, as you attempt to shift your ground right up to recent months, is that
nobody who works at the actual records is going to draw any significant
distinction between you and Bluebook because your role as scientific
consultant carried, incontrovertibly, responsibilities to undo precisely the
kind of shortcomings that had been there all along and which you began to
criticize only after it became safe and convenient. I reiterate this point
throughout the letter, Allen, because it is so patently impressed upon the
record, despite your strong wishful thinking to the contrary. And, let me
remind you that what I'm saying here is in in no way different, except for its
elaboration, from what I have said to you on almost every occasion when we
have met. And I remind you, to give you some hint of the fact that I have
stronger feelings about all this than you tend to recognize, that when you
began to make that remark in the radio-TV interview in Denver at the time
of the 8/69 NAA Symposium, to the effect that well, you were glad to see that
I was finally coming around to recognizing some of the things that you’d been
saying to me all along (re scientists” resistance to to looking seriously at the
UFO problem), I opened up on you in no uncertain terms. For you to suggest
to me that I am finally waking up to a situation about which I have been
keenly aware from the very start of my 1966 efforts, and above all when that
situation is, to a very significant extent, your own doing, is some kind of
further evidence, I suppose, of your strange misperceptions about the history
of this whole problem. After that exchange, you may recall, I attempted once
again, down in the lobby of the Writers Motel, to tell you that I wished we
could sit down and really thrash this whole thing out. We never have, and
this letter is a poor attempt to do a bit of that.

Comments on Grudge

In view of the already great length of this letter, and because I just can’t
afford to spend much more time on trying to pound into your head the
points that so profoundly contradict the way in which you're trying to rewrite
history, let me just cite a few examples of the way your Grudge analyses set a
pattern, early in Air Force investigations of UFOs, that has come to be termed
“Menzelian.” Right off, we can cite Chiles-Whitted, which you interpreted as
a “meteor”, the explanation that still stands. Similarly, you preferred the
“balloon” interpretation for the Garland sighting, and that’s the official
explanation now. You were clearly the author of the “chaff” interpretation
and evaluation which is still carried for sightings in Portland on July 4, 1947.
I have elsewhere commented on your fantastic explanation of the Twin Falls,
Idaho, case of August 1947, which you explained as perhaps due to an
atmospheric eddy because the object moved the treetops and was reported as
blue in color. That one is still carried in the files as “eddy”, a tribute to your
early contributions. You are the one who made two of the Murock AFB



sightings “balloons”, as still carried. You were the one who took the sighting by an
Air Corps lieutenant flying near Lake Mead in June, 1947, who reported 5 or 6
objects that streaked by his aircraft at an estimated speed of nearly 300 mph, and
turned it into “balloon cluster”, where it still sits in the files. You allowed that
maybe Mantell saw “Venus”. You suggested the “balloon” explanation for the
Andrews Air Base case of 11/18/48, just as absurd as your “balloon” suggestion for
Gorman. An object moving faster than the C-47 from which the witnesses sighted it
near Pittsburgh, you felt free to tag as a “balloon”. And one of the earliest of radar
cases, in Germany in late 1948, is now carried as a “balloon” and was so evaluated by
you, despite obvious factors contradictory thereto. (Do note that, whereas you have
often taken refuge in that claim that you only evaluate astronomical possibilities
(typing breaks off in mid-sentence)

END OF “TERGIVERSATIONS” SECTION

[This letter from McDonald to Hynek was found in McDonald's UFO files while this
author (Druffel) was archiving them for the University of Arizona Personal
Collection Section at Tucson, Arizona, under a grant from the Fund for UFO
Research. The letter was in draft form, with McDonald's changes written in. What
appears above is the entire text of his last draft. Apparently the letter was never
mailed to Hynek in finished form. AD]
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te panobeell e1lgnt years upon a project for extracting sunbeams

out of cucumbers which wer= to be put in phials hermetically

gsealed, and let out to warm the sir in raw inclement summers.
Swift. Voyage to Laputa o

If you take the king's shilling, you must fight the king's battles.,
An assistant deaﬁ 13 a mouse training to become a rat ~-Kuiper

Experts have sometimes been defined as people who hold vehemently
antagonlshic views with great tenacity. Eysenck

Sit down before fact as a little child, be prepared to give up
every preconcelved notion, following humbly wherever and to

whatever abysses nature leads, or you shall learn noghing. THHuxley
Ev

Every genuine test of atheory is an attempt to falsify it. Popper
Matters of elegance should be left to one's tatlor. Boltzmann

Sclence may be advanced by rejecting bad hypotheses as well as by
forming good ones. H. A, Newton, 1886 AAAS address re- origin of molecvle:

Already they have created a climste of opinion in which anyone c¢_n
publicly attack the extraterrestrial theory in perfect ssfety --
regardless of what gross ignorance or bias he displays in the
process -- but he cannot defend it without risking his business,

his reputation, or his professionsl career. Isabel Davis CRIFO 3/54

New truth is slways a go-between, a smoother-over of transitions.

It marries old opinion tonew fact so as ever to show & minimum of
Jolt, a maximum of continuity...Byy far_ the most w uslway of
handling phenomena so nowel that they would make for a serious
rearrangement of our preconceptions 1is to fgnore them altogether,
or_to abuse those who bear witness for them. Wm. James in Pragmatism

If someone hands you a lemon, make lemonads. Dale Cernegile

Clark. Kerr defined a "multiversity" as "a group of indepddént scholars
united by a common parking problem."

If Edison had had an advisory commlttee, we'd s t111 be in the d ark.

Those who fefuse to go beyond fa ct narely get-as far as fact...
Almost every great step in the history of sclence has been made by
the anticipation of nature, that is, by the invention of hypotheses
which, though ultimately verifiable, often had very 1little foundation
to start with., T, H. Huxley.

If you want to get along, you've gotta go along. Speaker Sam Rayburn.

It's betterto keep mour mouth shut and appear stupid then to open it

and remove all doubht,

Few thines are harder to put up wlith than the annoyance of a goo~ example.
Ihe man with a new ides 1is a Crank -- until the-idea succeeds.

Truth is stranger than fiction, because truth is constrained to the
probable, ‘

Sclence 1s wonderful: It gives you such wholesale returns of conjecture
for such trifling investment of fact. Mark Twain.



The history of scientific inv:stigssion is full of periods of uncertainty of

tis ldind (inability to understand how etiier could transmit transverse waves
of §ort implied in polarization effects), in which the faats seem to demand
an interpretation which is rationally impossible, Barton, Optics p. 349

The entire incident (Rapid City 8/5/53), in my opini n, has toomuch of an
Alice in Wonderland flavor for comfort. Hynek Satevepost 12/17/65.

Ibid, Hynek on scientists! unwillingness even te examine the UFC data: Soye.
scientists refused to look through Galilieo's tclescepe at sunspots, explaining

that 'wince the sun was perfect, it couldn't have spots, and therefore it was
ne use looking for them.!

Zbid. On life in universe: You would expect to find planets azround s star just
as you find kitteBs around a cat or acorns around an oak,

Ibide ...The Air forze has probably svent less on UFOs so £ar than it has
cn wastebaskets,

Seneca on comets: Why should we be surprised...that comets, so rsre a
a sight in the universe, are not embraced under definite laws, or

that their beglinnings and ends are not known, seeing that their return
1s at long intervals? ... The day will yet come when the progress of
research through long ages will reveal to sight the mysteries of
nature ¥hat are now concealed. The day will yet come when posterity
will be amazed that we remained ignorant of things that will to them
seem so plain.” Quoted by Whipple in New Astronomy (Sci. Am.)

The construction of an aerial vehlcle which could carry even.a single
man from place to place at pleasure reaguires the discovery of some new
metal or some new force. Even with such a discovery we could not
_expect one to do more than carry its owner. -Simon Newcomb 1903.

Re 1950 opintons as to what UFOs might be: Scully p. 187 says Soviet
Deputy Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko suggested they might be due
to a Russian discus thrower who didn't know his own strength,

Scully 103 recalls ¥ew York World correspondent who telegraphed from
near Kitty Hawk in December, 1903, that Wilbur Wright had just

flown 250 yards in a plane. The reporter got fired for wasting
telegraph charces,

411 this has been said before -- hut since nobody listened tt must

be said again. Words used to open a lecture by French philosncher
dnire :ide.

Dorroborative detall to lend srtistlc verisijilitude to an otheryise .
“8l14 ani unconvincing narrative. Fooh Rah, Gilbert & Tullivan (Epmék 72)

Jue to a shortagze of t % ined trumpeters, the end of the earth will be
~stponed for three monthe.

A fanatic is one who redoubles hle efforts when he haa forgotien hils
enis., George Santayana

Truth is strancer than fiction. Truth isn't constrzined to he prokable,
Mar¥k Twain

I 2idn't understand what vyou sal”, but I disagree with it.  Gulp by Kuper.



1. New truth is always a go-between, a sm~~ther-over of transitions.
It marries old opinion to new fact so as ever to show a minimum of
4 jolt, a maximum of continuity...fo far the most usual way of
handling phenomena 8o novel that they wonld make for a serious
rearrangement of our preconceptions is to ignore them altogether, or
to abuse those tho bear witness to them.]l
- Wm. James in "Pragmatism". Quoted by Hall, CRIFO III-12 /

2. Already they have created a climate of opinion in which anyone
can publicly attack the extraterrestrial theory in perfect safety--
regardless of what gross ignorance or bias he displays in the prozess--
but he cannot defend it without risking his business, his reputation,
or his professional career.

-Isabel Davis in CRIFO II-2. 3/56

3. Anthropological files contaln many examples of socleties, sure
of their place in the universe, which have disintegrated when they
have had to associate with previously unfamiliar societies espousing
different 1deas amd different 1life ways; others that survived such
an experience usually did so by paying the price of changes in values
and attitudes and behavior.

1961 Brookings report, "Proposed Sjudies on the Ipgplications

of Peaceful Space Activities for Human Affairs. p. 218

I, The reins would be torn from our hands and we would, as a
tearful old medicine man once said to me, find ourselves "without
ireams'", that 1s, we would find our intellectual and spiritual aspira-
ti~ns so outmoded as to leave us completely paralyzed.
Carl Jung on effects of direct confrontation with superior beings
from a more advanced technology. WANA p. 279,

S. Thus P, 11lip Moprrisan, in one of his lectures, cuestioned whether
any clvilization with a superlor technology would wish to harm one
that has just entered the community of intelligence. If he wers
looking through a microscope, he sald, and saw a group of bacteria
spell out, like a college band, "Please (to not put iodine on this
plate. We want to t alk to you," his first inclination, he said, would
certainly not be to rush the bacteria} into the sterilizer.

WANA 299,

6. Intelligence may be a cancer of purposeless technologi-zal exploita-
tion, sweep’ng across a galaxy as irrestibly as it has swept across
our own planet...

O,,r business as scientists is to search the universe and find
out what is there, What is there may conform to our moral sense or
it may not. .. It is just as unscilentific to impute to remote intelli-
gences wisdom and serenity as it is to impute to them irrational and
murderous impulses.

Freeman J, Dyson, letter to Sci. Am., April 196l.

7. Consider the willingness of some to believe in flyving saucers as
something supernatural, to believe incredible things, to ignore basic
scientific principles and embrasce the totglly irrational..... The ’
non-scientific observer grabs at the most exciting explanation and
produces blzarre accounts of interplanetary visitors, or something
equiiéyéfoolish. -- Harlow Shapley in "The View from a Distent Planet"
p. -b. .

Opn. P. 5, Preface, Shapley, outlining bonk, say, "We dwell a bit

NN the avrl tinrne Armea L al L . n




Yepyee o 2 - ~
I 'mrw 811 the answers bubt I juct don't und ‘re.and the auesticon., Sign

Help! The paranoids are after me! DButton

a mlstake is evidence that some is trying to do something.

There are two levers for moving men; interest and fear. Napoleon
Zucsess has a hundred fathers but defeat is an orphan, JFX, Cuba =zriseis

Yew th ‘ngs are harder to put up with than the annovance of a3 good
example., Mark Twain

rhe re,orts of my desth are greatly exagce“ated; Mark Twain

Tt seems to me that the most interesting stage iln any investigation
s the one in which ¥W¢ people are still struggling to understand
hat YW¢y sort of thing they are dealing with. Once we understand
what kind of thing it 1s, the further developments follow with a
certain predictability...In the tektite problem we are still in the
s-age of attempting to find out what it 1s all about....{though)
the outlines of the answer are beginning to loom up out of the fog.
-John A+ O'Keefe in Foreward (p. v) to Tektibes, ed. by o'Keefe,

U. Chicago Press, 1963, -

Problems cannot be solved until they have been dlscovered. - Edwin
G. Boring. Quoted in Life book on eye 'and vision.

Show me-a man who 1s not confused and I will show you a man who
has not asked enough guestions... It tekes courage to engage confusion
deeply. - John Ciardi, quoted bv prinkle in FSR June 1969
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. Sulllvan - WANA~177 quotes from 1962 NAS panel report: The search
for ETL, they said, "is, in the opinion of many, the most ex-iting,
challenging, and profound issue, not only &fl this century but of the
whole naturalistic movement that has characterized the history of
western thought for 300 years. What ls at stake is the chance to
geln a new perspective on man's place in nature, a new level of
discuseion on the meaning and nature of 1life."

(Conference held, summery, 1962, at Unlv. of Iowa, by NAS
Space Sciences Board) 11-2-66

. Another argument against the spaceship idea concerns the lack of
formal contact with the UFO occupants. Stnce visiting spaceships
>ught to be piloted by some sort of intelligent beings, wouldn'g
Lt be reasonable to expect that they would desire contact with
other intelligent beings, namely us?...

“This argument assumes that we can understand the motives of an
:xtraterrestrdal being., Of course we cannot.... To inductively extra-
polate from our own current sociological approaches to those of other

intelligent entities would be to commit the logical sin of extrapolation
in a most flagrant manner.

/// |Imag1ne the Aborigines of Central Australia, who are still in the
stone age and who have not even developed the bow and arrow. They have had
no contact with modern civilization. What happens when a jet plane flies
bverhead and one of them observes it? When he tells of the huge, shiny
>krd that didn't flap its wings, had no feet, made an ear-splitting
roal’, and even had smoke coming out of its tail, surely his fellows
assume that he is crazy., Or if the phenomenon becomes so common that
Lt must be accepted as real, they could hardly be expected to deduce
“rom 1t the condition of our modern civilization, let alone our motives.
'Why", they might ask, "don't the intelligent beings who guidethis
nighty bird land and trade bone nosepieces with us?"

Frank B. Salisbury, Bioscience, 17, 15, Jan. 1967

R Y

11, According to (Michel), one of four main "contast" hypotteses may hold

1) At the time of space exploration, contact between races of different
biological origins may be impossible, or may follow one-way channels
parallel to the "contact" between a naturalist and the insebts he
observes; insects do perceive the contact but only on their level,

and they are unable to participste in a voluntary exchange of informa-

tion.

2) Although porsible, this contact may be systematically or temporarily
avolided.

3) The contact may already have taken place secretly.

L) The contact may be openly realized on a "spiritual” level which is

not perceptible to us; it 1s made on "their" mental level and remains
invisible to us in our present state of sonsciousness, Similarly,
mice may have eaten thousands of books without ever perceiving

them for what they are.

-Vallee. Anatomy of a Phenomenon p. 172

12, Such is the spectacle of Prof. Bernard Lovell, who last yvear proiuced
such gems as "UFOs are purely American phenomena" and "no trained observer
or astronomer has ever reported such a sighting." Lovell obviously “oes
not now the first thing about the subject, and it would be better if

he'd admit it. From FSR Review, 13/2, March-April 1967, p. 26




ETL - Quotes

13. Michel TAFS-9 quotes French Prof Auge'! as describing ufos as
"the gerodynamical version of sea gserpents."

1. Sbklovski srd Sagan 385: "...the discovery of life on one other
planet...can, ‘n the words of the Amer'cen physic ist Phillp Morison,
of MIT, "transform the origin of life from a miracle to a statlstic.”

15. Sir Bernard Ioyell, director of Jodpell Bank Observatory weas
quoted in the April 19, 1966 london Daily Express as having said in
Montreal on l4/19 that reports of flylng saucers seen over North
American lately ‘and the suggestlon that they carried visitors from
outer space are utter nonsense.. 811 the unidentified flying
objects reported sare no more than bits of rmeteorite burning up

as they enter the earth's atmosphere.” Quoted in Aug. 1967 issue
of UFO Contact, my flles.

16. Hehhz HEaber's paperback, "Siars, Men & Atoms", pp. 106-8 equates
populab bellef 1In flying ssucers to reactions to A-bomb and to fascina-
t1on with tdea of populated planets. "The flying saucer myth springs
from these emotions:,Y/ 1t is an echo of the atomic bomb."

"~ hope appears to be the strongest force that keeps the flying-
saucer myth alive, ' . - -

17. Lyman Spitzer, quoted by Leo Gol berg tn Int. Sci. Tech, Aug. 1965,
p. 27: "Our view of man and his place in the universe depends deeply
on whether plangtary systems such as our own are exceptional or
whether they occur very frequently throughout our @alaxy. in fact,
in many ways, the guestion of how freguently stars are accompanied
by planets capable of supporting life 1is fully es important as the
over-all structure of the universe." ' '

18. Harrison Brown, in his September 1964 Science article (ETL file)
concludes that planetary systems "are far more abundant than we have
so far suspected." He indicates that his numbers "may mean that life
is far more abundant in our universe than we have previously thought
possible." "If it develops that planetary systems are indeed as
abundant as this discussion indicates, the search for intelligent
extraterrestrial life is placed in a somewhat new perspective. With
1011 planetary systems available in our galaxy, life-forms may well
be both abundant and diverse." ..."If planetary systems are indeed
extremely abundant, one might conclude with equal conviction that man
is not alone - that his equivalence may occupy hundreds or even
thousands of bodies within our galaxy. Listening for evidence of

the existence of such forms may indeed prove to be in the long run
a profitable and exciting pursuit.”

19. In Ley's Watéhers of the Skies, page 503, he quotes Sir James
Jeans, who concluded that "the chance is about a hundred thousand

to one against a star's being surrounded by planets." He quotes

Sir Arthur Eddington as follows: "Not one of the profusion of stars
in their myriad clusters looks_down on_scenes comparable to those
which are passing beneath the rays of the sun." Ley emphasizes that,
at the time of these_statements,_the consensus was that planetary
systems could form only if there was a very close encounter between
a single star and a binary, obyibusly an exceedingly rare event .




19-a. "It is probable that thelr (dolphin's) intelligence is
comparable to ours, though in a very strange fashion,"

We may be faced "with a new class of large brain so dissimilar
to ours thabt we cannot within our lifetime possibly understand
.its pental processer." - John U, Lilly, quoted by Sullivan ’
in We Are Not Alone, p. 245.: - ) T

19-b. "We submit, rather, that the forego¥ng line of argument

demonstrates that the presence of interstellar signals

. is entirely consistent with all we now know, and that -if

csignals are present the means of detecting them is now at

hand. JFew will deny the profound importance, practical asnd

rhilosophlical, which the deteotion of interstellar communi -~
cations would have., We therefore feel that a discriminating

search for signsals des-rves a conslderable effort. The proba-

bility "of success is difficult to estimate; but 1f we never

search, the chance of =suc:ess 1o -eré. - Coccdni and Morrison
fn Nature, 1959. Quoted by Sullivan in WANA p., 196. on p.191
1t's indlcatad thet Sir Bernard Lovell dismissed it as friwolous

at first. | : . o ’ ’ .

19-0. "A oivilization only a few hundred yesrs more advanced

than ours would have technical Possibilitias by far greater

than those avallable how to us.” Cocconl in letter to Lovell 1959,

guoted in WANA p. 191, (Cf. quote of Schwartz and Towner on

p. 215 ibid. that says same but very much more conserwgatively,

interms of "a few thousand yeers" edge on us!)

19-d. ™..a divilization passes abruptly from a state of no ’
radio ability to one of perfect radlo abllity. If we could ’
examine a large number of life-bearing planets, we might
expect to find &n vértually every case elther complete ignorance
of radio techniques or complete mastery.” - Frank Drake,
quoted in WANA p. 201.

This might be termed 'the Technologlc Transition by anelogy
with demographic transition.

19-e. Alistair Csmeron terms the poseibility of 1life iIn

other worlds as "currently the greatest que stion in scientiflc
philosophy." " ,there #¥¢ may be millions of societies more
advanced than ourselve= in our galaxy alone, If we can now

take the next step and communicate with some of these socleties,
then we can expect to obtain an enormous enkrichment of all
phases of our sciences and arts. Perhaps we shall also

reckéve valuable lessons in the techniques of stable world
governments, Quoted in WANA p. 281,

19-f. "I believe, as to the question of extraterrestrial life,
that it is ons of the most important and exciting problems that
confront us." - Harrison Brown quoted in WANA p. 16.

19-g. Harold Upey on carbonaceous chondrites; "If it can be
shown that these hydrocarbons and the ‘'organized elements! are
the residue of 1living organiesmes indigenous to the carbonaceous
chondrites, this would be the most interesting and indeed
astounding fact of all scientific study in recent years."”
Quoted in WANA 153,

19-h. "Philip Morrisn noted that the really loglcal way

(for communicating) may be by !Q!' waves 'that we're going to discove:
ten years from now.! Or, he =sald, a wag1gay be found to %andle

Yoo - mmmamma anmmtlane | WANA
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20. NAS Space Sclences Board (guoted in January-February 1563
Investigator: The discovery (of ETL) will have an enormous

and lasting impact on people of every rade snd culture...Finding
end exploring extratérrestrial 1life should be acclaimed as the
top~-priority goal of our space p regram.” : - .

/

2l. NY'Times, Dec. 15,1060 cuotes 12/1l; statement from Brookings
Institution re effects of meeting ETL: "If is possible that if the
Iintellligence of these creatures were sufficlently superior to ours,
they would choose to have 1little if any contact with us."

22+ In Edwards II,p. 160, Sir Bernard Lovell cuoted on UFOs: "It ie
just escapism. It is all due to the fact that some people are not
educated., May L, 1966, evidently -- after a brief visit to U.S. BHe
told UK newsmen he was shocked at press space devoted to UFOs. "It is
an absurd situatlion that this fallacv, thls form of escapism, should
be 1n confllct with such realities as Viet Nam and real Sclence."

22, 'Professor Zdenek Kopal, collesgue of Lovell's, quoted in 1/18/68
Miaml Herald (see clip this fiaa): "So there 1is absolutely no need
to be concerned about anything extra-terrestrial. There is sinply
nothing to support any such ‘theory....A11l right, perhaps we on earth
are not so unique, perhaps there is another form of 1life =somewhere
in a dlstant part of our galaxy. But let us suppore for a moment
that this form of 1life was so supremely intelligent as to crest a
craft to bring them all this way across time to our planet. Wh%&
they are they being so stupid at the end of the journey...Are they
so shy up there that they are afraid to land?" g :
Reporter Peter Brock then closes articlewith his remar': "For
me, that -- and the recent remarks about the 'nonsense! of it sll
by Sir Bernard Lovell -- is good enough." 2-28-68

!

2h. In The Airman, Aug. 1967, Werner von Braun's note: "The Need

for Posltive Credible Proof" contains following: "But 1t is that
unaccounted two per cent that makes flying saucer enthuslasts

cling tenaciously to their conviction. I cannot account for that

two per cent elther, But a 1lifetime spent in testing of rockets

has taught me to be extremely careful with eyewltness accounts of
mishaps during launch, If three experienced observers are questioned

after a typical mishap, their sscounts of what they saw will differ
widely..." ;

25. "With superhuman knowledge, there must ‘go e gually great compassion
and tolerance." Arthur C. Clarke, in "Exploration of Space", g uoted
by Keyhoe in FSC p, 81

26. Any sufficiently'advanced technolo%y will arpear Indistinguishahle
from magic. Apthur C, Clarke, in Time, 7/19/68 (Said is for will b

27. Asimovg speaking of dangers of regecting new sclentiflic hypotheses
just because don't fi1t "common sense" (re peculiar properties "ether" had
acquired by 1880's): "Such a combination is against "common sense", but
this must never be allowed to stand in the way of the acceptance of an

(OVER)
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hypothesis. We experience only s very limited portion of the uni-
verse and are sensitive to only a very limited range of phenomena. It
Is therefore dangerous to supnose that what seems familiar to us is
and must be true of all the universe in all its aspects. Thus it is
only "common sense" to suppose that the earth is flat and motionless,
and this argument was strenuously used to oppose the notion that the
earth was spherical and in motion." 1In Asimov's "Understandin%
Physics, V. II, Lyght, Magnetism and Electricity, Signet 1969 (paper).
(Same stress on daagers of deciding hypotheses on common sense is
stressed in Landau's 1little book on relativity and in Bondi's. One
of bases of rejcting Pasteur's germ theory was commonsense notion that
it couldn't be since we'd be inhaling them all the time, etc. 6/1/69)

28. Cgarleé Darwin refused to speculate on ultimate origin of life:
"Talk of the origin of 1ife? Yo% might  just as well talk about the
origin of the elements!" Source: % ‘

N R R /8'7 . .
29. See my "Sclence" ed. by Rapaport and Wright/for Shapley's The
Fourth Adjustment. First three are rotundity of earth, geocentricity
of our universe, helidcentricity and finally notion we were in midst
of stellar universe. Fourth 1s notlon that we are only intelligent
life 'n universe. (One might take as fifth, the notion that 1life
Is here engaged in surveillance, and six¥th couldbe that this life 1is
uninterested ‘n us.) 6/1/69.

30. Gell-Mann's Totalitarian Principle: "Anything which is not prohibited
is compulsory." - cited in Phys. Today article on tachyons by Bilaniuk
and Sudarshan. Smoother variant: Evervthing that is not impossible

is Inevitable,

1. Frederick J, Hooven, now at Dgrtmouth, in letter to me of 3/15/70:
I find it true that sclentists will almost invariably fall to predict
any new sclentific discoveries when shey discuss the future (or by
implication, the capabilities of a presumably more advanced extra-
terrestrial civl 1ization) but will instead predict =superhuman accomplish-
mente of us poor engineers on the basis of today's science. One
of the funniest of these is the Shklovaky~-Sagan bock on Life in
the Universe, where 1t 1a speculated that engineers will one day
enclrcle the sun, or vaporize Juplter, to obtain energy, but the
poesibility of some knowlegge about space, t ime, gravity or anti-
matter 1s not touched upon, any one 66 which .is likely to make
our quest for energy seem llke the 1dea of breeding faster horses
to lmprove communications.”(my Ttallcs on main {tem) 3/70

32. "In two billion years the impossible becomes the inevitable".- Anonymo
guote in Sullivan WANA p. 96 re evolution of 1ife,

23. George Gaylord Simpgon: "There probably are forme of 1life on other
planetary systems somewhere in the univerese, but if so it ie unlikely
that we can learn anything whatever about them, even as to the bare
fact of thelr real exlistence."- in WANA p. 109. '

2, "The universe is not only queerer than we imagine -. it is queerer
ghan we can imagine." J.B.S, Haldane, quoted by AC Clarke in Promice of
pace p. 299, - } ‘

. N ' . - f
35. "Why sometimes I've balieved ac many as six impossible things before
oreakfast”" Queen to Alice.




. . 3R SEEE :
26, "On the basis of the new estimates of the great abundance of
-stars and the high .probability of millions of planets with highly
developed 1life, we 'are made aware -~ embarrassingly aware--that
we may be intellectual minims in the 1ife of the universe, This
uncomfortable ides can be further developed by pointing out
that sense receptors, in quality quite unknown to us and
in fact hardly imaginable, which record phenomena of which we
are totally ignoranty, may easily exist among .the higher sentient
organisms of other planets," - Harlow Sha léy, View from a
Distant Star, p. B81l. : Also on p. 17 and 135 hapley sttresses the
limits of our sense organs. .

37. "Doubtless numerous domiciles of 1life have produced beings
more sentient than we, beings more comprehending, more experiencing,
and possibly, by thelr unimaginsble =tandards, more divine than
We.e.soss Or example, as remarked in an earlier chapter, man
-does not possess well-developed s=ense organs to tell him very
fully what is what,~ We have no good physiological reglster of
long electric waves snd must resort to gadgetmry feelers, We
have no bodjly organ for sensing directly the ultraviolet rasdlation
or the infrared; Some stars have enormous magnetic fieldsa; ours
has a relatively weak one. We have no recognizable magnetic
‘organ; 1t may naturally be otherwise elsewhere.” Shapley in
View from a Distant Star p. 158

. T

38, Other cuotes from Sha , ibid.

"My"sirple, perhaps too sirple, diagnosis of our fallure to
comprehend the universe 1= that we have been and still are |
bedevilled by a natural and persisting anthropocentrism.” p. 36

".oin its early days, Harvard Gollege stood by the geocentric
interpretation fior .more ‘than a centnny after the appearance of
De Revolutionibus Orbium Coelestium.," p. 37

On p. 18 Shaﬁley notes that there are 23500 swecles of ante,
‘Prompte thought that maybe .UFOe are interested in ante, not the
single human species. ' '

39, "H, G. Well once pointed out," AC Clarke notes on p. 24l
of "Coming of the Space Age," that "even if the aliens t€ll
us in all truthfulness that thelr only ‘intention Le to serve
mankind, we must endeavor to ascertaln whether they wish ‘to
serve us baked or fried." - S '

4,0, "Not since Darwin -- and before him Copernicus -- has sclence
had the opportunity for so great an iwpact on man's understandlirig
of man," Concluding sentence of entry on ETL in "Encycl. Atm.
Sttences and Astrogeology" by T. Sall,

11, - Stan Friedman, in CSA hearings p. 216, negates idea that UFOe
violate laws of physice by noting: "Piston aircraft can't fly -
faster than the speed of eound, & conventlonal dynamite bomb
couldn't have wrecked Hiroshima, and a vacuum-tube circult can't
fit on the head of a pin; but surely we don't say that esupersonic
flfght, atom bombs, or microcircults violate the laws of nature

or physics " » ' thnoneto , . L. T
- -7 Also, ‘on P.218:l "It s interesting to mote thst most scientific
progress has cépgffﬁggbdoiﬁg thinge differently .rathes than ueing



the same technicue -- microcircuite aren't just emaller
vacuum tubes; lasers aren't just better light bulbs,"

(One could extend: that general point. Light bulbs werentt
Just better candles.:: Locomotives weren't just bigger horses.
Nuclear reactors aren't Just hotter furna-~es. Radar wasn't
Just an improved binaural ranging method. Electron mlcroscopes
aren't made with better optical glass. Modern digital
computers aren't old desk calculators with faster-acting

- gears, The telegraph wasn't a semaphore system with reduced
reaction-time., "The alrplane isn't based on the principles
-of bird flight per se., Quasars weren't detectsd with bipger

optical telescopes. . . '

2. - From Brookings Institution 1961 House Pocument (in ETH file):
. "The dlscovery (of. intelligent 1life in outer space) would certainly
_ be front-page news everywhere; the degree’'of political or social
repercussion- wonld’ probably depend on leadership's interpretation
of (1) its:own role, {2) threats to that role, and (3) national
and personal:opportunitles to take advantage of the disruption
or reinforcement of the attitudes and valueas of" othere.'

"The knowledge that life exts ted iIn other part- of the universe
might lead to a greater unity of men on Earth, based on the 'oneness'
of man or on the age-old assumption thst any. qtranger is threatening.."

p. 225: "If superintelligence is dl&écovered, the results bescome
oulte unpredictable. It is.possible that if the intelligence of
these creatures were sufficliently superior to ours, they would
choose to have 1little 1f ahy contact with us,. On the face of.
1t, there {s no reason to belleve that we might learn a great
dea from them, eepecidlly if their phy«iology and psychology
were substantlally different from ours

"It has been. epeculated that, of all groups,.scientiet- "and
engineers might be the most devastated by the discovery of relatively
superior creatures, since these professions are most clearly
associsted with the mastery of nature, rather than with the
) understanding and expresslion of man. Advanced unders‘anding
of neture might vitiate all our theories at the very.least, if
not also require a culture and perhaps a brain inaccessible to
earth scientiste.” )
e T
u3 "If we start with as many as*umptions about the reasonablenass
of our friends. (ETL), the extraterrestrials, as URO enthusiaste
do, we, might end up with Engli h-speaking/ # ant 1-Gommuniks
white-Protestant centaurian Joos, Golomb, quoted p. 2L1 of
Arthur Clarke's Coming of Space Age.

L3. . Leslie C. Peltien (&m. astron snd oometedi=coverer) quoted

in Clerke's Com'ng of Space Age: ."..I belleve that I would refer to
the decade following the halfway mark (of 20th cent.) as the
Flying Ssucer Fifties, It was a period of mass p-ycho-ia, when
people wanted. desperately to believe that we were not alone' -- that
other people wene watching us. It was not juet a field day but a
‘field decade for the- crank and crackpot...~» (Also good quote: re
his, insistencq,on having one. to. look at and take. apart before he 'd
believe UFOs were. realuv.ﬂﬁ,ﬂf London. e e

LY. Sdgen & ‘Shicloveky 235 "F‘inding 1ife beyond the Eapth .- particu-
. larly intelligeptolife,,althoughathis e highly unlikely on Mars--

wrenches ‘at o ":enreb ho o, that Man is the-pinnacle of creation
dhet enfinn Fﬁg$'ﬁo nthert Enioies on our n]angf can now cha]lenae’"



s

I5. Sagan & Shklovskl p. 22: "It is chastening to read

19th century prognostications of the e vents of the middle 20th
century. Even their most grandiose extrapolations have proved
a pale echo of our realities., It strained Jules Verne's
Imagination to picture glant parsenger balloons transporting
people through the air over thousands of miles in a periocd of
only a week, He could not imagine contemporary jet transports,
which oover the same distance in hours.," (Verne predicted TV
but it was for about 25th cent. I believe.)

L6. Huxley on "bellef": "Bellef, in the ecientific sense of

the word, 1= a serious matter, and needs strong foundations., To
say, therefore, in the admitted absence of evidence, that I

have any bellef as to the mode In which existing forms of

life originated, would be using words in the wrong sense,.,

But expectation is permissible where belief is not..."

In Shloveki-Sagan p. 21l

L7. "If we were to succeed in establishing conteact with an
extraterrestrial civilization, especially one poeseseing a high
degree of =clentific development, the impact on our lives, our

soclety, and our philosophical outlook would be incalculable."
Shloveki-Sagan p. 380

L8. George Wald on high p robability of ETL and lts probable
chemical similarity to terrestrial 1life, in N2S "Sci, Endeavor,"”
pp. 220,%21, %28, 231: "What is perhaps more Iinteresting 1e the
dawning realization that this problem involves univers=al elements,
that 1ife in fact 1s probably a universal phenomenon, bound to
occur wherever In the universe conditions permit amd sufficient
time has elapsed.” Y It 1s "difficult to avoid the conclurion
that 1ife 1s widespread in the universe,”

"For these and similar reasons I have become convinced that
life everywhere must be based primarily upon carbon, hydrogen,
nitrogen, and oxygen, upon an organic chemistry therefore much

as on the esrth; and that it can arise only in an environment
rich in water,"

19, Herman Muller, "Life Forms on Other Worlds" in Clarke's
"Coming of “pace Age" p. 191: "Thus, even without taking into
considieration the great differences in the hlochemi-al basis and
the lower evolutionary stages between 1ife somewhere elce and

that on Earth, the higher developments there would be expected

to be at leagst as different from ours in their general pattern

and workings as the ordinary dog, the tarantula, and the chambered
nautilus of our world are different from one another.," (Muller
hes other germane comments on "multiple soluticons", on the bizzarre
forms to he expected in ETL, But he does concede thst sensory and
crordlnating eystems will surely play an important survial role
In any higher beings, This was & 1959 article, surprisingly well
thought out and informed.)
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UFOs- THE MODERN MYTH
by Donald H. Menzel

Myths come in awide variety of sizes, shapes, and colors. Myths are stories,
whose origins are usually forgotten, devised to explain some belief, institution, or natural
phenomenon. Especially the last.

Let me remind you of afew ancient myths. Echo is a mischievous nymph who
pined away for love of Narcissus until nothing was left but her voice. Earthquakes occur
when a giant, chained underground beneath a mountain, tries to free himself by shaking
his bonds. Lightning is a thunderbolt hurled by Zeus or Jupiter. And so on! Therain' The
winds! Ocean storms! All controlled by or at the mercy of some personalized deity.

Man has traditionally tended to construct mythsto explain anything he cannot
understand. And thisis precisely the way that Flying Saucers or UFO' s came into
existence.

The evidence and conclusions were about as follows, in 1949. The Air Force had
collected several thousand reports of queer thingsin the sky. Many had come from
military and airline pilots who, presumably, were reliable and at least not likely to foster
hoaxes. Objects were reported to move at speeds enormously greater than that of any
known terrestrial aircraft. Similarly, the observed accel erations of these objects were far
in excess of those of ordinary aircraft. They exhibited an ability to maneuver in such a
way as to avoid being intercepted, so that the investigators felt themselves forced to
conclude that the objects were "under intelligent control. " No terrestrial craft could
behave in such amanner, ergo they must be extraterrestrial!

That, gentlemen, was the position of the military in 19491 And today, twenty
years later, the two previous speakers have said essentially the same thing. In brief, they
are saying that they sup- port the extra-terrestrial hypothesis (ETH) simply because they
cannot find any other explanation acceptable to them. | see nothing to justify their
assumption that they are the ultimate authorities. | ask, is this science?

On such slender evidence McDonald has flatly stated that "the problem of
unidentified flying objectsis, indeed, the greatest scientific problem of our times. " He
has further urged that Congress provide, for their study, a budget that would dwarf that of
NASA.

Hynek—I understand—has made a proposal to NASA for another study of UFO'
s. For your information | have no intention of making any such proposal.

They warn about the danger of repeating the historic boo-boo of the French
Academy about 1800 in failing to recognize that stones could fall from the sky. And yet
neither of them has produced a single artifact—Iet alone "ababy UFO," to use one of
Hynek' s phrases—in support of their sensational, wide-sweeping conclusions.

They further admonish us to remember that there will be a science of the twenty-
first, and of the thirtieth centuries. Presumably they thus seek to refute the ol d-fashioned
scientists who—Ilike myself—continue to believe in the second law of thermodynamics,
the impossibility of perpetual motion, the laws of conservation of matter and energy, and
the laws of action and reaction.

Since the previous speakers have indicated their connection with the field of UFO'
s, let me briefly present my own qualifications. During three years of active service as.



Commander in the U.S. Navy during World War I1, | had the responsibility of initiating
and interpreting research in the field of radio propagation in general and radar
phenomenain particular. | was head of the Section of Mathematical and Physical
Research for Naval Communications, in Naval Operations.

| summarized the results of some of these studiesin abook. There| cited startling
examples of what we then called "anomal ous propagation. "

The phenomena were indeed "anomalous’ when we first encountered them. No
one had foreseen that these short radar waves, whose range was supposed to coincide
roughly with the optical horizon, would sometimes follow the earth’ s curvature for
thousands of miles and produce false targets that conf-used the armed forces. In the
Mediterranean a cruiser shelled and reported sinking atarget that later proved to be a
falseimage of theisland of Malta. At last report, Malta still exists. From a distance of
600 nautical miles, atask force in the Pacific witnessed the Japanese evacuation of Kiska
and ignored it because they didn't' t know anything about anomal ous propagation. Proper
interpretation of the radar record would have enabled our task force to engage with the
Japanese fleet and inflict severe losses upon them. | think you can see why such problems
were vitally important to Naval Operations.

It was evident to many of usthat aradar phenomenon analogous to optical mirage
might be involved. And so | turned toward meteorological optics for clues. The subject
was intensely interesting. The "Wave Propagation Committees of the Joint and Combined
Chiefs of Staff, of which | was a member and later chairman, met weekly to discuss such
problems. We directed research,’ both U.S., and Allied, toward a solution of this question.

The key to the problem was indeed temperature inversion: layersof cold air close
to the earth’ s surface with the temperature increasing upward for atime. The region
below the temperature maximum was called a"duct” because it tended to trap and guide
the radio waves around the earth' s surface. Moisture content as well as temperature
proved to be important. Whether or not aradio wave remained in the duct depended on
the wavelength.

We till encountered difficulties. Nature is never as uniform as our equations
assume. The earth’' s surface isrough and irregular. The vertical distribution of
temperature varies from point to point in an unpredictable manner. One can never have
all the data necessary to achieve a full mathematical solution. So we did our best on a
statistical basis. We defined a"trapping index, " in terms of moisture content;
temperature gradient, duct height, and wavelength.

Our researches in the radar field turned up numerous cases of false targets and
apparent trapping when the trapping index was much less than the simple theory
indicated. We sometimes encountered dozens of false targetsin an area where we were
sure no real targets existed. Of course one can never know the temperature and moisture
distribution over the entire area, but only near those regions where a sounding balloon
has been sent up. From such studies we surmised that irregularities in the atmosphere—
such as bubbles of hot air-- often produce fal se targets even when the trapping index is
less than the critical figure.

Now let us examine afew specific cases, first of radar and then of optical
phenomena. | have already pointed out that—in my opinion—the views expressed by
McDonald and Hynek are highly subjective. It isvery hard to pin either of them down.
Although both have spoken volumes on the subject, their writings are extremely meager.



For McDonald' sviews | turn to three sources: some of his. numerous press releases, a
pamphlet published by NICAP, and Hearings before the Committee on Science and
Astronautics, U. S. House of Representatives, Ninetieth Congress, July 29, 1968, other-
wise known as the Roush Report, since it represented a symposium chaired by Hon. J.
Edward Roush of Indiana.

For Hynek' sviews | must turn to the same Roush Report, to an earlier
Congressional Hearing, or to two articles in those well- known scientific journals. The
Saturday Evening Post and Playboy magazine.

When, in the hot summer of 1952, a multitude of radar saucers invaded
Washington, D. C. , with concentration over the National Airport | felt quite at home.
Here v/ere al the familiar features of anomalous propagation with its partial trapping. In
confusion and fear, the authorities closed the National airport and ordered aircraft from
Andrews Air Force Base to try to intercept the Unknowns. The jets, directed by radar,
roared into the air and found absolutely nothing. A few reported seeing distant lights but
they weren't clear at al about it. The lights could have been stars, ground mirages,
meteors, or false images on the retina.

The atmospheric conditions persisted for two days and repeated themselves five
days later. Still no UFO' st No intercepts! But thisfailure did not discourage the
Ufologists. As one sensation monger wrote, "1t was bad enough to know that UFO' swere
flying over Washington, but to find that they knew how to make themselves invisible was
frightening! "

In the midst of this confusion | released the facts to the newspapers. | attributed
the cause to aform of anomalous propagation not fully understood perhaps but no cause
for worry. No UFO' s. And General Samford, afew days later, affirmed my position.
Studies by the U.S. Weather Bureau and the Air Force supported my views. And so does
the Condon report. It was not surprising, | said, to expect bubbles of hot air over
Washington.

Now what does McDonald have to say about my views ? How does he proceed? |
call your specia attention to his methods because they are typical of hisevaluationsin
other cases.

| quote from the Roush report. He says: "I have interviewed five of the CAA
personnel involved in this case and four of the commercial airline pilotsinvolved, | have
checked the radiosonde data » against the well-known radar propagation relations, and |
have studied the CAA report subsequently published on the event. " He then states: "The
refractive index gradient, even after making allowance for instrument lag, was far too low
for ' ducting' or 'trapping' to occur,” He continuesin this vein for a couple of paragraphs,
quoting this or that witness or authority in support of hisfinal conclusion: "I am afraid it
isdifficult to accept the official explanations for the famous Washington National Airport
sightings. "

This kind of argument—I submit—is hardly science. The basic data, consisting of
the observers reports, obtained under conditions of panic, are clearly questionable. Those
who made the reports are highly biased because they want to justify their original
conclusions. The only hard data bearing on .the question consist, of radio-sonde measures
from severa isolated points. What does McDonald know about the general propagation
conditions over the entire Washington area? Nothing at all! He clearly just wants to
believe that the UFO' sarereal and arbitrarily ignores the hard evidence. It was true that



severe trapping did not occur. But this was one of the marginal cases of partial trapping.
Harder to recognize but the evidence is unmistakable.

Let me give you a sighting, as reported in the Denver Post in January 1968. The
headline read: "30 Citizens Sight UFO. One of the best-verified sightings of a UFO in
recent months was reported in Castle Rock, a small community 30 miles south of Denver.
Deputy Sheriff Weimer said about 12 ' reliable citizens " - | wonder why they put
"reliable citizens' in quotation marks- "reported seeing a large, bubble-shaped- object
flying over the town between 6:10 and 6:25 p. m.

"Morris Fleming, director of the Douglas County Civil Defense Agency, said
about 30 persons saw the object.

"Howard Ellis said that ' all of a sudden about a dozen lights shined on me. ' He
said the lights were ' all the color of car head- lights that have mud on them. '

"Phelps said he didn't see the bubble-shaped object, but, instead, a big, real bright
light. Not a brilliant light, but a bright one." He said that the light, which moved at
different speeds, seemed to be about 600 feet high and at least 25 feet in diameter.

"The object ' shot straight up and disappeared, shooting out a couple of balls of
flame, ' Ellis said. He thought the egg- shaped bubble was about 50 feet long, 20 feet
wide and 20 feet deep.

"Fleming said the Douglas County Civil Defense Agency would administer a
blood test to Ellis on Wednesday to determine if any ' radiation or unknown or foreign
matter isin hisblood stream. * "

A remarkable and spectacular UFQ! Grist for the mill of the ufologists! - And so
it would be today and forever, except for a small notice in the same paper two days later.

Under the headline, "Mother of Two Y oung Scientists Identifies UFO, " we read
"A dlightly embarrassed Castle Rock mother came forth Thursday with an explanation for
the UFO viewed and reported by some 30 persons Tuesday night.

" The UFO," Mrs. Dietrich explained, "was built by her two sons Tom, 14, and
Jack, 16. Tom learned how to make the thing in science class at school, and he was
showing us how to doit, " shesaid . "It actually was a clear plastic dry-cleaning bag, a
small one, the kind that comes on a suit jacket, " Mrs. Dietrich said.

L et me come back to a case | know something about because | was the observer
and McDonald has questioned either my veracity or my conclusions. Flying in the Arctic
zone, near Bering Strait on March 3, 1955, | observed a bright UFO shoot in toward the
air- craft from the southwestern horizon. Flashing green and red lights, it cameto a
skidding stop about 300 feet--as nearly as | could judge-- from the aircraft. Its apparent
diameter was about one-third that of the full moon. It executed evasive action,
disappearing over the horizon and then returning until | suddenly recognized it as an out-
of-focus image of the bright star Sirius. The sudden disappearance was due to the
presence of a distant mountain that momentarily cut off light from the star.

McDonald, "analyzing" this sighting, characteristically and accusingly reports: "I
have discussed that sighting with a number of astronomers, and not one is aware of
anything that has ever been seen by any astronomer that approximates such an instance. "
Here we go again! He questions the observation because | did not show how the index of
refraction could have produced such an effect. The same procedure. Interviewing selected
and unidentified witnesses. Significantly, he did not interview me. | ask how many
astronomers have seen a bright star just on their optical horizon from an altitude of 20,



000 feet? With refraction, the object would lie about 1 1/2 degrees below the geometrical
horizon. McDonald makes the absurd claim that such an observation would require"a
peculiarly axially- symmetric distribution of refractive index, which miraculously
followed the speeding aircraft along as it moved through the atmosphere, that it seems
quite hopeless to explain what Menzel has reported seeing in terms of refraction effects. "

Here isaman who, on the basis of afew scattered radiosonde observations
rejected anomal ous propagation as an explanation of the 1952 Washington sightings.
Now heimpliesthat | need detailed retractive measurements through hundreds of miles
of atmosphere tangential to the earth’ s surface--much of it over the USSR--before he can
accept my observation asvalid! Nor is his statement correct that an axially symmetrical
distribution of refractive index would be necessary. He is obviously unaware of an
anaysis | made some years ago, of the "random walk" of alight beam through an
atmosphere consisting of irregular layers. Y ou can see, perhaps, why | distrust his views
and opinions. McDonald is probably disturbed because | claim--and prove-- that many of
his classical sightings have a similar explanation, explicable as bright stars or planets on
the optical horizon. Incidentally, the ufologists were quick to get his message. One of the
leading proponents of ETH wrote that Dr. Menzel saw in Alaskaarea UFO and wasn't
capable of identifying what he saw.

Let' s have another example of McDonald' s scientific method—an Air Force case
both of us have studied in depth. Thiswas a sighting from the airport in Salt Lake City,
October 3, 1961. Harris, a private pilot, on take-off noticed an object shaped like asilvery
pencil which proved to be not a plane. It appeared to be metallic. AsHarristried to
intercept it, the UFO moved away and finally, with a sudden burst of speed, faded away
into the distance. During all this time ground observers re- ported no motion whatever.

There are many details corroborating the identification of the UFO as a sundog
phenomenon, more properly called parhelia McDonald claims that the UFO could not
have been a sundog. He reported "the skies were almost cloudless. " Now this condition
with reference to sundogs sounds as if he had said "It couldn't have been a rainbow
because it had almost stopped raining. " For sundogs require only avery thin layer of
cirrus, to become visible. Later, without explanation for his change of mind, he stated that
the skies were "completely clear. "

For his second point McDonald objected that a sundog would have occurred
either 22° to the left or the right of the sun and at a higher elevation. On the contrary, the
lower tangential arc—theoretically and practically—Ilies directly beneath the sun, a
pencil-shaped object, at an altitude in close agreement with Harris' estimate of elevation.
Moreover, parhelia—like rainbows—are centered in the eye of the observer. Y ou can no
more intercept a sundog than you can arainbow. It .iswell known that parhelia possess a
metallic sheen, but that does not indicate the presence of metal in the apparition.
McDonald blindly accepts the observer's conclusion that he had seen a solid, metallic
object.

Let me give you one final example: one of the classic sightings by Eastern Airline
pilots Chiles and Whitted near Montgomery, Alabama, in July 1948. They saw what
appeared to be a huge, cigar-shaped, wingless aircraft. A brilliant blue glow accompanied
the object and red-orange flames shot from the rear. Hynek identified this UFO as a
bright meteor and, after seeing and studying the official record, | concurred with this
identification. | further noted that many exceptionally bright meteors had been observed



that night by amateur astronomers all over the country, because it was the date of the
delta Aquarid shower. McDonald belabors me for even implying that the meteor might
have been adelta Aquarid, which actually | did not do. He accuses me of glossing "over
the reported rocking of the DC-3. " Nonsense! There was no mention of such "rocking” in
the official report, only in some of the fictionalized reports by ufologists.

McDonald's sole contribution—as far as | can find out—has been his re-
interviewing of more than 500 UFO witnesses. As an interviewer, | am sure McDonald is
skillful enough to find support forhis ETH hypothesis. The evidence at best is only
subjective. But isthisanew way of doing science? Without experiment or theory, and
using only interviews, one can make a case for just about any concept whatever.

Thisis not science. With McDonald and the other believers, every UFO is
immediately considered as from outer space--and they put the burden on us non-believers
to prove them wrong. | ask, should not they bring to us a better documented case than we
have heard today--if they want usto take them seriously.

Now let me turn to Dr. Hynek. | confess | am much more sympathetic to his
viewpoint than | am to that of McDonald. He is somewhat more cautiousin his claims
and does not come straight out in his support of ETH. Instead he implies that some vastly
important scientific phenomenon may lie behind the UFO mystery.

Or that there is some big secret, which he hopes to find out. Some basic discovery
like that of radioactivity.

| quite understand why he would not wish to take a position that might stand in
the way of such adiscovery. | wouldn't want to obstruct the advance of science either. On
the other hand | think there is one far greater danger, that of fostering what the late Dr.
Irving Lanmuir termed "pathological science, " and he included flying saucers among his
items.

Most of you here in this room are too young to recall the infamous N-rays,
mitogenetic radiation, or the Allison effect, yet these topics were as highly debated in
their time as UFO' s are today. N-rays were supposed to be a mysterious radiation emitted
spontaneously by various metals. After being passed through a spectroscope whose lenses
and prisms were of solid aluminum, these rays impinged on the dark-adapted eye, which
detected them as flashes of visible light. Nearly 100 papers on N-rays were published in
Comptes Rendus in the first half of 1904 alone. And the French Academy awarded
Blondlot the Lalande prize of 20, 000 francs and its Gold Medal for the "discovery. " The
irrepressible R. W. Wood cleverly exposed N-rays as afigment of Blondlot's
imagination--self-delusion. The "flashes" were.. purely physiological, an optical illusion,
anatural reaction of the unreliable human retina. To see them yourself, smply go into a
completely darkened room. Wait till your eyes have become dark-adapted and watch. In
time ayou will see/psychedelic pattern of pulsing glow, punctuated from time to time by
bright flashes. A phenomenon undoubtedly also responsible for many UFO reports.
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P James E. McDonald's handwritten notes on the back of a copy of
Phil Klass' article, "Many UFOs are Identified as Plasmas,"

which appeared in the October 3, 1966 issue of AVIATION WEEK AND
SPACE TECHNOLOGY. McDonald's notes point up errors in Klass'
"plasma" theory to explain UFOs.
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Time p.m

9.46A < Overhead U.F.0O, re-appears, is hovering,
10.00 8t1ll there, stationary,
10,10 Hovering, gone behind cloud,
10,30 Very high, hovering in clear patech of sky

between clouds,
10.50 -~ Very overcast, no sign of U,F.O,
11.4 - Heaxy rain.
1 Q A, ¢}
Data sheet og observation of U.¥.0's
OS5 ~ 11,4 p,.m,
26/6/59,
(sgd.) William H. 6111

i st
Rough sketch of U,F,0Q.as -
it appeared from position 2{’&&ﬁ%‘¢BL¢Z%Kt
of observation, —

s ,,,, 1 ~ 4 nen
G adseakassoengs.
Y/ 2 order at 7,10 P*
iﬂ:ﬂ;;{; (from waist up)
_— /—
. "men" illuminated.
”~ / /
VT
Appearances of men ! .
’l. 2 & 5 at 6,55 p.m, Y,
WITITampGIIT And Mn—r

Stephen Gill Moi. £Lq;pwp,ggaﬁ Mov

Appearances of men at 7.00 p.m, .
TE&? N TSR, VY,
R L o PSR S A VRS

Ananias Rarata Armien Ravata.
Nessle Moi Praai. ™ 01 .
Appearances of men & light shaft at 7.10 p.m.
Ly 2, 4 & 2 éin that order) )?¢L4
Brathen @11§itls PhvRL e
Ananias Rarata Avalos 'Macatn
Appearances of men 1 & 2 and light shaft at 7.12 D.1m,
William B, G1IT AN T IR VNy oY
Stephen Gill Mol @Lﬁwkuwxﬁélﬂ'WWQ
Ananias Rarata Aa. o Ravafe.

This paper drawn up and signed by chief observe:

at 7.30 v.u.
26/6/54.



Mt Nuanua _. - Mt _Pudi ——
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| DisTames  From
mr Pub(
To ConsT
H-C mdudgs

—

Y
v
n
2

RppRey Pos dzov

194 SIgunim
B Co4spm.

Positions of U.F.0.

's observed from Bioanai Stafion
at 8.28 p.n, and 9,15 P.I.

26(6422 ‘
i Ot o B8 re
(Sgd,) William B Gill e .
Stephen Gill lMoi.  flephen QU Mol

’a

WEATHER VARIABLE SKY - SCATTEREﬁ"CLOUDS to CLEAR
BECOMING OVERCASQ‘AFTER 10.10 pm,

APFPROX. HEIGHT of CLQHDS - 2,000 ft,

AT FIRST,

NOTE, This determined by relationghip of clouds to
~ highest point visible of moyptains. As U,F.0.'s
were often below (under) cloids and th
gave off a wide halo of light 'weflected on clouds
it follows that U,F.0,'s descended to below
2,000 ft, A -
The first sighting over the sea seemed not more
than 500 ft. above the wvater at times,



Size U.F.O, "A"
(across,) (as appeared) 4
Full HAND-SPAN 2y
at srm's 1engtgn£§es> \5?
when U.P.0. at &, 7
closest, Y 4

A rough sketch of U,F,0. as observed between 6.55 p

)

N

H’i'

Colour
Dull yellow
(perhaps pale
oranga)
except when mov-
ing, then very '
bright.

When finally moved
aw at great spee
+30 - colour
changed from thin
white to deep red,
then to blue-green

. and 7.22

p.m. by 38 witnesses at Beoianai, T.P, & N,G., Friday, 26th iggg!

This sketch ia a regonsble reproduction of U.F,.0. which was
clearly visible and nostly stationary for 25 minutes.

(sgd, ) William /B, 6111 - Priest (Tl
Stepheh Gill Moi - Teacher Claphon Gt He
" Eriec Kodawars -~ Schoolboy.
Colour
Bame as "A"
Mt, NUANUA MT_PUDI
14 “ -
/ F N N ﬁ’ '( AN e
13
o
HoTE giéﬁﬁféb SIZES of U.F,O0. )
“TET. he X as appeared
oF bgﬁghé panels .\ﬁéglé "E" gbout " across
"windows" stfgvffz ngu n ] n
on near edge. '

"B" & ¥ ool

"Dﬂ " %IJ across.

Four of the five U.F.0.'s seen in the sky at the ome time
between 8,28 p.m. and 9,15 p.m.

(as they appeared.
(§gd.)

WilliamB. Gill - Priest
Stephen Eill liol - Teacher
Eric Kodawara - Schoolboy.

"B" was directly overhead.)



BAPER SIGVED BY MAJORITY o WITNESEES
et 45 pem, 26/6/5,
T

i gfnatures of AIINESSES OF U.F.0,
5

Observed on the night of 26th June, 1959,
at BOIAWAT, A,

1 flliam R, Gill
/i| Dulcie Feda Guyorobo - Teachep
"/ "Ilma Violet Iorere - Teacher
- EBrie Kodawara
! Ida Mary Giriebo - Teacher
- +Love Daisy Kolauna - Medical asst,

"Annie Laurie Borews - ledical Asst, N O T PP

s-Milton Baramani S e e
" Amos Nudai Rarate el
Ananias Raratg - Teacher [P
Lily Davis Niniwarg :
‘Annie Grace Yaweige ot
- Maurice Sangford Totianawai c
Ronald w, &,
Daisy PPonewews
Nurse Mary Gunaulg
Hane Rarata
Frank Gunuaglg
Randolph Gil] RKawarews
‘Nessie Moi
Stephen Gil3 kol - Teacher
Kipling Guveropa - “eacher
Montague Tauwarunani
Carson Kivaua
Cecil T¥onai

Dicter, Lieola. ?‘701,&&9

pa

Covims //M—%a@'»@«"rﬂ,
o _ o Rarnb=
‘ﬁL“‘uf‘fQL“JbULﬁgo/&gLuQL< JaﬁxL/jzdﬁJLLaJ
| _— | Bphon Goe Mo
uégouéf;;_ /£Zytenn14Aﬁ%/ tézza/c11Lé¢<922;A&E9V°4ﬂ/62/
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UFOS: GREATEST SCIENTIFIC PROBLEM OF OUR TIMES? James E. McDonald

(Prepared for presentation before the 1967 annual meeting of the American Society of
Newspaper Editors, Washington, D. C., April 22, 1967.)

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

The curious manner in which this problem has been kept out of sight and maintained in disrepute
isexamined here. Basic responsibility for its systematic misrepresentation lies with Air Force
Project Blue Book which, on the basis of firsthand knowledge. | can only describe as having
been carried out in the past dozen years in a quite superficial and incompetent manner.

Y ears of Air Force assurances have kept the public, the press. Congress, and the scientific
community under the misimpression that the UFO problem was being studied with thoroughness
and scientific expertise. This| have found to be completely false. Illustrative examples, drawn
from avery large sample, will be described to demonstrate this.

It isurged that the timeie long overdue for afull-scale Congressional investigation of the UFO
problem, an investigation in which persons outside of official Air Force channels can put on
record the astounding history of the way in which a problem of potentially enormous scientific
importance has been swept under arug of ridicule and misrepresentation for two decades.

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

INTRODUCTION

June 24, 1967, will mark the twentieth anniversary of what we might whimsically call the "birth
of the flying saucer." For just twenty years earlier, on the afternoon of June 24, 1947, Kenneth
Arnold, aBoise businessman flying in his private aircraft, reported seeing a formation of nine
disc-like objects skimming along at high speed between him and distant Mt. Rainier. He said that
they moved in an unconventional manner "like a saucer would if you skipped it across the



water." A reporter who interviewed Arnold after he landed that evening in Pendleton, Oregon,
coined the phrase "flying saucers' to add a feature-story twist to an observation that this
experienced pilot had told in consternation - and a journalistic era was thereby opened.

As one digs back through the subsequent history of the UFO problem, it becomes evident that a
wave of UFO sightings actually began severa days prior to Arnold's observation, but it was not
until about July 4 that press interest rose exponentialy and "flying saucers" were headline news
throughout the country. | have recently had the opportunity of reviewing a compilation of UFO
sightings for those first few weeks of what is usually regarded as the beginning of UFO
observations, acompilation being prepared by T. R. Bloecher for publication later this year,
probably by the National Investigations Committee on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP). Although |
was already familiar with much UFO history when | began to examine Bloecher's material, | was
startled to see the large number of reports of high-speed unconventional objects that flooded into
press offices throughout the country in that early period, far more than | had ever guessed. Only
asmall fraction of the reports were carried by national wire services, so it has been necessary for
Bloecher to dig into old newspaper filesin many major U. S. cities to unearth the dimensions of
that wave of sightings.

| cite this early period as exemplifying much that has happened subsequently, although most of
the reports of that period have never been checked as were later cases, so one cannot yet regard
the evidence for al the 1947 sightings as conclusive. A mixture of denials led to arather quick

fall-off in news value of the "flying saucers’ in late 1947. Hoaxes were headlined with about as
much emphasis as were reports from experienced observers. The published reports fell off, and
for awhile it appeared that one had witnessed just another "silly season phenomenon,” as some

newspaper- men described it.

But, surprisingly, the UFO reports began cropping up again. Here and there they received press
coverage, mostly non-wire coverage in local papers. By 1948, consider- ably more reports were
coming in, and military concern (which had probably never died out) was responsible for
establishing an officia investigatory project. Project Sign (often loosely called "Project Saucer").
Sign was set up January 22, 1948, with headquarters at Wright-Patterson AFB, within the then
newly- created United States Air Force. That date marks the beginning of Air Force
responsibility for investigating UFO phenomena, aresponsibility it carries to this date. | think it
israther striking that USAF was exactly seven days old when it was handed the UFO problem in
1948.

Project Sign gave way to "Project Grudge" in February, 1949; and, with ups and downs, Grudge
continued until about March, 1952. when it was superseded by "project Blue Book," an
organizational entity that survivestoday, still headquartered at Wright-Patterson AFB. The
summer of 1952 brought one of the greatest waves of UFO reports on record, and the first Blue
book Officer. Capt. E. J. Ruppelt, hasrelated (Ref. 1) the hectic efforts of his staff of about ten
Air Force personnel to keep pace with the reports that poured into WPAFB that summer. The
famous Washington National Airport sightings of July 19 and 26, 1952, which included CAA
radar observations, commercial airlines pilot observations, and ground observations, created the
nearest thing to a panic-situation that has ever evolved from UFO reports. After aWhite House
guery and numerous Congressional and press demands for an accounting, a press conference was
called and the entire series of observations were "explained” as due to anomalous radar
propagation and mirage-type refraction events. (I have carefully examined these officia



explanations and find them entirely inadequate, incidentally.) Although press attention subsided
in the face of these assurances. Air Force concern behind-the-scenes continued, and early in the
following year a panel of scientists was assembled to review the situation.

THE ROBERTSON REPORT AND THE CIA

The Robertson Panel (chaired by Cal Tech theoretical physicist H. P. Robertson) met in January,
1953, and reviewed selected UFO reports apparently about eight in detail and about fifteen
others on a briefing-basis. Two working days of case-reviews followed by two days of
summarizing -and report-drafting constituted the entire activity of this Panel during the period
January 14-17, 1953. | describe that Panel's work in more than passing manner because | believe
that the Robertson Panel marked a turning point in the history of UFO investigations.

On thefirst of three visits to Project Blue Book at WPAFB last summer, | asked to see the full
report of the Robertson Panel and was given that report by the present Blue book officer, Mgj.
Hector Quintanilla. He informed me that he had "routinely declassified" it earlier on the basis of
the " 12-year rule" covering DOD documents. | made extensive notes from it and discussed its
content with M. Quintanilla. On my next trip to Blue Book, on June 20, | requested a Xerox
copy of the report. The copy was prepared for me, but not given to me because a superior officer
suggested that since "another agency" was involved, they'd have to check before releasing it to
me. | reminded them that | already had extensive notes on it and that | had already discussed its
contents with many scientific colleagues around the country. | was assured that their check was
perfunctory and that | would be sent the copy in aweek or two.

In fact, | never received it. The' "other agency,” the Central Intelligence Agency, ruled that this
document did not come under the "12-year rule" and reclassified it. Although a so-called
"sanitized version" was later released, the full document remains undisclosed. A number of
sections of the "sanitized version" have been published by John Lear, who asked for full release
but got only the partial version (Ref. 2).

| studied the full version in unclassified status. Military and scientific staff -it WPAFB have been
fully aware of my possession of thisinformation for months. | have discussed it with many
scientists. | regard it as open information in no way bearing on the security of the United States,
and | shall now describe its contents here. | urge that press and Congress demand full and
immediate release of the entire text of the Robertson Report, including the CIA
recommendations which have had such strong bearing on the way in which the Air Force has
subsequently treated the UFO problem, so that other scientists can make their own evaluations of
the manner in which scientific pursuit of the UFO problem was derailed in 1953.

The scientists comprising the Robertson Panel (Robertson, LuisW. Alvarez, Lloyd V. Berkner,
Samuel A. Goudsmit, Thornton Page), on the basis of what | must regard as afar too brief
examination of the evidence already in Air Force files as of January, 1953, ruled (first) that there
was no evidence of any hostile action in the UFO phenomena. In particular they ruled (secondly)
that there was no evidence for existence of any "artifacts of a hostile foreign power" in any of the
records which were submitted to them. And (thirdly) they recommended an educational program
to acquaint the general public with the nature of various natural phenomena seen in the skies



(meteors, vapor trails, haloes, balloons, etc.), the objective being to "remove the aura of mystery”
that the unidentified objects had "unfortunately" acquired.

In view of the rather limited sample of UFO evidence which was laid before this Panel, such
conclusions were perhaps warranted. The crucia shortcoming was this: There is no evidence that
any of these five men had previous extensive contact with the UFO problem. The principal cases
they examined excluded some of the most "Interesting and significant cases aready on record
(e.g.. United Airlines, 1947; Chiles-Whitted, 1948; C. B. Moore, 1949; Tombaugh, 1949;
Farmington, 1950; Chicago & Southern Airlines, 1950; TWA Airlines, 1950; Seymour Hess,
1950; Mid-Continent Airlines, 1951; Nash-Fortenberry, 1952; and many other very significant
1952 sightings). And a mere two days of review of the UFO data (prior to going into report
drafting session) would not be enough for all the Newtons of science to sort out the baffling
nature of this problem. The only scientist present at these sessions who had aready examined a
substantial number of reports was an associate member of the Panel, Dr. J. Alien Hynek. When |
asked him last June why he did not then speak out, on the basis of his then five years experience
as chief scientific consultant to the Air Force on LTD matters, he told me thait he was "only
small potatoes then" and that it would have been impossible for him to sway that eminent group.
In reflecting on. all that | have learned in the past year's work on this problem, | regard this four-
day session of the Robertson Panel as a pivotal point in UFO history. For instead of a
recommendation that the problem be taken out of Air Force hands ton grounds of non-hostility of
the UFOs) and turned over to some scientific agency for adequate study, there was a most
regrettabl e fourth recommendation made, in addition to the three cited above, a recommendation
made at the specific request of CIA representatives present at the final sessions of "this
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Date

Aty vt

Apr. 18, 1967

Apr. 19
Apr. 20

Apro 20

Apr. 20

Apr., 21
Apr. 22

Apx., 24
Apr., 29
May 8

‘May 16
May 19

June 7
June 7

June 9
June 21

June 21

June 27

June 29
June 29

Aug. 2

Aug. 28

Addendem ~ p. U

Groug

Staff, Office of Naval Research, Navy Dept. Washington,
D, C,

Staff, Naval Research Laboratory, Anacostia, Md,

Staff, U.S. Naval Observatory, Washington, D. C,

.Staff, Advanced Research Projects Agency, Dept.. of

Defense, Pentagon.
Staff, Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, Md.

Staff, Office of Naval Research, Navy Dept., Washington,
D, C, (overflow from talk of 4/18).

American Society of Newspaper Editors, Washington,
D. C., annual meeting,

Physics Division, Los Alamos Scientifiic Laboratory.
Arizona Academy of Sciences, Tucson, symposium.
Arizona State University, Interdisciplinary Seminar,
International Students Club, Univ. Ariz.

American Society of Civil Engineers, banquet, Tucson.

Staff, Goddard Institute for Space Sciences, New York,
New York.

Outer Space Affairs Group, UN Building, New York, -
New York,

Staff, Federal Aviation Agency, Washington, D, C.
Staff, RAND Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.

Annual meeting, American Meteoroclogical Society, Los
Angeles, banquet talk.

staff, Radiophysics Division, CSIRO, Sydney, Australia

Institute of Physics and Dept. of Meteorology,
University of Melbourne, Melbourne, Australia,

Staff, Division of Meteorological Physics, CSIRO,
Aspendale, Vic., Australia.

Staff, Sandia Corp., Albuquerque, New Mexico.

American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,
Seattle, Washington



Date

Sept.

Sept,
Sept,
Septo

Octoe

Octo
Oct.

Octo,

Oct.

Oct,

Qcto

Nov.
Nov.
Jane

Janh.
Jan.

Feb,

Mar.,

Mar.

Mar,

24, 1967

25

26

27

12

23

24
26

27
28

3

28
26, 1968
29

30

12
13
26

26

Groug
Kent State University, Kent, 0., public lecture.

Interdepartmental Physics Colloquium, Westinghouse
Research Laboratories, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Boston Chapter, American Meteorological Society,
Boston, Mass.

Staff, Alir FPorce Cambridge Research Laboratories,

Bedford, Mass,

‘sunday Evening Forum, Univ. Ariz., public lecture,

Tucson Chapter, Reserve Officers Assn,, Davis=Monthan
Officers Club,

Colorado Springs Chapter, American Meteorological
Society, Colorado College, Colorado Springs,

Dept. of Psychology, Harvard Univ., Cambridge, Mass,

Pennsylvania State University, University Park,
Pa., public lecture,

University of Omaha, lecture to staff and students.

Omaha-Offutt Chapter, American Meteorological Society,
Omaha, Neb.

Arizona Science Teachers Assn., UA campus meeting.
Newman Forum, Univ. New Mexico, Albuquerque.
United Aircraft Research Laboratories, E. Hartford.

Naval Ordnance Laboratory, Silver Spring, Md, Applied
Physics Dept.

Baltimore Chapter, American Institute of Aeronautics
and Astronautics, Towson, Md.

Sigma Delta Chi Journalism fraternity, Tucson
Canadian Aerospace Institute, Montreal
Institute for Aerospace Studies, University of Toronto

American Institute for Aeronautics and Astronautics,
Flight Test, Simulation and Support Conf., Los Angeles.

~ Santa Ana, Calif. chapter, American Institute for

Aeronautics and Astronautics.
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Dr. kopert A. Frosch
Septenbaer 25, 1968
Page Two

just today). Because Anderson sounded seriously concerned, I spoke
with him for about an hour about the history of the UPO problem and
about its scientifically puzzling nature. Late in his phone call, he
suddenly asked me if I had any detractors who were trying to discredit
ne. I pointed out that, of the hundreds of scientists before whom I
have spoken in the past year, most have shown a genuine curiosity about
the long-standing UFO question, and I remarked that none had evinced
any interest in discrediting genuine scientific effort to assemble
information about the problem. Then I added casually that there was,
however, one person who did seem bent on discreditation, namely,

Mr. Philip J. Klass, a senior editor of Aviation Week. His book,

UFCe Identified, I had bluntly criticized in a paper given before the
Canadian Aeronautics and Space Institute on March 12 of this year (copy
enclosed, see pp. 18-37). Almost immediately after that session, in
which Klass also participated as another one of the four speakers, he
began distributing a curious series of one- and two-page multigraphed
ad hominem attacks on me, under the rubric of the “JEM White Papers".
Klaas does not mail these routinely to me, but 1 do get copies from
time to time from some of his addressees. Since they have carried no
substantial scientific rebuttal to my own criticisms of the scientific
content of his book, I have not felt it worth my time toc try to reply
to them; and since they are not openly published, I wouldn't know quite
how to reply, should I care to. Since I think you will find them rele-
vant to your assassment of this matter, I enclose copies of such numbers
as varicus persons have mailed to me in recent months.

After Anderson queried me a bit on Klass's odd attacks on me and
after I had made clear that I knew of no other reasons than the pique
of a disgruntled author for his strange series of mimeographed circulars,
I was surprised to gather from Anderson's guarded statements that Klass
had apparently approached him or his colleague, Mr. Pearson, with
charges that I was misspending Navy funds on UFO studies. Although
Anderson did not state, in 8o many words, that Klass was the source of
this charge (he emphasized to me that he had not met lMr. Klass in per-
son, for example), he left little doubt that this was the source of the
allegation, an allegyation Klass has put into one or two of his mimeo
circulars, you will find. When Anderson next asked me about my
Australian trip (another point XKlass has touched on in his "JEM White
Papers"), it was even nore evident that this part of Anderson's queries
must have come from Klass. At that point in the interview, I explained
to Anderson the facts of the case, stressing that I was in Australia on
a nuaber of matters of research interest to me and to ONR, and that ny
interviewing of Australian-area UFO witnesses was aimed primarily at
cases where interesting atmospheric-physical aspects entered (e.g.,
such cases as a Tasmanian sighting which the RAAF has explained as due
to anomalous refraction of the moon by scud clouds, or an Australian
Navy radar case in which radar propagation anomalies entered into con-
sideration, or a case in which an unusual vortical circulation was
implicated). Anderson seemed to grasp the point, and we dropped that
subject shortly.

However, if he did get the point, his column seriously distorted it.
I cannot claim to understand and shall not speculate on whether that was
an honest error on Anderson's part or attempted sensationalizing at the
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expense of accuracy, but other distortions in the column might indicate
the latter.

I have burdened you with the above because I understand that
Mr. Klass has used the Anderszon column of Septembexr 14 to begin a new
anc¢ still more curious mode of attack. You will be unable to under-
stand Klass's latest maneuvers without at least the above comments on
my conversaticn with Anderson.

In talking with the contract monitor about this a few days ago, I
gathered that Mr. Klasshas now come to the Navy with some cliarges of my
"shocking® misexpenditure of Navy funds, and has even hinted that the
contract monitor was involved in this dark business. This is just a
little too much. If you do not decide to quickly dismiss all of this
as the ridiculous matter that I regard it, I wish you could find scme
way of bringing Mrx. Klass out inte the open where I might confront him
with what I believe he is actually engaged in doing here. Unable to
rebut on any subsatantial scientific grounds my rather lengthy CASI
critique of his book and my earlier criticisms of his writings on UFOs,
he seems bent on a campaign of character assassination, a campaign in
which he now seeks to involve the Navy. He began this sort of thing
months ago, when I made some brief but pointed remarks on the short-
comings of his analyses in a talk I presented before the 1967 annual
conference of the American Society of Newspaper Editors (copy enclosed).
My own advice would be that you study his book, study my Montreal CASI
paper and other papers enclosed, examine the nature of the enclosed
copies of his "JEM White Papers" and then drop the entire business as
basically irrelevant to Navy interests. I urge you, however, to first
secure the comment of Navy scientists familiar with plasma physics and
atmospheric physics, the two areas in which Rlass makes the highest’
density of errors in his book and in his Aviation Week writings on UFOs.
In particular, get some of your people to assass my Montreal critique
of Klass's inept mishandling of rather elementary matters of physics,
meteorology, and even elactrical engineering (Klass's own field). You
will better understand Klass with such assessment in hand.

Although I have regarded these charges that Klass has made as too
diversionary to rebut them in the past, his current efforts might suc-
ceed in getting me more irritated. He has come to the Navy in the past
with his Aviation Week hat on, obtained various informaticn, and then
returned to his attacks wearing his disgruntled-author hat. Why, but
for authoral pigue, would an editor of Aviation Week get himself worked
up about the activities of a scientist whose salary-support-fraction on
a Navy contract came to only 17 per cent and whose direct expenditures
on the above-cited overlap areas are at most a small number of thousands
of dollars? If guardianship of the taxpayer's welfare is his cited
xreason, it is clearly speciocus, since it would be coming from an editor
of a journal accustomed only to editorializing about funds approaching
the billion-dollar level!

But, in fact, no misspent funds are involved here. Let me illus-
trate that with one or two specific points: 1In the course of wmy UFO
studies, I came upon an interesting Air Force photograph which has been
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explained as a particular meteoroleogical-optical phenomenon known as
the "subsun". In the course of my assessment of that photo (and some
other "subsun-UFO" caszes), I have used ONR time to look into the optics
and the photometry of the subsun. An outcome of this effort has been
new insight into the factore governing relations between subsun lumi-
nance and subsun terraln~obscuration. In addition, my work led me to a
quantitative method using emulsion-density of photographs of aubsung to
Becure estimates of the ice-crystal covering-fraction of a cirrus layer
generating a photographed subsun. Now I ask you, Mr. Secretary, is
this UFO research or is it atmospheric physics research? And is it
"ghooking?"

Let me cite ancther illustration. Dr., Donald Menzel, formerly
Director of Harvard Observatory, has sought to explain many UFO sight-
ings in terma of refractive anomalies and other unusual metecrological-
optical phenomena. In the course of my examination of the UFO problem,
1 have gone over his writings rather carefully and have decided that
soveral questions raised by his work fell quite justifiably within the
domain of my ONR~supported research. His suggeastions that a number of
specific pilot-sightings were a result of nirage-looming of stellar
images from below the geometric horizon have led me to examine several
problems in atmospheric optics not previously treated very adequately
in the literature. To cite only one of these I might mention the prob-
lem of atmospheric extinction of light arriving via near-tangent rays
from objects outside the earth's atmosphere. The astronomical litera-
ture contains only very scanty and unreliable information on this
matter, 80 I attempted to secure new quantitative estimates, aided by
conversations with astronomers at the University. (X might interject
that two of the most useful background papers on tangent-ray geocmetry
which I utilized in my analysis were written by physicists at the Haval
Research Laboratory in connection with NRL studies,) My results look
useful, and I shall prepare them for publication, just as I shall sub-
mit my subsun-luminance analysis. But what I call attention to is the
question of whether such an analysis of light-extinction for celestial
objects near an observer's apparent horizon, even if stimulated by a
UrO-related problem, iz itself UFC research or research in atmospheric
physics? Would anyone at ONR suggest that my use of ONR-supported time
to pursue such a problem was shocking misspending of Havy research
funds?

Another example: karly in my scrutiny of the UFO problem (months
before Klass advanced his ball-lightning UFO hypothesis in the pages of
Aviation Week), I had looked into the possibility of certain UFO cases
being misidentified ball lightning. I was not imprassed with the corre-~
lation. Later, after Klass begyan to champion the theory that plasmoide
related to ball lightning were responsible for most of what he regardad
as the interesting UFO cases, I again examined that possibility and
undertook a thorough review of ball lightning theory and observation,
one portion of which I disgcussed at an ONR~sponsored atmospheric alec-
trical conference. Although I have adjudged the UFO problem too impor-
tant to stop to prepare this for publication to date, I have a subatan-
tial amount of ball lightning material at hand from that study and have
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made it avalilable to colleagues here working on related problems. I
ses nothing amisg in having conducted that background study on my ONR~
supported time, and I daresay you will concur. To postpone publica-
tion of such studies as I have cited, in favor of continuing effort to
gat the UFQO problem out into the full light of scientific inquiry, is
& gsclentific decision for which I alone am rasponsible. Itmight prove
to be a mistaken judgment, though I believe not. At any event, I hope
I am correct in thinking that no fellow-scientist would construe such
a decision as malfeasance. But Klaass, I sense, thinks that, Lecause I
find his own theorizing about ball lightning, coronas, and plasmas
lacking in scientific significance, I have so ruled out all atmospheric
elactrical hypotheses that I cannot still be seriously examining such
posaibilitiea. Not so.

My situation is herein guite comparalble to a position I maintained
for many years with respect to cloud-seeding and rainmaking; I was a
notorious skeptic. However, in the course of my 1965~66 work on the
National Academy of Sciences Panel on Weather and Climate Modification,
my very skepticism led me to examine, much more closely than anyone had
done before, a collection of reports of commercial seeding operations.
As you can readily verify, my findings not only led me to an about-
face, but led our entire Panel to a shift in its position on cloud modi-
fication that has had marked repercussions in many Washington agencies
and offices., With respect to UPFOs, I do not now prefer the hypothesis
that they are primarily phenomena of atmosphexic physics, but I keep
looking for that interesting possibility, even if it should present
itself in only a fraction of all reports. I think Klass does not under-
stand that kind of viewpoint because he concentrates on sustaining an
almost litigious courtroom manner, citing fine points, seizing on iso-
lated statements, or parts of statements, and operating generally in a
manner one does not encounter in scientific circles. I think Klass is
confused in many ways, and confusion as to my scientific confrontation
of the UFO problem is one of them. Out of his confusion and out of his
rancor over being criticized has come a atrange determination to find
one or more ways to undermine me and my research support, and now, 1
gather, to call into question the judgment of the OMNR staff,.

Part of my reason for elaborating on these matters here is that I
have so long smiled at his efforts that I begin to wonder if my amuse-~
ment in the face of his several modes of attack has been a mistake.
When I got coplies of the first two or three "JEM White Papers", I
showed them to colleagues here at the University and asked for their
comments pro and con attempting some form of written rebuttal. Host
felt that to dignify them by reply would be a mistake; a few felt that
Klass appeared to be the type of person who would try to make capital
of failure to rebut. 8ince he was not sending me coples, and asince I
regarded his mimeo circulars as azlmost at the level of much of the crank
and nut mail I continually get as a result of my known interest in UFOs,
I have, until now, ignored these mimeographed poison-pen circulars. I
have not, however, been insenzitive to a peculiar degree of detexmina-
tion on Klass's part to find aome grounds on which to discredit me.
That has been unmistakable for months.
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Without goiny on to other instances that I could cite to illus~
trate ways in which I have explored areas of overlap between UFO
matters and atmospheric physics, let me cite just one more observa-
tion which exposes particularly clearly the curious nature of
Mr. Klass's position. Prom reading his recent book (or my critique
thereof), you will quickly find that Klass feels that the interest-
ing and previously hard-to-explain UFO observations actually involve
“freak atmospheric-electrical phenomena™, which he likes to call
"plasma-UFCs8", Now I ask: Does it not strike you as a bit odd that
an author-editor who insists that the UFO problem has atmospheric
phyelcs at its very core would come to the Kavy and make charges that
a scientists who has been investigating the UFO problem is thereby
misspending funds intended for research on atmospheric physics? It
seems odd to me. If Klass had shown, elther in our floor discussion
at the Montreal CASI UFO Symposium last March, or in anything he has
since written, that I was exhibiting incompetence in my assessment
of the possibility that UFOs are some new, poorly-upderstood aspect
of atmospheric physics, that my handling of the plasma physics or the
atmogspheric electricity was almost ludicrous (as I believe his own
handling of those topics to be), some kind of a low-keyed complaint
alleging ONR's low standards of sclentific competence in granting
research contracts might have been in order. Although he seems to
feol that scattered paragraphs and innuendoes in his mimeo circulars
call into question one or two points of scientific content (which
points 1 urge you to get independent comment on if they leave you
in any doubt), he has actually attempted no scientific rebuttal to
the numerous and spucific points of criticism to which I drew atten-
tion on pp. 18-37 of my Montreal presentation. Instead, he comes now
to the Navy with a charge that I used some funds provided for research
on atmospheric physics to study UFOs, phenomona he himself claims to
be chiefly in the realm of atmospheric physics!

Mr. Klass cannot accomplish scientific rebuttal by trying to make
my work appear to he socme kind of misdemeanor; he can, I fear, only
stultify himself by these odd actions. I have used ONR funds in
interviewing witnesses in selected UFC cases, in assembling other
relevant information, and in doing consequent analyses of various gues-
tions of physics posed by various UFC reports, Does Klass really hope
to defend & charge that this is misspending of public funds?

Vague and vindictive charges that I and the contract monitor have
conspired to misspend Navy funds, viewed in the context of Mr. Klass's
role as a disgruntled author, ocught not arcuse serious concern within
your office or within the Office of Naval Research, especially in the
light of other work growing out of the contract, details of which are
available at ONR. 1 tried repeatedly to secure pexmission from the
contract monitor to pursue the full range of my UFO studies with ONR
support, but such permission was never forthcoming. For this reason,
1 sought and secured other support from intramural sources here at the
University of Arizona and from one non-government source. Recently I
have even used personal funds to an extent not really compatible with
my bank-account. That only a small amount of my effort, namely, that
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which concerned atmospheric physics in cited "overlap areas", was
approved by the contract monitor (on the grounds, I believe, of my
past record of research) was to me disappeinting. When my contract-
continuation finally expired, my continuing strong interest in the
UFO problem, coupled with the contract monitor's complete lack of
readiness to entertain a proposal aimed directly at the heart of the
UF0 problem, led me to let my ten-year-long contract end without my
submitting a renewal proposal. I am seeking support elsewhere; in

my judgment, the UFO problem is too important to drop my efforts just
because ONR won't support them.

Evidently Mr. Klass conveyed to Anderson (if I correctly inter-
preted Anderson's obligue statements about the role Klass played in
bringing up this “misexpenditure" charge) the impression that UFOs
are Air Force country, that only the Air Force could legitimately
engage in UFO analyses. Such an intimation, at any event, was tied
by Anderson to remarks about what "they" have said about my "using
Naval funds intended for atmospheric research to investigate flying
saucers.” As a matter of fact, I have searched rather carefully for
anything like a statutory assignment of the UFO mission to the Air
Force and have not found it. Aside from directive JANAP-146 and Air
Force Requlation 200~2, which bear only on report-gathering, I know
of no prescription saying that only the Air Force shall engage in or
support research in matters lbearing on the UFO problem., Here again
one sees Mr. Klass occupying a curious position, since he seems to
feel that there would be something basically improper about the Navy
supporting investigation into the UFO problem, if it were doing that.
Would he argue that it is permissible for avionIcs editors to publish
theories on the atmospheric origins of UFOs, while Navy-supported
atmospheric physicists must keep hands off?

Thexe has certainly been nothing clandestine about my own efforts
to throw some light on the UFO problem. To give you some notion of
the variety of scientific and professional groups before whom I have
discussed my viewpcint that we have overlooked matters of potentially
great scientific importance in our neglect of the UFO problem in the
past 20 years, I enclose a nunker of relevant items: 1) Copies of a
number of my past statements on the UFO problem; 2) A list of about
50 groups before whom I have diascussed my position on the UFO problem
in the last two years; 3) A recent communication from the national
offices of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics
listing me as one of several speakers asked to serve in their "dis-
tinguished lecture series" for the coming year; 4) A copy of my pre-
pared statement submitted as one of the six speakers at a UFO
Symposium held by the House Committee on Science and Astronautics on
July 23, 1968, (The latter Committae proceedings have just been pub-
lished; I urge you to examine them in full to secure still better
notion of the growing scientific concern over past neglect of the UFO
problem, and to see that I have not been indulging covertly some per-
sonal whim in my studies of the UFO problem.

I trust that I have gone far enough Leyond the brief remarks of
my telegram of September 18 to apprise you of my position. If some
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points are still unclear, please call on me for further comment.

Mr. Klass's previous efforts to use innuendo in place of pointed
scientific rebuttal have amused me more thian they have annoyed me. My
disposition is still to be just a bit amused that he has managed to
carry his odd brand of vindictive attack to Scecretarial levels within
the Navy. But, if this goes any further, I ask that you take asteps to
afford me an opportunity to confront Klass directly rather than to
have to defend my position without full knowledge of just what he is
charging.

Sincerely yours,

James E, McDonald
Senior Physicist

JEM/msr
Alr Mail, Special Delivery

cc: Chief of Naval Research
ONR, Washington
Philip J. Klass

Dr. A. Richard Kassander, Jr.
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M APTLL 190k -
by /1t !’m:ka, Exsoutive Officer, Co G, USAG, ﬂu‘hﬁ had Just been gotified by Me.
De Artbur B yrnes, Jr,, Dredintials No, 3617, Pederal Buresn of Investigsiion, of &
reported UFO in the area, Lt, Hicks said that Mr. Bymes would like for me to contact
~him at the State Police Office, Socorro, if poswible. I tried to call, wnsuccesafully,
then started dressing. while dressing, spproximately 3 winutes later, Mr. Brmes calle
we, informed me of the UFO report. I stated that I would be st Lhe office ( State
Folice) in about 5 minutea. when I arrived Mr, Byrnes introduced biuself, we each -
etanined the others dredentials and found ¢hem satisfactory., Officer Lonnis Ramora,
Socorro Police Department, was present, and wes introdused by Mr, Bymes as the .
witness (only witness initially) to the UPO. We both then interviewed Officer Zamors,
and this is substant ially represented in entiredy by the encloesed statementy, We then
departed for the scene of the reported landing of the UPO, En route (Mr. Bymes and I
went by the same vohicle) we stopped by the residensce of 8gt. Castle, NCQIC SRC H.P,,
who then accompenied us to the site md assisted in taking the enclosed measuresants
ad observations, Present when we arrived were Officer Zemore, Officers Melvin kata-
laff, Bill Pylad, all of the Sosorre Police Department, wiho asisted in'making t'e
measuremente, When we had completed examination of the ares, Mr, ml”msOfﬁm Za~

mor&, and I returned to the State Polive Office as Booorro, then ed these
reports, Upon arrival at the office location in the Socorro Countyy Puilding, we vere
informed by Nep Lopes, Sheriff's Office radio operator, that op tely

roports had been called in by telephone of & blue flame of in tha ayes, Initial

sighting was mede by Officer Zamora at approximataly 1750= I waa notified ty Lt,
Hicks at appraximately 1910, These reports were not entered on the dispateher's log

80 no time on tlese reports is avallable - tte dispatcher indisated that the times
were rughly similar, Reports were completed at gpproximately 0100 25 April. I roque ste
that T be notified in the evert of & aimilar occurance or report.

Rishard Te Holder
Captain ord/c

NOTE By Request of the FRI, plesse do not refer o the FBI as participating in 1y
fashion —— use of local law enforcement authorities is acceptable,

(There follows Zsmora's interview)

Socorro, NMj Aprdd 24, 1964 " B
Lonnie Zawora, 006 Reserwoir St,, Scoorro, MM, 835-1134, Officer Socorro FL
nbout 5 years, office phons 835-6941, now on 2100 PM to 10:PM shife,

About 5:45 PM 4/24/6l, while in Socorre 2 Police Car (64 Pontias White) sterted
Lo chase a car dus south from west side of Court House, Car was spparently speeding
énd was about 3 blecks in front. At point on Qld Rode@ Street(extension of Park St,n
south)near George Morillo residence(about 1/2 mile south of Spring Street) the chased
car was going straight ahoed toward rodee grounds, Car chased was & new ek Chevrolat
(1t might hsve been Floyd Reynolds boy Vivian about 17), Chased oar still sbout 3 blosla
ahead, Lonnie alone. »

At this time heard & roar and saw a flame in the sky to the southwest some
‘latance sway — poseibly 1/2 mile or a mile, Came to mind that a dnanite shack in that
area had blown up, decided to leave mhwuemnginy chased oar go, \

Fluge was bluish and sort of orange, oo, Could not tell size of fleme, dort
of motionless flame, slowly descending, Was still driving car and could not pay too
much utenticon to the pleme, It was a narrow type of flame., It was like a "stream down"
—= & funnel type - narrower &t top than at bottom , Flaue poasibly 3 degrees or w in
width — not wde, ‘

Flane about t wice as wide at bottam 88 top, and about four times as high as top



was wide, Did not notice any object at top, did not mote if top of flame was lovel,

Sun was to west and did not help vision, Had green mmnglasses over perscription (sic)
gl asses, /\ Could not see bottom of flamme beceuse it was behind the
i1, ‘

N o smfoke roted, Noted eome "commotion® at bottom —~ dust? Posedbly from
windy day - wind was blowing hard. Clear sunny sky otherwise —= just a few clouds
sosttered over ares,

/

Noise was a roar, not a blast, Not like a jet, Changed from high frequency
to low frequency and then stopped, Roar lasted possibly ten ssconds -- was going
towards it at that time on the rough gravel road, Saw flsme about as long as heard
the sound, Flame same color as best as recall, Sound distinctly from high to low
until disappeared, Windows toth were down. No other spectators noted == no traffie
except the car in front — and ear in front might have heard it but possidbly c¢id
not see it because car in front was too close to hill in front, to see fleme,

After the mar and flame, did nidt note asmything, while going up the somewhat
steep rough hill —— had to back up ad try again, two more times, Cot up 2bout half-
way first time, wheels started skidding, roar still going on, had to back down end
try again before made the hill, Hill sbout 60' long, fairly steep and with loose
gravel and rock, wWhile beginning third time, noime and flame not noted,

After got to top, traveled slowly on th# gravel road westwardly. Noted nothing
for awhile .., for possibly 10 or 15 seconds, went slow, looking around for the
shack == did rot reeall exactly where the dynamite shack was,

Sudderly noted a shiny type cbjsct to south about 150 to 200 xoomdmcgyox yards.
Tt was of f the road, At first glance, stopped. It looked, at first, like a car turned
upside down, Thought some kids might have turmed over, 8Saw two po ple in white
ecoveralls very close to object, One of these persons seaned to turn and look stralght
st my car abd sesmed startled — seemed to quickly Juwmp somevhat ,

At this time I s tarted moving my car towards them quickly, with idea to help,
Had stopped &out only a couple of seconds, Object was 14ke a lumimm=-- it -was
whitlsh againet the xmm mesa background,but not chroms, Seemed like (oval, lon; axis
vertical) in shape ard I at first glance took it to be en overtumed white car, Car
sppeared turned up like standing on radistor or on trunk, st this first glance,

The only time I saw these two persons was when I had sbopped, for possibly
two seconds or so, to glance at the objest, I don't recall noting any particular
shape or possibly any hats, or headgear., Those persons appesred normal in shape —-
but possibly they were mmall adults or large kids,

Then paild attention to road while drove toward sceme, Radio'd to sheriff's
of fice "Socorro 2 to Socorro, possible 10-4i (mbtk scciddnt). I'll be 10=6 (busy)
out of the car, checking the car down in the arroyo.”"

Stopped car, was still talking on radio, started to got-out, mike fell down,
reached back to pick up mike, then replaced radio mike in slot, got out of car and
started to go down to where knew the object ( car) was, :

Hardly turmed around from car, when heard roar ( x was not exactly a blast),
very loud roar — at that close was real loud, Not like a jet - knows what Jots ;
sound like, Started low frequency quickly, then roar rose in frequency ( higher tone
axd in loudness - - from loud to very loud. At same time as roar saw flame, Flame wes

mder mhgbwkx the objeot, Object was starting to straight up -~ slowly up, Object
sMavliy m e atra.tgmjun. mg: was 1ight blug andggt. bot.tg\ wag sort of ortmée aolor.



From this mgle, saw what might be the side of objeot( not end, as first noted),
pifficult to desoribe flame, Thought, from roar, it might blow up. Flame might
heve come from underside of object, at middle, possibly a four feet area —- very
rough guess, Cannot describe flmme farther axcept blue and ampememm orangs, No
smoke, except dust in lmmediate area,

As soon as saw flame snd heard roar, tumed away, ren away from object but
did tum head toward object, Bumped leg on sar -- back fender erea, Car facing
southwest,

Object was ( oval with long axis horirontal) in shepe, It was smooth - no
windows or doors, As roar started, it was still on or near ground, Noted red letteidng
moosim of some type, like ( see later diagram of insignia). Ineignia about 241 high
and 2! wvide, guess, Was in middle of object, like ( shows insignia centersd in objest
oval), Object still like aliminum - white,

After by car and glasses fell off, kept mmning to north, with car hetween
mo arxd objeod, ced back couple of times, Noted object to rise to about level of
car, atout 20 to 25 fest gunss — took I guess about eix seconds when objJest started
to rise and I glanced back, I guess I ran about halfway to where I ducked down =
about fifty feet from the car MpmwmSndnaismixdene is where I ducked down, just over
the edge of hill, I guess I had mm about 25 feet when I glanced back and saw the
object about level with the car and it sppeared directly over the place where it roase
from, :

I was otill rmnning and I jumped just over the hill —- I stopped becouse I
did not hear the roar, I was scared of the rosr, and I had plammed to continue ruwmning
down the hill, I tumed around toward ths objec{ antl at same time put my head toward
ground, coverin) my face with my arms, Being that there was no roar, I looked up, m.c
1 saw the objest gning away from me, in a southwest direction, when the roar stopped,
heard a sharp tone vhine from high tone to low tone, At end of roar was this whine mnd
the whine lasted maybe a second, Then there was complete silence about the object,
That's when I 14fted up my head md saw ob‘ect going away from me, It did not come my
closer to me, It appeared to go in straight line end and at same helght - posaibly
10 to 15 feet from the gound, md it cleared the dynamite shack by about three feet.,
Shack about eight feet high. Object was travelling very fast, It seemnd to rise up,
and toke off immediately across country. I ren back to my car and &s I ran dack I kept
an eye on the object, I picked up my glasses ( I left the sun glasses on the ground ),
got into the ear, md radio'ed to Nep Lopes, radio operator, to "look ou. the window,
to see 1f you could see an object.” He asked what is it? I answered "It looks like
a balloon,” I don't know 4f he saw it. If Nep looked out his window, which faces north
he couldn't have eeen it, I did not tell him at the moment vhich window to look out of

As I was ea)ling Nep, I could still see the object, The ob ject seeamd to 1ift
up slowly, end to * mnall® in the distance very fast, It seemed to Just clesr thé
Box Canyon or 8ix e Conyon mountain, It disappeared as it wert over the mountaing
It hed no flame whatsoever as it was t ravelling over the ground, ad made no smoke or
noise,

Peeling in good health, Last drink — two or three beers — was over a month
ago. Noted no odors, Noted no sounds other tha described, Gave directions to Nep
lopes 2t radio- and to Bergeant M 8 Chaves to get there, Went down to where object
wag (had bsen), and I noted the brush was burming in several places, At that time
I heard 8gt-Chaves (NN State Police at Socorro) calling me on radio for

location, snd I returned to ear, told him he was loo at, me, ] ves
?ﬂm up, l&od me what the tmuﬁo wez, because I was sweating and he a’.ﬁ nﬁt! was



white, very pale, I asked ths 8gt. to see what I saw, and that was the buning
brush, Then Sgt., havez and I went to the spot, and 8gt. Chaves pointed out the
tracks, "

When I first saw the object ( whem I thought it might be a car) I saw what
appeared to be two legs of some type from the ob ject to the ground. At the time,
1 didn't pay much sttention to what it was — I thought it was an accident — I
paw the two persons, I didn't pay attention to the two "legs", The two "legs"
wera at the bottom of the objest, slanted outwards to the ground, The objeot might
have been about three and & half feet from the ground at that time, I Just ;lanced
at it.

Can't tell how long saw object second time (- the "close* time), possily 20
seconds — Just & guess — from time got out of o&r, glanced at objeat, ran from
object, gunped over edge of hill, then got back to oar and radio as obJject maguenx
disappeared, .

As my mike fell as I got out of the car, st soens ares, I heard about two
or three loud "thumpse®, like someone possibly gucrlnc or shutting a door or
doors hard, These "thumps"” were posuibly & sesond or less apart, This was just
before the roar, The persons were not seen when I &t up to the scene area,

Just before Sgt. “haves got to scene, I got my pen and drew a piotwre of the
insignia on the object,

End of narrative,

Distances from object

ot slghting of flmme approx 3/4 mile
st sighting of objest with people (2) hy objest = 0,15 miles
2nd sighting of obJest where insignia observod = 103 feet,
Ohject started to depart or 1ift off suwrface
- 3rd sighting of objest; obioct left surface, objest departing - approx 200 feet,

&~

Followed by diagrem showing two footprints; indentations 1/2 to 2 inches
in eoft sand ,

(Layout of marks « re duced to scales on basis of sketches given and- distances
between marks indicsted), Conments on page: Examination charred areas 1,2,3,4,
indicated thats 1 and 2 had heat applied in a strright or almost straight down
direction- #3 &4 had heat applied in the vectors indicated ( approx) « this wes
determined ( estimated) by exmmination of grass=roots and bushes in the area,

Note: no other indications of a blast - 1,0,, 8 thrust force = were noted -
no other charring, indentations or area disturbances were noted}

First view of the Objest = from approxinately 0,19 miles, looking down on 184
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(Not printed at Government expense)

United States
of America

Congressional Record

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 6tb CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

NICAP UFO Report

EXTENSION OF REMARES
oF

HON. LEONARD G. WOLF

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 31, 1960

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks, I include an ur-
gent warning by Vice Adm. R. H. Hillen-
koetter, former Director of the Central
Intellizence Agency, that certain poten-
tinl dengers are linked with unidentified
flying objects—UFQ’s. Admiral Hillen~
koetter's request that Congress inform
the public as to the facts is endorsed by
by more than 200 pilots, rocket, aviation,
and radar experts, astronomers, military
veterans, and other technically tl'ainedf
members of the National Investigations
Commitiee on  Aerial

%
{

Phenomena, |

The “NICAP Report on Secrecy Dan-~
gers,” with documented evidence on
UPQ’s, was first submitted confidentially
to me, and to several other Members of
Congress, including Senator LyNpoN
Jounson, In a reply to NICAP, July 6,
1960, Senator JoHnson stated that he
had ordered the staff of the Senate Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee to
keep close watch on UFQO developments
and to report on any recent significant
sightings and the Air Force investiga-
tions of such sightings.

Although I have not had time for a
detailed study, I believe the conclusions
of these experienced NICAP officials
should be given careful consideration
Certainly their sobelﬁévaluations should
be completely disassociated from the ob-
vious frauds and delusions about UFQO’s
which unfortunately have been pub-

Among them are Rear Adm. H. B.LJligized. The NICAP report is stated to

KEnowles; Col. Joseph Bryan III, U.S.
Air Force Reserve; Lit. Col, Jas. Mc-
Ashan, USAFR; Li. Col. Samuel Free-
man, U.S, Army Reserve, Aviation; Mr.
J. B. Hsartranft, president, Aircraft
Owners Pilots Association; Capt. R. B.
McLaughlin, Navy imissile expert;
Mr. Frank Rawlinson, physicist, National
Aeronautical and Space Agency; Dr.
Leslie Kaeburn, space consultant, Uni-
versity of Southern California; former
Air Force Maj. William D, Leet, with
three officially reported UFO encounters
while an Air Force pilot; Frank Hal-
stead, 25 years as curator, Darling Ob-~
servatory; Rear Adm. D. 8. Pahrney,
former chief of the Navy missile pro-
gram; Col. R. B. Emerson, U. 8. Army
Reserve, head of Emerson Testing Lab~
oratories; Prof. Charles A. Maney, astro-
physicist, Deflance University; Capt.
W. B, Nash, Pan American Alrways.
57299877466

he the result of a 3-year investigation-—
its conclusions based only on verified vis-
ual, radar, and photographic evidence
by trained, reputable cbservers.

On August 20, 1960, NICAP sent me
the following statement to be added to
the original report:

There is a growing danger that UFQ’s
may be mistaken for Soviet miasiles or Jet
alrcraft, accldentally causing war. Several
Alr Defense scrambles and alerts already have
occurred when defense radarmen mistock
UFQ formations for possible enemy ma-
chines. NICAP agrees with thls sober warn-
ing by Gen. L. M. Chassin, NATO coordinator
of Allied Air Services:

“It is of flrst importance to confirm these
ohjects * * * the business of governments
to take a hand, if only to avold the danger
of global tragedy. If we persist in refusing
to recognize the existence of these UFO’s we
will end up, ene fine day, by mistaking them
for the guided misslles of an enemy—and
the worst will be upon us.”

Today, this danger may surpass the one
cited in NICAP's report: That the USS.R.
might spread false rumors that the UFQ's are
secret Red devices which have mapped all
the U.8. and allled targets and could be used
as surprise-attack weapons. (Bome Ameri-
cans already suspect hidden fear of UFO's
as the reason for secrecy.)

We are sure you will agree it is imperative
to end the risk of accidental war from de.
fense forces’ confuslon over UFO's. All de-
fense personnel, not merely top-level groups,
should be told that the UFO’s are real and
should be frained to distinguish them—by
thelr characteristic speeds and maneuyvers—
from conventional planes snd misslles. This
is not in effect today.

Second, the American people must be con-
vinced, by documented facts, that the UFQ's
could not be Boviet machines,

Certainly every Member of Congress
will agree that any such danger of acci-
dental war——even if slight—must be
averted in every possible way. It is also
important to prevent any unfounded fear
that the UFPQ's are secret enemy devices.

After discussing the subject with col-
leagues, I am certain that there is real
concern by many Members of Congress.
Without necessarily accepting all the
conclusions of the NICAP Board of Gov-
ernors and technical advisers, we are
convinced that a thorough study of the
UFQ problem should be made., Pending
such action, I believe that publication of
the NICAP report will help to reduce the
dangers cited by Vice Admiral Hillen-
koetter and the other NICAP officials.

For those Members desiring to do so
the previously mentioned confidential
report can be obtained upon request at
the National Investigation Committee on
Aerial Phenomena, 1536 Connecticut
Avenue NW., Washington, ID.C,

U.5 GOYERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 196¢






HARVARD COLLEGE OBSERVATORT
CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138

May 19, 1967

Dr. James E. MacDonald

Institute of Atmospharic Sciences
University of Arizona

Tuecson, Arizona

Dear Jim,

I have carefully read your article "UFO's: Greatest Scientific
Problem of our Times?" and want to tell you immediately that, although
I may object to an occasional point here and there, I think the article
is altogether creditable, and I want to congratulate you on it. Regard-
less of who's right, I think it is very important that someone with
your background has looked into many of the classic sightings and has
reached opinions different from the official ones. If your article is
widely disseminated in the scientific community I think it can only
stir interest and unharden opiniomns, but an address to the American
Society of Newspaper Editors is not quite the same as a scientific
article. Let me urge you to write up your discussion in a form suit-
able for some scientific journal. I do not think you will have much
difficulty publishing it.

I have some misgivings about the section beginning on your
page 20. I don't understand what the presence or absence of a
magnetic field on Mars or Venus has to do with the possibility of
life there. The argument of Purcell against interstellar space
travel has several attendant objections which are outlined in the
book by Shklovskii and me.. It is possible to design even today a
spacecraft which can achieve interstellar space flight. 1It's huge
and expensive and far beyond our present engineering capability,
but physically possible, and if we can imagine such spacecraft, then
civilizations far beyond us must be able to do a lot better. Not
only will they have vastly superior engineering techmiques, they
will have a science which involves principles that today we cannot
even dimly guess at. What concerns me is the variety and frequency



of objects which are on your ‘list of unidentifieds. Why should
there be huge numbers of extraterrestrial spacecraft investiga-
ting the Earth? Why such a great variety of spacecraft, and
why us? What's so special about the Earth?

Please look me up next time you're East.

With best wishes,

Cordially,

—

Carl Sagan

CS:sec
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Yeax

1955

1956

1957

1958

1959

1960

1961

1962
1963

1964

1965

Date

26-7

mzm

Identification

Feflavik, Iceland

Kelly, Ky.

Mt. Mestas, Colo.

Washburn, Me.

Navy Constellation

Monroe, la., T33

Banning, Calif.

Juniata, Ra.

Cagit-al AL, Hull, Mobile
Ruby, Ariz. Harayda-Snyder
Van Winkle, PAA, San Juan
Oxnard AFB

Niagarxa Falls Arpt.

Ft. Belvoir, va.

levelland, Tex.

White Sands, N M,

Sebago, Gulf of Mex.

Lomg Beach, Calif,

San Fernando, Calif, Recketdyne
Warrem, Mich.,, Chisholm
Mononn RR, Indiana

Iach Raven Dam

Dunellen, N.J.

New Guinea, Boianai-Gill
Pacific Ozean ALs

Gills Rock, Wisc,

Redmond, Ore.

Hollywood, Calif.

Red Bluff, Calif,

Cresey, Australia

W, J. Harris, Salt Lake City
Kansas City, Kans,

White Mtns., N.Y., Hills
T. L. Goff, Chadron, Nebr.
Ocean Springs, Miss.

Moe, Australia, Brews
Susanville, Caii.fo
Monticello, Wisc,
Hower, N.Y,.

Socorxrro, N.M,
Cambridge, Mass,
Littleton, I1l.
Daubert, Norxwich, N.Y.
Patuxent River NAS
R.S . Woodxuff, Vt.
Crimmins, Hawoptom, Va.
Jas . Flynn, Ft. Myers, Fla,
LeRoy Township, 0.
Deception Is.

Midwest

Rex Heflin, Samta Ana
Tennopir, Abilene, Kans.
Cherry Creek, N.Y.
Exeter, N H,

Damon, Tex.



Yeax

1966

1967

Date
Mar
"
Apr
[]]

1]
Jun
"

Jul
Aug

Jan
"

Feb
1"

Mayx
Marx

"

20
23
17

23
25
23
24
18

30
16
20
21
11
13
2
6
9

.
Identification

Dexter, Mich.
Andergson, Temple, Okla.
Portage Co., O.
Beverly, Mass.
Clarinda, 1a,.

Gov. Burns, Fla.,
Bexrnaliljo, N.M.
Richmond, Va., Stevens
Baytown, Tex.
Uzunoglu
Canadian-Pacific AL
Trittipoe-Welsh
Methuen, Mass.

Runtz, Houston
Milford, O.

Davis, Calif.

White Sands PG
Galesburg, Ill.
Goodland, Kans.
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Sen Diege Freeway should read SANTA ANA Freeway.
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. Dre McDonald 2

2. Rex demonstrated with his camera on January 16 to your apparent satisfac-
tion that the possibility is very real of maximizing and minimizing the cone-
trast of cloud formations in the same section of the atmosphere through two
different photographic angles. An additional point to stress is that the
cloud formations depicted in your enlarged copy of Photo & (displayed at the
January 15 meeting) is considerably darker than that in the polaroid original
thereby presenting an ominous or exaggerated appearance, This, of course, is
achieved in the process of copying the original,

When you quizzed me at the meeting on details concerning Photo &4 and the
exact tree involved, I should have added that we had no reason at the site to
disbelieve Rex's identification of the spot, Certainly, the idea of counting
the leaves on that section of the branch visible in the picture would have
been the last thought to occur in the minds of those present, Had it occurred,
the attempt would have been futile due to the difficulty incurred without bino-
culars and the impossibility of determining the exact part of the branch coin-
ciding with the borderline of the photo. We were satisfied that the shape or
outline of the branch matched that of the image in the picture taking into ac-
count the lapse of time since the sighting.

We have lived with this case since September of 1965 and were optimistic
at the time that it would be solved within a matter of weeks or a few months
at most, Such optimism has since been dashed by occasional dliscoveries of new
clues as well as the appearance of new Investigators. Despite the intense ef-
forts by individuals of standing such as you and Dr, Nathan and perhaps the
Condon Committee, the solution appears not in sight. The biggest stumbling {
block, I think, is that everyone is seeking complex answers whereas they may
be so simple that they're overlooked. Accepting Rex's integrity to be indis-
putable (as we do out here), consider the following:
ls The scientific community has demanded photographic evidence of aerial
phenomena to support the claims of their existence. It has been inevitable
that somewhere sometime there would exist some person whose profession would
involve considerable driving and require the use of a camera and who would
Just happen to be at the right spot at the right time to witness an aerial
phenomenon, Why couldn't that person have been Rex?
2s The foremost material evidence is Photo 1 depicting the lmage of an aerial
object the apparent configuration of which has not been seen before or since-=
in short, the only one of its kind. The explanation 1is simple: the true shape
Is not that seen in a cursory glance but that of a conventional "flying saucer"
configuration with its superstructure as well as its bottom rim partlally con-
cealed by a halo of atmospheric particles peculiar primarily to the greater
Los Angeles area., What hoaxer would have dreamed of the ldea much less
achleve the effect? Such a thought is completely out of the realm of proba-
bility. (Perhaps not impossible, given time, effort, and money),

3. 1If the supposition of paragraph 2 can be considered valid, that is, if the
black ring is indeed real, then it follows that it is the most plausible ori-
gin of that in Photo 4, That you told Rex of your seeming satisfaction of the
results of his camera demonstration regarding the clouds would also tend to
authenticate Photo 4,

If Photo 4 is not acceptable evidence to support the sighting, then, its
value having not been disproved it should be set aside as questionable evidence
considered not relevant to the case, The merits of the case then could be
based primarily on the points raised in pearagraphs 1l and 2, the latter being
the strongest element to substantiate the sighting and possibly more important
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than the question of whether or not Rex did display Photo 4 to his colleagues
on the day of the slighting.

That the desire for cold hard facts has always been the nature of the
selentific community is is understandable but it must also be acknowledged
that such is not always practicable. A parallel is that of court trials. Many
of the decisions reached by trial juries or judges are based not always on
proof but rather on evidence and consequently can only be considered as ex-
pressions of opinions influenced by that evidence. That being the case, cer-
tainly, a jury decision in any court trial is not necessarily proof of the
defendant's innocence or guilt; it may be right or it may be wrong but it re-
mains an opinion., With the human element involved in an inexplicable event,
sclience should not expect its explanation to be more than the expression of
an opinion. This is the practice you have followed, and rightly so, in your
public statements concerning the reality of UFOs, With a person's reputation
at stake In a similar circumstance (the inexplicable event), the explanatlon
issued by science must be based on certainty., If his sincerity cannot be dis-
proved or his insincerity cannot be proved, then it behooves science to
shelve his case until disclosure of further evidence (preferably proof) rather
than run the risk of besmirching his character. This questionable practice
should be left to Project Blue Book who seems to be rather adept at it! The
members of LANS are in concurrence with Rex that the burden is heavier on the
official investigator in attempting to prove him wrong than on us to prove
him rlght-

Dr. McDonald, it was the intent of this letter to impart to you some
impressions to which you may not have occasion to give much thought. I attemp-
ted to consciously avoid the belaboring of information that Idabel and Marllyn
have so ably passed on to you for, after all, one can tire of redundancy., For
whatever differences may arise among those involved in the research of this
case, none can deny that it has provided much food for thought and many busy
hours!

Sincerely yours,

/ﬁpc m%ay

CC: Mrs, Idabel Epperson
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15 N. Butler
Madison, Wis,
Oct. 23, 1967

Dear Nr. Rdnkow,

1 Was a little surprised and highly gratified to see the series
of pictures of the Belvoir object in your article "The Ring Shaped
Uro" (Flying Saucers #4). I was alsc stationed at Ft. Belvoir
at that time and had the good fortune to see the objJect from the
time of its origin and to be able to offer an explanation for it.

while on detall that morning I havpened to be in the viecinity
of a trainirg area where a device which I believe was called an
Atomic Bomb Simulator was being used. This device consists of
a small charge of hipgh explosive so contrived that it produces
a small blseck mushroom cloud, similar in shape to the Atomic
cloud. his particular morning was dead calm, and the air was
qQuite cold and moist. When the explosive charge was detonated
1 looked in that direction, watching the smoke cloud rise. At
a height of perhaps 40 feet the "can" of the mushroom develoved
into n rerfect smoke ring vorte:x and detached itself from the
main column of smoke. Theé column, being unstable, storped rising
and slowly dissivated while the vortex continued to rise and
srow. At first it had a diameter of perhaps 20 to 30 feet and
the ring was fairly thick. As it rose the ring diameter expanded
and its thickress was reduced in proporticn. I think Mr. "Stone's"
estimate of sixty feet may be fairly accurate for its later stages.

At firet it was just a giant smoke ring (unusual and interesting
enough in itself) but when it had reached an altitude of perhaps.
150 ft. it started to gather a cloud about itself. It appeared-
to me as if, as it rose into the cold, saturated air, the vortex
current "sweot" the moisture out of the air through which it passed
and the smoke particles on tne periphery of the vortex provided
corndensation nuclel for the formation of the visible cloud. : At
first the cloud was only a faint shell around the vortex itself.
The center rapidly filled in, forming the lens-shaped body
with the vortex still visible within it. As it continued to
rise the cloud increased in density until the smoke vortex
could no longer be seen, The ribbing effect you mentioned may
well have been due to slight variations in velocity at different
points around the periphery of the vortex. At about that point
I had to ston watching the c¢loud, since I was on detail and had
otier things to do. o

I Aentt kuow enourh about atmos heric ~hysics and the behavior
of vortices to advance an explanation of why the center clouded
in so raridly, but I imegine that an explaration may be easily
derived, ziven the conditions. The phenomenon has always been
very clear in my memory because it was so striking and unrexpected,
and I am very hapny at last to have a series of pictures of it. -
I believe the combination of atmospheric conditions which produced
it may not be too-uncommon, but the presence of a stable ascending
vortex containing particles suitable for condensation nucleil
must, in connection with such conditions, be very rare,



I'm not surrrised that it has caused some degree of puzzlement
anong experts who have seen the pictures. Without knowing

the origin and nature of the smoke vortex and the meteorological
conditions pertaining at the time it would be very difficult
to arrive at a plausible explanation, (Iwmust‘confe33~$hat I
don't see how this exvlanation could be extended to cover the
irstances of double rings described in your article. That

two vortices should mairtain their relative nrositinn while
undergoing rapid lateral displacerent would seem to indicate
forces of a kind and magnitude quite different from those in
the situation I just described.. Perhaps someone well versed
in tie theory and behavior of Vortices may be able to shed
some licht on these rhenomena.)

I have written in the hope that this may clarify the origin
of the Belveir sighting and 1Possibly shed some light on possible
exvlanations for siunilar sightings, When such slightings can
be explnined in familiar phiysical terms it will free the
investigator's attention for a more detailed appraisal of the
numerous sightings which stil: defy explanation. Publications
such as "Flying Saucers" verform a real service in rresenting
details of such sightings to a large audience and providing
the onportunity for readers to offer corroborative evidence

or information whieh may lead to their clarification or explanation,

I would a - oreciate it if you would forward copies of this letter
to kKr. "Stone", to the editor of "Flying Saucers" and to any
other nrersons or agencies who you feel may be interested in the
material J've nresented here. T have given substantially all
that I know about the Belvoir vhenomenon but will be hapry to
try to answer any questions which you or other interested
varties may wish to ask. '

Sincerely,

- Jack Strong E

15 N. Butler
Madison, Wis,
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Dr. William K. Hartmann
January 12, 1968
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striking feature of which was not a fireball but a residual
black vortex ring, the like of which has never been seen in

any real atomic detonation. After vears of public discussion,
on an international scale, of the horrors of atomic weaponry,
an important visitor who arrived at Belvoir and found the Army
playing around with such a device should, as I see it, ask some
rather biting questions. Even if some clever chemcial warfare
people had succeeded in developing a device or system that gave
an explosion of conventional type which had a mushroom cloud
strongly resembling an H~bomb, I cannot see anything but
criticism and ridicule emerging from the Army's use of it as

a demonstration for "visiting firemen." In fact, what you

seem to have been told by the Belvoir people to whom you spoke
is that they developed a device that doesn't even do that but
rather blows smoke rings.

On reflection, don't you think there is a rather serious
question here of whether the two hypotheses that we have now heard
of ("training device" and "demonstration device") make sense? I
think that, before you accept the Belvoir "explanation", you
ought to get a very definite statement in writing about this and
ask some other questions relating to it.

2. If, in fact, the Army has used such a device (perhaps
its real nature was not very accurately described to you or
perhaps its function was somewhat different from the impression
I gleaned from our telephone discussion), then somewhere in the
files at Ft. Belvoir there must be one or more written reports
describing the history of the device and its real nature and
function. If it had only been tried one time and discarded,
that statement wouldn't apply. But you were evidently told
that it was used over a period of many years (used in 1957,
allegedly, and I think you said discontinued some four or five
years ago, if I heard you right). Any demonstratiocon or training
device used that long surely was made the subject of some kind of
an official report, even if only an internal report. I strongly
urge that you secure a copy of that report for your own inspec-
tion, before you accept the account that was given you. It seems
to me entirely reasonable for you to write to the office in which
you obtained that information and make a reguest for one or more
past reports on it.

3. A corollary objective of getting such a report would be
to pin down much more precisely than has yet been done the physics
and hydrodynamics of the way in which a half a dozen 55~gallon
drums of Diesel fuel were incorporated into some device that
could generate, even under the most favorable conceivable condi-
tions, a vortex ring resembling the Stoffko ring. Strong's letter
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spoke of explosives, and you spoke of detonations as the means
of triggering the device. It is true that either an ordinary
fire or an ordinary detonation tends to develop vortex-ring
type of circulations around the ascending column of hot gases.
But we have much more than that in the Stoffko ring. We have
an extremely orderly, evidently high-vorticity ring that seems
to have survived for more than hundreds of feet, evidently
thousands of feet. To simply say in your report that a detona-
tion generated it would not be convincing to many readers.
There had to be gsome kind of a shaped orifice on the ground
above the detonation and fuel source to yield so well-organized
a vortex circulation as one would infer from the Stoffko photos.
And if there is such an orifice, then there was much more to
that device than the sergeant seems to have elucidated.

The factor setting an upper limit on the distance and
time of survival of a vortex ring is turbulence. An explosion
in open air not only generates a somewhat organized jet that
leads to a tendency to vortex-ring formation, but also generates
a large amount of turbulence, both thermally and mechanically
generated. How this device could have overcome the innate
disadvantages of explosively generated turbulence is something
that I think needs to be established. It would have taken more
than some casual trial-and-error work to develop a device, and,
if they really did achieve this, there must surely be some
reports on it. Even after forming a vortex ring and supposing,
for the moment, that by careful design of the device they over-
came the explosion-turbulence problem, there still remains the
difficulty of making the ring propagate upward through an
atmosphere with normal amounts of turbulence and vertical wind
sheer. If you ever saw the Times Square cigarette ad's smoke-
ring-blowing device, you will recall that those famous smoke
rings seldom made it across the street before ambient turbulence
had disrupted their circulations. 1In the alleged Belvoir device,
it appears that we have to think of a system that was able to
waft vortex rings to a few thousand feet. And, viewing the
Stoffko ring as one of them, even by the time the ring gets to
a couple of thousand feet or so, it is not in the dying stages
but is still a tightly concentrated vortex ring with remarkable
stability. Unlike the Heflin vortex ring, which, within minutes,
was being turbulently dissipated, the Belvoir-Stoffko ring is
perfectly circular, very tight, and shows no marked evidence of
turbulent dissipation. As I didm the phone, I want to emphasize
here, that that is very difficult to understand.

To be sure, the Army people with whom you spoke indi-
cated to you that there were some days when it didn't work at
all (understandable), but the interesting question from the
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point of view of the physics of the thing is how it ever worked.
To develop some empirical know-how, they must have done a lot of
experimentation to decide what days they could use this demon-
stration device for visiting firemen. Again, this must have led
to some kind of reports. They must have somewhere summarized
the upper limit on horizontal wind speeds and perhaps vertical
sheer of the horizontal wind speed. They must have made some
study of how variations in atmospheric stability influenced the
operation of the demonstration device. Because atmospheric
stability varies diurnally in exactly the layer of the atmosphere
where this device was supposedly emitting rings (lowest couple
of thousand feet), I would visualize quite a difference in the
higher—altitude behavior of it, i.e., above four or five hundred
feet, say, in early morning vs. late afternoon. And, to say it
once again, if they used this thing as a demonstration device
for quite a number of years, as they claim, then they must have
studied this thing and must have reported on it. I think you
ought to have that sort of information at your disposal to back
up their claim.

Then there is the matter of the cloud. I think you
ought to go back to them with a strong question about the one
piece of information they gave you on this, namely, that white
phosphorus was used to form the cloud. I think that one point
alone shows that you were not getting information from a really
knowledgeable person. I think you should query them pointedly
on it. I would suggest that you not feed them the alternative
answer of condensation of moisture but see how they handle the
question. If the cloud-formation was not an exceedingly rare
phenomenon, then somebody there ought to be able to give a half-
way reasonable accounting of the process. 1It's a great shame
that we don't have the dates, so that we can get radiosonde data
to make more specific analysis of that point. However, now that
you have the exact orientation of the building which shows in
photos nos, 1 and 2, you can at least use the shadow angles to
deduce the approximate time of day. From what you told me, I
infer that it may be before noon. (My recollection is that you
said no. 1 is shot towards the northeast.) The shadow on the
left side of that peculiar protrusion on the front of the build-
ing seems to rule out a late afternoon time. The fact that it
was supposed to be a coffee-break might suggest the middle of
the morning. Hence it doesn't seem completely unreasonable to
suggest that, if there had been enough moisture in the surface
layers of the air to produce condensation of the vortex ring,
there ought to beclouds at roughly the same altitude as the
vortex ring itself. 1Instead, one gets the impression that the
ring-cloud is distinctly lower than the background deck of
clouds. None of this can be pushed very far, of course. Some
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of the moisture condensing in the vortex ring would have been
moisture of combustion., However, my guess would be that this
would be only a small fraction of the total moisture because
entrainment of ambient air on the way up would have diluted out
the original charge of moisture. I might add that that process
automatically tends to inhibit condensation, so there is a little
bit of an additional difficulty implicit in that point.

The last point that I'd raise is perhaps not so easily
checked by a single letter to some Belvoir office. The point
is this: If they detonated charges that ignited Diesel fuel
and made vortex rings, as demonstrtion devices, over a period
of years, there must be many people who have seen that demon-
stration on the base. A g base like that would have a lot of
civilian personnel that has not turned over as rapidly as some
of the military personnel. I think it is very desirable to get
some backup information from such people to confirm the frequent
use of the alleged device. Evidently all one has, at the moment,
in this direction, is your report that Klass asked some workmen
about it. Their answer (mosquito-spraying) suggests that they
weren't aware of frequent use of this intriguing device. 1I'd
be worried about that. I think more checking along those lines
is needed before one accepts the word of three military personnel
who have described an almost remarkably improbable device.

I hope that I am not being unreasonably suspicious of what
you seem to have regarded as a rather sensible clarification of
the Stoffko photos. Despite all the questions that I now have,
I'd be quite convinced by some real documentation of the exist-
ence of the device that was described to you. What I am saying
is that, at the moment, the whole story just does not ring true
to me. Can't you imagine a Life or Look photographer hearing
of this fascinating device, whipping down there, and getting a
series of these beautiful smoke rings? But who has ever heard
of such a device before? If they had said they tried it once
and gave up the whole thing, that would be different. But you
have their word that it was employed for a long time until
expense and heavy drain on personnel dictated abandonment.
(How, by the way, did they possibly involve 40 men in the opera-
tion of such a device?) I do think this needs more checking.

Regards,

James E. McDonald
JEM/msr
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NORAD SUPPORT: The 1127th vontinuved its support of NORAD wartime éol-

lection regquirements. " Ten three-man teaws (five airborne and five
ground) are maintained on an alert roster .for the.above purpose and for

support of ATIC in project "Moon Dust' [recovery of space vehicles).

T

CONTINUITY OF--OPERATIONS PLAR: -The 1127th USAF Fld Actys ‘Gp's Continuity

of Operations Plan 1-60 was prepared .during the repaorting.périod. The

plan describes in.detail hov the unit’'s responsibilities will be-discharged
in time of war., These Tesﬁonsibilities include the rapid deployment of
aler; teams to various Air Defense Command locations, the recall to active
duty of M-Day reservists to man ASPIC and ASDIC, and the maming of 45
spaces at AFCIN, Rear, Maxwell AFB, Alabama. -- Since conversion to the
AFCIN-1E office designation, the COP will be rewritten and issuved as an

HOI by this unit and will be incorporated in the APCIN COP.
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CASE MATERIAL REFS, (Con't,)

Page Date

10/4/67 =
10/6/67

/67
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10/
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Section IV, Chapter 3 - Photographic
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37e 374
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%3G 380
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w42 389
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9/ /57

12/5/63
8/3/65
8/8/65
3/11/66
4/22/66

3/16/67
7/3/67 .
11/1/67
12/27/67
1/23/67

h

ascs, where the C code
1

(S

McMinnville, Oreg
Great Falls, Mont
Barra da Tijuca, Braz
Tremonton, Utah

Ft Belvoir, Va

Vandenberg AFB, Cal
Santa Ana, Calif
Beaver, Pa
Mississippi Valley
Farmington, M

Salem, Oreg

Nr Naton, Alberta .
Sonora, Calif ‘
Camarillo, Calif
Lakeville, Conn

in NICAP files

Blue 300k sources/requests) is given,
repecrts and U.codes to UFO Newsletters,

CU Explanation

Name, etc,

radar-vis

Neblett etc

pilot case
photo case
series

E-M
photo

Schirmer

Lambert
Dietrichg

Case Studies

Trent
Mariana
Martins
Newhouse
Stofko

!

ﬁefiin
Lucci -
Wells

- HAL case’

Baker
Smith
Universal
studios ..
Gipstein

e LU Coce numbers were|not available for many cases;
as not available, the B code number (for

" Unidentified

Inversion/birds/etc
Meteor
Astronomical

Astronomical
Astronomical
Astronomical
Incong¢lusive
Planes, stars, etc

Inconclusive
Headlights
Burst balloon
Psychological
Unidentified

Pgychological
Hoax balloons

by W K Hartmann

Unidentified

Poss aircraft
Internal inconsist
Probable birds
A=bomb simulation

Prob Venus
Inconclusive
Prob hoax

Prob sub-sun
Poss flare test

Internal inconsist
Inconclusive

Poss airborne debris
Poss airborne debris
Doubtful

in sevearal

P codes refer to Personal
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~“ File TIndex

AMS Notes

Accidents - Cars and Aircraft
Airships

Angel Hair and Gossamer

Animal Reactions

Arizona Cases

Assurances (USAF, etc.)
Astronomical Sky Surveys
Astronomer Reports

Ball Lightning

Beehive Effect

Breakup and Merging

Burns, Irradiation, and Heat Cases -
Cemetery Observations

Children

Cloud-Related UFOs

Coverup vs. Foulup
Cross—Cultural/Evidence
Depressions, Craters, Rings
Disappearances - Aircraft
Disappearing Cases - Abrupt
Dogfights ( 4/c . v 7o)

E-M Effects

Flying Magazine Notes -

Foo Fighters

Formations and Multiple-UFO Cases
Ghost Rockets

Green Fireballs and Meteor UFOs -
Halation Around UFOs

Heating Effects

Hoaxes and Fabrications e Pesgin
Inexplicability

"Tonized Layers"



Multiple~-Witness Cases
Navy Cases (and USN Relata)
Ocean and Lake Transits
Occupant Notes

Odors

Order out of Chaos
Outages -

Past and Present Controversies and Unorthodoxies -
Photo Notes = Presptast Pctlen
Physiological Effects

Press and Relata

Propulsion

Psychological - General

Psychological Effects

Quotes

Radar

Radioactivity Notes -

Reevaluations = Bluebook

RefleCtianS'off Clouds

Ridicule Lid — RING UFOY
Scientific Advice - Bad and Good
Scorn and Séoffing

Secret Technologies Hypothesis -
Skyhooks

Skyquakes

Sc/cctlwt‘f

Small-Arms Fire

Space Animal Hypothesis -

Spitsbergen and Helgoland Crashed UFOs
Steep Climbouts |
Swamp Gas

Terminating Light Beams

Testimony and Recall

Theology and Philosophy

Thunderstorms - UFO Related
Time-Ripening



Trains and UFOs
Tully Effect
Tumbling Modes

UN

USSR

Watches Stopped
Weather Balloons
What Could Be Done
White Sands and Holloman
Windage Effects
Windshield Pitting
Zero Defects
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UFOs AND THE CONDON REPORT:
A DISSENTING VIEW

James E. McDonald
Institute of Atmospheric Physics
The University of Arizona

(Presented to the Pacific Missile Range Sec-
tion, American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics, Pt. Mugu, Cal., Feb. 18, 1969)

* & K

"Further extensive study of UFOs probably
ecannot be justified in the expectation that
ascience will be advanced.” -- Dr. E. U.
Condon, in Scientific Study of Unidentified
Flying Objects, Bantam Books, 1969.

RESUME

As a result of more than two years of
rather intensive study of the UFO problem,
interviewing about five hundred witnesses in
selected cases here and abroad, talking to
most of the persons who have been concerned
with recent aspects of Air Force handling of
the UFO problem, exchanges with many of the
major independent UFO investigating groups,
and repeated discussions of the UFO question
with scientifie colleagues, including members
of the Condon Project, I might summarize my
main findings and conclusjons as follows:

1), The number of substantial reports of
entirely unconventional, structured objects
exhibiting performance characteristics far
beyond the state of any known terrestrial
technology seems too great by one or two
orders of magnitude to justify further scien-
tific neglect of this body of evidence.

2) All evidence points to the global
scale of the phenomena; reports from essen-
tially all parts of the world exhibit a suf-~
ficient degree of similarity to rule out
hypotheses that these are secret test vehi-
cles of any nation. Many other considera-
tions support that conclusion so strongly
that it may safely be rejected.

3) Despite many superficial efforts to
explain away this body of reports on meteoro-
logical, astronomical, optical, or psycho-
logical grounds, and despite obvious opera-
tion of such factors in many reports of low
evidential quality, these factors seem quite
incapable of resolving the puzzling nature of
hundreds to thousands of reports from reli-
able observers made during the 1947-69
period.

4) There is certainly no evidence that
any nation has mounted any major scientific
program to explore the UFO problem in depth.
Nor is there evidence indicating clandestine
investigations anywhere in the world.

5) With the exception of persons affil-
iated with the several independent UFQO inves-
tigatory groups such as NICAP, APRO, etc.,
who have been checking UFO cases for years,

most members of the public appear to have
accepted the periodically reiterated claim
that the best scientific talent available to
the U. S. Air Force was being used to study
UFO reports -- and that the findings indi-
cated nothing unexplainable in terms of
existing science and technology.

6) Although the UFO studies within
Air Force Project Bluebook have repeatedly
been officially described as scientific in
nature, that is very far from the case.
Superficial and often quite incompetent UFO
evaluations have issued from Project Blue-
book over the past 15 years. Major Air Force
laboratories (a.g., AFCRL) were never brought
actively into an extended study of UFO phe-
nomena, yet it is just such laboratories
where the requisite Air Force talent lay.

7) When one examines the 20-year his-
tory of Air Force efforts to secure outside
scientific advice on the UFO problem, one
encounters repeated instances of negative
advice, recommendations to downgrade or even
to abandon the Air Force UFO studies. In my
view, the scientific advice that the Air
Force has received, over the years, from the
scientifiec community has been exceedingly
poor advice, in almost all instances, and is
a major factor in its quite inadequate
response to the UFO problem. I have come
to regard this, and not some high-level
coverup,as the reason USAF has repeatedly
failed to react to striking UFO reports com-
ing from their own £light personnel.

8) In the Condon Report, I believe the
Alr Force and the federal government have now
received the largest single piece of bad
scientific advice on UFOs that has ever come
out of a segment of the scientific community.
Despite a great deal of publicity to the con-
trary, I believe that this Report is not the
definitive, exhaustive study it is being made
out to be. Rather, I think it is a very weak
study, as measured by usual standards of
scientific investigation, and that it is
characterized by numerous defects of serious
nature.

9) The mischief has, in my opinion,
been sorely compounded by a quick and almost
certainly superficial assessment and strong
endorsement of the Condon Report by an ad hoe
review panel within the National Academy of
Sciences. I believe that none of the 11 NAS
panelists had any extensive prior investiga-
tory experience in the UFO problem.

10) All of the above appears to indicate
that no further significant scientific prog-
ress towards elucidation of the 20-year
mystery of the UFOs, their nature and origin,
will be possible until the serjous inade-
quacies of the Condon Report are exposed to
general discussion in scientific and tech-
nical channels.

11) .The AIAA, through its UFO Subcom-
mittee has (12/68 issue Aero. & Astro.) been
urged to give serious scientific attention to
the UFO problem. I wish to heartily second
that excellent suggestion. The AIAA is. per-
haps the single most appropriate professional



group to examine the UFO problem in some new
and independent manner.

The Condon Report (available in una-
bridged form in a recently-published Bantam
Books paperback) and its disturbing array of
shortcomings will form the main subject of my
talk to the PMR Section, AIAA. I can here
only summarize some of the major deficiencies,
but will illustrate them with specific exam-
ples in the course of the talk. (For brevity
I hereafter use CR for Condon Report.)

It is well to stress that the Conclu-
sions and Recommendations section of the CR
is signed only by Condon, and,though it is
cast in the first person plural, my inquiries
among some of the investigating staff who
contributed other sections indicate that this
all-important summary section was not pre-
pared with unanimous concurrence of the small
investigatory staff of the Project. This is
a more important point than would be assumed
by persons unfamiliar with the unusual his-
tory of the Condon Project and with the
slight involvement of its director over most
of the duration of the Project. (For some
insights, read UF0s? Yea! by Saunders and
Harkins, Signet paperback, 1969.)

Condon recommends that “further exten-
sive study of UFOs probably ecannot be justi-
fied in the exzpectation that science will be
advanced thereby”". He writes that not only
should no new group or agency be set up to
pursue the UFO problem but that such second-
ary implications as might bear on defense
functions can be handled "without the con-
tinuance of a speetal unit such as Project
Bluebook”. Recognizing the possibility that
UFO reports might still be submitted in the
future to some branches of the government by
members of the public, he recommends (to make
his earlier point still clearer) "that
nothing should be done with (such reports)
in the expectation that they are going to
contribute to the advance of science'. He
concludes his major recommendations with an
admonishment to school teachers that they try
to discourage school children from "gbsorbing
unsound and erroneous material” from UFO
books. UFOs are, by this implication,
grouped with astrology, phrenology, and other
pseudosciences, one gathers.

But what, in fact, lies within the thick
bulk of the Condon Report that supports such
conclusions, such recommendations?

As I shall show in my remarks, there is,
in fact, relatively little in that Report to
warrant such conclusions. Indeed, Condon's
recommendations are so similar to public
statements of negative tone which he was
already making a mere three months after the
establishment of the Project (see, e.g., the
Saunders-Harkins book), that it seems fair to
ask whether Condon has really studied care-
fully and thoughtfully the actual contents of
this Report to alter his earlier views.

One wonders how he can shrug off such
Unexplained cases, to be found within the
Report, as the 1957 B-47 UFO case in the
Louisiana-Texas area.  Having quite recently

interviewed all six crew members of that ECM-
equipped RB-47, I find it an intensely inter-
esting and baffling case, as I shall explain
to you. Condon evidently can somehow ignore
it. And how can so involved and well-
reported a UFO case as the multiple-radar,
multiple-visual, airborne radar-~visual inci-
dent at Lakenheath RAF Station in 1956 be
disregarded by Condon, or such other Condon
Report Unexplained cases as Beverly, Mass.
(4/66) or Utica, N.Y. (6/55) or Colorado
Springs (5/67) or Jackson, Ala. (11/56) or
Joplin, Mo. (1/67), plus a number more that
are still left in the Unexplained category
after the Project's analyses were completed?

Since Condon appears to be author of a
review of UFO history in the 1947-68 period
constituting one chapter of the Report, he
must surely be cognizant of the kind of
"classic" cases that led to the very problem
he contracted to try to solve for the Air
Force. If so, one mustask how he feels
satisfied with the inclusion in the Report
of so many obviously trivial cases of less
than marginal interest at this stage of UFO
study? - Why, I must ask, are there so many
non-significant cases discussed when so few
outstanding past UFO cases are confronted?

And, since any physicist capable of the
good work for which Condon has been known
over the years would have little difficulty
mastering all requisite principles of radar-
propagation physics and atmospheric physics
to assess the inadequacies that run through
the Report's discussion of the relatively
small sampling of the o0ld "classic" cases it
does confront, one must wonder how those
deficiencies and errors escaped Condon, (let
alone the NAS panelists). Illustrative
examples will be cited. A detailed discus-
sion on these must be set before scientific
readers; I have such a discussion in prepara-
tion, and it is growing lengthy.

I urge all of you to secure copies of
the Condon Report and to study it carefully.
The greater the number of scientists who
assess its level of scientific argument, the
sooner it may become generally known that we
do not yet have "the definitive scientific
answer to one of the world's most fascinating
riddles", to quote from the book's cover.

The Condon Report has deepened, not
solved, the UFO problem. AIAA can and should
help to resolve this major scientific mys-
tery. The dimmest possibility that we might
be dealing here with some form of extra-
terrestrial surveillance should provide sig-
nificant incentive for close AIAA scrutiny
of the evidence for and against that hypoth-
esis. I continue to find it difficult to
accept any competing hypothesis.

"Any sufficiently advanced tech-
nology will appear indistinguish-
able from magie."

-~ Arthur C. Clarke
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Mr. John A. Anderson
August 9, 1967
Page Two

during those interviews was from Carl Hawk, and I have called
him to see what information he had. It turned out to be an
extremely interesting sighting, dating back to 1952, made by
him and another Sandia man right on the base in the middle of
day. It involved a rather unconventional object moving rapidly
across bare skies from east to west and seen, apparently, with
rather good detail. Hawk has agreed to send me a taped dis-
cussion between himself and the other witness with permission
for me to make a reference copy thereof. If you are interested,
you will find the paragraph account of the Hawk sighting in the
paperback edition of Coral Lorenzon's book Flying Saucers on

p. 37. I have yet to follow through on the information that
Craig Jones gave me concerning that unusual toroidal object
which he and two others saw in Larned, Kansas, many years ago,
but I am about to get on the phone to try to hunt down the
other witnesses. I am also pursuing the sighting that Howard
Burgess reported to me. A second witness, Frank Daut (Sandia
1434) is still available, although two other witnesses have
since left Sandia. The accounts that I recorded from the
interviews with Davis, Brumley, and Hurford, were sufficiently
complete that I do not have to make further inquiries in con-
nection with those cases. That very brief exchange with James
Campbell (5612) did not involve enough detail for me to know
what he has in mind. I gather that he may get in touch with me
with his ideas for techniques of monitoring magnetic anomalies.
Corry McDonald brought in, you may recall, a note to me concern-
ing that rancher Don Adams, and I checked up on that. I am
sending Corry a brief note to indicate that the information
that I secured led me to believe that is probably either a
fabrication or an intrinsically unreliable report. It is
regrettable, since the information at hand indicated that the
Adams sighting at Edgewood, New Mexico, in 1964 might have been
quite a significant sighting. It may indeed be a real one, but
the circumstances lead me to shy away from it, I fear.

I think we got guite a bit accomplished on that day with
respect to information exchange flowing in both directions.
Again, thanks for all your help. If you should hear any more
from the security guards concerning my inquiry as to the
August 25, 1951 sighting over Albuquerque, please let me know.
And if any other reports from Sandia personnel come your way,
I shall certainly appreciate any leads you may be able to send
me.

. Best regards,

James E. McDonald
JEM/msr Senior Physicist
Enclosures
~Joats ‘,{./w///'v‘ LYt Capery lcduid atey
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PFAnivergity of Queensland

liress reply to Registrar

$in reply please quote: TST. LUC|A‘, BRISBANE

Department. of Botany

February 1969

A Report on Grass Samples from Tully

Two samples of grass, Hymenachne pscudinterrupta, from a lagoon
at Tully, Queensland were received at the Department of Botany, University
of Queensland about & p.m. on Tuesday 11 February 1969. One sample,
now designated A, was reported tc have been taken from an area where the
grass had been disturbed and thrown into a circular pattern ('mests'), and
the other, now designated B, was reported to be a sample of the undisturbed
vegetation in the water. Water depth was reported to be between five and
six feet. :

Comparison of specimeéns

" Specimen A: Except for one living, green stem the material was
dead and in the early stages of decomposition. Some leaves bore disease
lesions represented by elther diffuse brown areas or well defined black
spots, The former are very similar to lesions caused by Helminthosporium sp.
on other grasses, and the latter were caused by Phyllachora sp.

§E§pimeq_§: This comprised plants with roots, stems and leaves
that appeared to have been growing in normal fashion up to the time of
sampling. Some leaves-bore lesions similar to those referred to above as
possibly being caused by Helmintheosporium sp. No Phyllachora sp. was seen
on Specimen B.

Specimen A showed no evidence of heat damage, nor was there any
sign that the grass had been squashed. or compressed by any heavy object
lying on it. '

The disease spots on the leaves were localised lesions and the
fungal organisms responsible for those lesions belong to well known and
‘widespread pathogenlc genera. Neither Helminthosporium or Phyllachora have
been kmown to kill plants and thelr effects are restricted to small areas
adjacent to their points of penetration. The condition of Specimen A could
“not be attributed to, disease caused by .the micro-organisms seen on the
Jeaves. ) ’

Conclusions

» Specimen B showed that submerged stems tend to root readily and
freely at nodes. Grasses which have this capacity can usually exist for
some time, or even lndefinitely, without being rooted in soil or mud. If
Specimen A had been uprooted within a few days of its collection, it would



be expected that it would still be green and alive. However, nearly all of
Specimen A 1s dead grass which 1s starting to decompose. There is no
botanical evidence to suggest why the grass of Specimen A died or how long
ago it died.

| There seems little 1ikelihood of there being any botanical
explanation for the development of the '"nests" in the Tully swamp. If any
further bilological comment were required I believe it should come from
zoologists.

Be¥.N. Langdon
Reader in Botany
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Dear Sir:

Reference your UFO Study: you
your file, but, in case you don't,
contact me for full details

I retired (20 years service) 1 April 1967 from the USAF. |
placed my name, rank, and serial number at the to

|
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to check on my authenticity.

Air Traffic.

could supply all this is needed.

| have never mentioned this incident, as

considered (or was) classified,

details

.« .

V74

T

L{f/ //L:/y &N\

probably already have this item in
| will briefly outline it and you can
if you want them.

1/\ ' ‘ .
/79//,”;_/, - MJ J.I{ﬂ 2227 )

vardy, Fed 1757

/
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Forrest D. Perkins

TSGT AF15253257
USAF-RETIRED

Ci%—uéh,(fiwh;féi;,.

Y
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have

p of the page if you want
I was an Air Traffic C
my service career and utilized radar the la
I won't bother listin

ontroller throughout

st 16 years in the contro] of
g the types and locations, although |

| was pretty sure it is
and the only reason | feel free to give you

is because you are an official government agency.

In 1956, sometime between January and September (| can't remember
the exact date or month), | was on duty as Watch Supervisor at Lakenheath
RAF Station, England (a USAF base) in the Radar Air Traffic Control Center.

ft was the 5:00 p.m. to midnight shift.
controllers on my shift.

| had either four or five other
| was sitting at the Supervisor's Coordinating

desk and received a call on the direct line (actually, |'m not sure which

line it was).

Anyway, it was Sculthorpe GCA Unit calling and the radar
operator asked me if we had any targets on our scopes travelling at 4,000 mph,

They said they had watched a target on their scopes proceed from a point 30
or 40 miles east of Sculthorpe to a point 40 miles west of Sculthorpe. The
target passed directly over Sculthorpe, England RAF Station (also an USAF

He said the tower reported seeing it go by and just appeared to be

Station).
a blurry

report as to actual

light.

controllers start scanning the radar scopes. |
different range - from 10 miles to 200 miles radius
time | did not contact anyone by telephone as | was
We were using full MTI on our radar, which

report.

ground returns and statlionary targets.
or targets on the scopes, as |
stationary target on the scopes about 20 to 25 miles southwest.

recall,

had

A CL7 flying over the base at 5,000 feet altitude also
reported seeing it as a blurred light that passed under his ajrcraft.
distance below the aircraft. |

No
immediately had all

each scope set on a

of Lakenheath. At this
rather skeptical of this
eliminated entirely all

There was very little or not traffic
However, one controller noticed a

This was

unusual as a stationary target should have been eliminated. unless it was
moving at a speed of at least 40 to 45 knots,
movement at all. We watched this target on all the different scopes for

several minutes and | called the GCA Unit at Lakenheath to see |f they had this *

target on their scopes also.

the same geographical

They confirmed the target was on their scope in
location.

And yet we could detect no

As we watched,the stationary target started
moving at a speed of 400 to 600 mph in a north, northeast direction until it

-», reached a point about 20 miles north northwest of Lakenheath.

There was no

slow start or build-up to this speed - it was constant from the second |t

L started to move until

| called and reported all the facts to this point, including Sculthorpe
GCA's initial report, to the 7th Air Division Command Post at London.

it stopped.

They

in turn notified 3rd Air Force Command Post and had them hooked into the

—~—Z .
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line, 1| also hooked in my local AF8 Commanding Officer and my Unit (AFCS
Communications Squadron) Commander on my switchboard. And there could have
been others hooked {n also that | was not aware of. | repeated all the facts
known to this point and continued to give a detailed. report on the target's
movements and location. The target made several changes in location, always in
a straight line, always at about 600 mph and always from a standing or
stationary point to his next stop at constant speed = no build-up in Speed

at all - these changes in location varied from 8 miles to 20 miles in length =
no set pattern at any time. Time spent stationary between movements also
varied from 3Q or 4 minutes to 5 or 6 minutes (possibly even longer as | was
busy answering questions - listening to theories, guesses, etc. that the
conference line people were saying. This continued for some time. After |
imagine about 30 to 45 minutes, it was decided to scramble two RAF interceptors
to investigate. This was done | believe by 3rd Air Force calling the RAF and,

after hearing what the score was, they scrambled one aircraft. [The second
got off after as | will mention later.]

The interceptor aircraft took off from an RAF Station near London and
approached Lakenheath from the southwest. Radio and radar contact was
established with the RAF intercept aircraft at a point about 30 to 35 miles
southwest of Lakenheath inbound to Lakenheath., On initial contact we gave
‘the interceptor pilot all the background information on the UFO, his (the
interceptor) present distance and bearing from Lakenheath, the UFO's (which
was stationary at the time) distance and bearing from Lakenheath. We explained
we did not know the altitude of the UFO but we could assume his altitude was
above 1,500 feet and below 20,000 feet, due to the operational characteristics
of the radar (CPS-5 type radar, | believe). Also we mentioned the report
from the C47 over Sculthorpe that relayed the story about the light which
passed below him. His altitude was 5,000 feet.

We (mmediately issued headings to the interceptor to guide him to the

UFO. The UFO remalned stationary throughout. This vectoring of the intercept
aircraft continued. We continually gave the intercept aircraft his heading

to the UFO and his distance from the UFO at approximately | to 2 mile intervals.
Shortly after we told the intercept aircraft he was one-half mile from the UFO
and it was twelve-o'clock from his position, he said. 'Roger, Lakenheath, |'ve
. got my guns locked on him." Then he paused and said, ''Where did he go? 0o

you still have him?" We replied, "Roger; it appeared he got behid you and

he's still there. [There were now two targets; one behind the other, same
speed, very close, but two separate distinct targets.

The first movement by the UFO was so swift (circling behind the
interceptar). | missed it entirely, but it was seen by the other controllers,
However, the fact that this had occurred was confirmed by the pilot of the
interceptor. The pilot of the i{nterceptor told us he would try to shake the
UFO and would try it again. He tried everything - he climbed, dived, circled,
etc., but the UFO acted like it was glued right behind him, always the same
distance, very close, but we always had two distinct targets. [Note: Target
resolution on our radar at the range they were from the antenna (about 10 to
30 miles, all in the southerly sectors from Lakenheath) would be between
200 and 600 feet probably. Closer than that we would have got one target from
both aircraft and UFQ. Most specifications say 500 feet is the minimum, but |
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believe it varies and 200 to 600 feet

is closer

the tuning of the equipment, atmospheric conditi
this figure.

The interceptor pilot continued to try an

minutes (approximate - |t
© to comment occasionally an
worried

seemed longer both
d we could tell
y excited and also pretty scared.

to
from t

"He finally said, "
he follows me. |'m getting
only a short dista
remained stationary.
stopped following and
He rogered this message and almost
uUs on the same frequency.
we had a radar target
[He was not on radar
low for us to pick hi
short range
number two |
whatever his name was) and asked h
replied, "| saw something, but
two said, "What happeneg?'
| did everything | could to get behind him and |
thing l've ever seen.'
two, that he had his rad
so there was something t
frequencies to his home
UF0 and advised him that
have shortly. He delayed answerin
""Lakenheath (ldentification, aircraft
what call sign these aircraft were using., Retur
malfunctioning." He then left our frequency.

low on petrol."

We replied and told h
» SO we could establish rad

1'11 be dammed if
Number one said, 'He

ar locked on whatever
here that was solid.

base frequency.
we still did

it

We gave

Throughout this we kept all

the agencies,
etc., advised on every aspect

» every word that w

We then inquired wh
suggestions and finally th
them know if anything else

at action‘they wanted
ey told us to just kee
happened. The target

5,
We notified
erybody for us.

| made out a written re
acility, and was told that unless | was ¢
further information, he would take care of it.

was submitted on this or not - | heard no more a

port on all this,

All speeds in this report were calculated
distance covered on radar. This sp

and although this happened quite awhile ago

m returning to Station, Lakenheath.

immediately the
at this time, probably had jus
M up, or too far away - we had

number one interce
im, '"Did you see a

Number one also made a8 remark at thj

n't have him on radar,
g for some seconds a

eed was calculated man

to .the
ons, et

truth and, in addition,
€., also help determine

d shake the UFO0 for about ten
him and us). He continued
he tonal quality he was getting

Let me know if
llowed him

» and the UFO stopped and
at the UFO target had

iles south of Lakenheath.
second interceptor called
we would advise him when
contact with his airecraft,
t taken off and was too

im
ar

ptor by name (Tom, Frank -
nything?" Number one

| know what it was." Number
(or it) got behind me and
couldn't., It's the dammdes t
s time to Number
was for just a few seconds

Number one then swi tched

Number 2 the location of the
but probably would
nd then finally said,
call sign) = can't remember
ning home, my engine is

7th Air Division,

3rd Air Force,
as said, everything

to take. They had no more
P watching the target and let
made a couple more short moves ,
ction - speed still about 600 mph.
les, which is normal
000 feet (because of the

7th Air Division Command Post

in detail for the offices in charge
ontacted later for any

I don't know if a CERVIS report
bout it.
speeds based on time and

y times that evening

» the basic elements are correct,



.

Hope this helps in some small way to assist in your UFO investigation.

Forrest D. Perkins

Apt. 116

4980 Sandyland Road

. Carpinteria, California 93013
*

805-684-2460

, \; JCULTHORPE EAsT
weer ‘ * : ' *

JowTM
- = = ===~ first movement and stopping place seen on radar

QD intercept point by RAF interceptor - point also at which
RAF pilot reported radar gunsight locked on UFO.
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adwvised he was unable o “shake™ the target off his tail and
requested asvislenes. One addiliomal Yenom was scramnbled from
the RAFE station, Original pilot stated: "Clearest farget I've ever
seer on Tadar,” Tarpet disappearsd and second aircratt did not
gatablish contact. Tirst aireralt reterned bo home stabon due to being
low on [uel

Second Yenom was vectored o ather radar targets but
was unable o make contact, Shortly second fighter returned Lo hame
slalion due Lo malfanctions. No further intercoption activities were
undertaken. Al taryeb: disappeared from soopes al approsimabebe 0333
[3:33 aun.). '

10, Other aircralt in the area were properly idenlified by radar
and [light logz az being iendly: 11 CWIT,
Uil inlelligence officor, 3010th ARCPL (5AC). RWFE station
Lakenheath! [sic] Sulfolk, England, All personnel inlervieweod and
logs af KA TCC lend reality o the evistance |sicl.ol sinme unexplainable
(lying phenomena near this air Beld on thiy eccasion. No oadr baso;
however, the contrullers are experienced and lechajcal skills were nsed
in attempts to determine just what the objects wene, When tw target
would stop on the soope, the M UE was used. 3 lwever, the darget would
still appear on the scope. Al ground

["AGE THRET, RJTAF.C A 44

observers antl reporty trom olwervers 4l Benlwaters agroe on colar,
manetyera and shape of abjecl, My analysis of the sightings is that
they were real and not figments of the Lnabnalion.

‘The facl Lhal ihree radar sefs picked up the targets simultan-
eously is certainly conclusive that a tanget or object was in Uhe ar,
The maneuvers of Lhe olject were estracmdinary; however, the fact
that radar and ground visual observations were made of ity rapid
accelerativn and abrupt shops certaindy kenud credulance [sicd o the
report. fLis not belicved these sightings were of any meteorological or
astronomical origins, 12, Negative,

B
16/ 16307 ALG RIDLGA
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i, DATE ) L oLClaniGy Vi
¢ ™ 3 N ) . ) a
15-13 Aucust 56 i fentwaters-Likenneath, E"NLan“ T wea Dulles i
. S R AN -l v rj T‘ru‘v&:y E‘w:“",_ﬁ‘\ ‘,
4 —_ e P L TTES T T T P T e A Poasibly Siiiaur i
3. DATE-TIME GRCUP 4 TYPE GF O2TERVATION . |
1 - . Siowaa Aecrots :
Local ,glgo_:r).?;,o (L:‘; A‘“”)__ ; 3 Ground- VYiaual I Ground-Radar 13 FProoelly »‘«‘PC'J{'
LT 3 i) . .3 Porsidiy Avrcrotft
zf)kA)’Th *0010 '0330 ( 3-1’ A\“g) E X A~ Visgdnd Ci Aie-intarcopt Rasar i By
I T ety laaheunsnaadL A it e m——————— e s s+ | ,
5, P T ) R | Aty 3
5. PHOTOS la.sou ce ‘G was '
J'- v I adar observers - Ground C Probeny Asirarwmica
el ~ T £ O Pusaay Asrenamca:
: ;h ! ‘observers, AF pllots 5 o ot
VT P iyl : : -y o Anam, Propapation
E Rb[ o Uther RN LA
;1 CENGTH OF OBSERYATION ‘& NUWMBER OF GBIECTS & 9. cuu |D ke e e uanon
Totel: Approx 5 hrs ¢ Varied Varied ‘G Uaknown
i ! . 1
P o e T N ——— R
10, BRIEF TUMMARY OF SIGHTING T CCmmENTy (ATIC) .
1. On 1k Awust, between 2120-2220 Z1 . | At firet glernce, the 2 mccsanﬂ'
Zenptwaters radar reported 3 sevarate UrO (TT Msgs D0I-485, L1C Aug 56 and

1
i 26 voer nia
srrncks cuddenliy appearing and diseppearing , «ID0O-T7335, 21 Aug 56) repert ng tnis
on thelr screens, withw’2 2 or pericd. " slgnting may give the impression that

“

i Perntwaters station alertea HAX radar obsetrvations, radar, ground and air,

|

b

?r;¢t at Lakenheath. Ona 14 Aus the RAY unit - i were simg*taneous. A revxeg/of.d%:4¢:ei

ircg crted objs were observed intermittantly - report IHR-1 -56, dtd 31 Aug 50, irndicates)

I from 00107 to 0330Z, going from W to SW, ! that, although the oobservations toox E

Isto;n;nz for 5 rinutes, thence NW, disappearing place witnin the periods given, trey

Erro scope at 0330%. f cappot be considered as concurrent. '

; e i o —— oy o it 5 d
ATIC PORM 329 (REV 26 SEP 52) / ,

10, Cuntinved) . 11. Continued T :

3. A aougr-colored object was ovserved This is confirmed by the original report
visvally with 7 X SO binoculars near the 50I-435, wnich states that the radar

norlzon towards E. Sz.  This oblect, the sightings occ'ed at e later time than the

1p;1re1c size of a pinhesd, ren&ined in grownd sightings. Commects, on the bosis

sight for approximately 1 hour or' specific aspects of each sigoting:

b, Two pilots cf & local AF anerceptor Radar: The widely divergent traciks and

s;uﬁdron who Were vectored to the area bpeeds observed on the scopes (IW to HE,

returned arter a b3 minute search. E to W, SE tc NW, and £O0 to 4000 MPH), the

dotning tound. Both stated, however,

sudden appearing, disappearing Luterm*:tent
~F
J

thal there was a tright star in the opping, starting and renaining woticnless:
r

nor.zon F.gv of Pentwaters, that could | and other erratic behavior of ovlip. is

have Leen mistaken for a UFO by visual characteristic ot weather returns a:nd chany-
coservers. ing atmoapheric conditions. “his cu: oiten
v+ Ground ovgervers reported an ypusual be confusing to trained operators, n:.d oos
arount of “shooting stars" in the sky not imply lack of capabllity of reporting
curing tkis period. personnel.

Visual Ground: It should be noted that tac
visual sighting by the control-tower
chief, using 7 X 90 binoculars, was ol an
amber-colored object beriween 10 to +0
degrecs above the horizon towards thne Lo,

The observer further stated that Lnis
object remaired in sight for approximaiely
(CONTINUED)

2 .
vd

\.7: t frm 4t of Ll TP [t o gt Lakirg Fon [ Cay It Aty douree o
W Ak fle (orme 2rstcfngg . oA hr remrnager T A TINT/70
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b7c
DONALD E, KEYECE
o b7c '
LA "..—,.f_:.;., .—-mam mm, T3C

4,7+0n 10 Jume 1960 Major L. :.taekar, &1.2 of the :ﬁz:.m and ook
“Pranch, Secrstary of the Air Force, Office of Informa {sdro1 3-D)
Zadvised that sllegations had been made to him that Top Jearet and
. Becret doctments ralating io umddentified flying obiects:
" being surreptitiously rasoved from the Psutagon long enchs
rcprodnced. -These allegations, Fajor Tacker related,
S 7C d:otelepbonedhinon?«?nnolcéoand'

. gantsd o talk to him about-' by .. (two writ
ito Major Tacker) and "the dirty bosiness on &% Mer

b7c -identified hinsel? to Tacker as an _'litd.sm
‘trial relations” with effice space next to Ce

- Sopnactieut Avenuve, .- A7o claimed, too, that he was ‘s
coloaeltntheht.ah&my,thatinthoputhhs mith the
Australian Goverzment 3s an Aszigtant Iimigon Offioer Yor R

"Americs, and further, that he had at one time served with the British

Iaternsl Security. MHajor Tacker made an appointment fo A c,,jvto i~
ecnme in and see him the next day and, in the interim, wox - Y

Captain Leavitt Shertzer of AFCTE-1D and asked him to check on':
b7 » Captain Shertzer reported to Major Tacker that he had checked
out b7 iy presumably with the Eritish and Anstralians, asd was
%s1d that he i3 thoroughly relishle. b67¢ lw,;nlMCLl'
-cniedneaday the 8th of Juns and statad dhat =~ .. ;
Mmmohmhotmmdamtaﬂ?op bich -
‘ﬁqﬂoﬁdmaﬁiﬂ&&qﬁdﬁqhﬂoﬁﬁﬁﬂ““ﬁ
. 4n the Psutagon. Onmmlof eseoecazi.oulhnthe,; oductions -

has a dask.at !u-m-: Inc.. xas M
usahtod that,according ¢ A 7 ithe doctments in tak
".from the Pentagon to a.nmid.entiﬁadlontionhordmdtouth‘
Mpﬂt Wm-mmumummm..
uhile the oﬁ_g!mlsmprumha;rdﬁmdtem

;9n the paint hy;ga;ax- Tacker, 4 'said that be didn't }:_goviw o=
m the domta froa the ?antagnn. ?;{arz"_-‘ “ﬁ@;;:i.:g-y WW 5‘

mEaE = e

2. Qyﬂy_af hckground, !ajor ke adviaed shat about 23 ¥
/- e
W&hﬂzalmto!ajorh?m &ie!otﬁeiapﬁmandrw
“Rock Prarch, Offics of the Secretary of Defense, Public Affairs, and
i@m”d"bathﬂingdanemmm”numnrmeMaor i

FOI/PA #_L_,

APPTAT 2
CI7IL AZT.
E.0. & /:3-5“

’ nu /7- 2500 15 IITIALS el | ¢
é-/:,«vf‘

EI\CLOQ '::t |




',a..nf

oA S

It was explained that files relating to the UFO are maintained

9] )

thag: A3~ Force position an the subject. Fern referred them to Major*
pocker who arTanged for them td make x trip to Wright-FPatiarson AFB
ahare they would be given tackground on the Air Force viewpoint onx<
Jow ot Txcker suid that . Gyc. - dascribed Meoyry Ine. am & gromstiopal
organization set up explcit inforastion on space eaploration and
Based on it. . )

Je Hajor Tacker relatad that Maior Fera had told kim that L7C
on the strength of their alignt acquaintancs, hed exshed z $300.00 - -
check, giving Ferz as a reference, and the check had bouncad. “whccord- .
ing ts Tacker Loe to0, ecoplained that 467 |/ bad cashed a
£100.00 sheck on an acecunt of his. In a conversailen with b7c
L7c o Maior Tacker said, 47 rapoke of 47z [as a USAF ‘
Reserve Officer and 5 7C assented to this, A review of the files
of the Directorata ef Special Investigations disciosed ihat on L4 Daces-
ber 1957 The Inspector Gereral, National Headquarters, Civil Air Patrol
{CAP), Bolling AFE adviged CSI that a CAP l4aizen afficer reported nE
ihat-one o g P — ——-}-¥2S impsrsonating & Rsserve Oflicsr
of tis USiF. The matitsre wgms referred to the FEIL. then Sntervieswd

b the FEI
s D) 5 7C_

4, The f“les of tis Directorate of Special Inmvestigations reflect

20 r=cord of T E T ‘ ;

5., On 13 Juns 1960, several persons were interviewsd at AFCIN in an
effort to detarxine whether, in fact, there are in the Pentagon Secrat
and Top Seerst documents relating to UFO. ¥o one of the several T
pecple interviewed eould Pecgll ever having seen a Top Secret document
Telating to thi= subject, but several had seen Secrst doomments, - = =T
pr in two places: at ATIC Headquarters, ¥right-Patterson
AFB, and at the 1127th Meld detivity Crowp at Ft Belvolr, Va. -dpart -
2vom these repositories ii was moted that cabled rsport of WO .77

‘sightings are raceived by AFCIE.2, AFCIE-3, and AFCIN-Y, -“These, 7
_however, it was pointad sut, are esuelly unclasxified and ars very
Tt 7. !]Y 5333185 24 ard EEYO ca. nfidepttal ~ = Sl e T,

1
=T~

ol PRl

h
h

e - FAR

£, On 1k June 1960, iz Cal (.'c:wly-k:ar)_hdcer
had recsived fIom 4 7. »3 m=meograrhed pablicsticn emtifled -

e TAEET A TiokoRims—aache. dhish Tackar aads srailabla. Attached .
to it was a nota stating: *Emme of Eiter ;. 20 has >
the econtact within P. and Zrom whea b7 (2td)

 obtains (sic) eertain docmaents. Name of comtact wimown at present— -

m31 adrise.” The siznaturs to the note appears to de 2 gow of

2




infttale, bub ta {1Vegible. On thesavelopeIn shick “The Little

’.ﬂ;&-b-&m. Boah™ ol &gm S COBpEIT T ﬁmmw CoIl’
XTacker, (s printad the nane and return address of .dne. AT
\ o AT —==

T -tﬁe ﬁl‘!_!s af’ ﬂ:e IW ..:rzta of Spec ial Invest 1;11:10113. ‘ mrs
checked regarding Hercury Ioc, and Hercary Entarprises, Inc. (in
Wasington), *The Litile Listening Post,’ b7 T
and _ b7c will the following resnltas
The F‘.ias reflected oo record bf’ Xereary Inc. or Mercury
Entarprises, Inc., or of &7 S _
The f4lss disclosed that B

¥ID

refarred to above (paragrach 3) linked 4 7 jname with one =
b7c , aleged "former Mador, US irmy Combat Intelligence,*
ard said both were:associated with NICAP, . .

(Pernsal of "The Litils Iisteming Post" dissloses it to be .
devotad in large mezsure o *flying saucers.™ The issue provided f:-
by Col Tacker (Vel 7, ¥o. 2, ipr, Mgy, Jun 1960) refers to Keyhoe*s .

“bock, "Flying Sancers: Zop Secret® and to Mercury mm,;m.)

(W]




CONHLDENTIA

: CECLASSIFTED 3!%
. 7 . ON: _&~=>n-95 It
Dater June 29, 1960 39753
by P fo!cc o Special Investigations
Ai7r Force
Atientions (Chi ey (‘."qunmintcl. rgme
. Detvialor: .
> Frome Joan Zdgar Hoover, Director ALY, 'r~-~; mro cm,m
B L JR— . B [ pomiols ‘ .
Subject: ey —~ i T~
0T4EIR 71.’;&[ ®
b‘:" .u.w. (7] Ummaﬁrm DISCLOSURE raEP
QF CLASSIFIED INFORMATION 3sfa Ly
.ESPIQMA@' P o Yo 3 ‘“." ' #
R v ‘23/#/’3 vnu
on June 23, 1960, Captain" VI ramr 2 s F‘:mngm..\.w

Office off Special Inves: igations, Dezarimen n;.ef&k\&*\
Alr Force, fumiehed this Bureau *thron qh quisgp a
= 8% Sorth allegationy made vy ~— T __ __
"ta the efyect that documm%; Iaaaifted\.wq—
(AVE Wecret and Seeret relcting to unidenti; £ g‘fz'zying B ¢
Vobjects were being surrep Frop the ~ - --—i
Pentagon, reprodicsd, zrd. | b'zf

titiously removed
then returned.. !

aI.Ze ed that

L AaCLeqd Lwi R naLuITara
Jucn. dacuments and aqlleged they vere obtcined / c,
J Pentagon sources, XeyRoa, a, ratired Dnited Sta mrine 1
Corpy xxjor,; al’Ieg’ed;y 88 presen't” mher these @cunentsds. b '

vere d&sp&:y ,C_}%-{ «7

o ——— ra C SioaRk po”{zgt out thati?hquzq at

Belmont \ at 47 zm'ﬁg'cg ?‘ 1%«nc¢ disclosed no docuRen }

:3322:: pertaining to unidantiried. Flying objects beart
n1~ < aad;‘zlaﬁ‘t'on‘ oirt- 3 cv:rb,t..‘._:i.‘:c;rdlng to c.'aptazmgguu:van

Y ereed
| @»/ W

P
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]Xevog cc wnade
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whether thers appears to ke any
allegations, E‘—f-@f@- /' w]

icczsuw LT

CONPIDRNTIAL

réquested to deterwing
Plausidility to these
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wwe:  APPENDIX - ITEM B
CHAPTER SEVENTEEN

NATIONAL INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE ON AERIAL PHENOMENA

MINUTES OF MEETING OF BOARD OF GOVERNORS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
December 3, 1969

A special meeting of the Executive Committee of the
Board of Governors of NICAP was held, pursuant to waiver of
notice (attached hereto), at the offices of Wald, Harkrader)
and Rockgfeller, 1225 Nineteenth Street, N. W., Washington,
D. C., on Wednesday, December 3, 1969, at 10:30 a.m.

Colonel Joseph Bryan, III, and J. B. Hartranft, Jr., were
present in person and Majar'D. J. Fou;net was present'by
proxy (attached hereto), thus constituting all members of
the Executive Committee. ‘Also present was Thomas C.
Matthews, Jr., NICAP counsel,

Colonel Bryan presided and Mr. Matthews was
designated secretary ad hoc for the meeting. The chairman
reported on studies and investigations into the operational
and fiscal operations of NICAP and on the basis‘of those

studies the following resolutions were duly passed:



(1) The term of office of Major Donald E. Keyhoe
as president of NICAP is terminated forthwith, and his
active participation in the affairs of the corporation are
hereby terminated at once.

(2) Majoxr Keyhoe shall be retired as an employee
of NICAP as of December 31, 1969; he is to be paid his
salary (at the rate of $7,600:per annum) through December 31,
1969, and all 1969 arrears of such compensation shall be paid
to him if and when NICAP has funds that, in the opinion of
the Executive Committee, are sufficient for that purpose.

(3) Major Keyhoe may retain indefinitely such
title followed by the word "emeritus" as he may choose,
subject to the approval of the Executive Committee.

(4) The Executive Committee shall determine
in its discretion whethef it is advisable to grant Major
Kéyhoe a lump-sum severance paymént if and when NICAP has
funda that, in the opinion éf the Executive Committee, are
sufficient to make such a payment, but in n¢ event shall
such payment exceed $l,600, which represents two months*

compensation at the rate of $7,600 per annum.



(5) Major Keyhoe is to be requeateq to resign as
Governor,

(6) The term of office of Gordon I. R, Lore, Jr.,
as Vice President and as Secretary-Treasurer of NICAP is termi-
nated forthwith, and his active participation in the affairs
of the corporation are hereby terminated at once.

(7) Gordon I. R. Lo;e shall be placed on an
indefinite leave of absence (without pay) as a NICAP employee
effective as of December 31, 1969; he is to be paid his
salary (at the rate of $7,600 per annum) through December 31,
1969, and all 1969 arrears of such compensation shall be paid
to him if and when NICAP has funds that, in the opinion of
the Executive Committee, are sufficient for that purpose.

(8) 'The Executive Committee shall determine in
its discretion whether it is advisable to grant Mr., Lore
a lump-sum severance payment if and when NICAP has funds
that, in the opinion of the Executive Committee, are sufficient
to make such a payment, but in no event shall such payment
exceed $800, which repreéents one month's compensation at the

rate of $7,600 per annum,



(9) Colonel Bryan is heréby named acting
president of NICAP, it being understood that he holds this
office temporarily and that a search will be begun immediately
for a new presidenﬁ.

(10) Mr. G. Stuart Nixon is hereby appointed
acting sé;retary—treasurer of NICAP. Mr. Nixon is hereby
given authority and reséonsipility as custodian of all
papers, records, and all property, tangible and intangible,
of NICAP, such custody to be subject to the control of the
Board of Governors and the Executive Committee.

(11) NICAP's existing checking account with the
Riggs National Bank of Washington, D. C., is to be closed
forthwith and all funds in that accougt are to be deposited
in new account number one (as specified below) with thg same
bank. Two new checking accounts are to be opened with that
bank to be designated as new account number one, receipts
account,’and new account number 2, disbursement accouht.
All receipts of NICAP are to be deposited ;n account number
one and the said bank is hereby authorized and directed to
pay checks and other orders for the payment of money drawn
in the name of this corporation when signed by-J. B.

Hartranft, Jr., and Albert H.'Baller, Governoxr,—or eithex



-5 -
of the above, and Thomas C. Matthews, Jr., counsel. With
réspect to account number two, said bank is hereby authorized
and directed to pay checks and other ordexrs. for the payment
of money drawn in the name of this corporation when signed
by G. Stuart Nixon.

All withdrawals from account number one are to be
made solely for the purpose oﬁ deposit into account number two
and all debts of NICAP are to be paid by a check drawn on
account number two. With respect to both accounts, said bank
shall not be required, in any case, to make inquiry respecting
the application of any instrument executed in virtue of’this
resolution, or of the proceeds therefrom, nor be under any
obligationvéo See to the application of such instrument or
Proceeds,

(12) The Committee delegates to Mr. Hartranft the
following responsibilities: )

(a) To condﬁct a search for a new president
of NICAP,
(b) To revise the membership rules of'

NICAP pursuant to the general outliné of his

letter of November 24, 1969, to Major D. J.

Fournet, copy of which is attached here:Q'and“

‘incorporated-herein; |

(c) WwWith the help of Mr. Richard Lyle or



-6 -

other accountant of his choice to prepare a
current bal&nce sheet of all assets and
liabilities of NICAP and to report the

same to the Board‘of Governors.

(13) Mr. Stuart Nixon was invited to join the
mceting and he did so and he was informed generally of the
foregoing actions.

(14) After all the foregoing actions had been
taken, a telephone call was made to Major Fournet in Baton
Rouge and he was notified of all actions taken by the Execu-
tive Committee and concurred in them. Major Fournet agreed
to notify Major Keyhoe of thé Executive Committee's actions
promptly and Colonel Hartranft agreed to notify Mr. Lore

after Major Fournet notified him that Major Keyhoe had been

informed.
The meeting was duly adjourned at 1:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Secretary, Ad hoc ‘
Approveds Dated:

Governor
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Reprinted from Proceedings l4th Radar Meteorology

Conference, November 17-20, 1970, Tucson,

Arizona.

METEOROLOGICAL FACTORS IN UNIDENTIFIED RADAR RETURNS

James E. McDonald

The University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

1. INTRODUCTION

Radar meteorology might be said to have its
earliest roots in attempts to account for un-
explained echoes detected with Navy shipboard
CXAM radar on the U,5.S. Yorktown 450 miles off
the southern California coast in the summer of
1940 (Page, 1962). The echoes were demonstrated
to be multiple-~sweep returns from the distant
San Diego coastal area, seen via the now noto-
rious anomalous propagation (AP) conditions
prevalent in that area, Similarly, productive
research on what ultimately proved to be a wide
variety of types of '"radar angels" stemmed from
efforts to account for peculiar echoes not iden-
tifiable as aircraft or precipitation or ground
returns, Lightning echoes went through a sim-
ilar period of existence as unidentified returns,
as did those caused by intense tornado vortices,
sea-breeze fronts, etc. Clearly, unidentified
radar returns, and the meteorological factors
contributing to them, have provided a fruitful
source of stimulating new problems in radar
meteorology over the past three decades. Per-
haps the most recent example thereof is found
in current studies of the meteorological impli-
cations of the astonishing breaking-wave echoes
seen on certain ultrasensitive, ultra-high
resolution radars, such as the new CW/FM verti-
cally-pointing set developed at the Naval Elec~
tronics Laboratory. The curious scalloped and
braided echo-patterns went unidentified for a
time after being first noted some years back,
but are now reliably attributed to index dis-
continuities whose shear-generated undulations
and refractivity variance must come as a dis-
tinct surprise to every meteorologist on first
seeing graphic records of these phenomena. In
these and other cases of initially unidentified
radar returns, experience has shown that close
attention to recurrent features of the patterns
of puzzling returns has paid off in new and
important understanding of the atmosphere and
its electromagnetic propagation characteristics.

The present paper will comment upon and cite
some examples of a category of unidentified
radar returns that do not seem to be well-known
to investigators in radar meteorology, despite
the fact that the phenomena have frequently
been attributed to anomalous propagation and
other weather effects. These are a type of
returns observed on operational radars, chiefly

military and air traffic radars, intermittently
over a period of about twenty years, yet never
subjected to any very careful, systematic, and
extended scientific scrutiny, as near as I have
been able to ascertain.

2. PAST STUDIES

It is to be understood that I exclude from
this discussion (a) all areally extensive layer-
type returns of the sort now fairly familiar to
radar meteorologists from many studies, (b) dot-
angels of both wind-independent (insects, birds)
and wind-dependent (atmospheric refractive anom-
alies) types, (c) ring angels, and (d) intense
but generally areally extensive and only slowly
changing ground returns due to AP, After that
elimination, there still remains a class of
wind-independent returns, often highly localized
and often exhibiting apparent speeds of propaga-
tion well above ambient wind speeds and some-
times even well above known aircraft speeds. In
Plank's (1956) review of angel phenomena, he
appears to have been cognizant of such a resid-
ual class, which he labeled Type III Angels
("Echoes, frequently erratic-moving, from local-~
ized, non-wind carried sources"), That he had
in mind returns of the category here under con~
sideration seems further confirmed by his sub-
sequent treatment (Plank, 1959, p. 23) of what
he termed "a type of nonaireraft echo that
suddenly appears, moves for a matter of minutes
in a semi-straight line path at velocities of
some 600-2000 mph, and then disappeare.” Echoes
of this nature were discussed earlier by Borden
and Vickers (1953) following two widely publi-
cized episodes at Washington National Airport on
July 19 and 26, 1952, (See also Air Weather
Service, 1954.) Plank (1958) has also briefly
discussed those two episodes and described the
prevailing conditions as "exceedingly super-
refractive." However, my own computations of
the relevant N-gradients in the weak surface-
inversion layer present showed a value of only
about half the ducting value, and subsequent
checks by Plank (personal communication)
revealed that a factor of two had been inadver-
tently omitted from his earlier computations
when his estimated gradients were in error by a
factor of two, on the high side. Thayer's
gradient computations confirm this (he does show
a thin duct on 7/26/52, but its elevation of



1 km essentially rules out trapping), yet he too
attributes the episode to AP, which 1s difficult
to understand.

To my present knowledge, the only discussion
of any substantial number of cases in the cate-
gory of unusual radar returns to be considered
here is that of Thayer (1969), presented as part
of the University of Colorado's study of uniden-
tified flying objects (UFOs). Since Thayer
attributes many of his cases to AP, his analyses
are of present interest. Blackmer et al. (1969)
ostensibly addressed themselves to the present
category, but in fact do not discuss a single
specific instance that falls in the class of
interest here; they merely review known propaga-
tion anomalies. Hardy (1969) has also described
unusualiradar echoes in a symposium whose con-
text was that of the long-puzzling UFO problem;
but all of his examples, like those touched on
by Blackmer et al., were drawn from categories
of known types of angels and gravity-wave
effects and none from'the category here under
discussion. In the same symposium, I discussed
in considerable detail (McDonald, 1969) four
specific cases in the category of present
interest, two of which cases Thayer (1969) had
attributed to AP effects. I gave reasons for
rejecting such an interpretation (McDonald,
1969). For brevity, the category of present |
interest will be referred to as "radar UFOs" in
the remainder of these remarks, '

3. SOME ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES OF RADAR UFOs
ATTRIBUTED TO ATMOSPHERIC EFFECTS

We do face a semantic problem here as to
what shall be understood by the term ''radar
UFO." I would emphasize, first, as did Plank
in describing his "Type III angels", that they
must be discrete echoes (often as intense as,
or more intense than, conventional aircraft at
corresponding ranges); and, second, they must
exhibit motions whose kinematic characteristics
are quite distinct from those of conventional
aircraft or of familiar ground-return effects.
I would also add a third stipulation that they
must be unlike any of the familiar interference
and ECM effects (spoking, running-rabbits,
blanking, etc.). Those three stipulations may
at least be suggestive of relevant elimination
criteria, even if each calls for much more care-
ful specification than is possible within
present space-limitations.

Plank stressed "erratic" motion; but, in
many instances of radar UFOs, strong targets
have moved in straight-line paths from one side
of an operational scope to the other at speeds
far in excess of aircraft speeds (Z.e., several
thousands of miles per hour) without any change
of apparent course. In other instances, high-
speed tracks have exhibited sharp direction-
changes, stops, closed one-sweep course-rever-—
sals, or closed orbits at extreme g-levels, in
fashion quite inexplicable in terms of known
aeronautical devices., Plank's term "erratic"
is thus somewhat misleading, although there
certainly are cases on record where that
description would fit rather well, His speed

range, 600-2000 mph, is not acceptable here at
elther its lower or upper limit. Cases that I
have looked into include targets whose speeds
have, within a single tracking episode, varied
from zero to several times his suggested upper
limit. However, I believe that, for initial
purposes of discussion, there is probably rough
correspondence between what Plank referred to
as "Type III angels" and what I shall here term
"radar UFOs", though his omission of specific
details of cases he had in mind renders that
conclusion a bit uncertain., Thayer was defi~
nitely concerned with the same general category
that I wish to discuss, as will be seen in
examples below; Hardy (1969) and Blackmer et al.
(1969), to repeat, simply were not, in my opin-
ion, treating the present problem.

3.1 Case 1: Kincheloe AFB, Sept, 11-12, 1967

Between 2242E, Sept. 11 and 000lE, Sept. 12,
1967, targets were observed with an MPN-14 radar
(5-band, 60-mile range, 20 rpm scan, beam tilt-
range 0-10°) at the Rapcon Site, Kincheloe AFB,
Michigan, The phenomena to be described below
were officially explained as '"probable anomalous
propagation" by Air Force Project Blue Book; and
Thayer (1969, p. 164) concludes that this is a
"case of observations of moving AP-echoes pro-
duced by unusually well-stratified atmospheric
conditions."” Thus we confront here a case of
some unusual echoes that have been attributed to
atmospheric effects by two investigations.

My examination of the episode 1s based on
study of file material in Air Force archives and
on direct interviews with TSgt M. Y. Burns, the
senior radar operator on duty during the episode.
It is relevant to remark that Burmns, at that
time, had 7 years' experience in radar, 3 of
them at Kincheloe AFB working with the equipment
involved in this case. Useful information on
the case has also been provided by Dr. Norman E.
Levine, who was one of two investigators repre-
senting the University of Colorado UFO Project
in an on-site check carried out approximately
three weeks after the incident. Thayer was not
at the site, nor did he interview personnel
involved. Like most other cases of interest in
the category of radar UFOs, this one is too
involved to describe in full detail here; but
salient features will be noted, in order to
suggest the kind of problems that I regard as
still unsolved.

A total of 17 targets were followed during
the roughly 80 minutes' duration of this epi-~
sode. On only two occasions were two targets
painting on the scope at the same time; the
other 13 were singles, At the time of the
appearance of the first target, a B~52 which was
outbound about 30 mi west was being followed
routinely (recounted to me by Levine, confirmed
to me by Burns in direct interview, and con-
firmed in Blue Book case-file in archives), when
a second blip was noted heading N to S on a
potential collision course with the B-52, The
pllot was alerted but never saw any other air-
craft or object. He was asked if he was 'play-
ing with radar", but no ECM was involved. Burns
estimates that the target's initial speed was



somewhat faster than that of the bomber; but
then it suddenly slowed to roughly half its
initial apparent speed and the B-52 cleared it,
the target seeming to pass southward behind the
aircraft., The blip then abruptly turned east~
ward and accelerated to a speed that Burns and
other duty personnel estimated at approximately
2000 mph (1.5 mi/sweep, roughly). Burns could
not recall if this first target crossed the
scope; all of his original notes were given to
Levine and hence are presumably in the Univer-
sity of Colorado archives. Burns told me that
this target, like most of the subsequent tar-
gets, was stronger than the B-~52 return, and
that he had MTI on and it was taking out all
ground clutter. In response to my query, he
stated that he had looked for AP all that night
but saw none at any time. He contacted Minne-
apolis ARTC and the ADC SAGE center, but they
had nothing on such a target.

Eight minutes later a second target appeared.

(Following data from official case-file, and
only rather sketchy information is given on most
of the targets; but, on directly querying TSgt
Burns, I learned that all were hard targets, not
diffuse echoes of the sort typical of small
elements of ground-return from AP,) This second
target was seen at 250° azimuth, heading towards
50° azimuth, speed not specified in case-file.

Then between 2250E and 2330E '"nine other
UFOs" were observed on the MPN-14: (1) at 270°,
tracking towards 90°; (2) at 230°, tracking 30°;
(3) at 380°, tracking 100°; (4) at 270°, track-
ing 90°; (5) at 230°, tracking 30° for 20 miles,
then changed course, heading 360°; (6) at 280°,
tracking 100° for 20 miles, then turned to 180°.
Then these last two targets (5 and 6) "joined
at 30 miles due west of Kincheloe AFB and both
went eastbound at 2000 mph," passing overhead
but not visually observed. (Quote from original
TWX from Kincheloe to Project Blue Book, in
case-file,) The remaining three UFOs were:

(7) at 160°, tracking 360°; (8) at 30°, tracking
200°; and (9) at 30°, tracking 270°.

Then, at 2338E another target was picked up
at 200°, tracking 360°, At 2358E, another at
280°, tracking 120° from 60 miles out until 20
miles out, then turned and headed towards 270°.

At 00OOE(on the 12th), Burns logged the
second of two instances in which two unidenti-
fied targets were on-scope concurrently. One
was at azimuth 200°, tracking 90° but then.
turned to a heading of 360°, slowed down over
an interval of 8 miles, turned to a 270° head-
ing, and "disappeared from scope” (sic). The
second of the two was at 250° initially, and
tracking 90°, but then turned towards a heading
of 360° and left the scope.

Finally, the seventeenth observed anomalous
target, detected at 0001E, was first picked up
at 270°, tracking 30°, but turned to a 360°
heading, slowed down, turned to 270°, then
turned again to a 360° heading, and speeded up
again.

The case-file includes further comments and

clarifications by Lt. T. E. Leaman at Kincheloe
and Lt. W, B. Stoecker, ADC (SAGE) Duluth, as
well as by Blue Book officers. These include
the statement noting that the sergeant who
reported the sighting "is very experienced and
would probably know what it was if it was anom-
alous propagation,” and statements that no
interceptor scramble from Kincheloe was called
because no scramble capability existed there,
while none was called from SAGE Duluth because
their remoted scopes did not show the unknowns
(with single exception of a strobe seen from
the 753rd AC&Wron near Sault Ste. Marie).
Stoecker suggested that the objects may have
been too low over Kincheloe to be seen from the
SAGE sites; on the other hand, as the file
states (and as Burns stressed to me), tower per~
sonnel at Kincheloe saw nothing visually despite
good visibility and only scattered high clouds,
which is puzzling, though by nc means unprece-
dented. Burns tried beam-tilting and tended to
get stronger returns at high than at low tilt,
No RHI equipment was locally available, unfor-
tunately. The case-file states that TSgt Burns
tried switching channels, as a cross-check
against possible ECM, but got no change in tar-
get intensity, tending to discount that possi-
bility. I asked Burns if he tried IFF, and he
said he did but got no IFF, just skin-return.

He pointed out that the 752d AC&Wron at Empire,
Mich,, queried him at one point during this
episode, asking if he was getting a return at
about 100 mi SE, heading his way. But his
MPN-14 had only 60-mi range and could not then
detect it; nor did a target subsequently enter
his scope from that sector. The only target
that he carried which he knew to be concurrently
carried by another radar was one at a bearing of
about 250° from Kincheloe that was also seen at
least briefly by radar at the 753d at Sault Ste.
Marie. Burns recalled that the 753d had a

. height on that target, but they did not release

it to him, There is no indication in the case-
file that this important point was checked by
anyone.

Because targets in the radar UFO category
have often been reported to stop for variable
periods of time, I asked Burns what he felt the
slowest speed had been. He replied that in
several instances some of these targets hovered
motionless for a time of the order of 10-15
seconds (3-5 scans). The MII was set to func-
tion out to approximately 15 miles; whether the
hovering targets lay within or beyond the MTI
limit is not now clear.

What interpretation is to be put on a radar

. episode such as the above? At Project Blue

Book, the considerable experience of the senior
man on duty and his specific yet unsuccessful
search for AP symptoms were rather casually
ignored in the following evaluative comment by
V. D. Bryant, dated 15 January 1968 and included
in the official case-file: "The obvious
texcuse' or 'explanation' for the sightings
appears to be temperature inversion, The
erratic courses taken by the 'objects', their
wide variations in speed (150 to 2000 mph), and
the fact that no noige was heard, even at the
low altitudes assumed, all point toward



anomalous propagation due to temperature inver-
stons.” And, on that basis, the Kincheloe
sighting is so carried in the official files.
This is a representative Blue Book radar evalu-
ation, I have found.

Thayer (1969), reviewing this case in the
Condon Report, states: "This is a good example
of moving radar targets that eannot be seen
visually, where there is a 'forbidden cone' over
the radar site. Some of the returms were even
seen, to approach within 5-15 mi of the radar and
disappear, apparently subsequently reappearing
on the other side of the radar scope at about
the same range that they disappeared. This sort
of behavior is symptomatic of AP-echoes." [That
gross misinterpretation of the blind spot over-
head in all search-type radars is made by Thayer
in other cases he analyzes in the Condon Report,
including the extremely significant Lakenheath
case of 1956 in England (Thayer, 1969, p. 163).]

Thayer displays refractivity profiles for
the time and general vicinity of the Kincheloe
episode and,on the basis of an elevated duct in
the 300-500m layer, suggests that "strong par-
tial reflections would be expected,” and that
"moving AP-echoes, produced in the mawmer
deseribed by Borden and Vickers (1953), could
be expected to appear at apparent heights of
between 2000-3000 ft and 7000-9000 ft." Confus-
ingly, those heights do not match either of the
diagrams he displays, one of which is, in fact,
labeled 9 Nov. 1967, a month and a half after
this episode. Also, Thayer systematically plots
his index profiles on A~Z coordinates, yet
always labels the superrefractive layers in
terms of the vertical N-gradient, not the A~
gradient. This is more than merely confusing;
it promotes the misinterpretation that ducting
is present in cases (numerical value between
about -115 km~! and -157 km™!), where it really
is not.

A basic difficulty in examining the valid-
ity of Thayer's assertion concerning "strong
partial reflection" is that he does not define
his usage of that term. In usual practice, it
has acquired two distinct meanings: (1) Partial
direct reflection, Z.e., back-scatter, to put it
more precisely, or (2) partial forward-scatter,
Neither of those interpretations offers any hope
of accounting for the kinematics of the reported
Kincheloe targets, and certainly the former
could not conceivably yield apparent radar
cross-sections rather greater than that of a
B-52, as TSgt. Burns characterized the intensi-
ties of these unidentified returns.

Nor does Thayer clarify his position by
seeming to equate "strong partial reflections”
with the ideas proposed by Borden and Vickers
(1953). Their discussion postulates essen-
tially specular reflection from moving waves on
an inversion surface, the propagation speeds
being of the order of the wind speed and the
apparent targets thus being assigned roughly
twice the wind speed at inversion level, for
reasons of simple reflection-geometry. First,
it must be remarked that, although the Borden
and Vickers report has often been cited as if

it settled the July, 1952 Washington radar UFO
episodes, I find that view unsupported by the
very sketchy and entirely qualitative model
they propose, Secondly, the upper-level winds
at Kincheloe that night were less than 10 kts
up to the 850 mb level (below which lay the
only index gradients of any significance),
which would scarcely account for the reported
target speeds on anything remotely like the
Borden-Vickers hypothesis. And third, the
Borden-Vickers hypothesis of '"glint'" reflec-
tions from favorably disposed undulations on
an inversion surface could scarcely be invoked
to account for apparent target movements whose
directional variability matched that seen on
the Kincheloe MPN-14 during this episode; nor
could it possibly account for sudden turns,
hovering, and accelerations described in the
official case-file, Other slightly subtler
objections could easily be raised, but those
simple ones seem sufficient to reject Thayer's
loose explanation (let alone the still less
meaningful one contained in the official case~
file).

One might ask how Thayer would suggest
that any form of propagation anomaly or "par-
tial reflection" could explain the complex
kinematics reported by the Kincheloe Rapcon
Site for this night. One partial answer may
be that he offers that suggestion in a mere
4-paragraph account of this intriguing case,
an account that gives the reader no hint that
17 distinct targets were seen, that says
nothing about turns, hovering periods, or
accelerations, that omits any mention of speeds
of the order of 2000 mph, and that gives no
suggestion that in one instance two such tar-
gets converged from opposite directions, turned
eastward together, and then moved across the
scope side~by-side at about Mach 3, passing
over and beyond Kincheloe AFB, Unfortunately,
I must add that my detailed checking of the
discussions of the 35 "optical and radar
analyses" in the Condon Report has established
that such omissions of crucial sighting details
are typical, not exceptional in that Report.

Plank (1958, 1959) has suggested that per-
haps some of the "erratically moving angels”
(his Type III) might be caused by "shock waves,
echo being the product of direet back scatter
or diversion of energy to the ground." He then
notes that shock waves are thin, of the order
of microns, yet can have refractive index dif-
ferences across them of "several hundred N-
units.” The high speeds exhibited by some of
the targets in this Kincheloe episode (and in
many others of interest) might vaguely suggest
shock phenomena, so perhaps a few remarks
negating that hypothesis are in order. First,
Plank really does not offer any geometric model
to support the kind of kinematics found in
interesting radar UFO cases. (Quite possibly
he is unaware of the content of most such
cases,) Only extremely simple paths would be
possible; certainly his emphasis upon erratic
movements goes wholly unexplained on any such
model. But the greater objections are the
quantitative objections. He mentions N-—changes
of several hundred unitsj but this is quite



unreasonable. First, only temperature jumps
and not humidity jumps could accompany shock~
wave passage. Secondly, in the lower atmos-
phere, one N-unit change is associated with
approximately 1°C of temperature change.
Third, the Rankine-Hugoniot equations permit
one to relate shock-front temperature changes
to concomitant peak overpressures; and an over-
pressure of, say, 5 psi, is found to lead to a
transient shock-heating of only about 30°C
(hence about 30 N-units jump across shock-
front), yet this is an overpressure not only
great enough to take out all nearby windows
but to level weak structures and collapse
roofs. 1In brief, the only shock waves capable
of giving significant radar-reflecting charac-
teristics would be of rather severely damaging
nature, would leave unmistakable after-effects,
and yet could influence a radar beam for only
fractions of a second. The shock-wave sugges-
tion seems unpromising for explaining radar
UFOs, in general, and the Kincheloe targets in
particular. Indeed, one of the characteristic
puzzles of high-speed radar UFOs (and the
Kincheloe UFOs in particular) is that no dis-
cernible sonic boom is associated with cases
where the radar-deduced speeds are markedly
supersonic.

In summary, it is by no means clear that
one can accept any known kind of anomalous
propagation for targets in the class exem-
plified by the Kincheloe targets. However, we
are doubtless still unaware of certain types
of propagation anomalies in our atmosphere, and
the breaking-wave echoes may attest to inter-
esting surprises yet to come. But there seems
to exist so large a margin of separation
between any of the now-suspected atmospheric
effects and the characteristics of what I am
terming radar UFOs that I do find it difficult
to understand how AP and "weather effects' have
so long been casually employed to explain radar
unidentified targets within Project Blue Book,
and how they have more recently been invoked
in the Condon Report by Thayer in essentially
similar manner,

Perhaps a clue to the latter is found in
a curious introductory definition of what
Thayer (1969, p. 117) terms "blip-like'" radar
returns: "Cases where the radar target (or
targets) showed characteristics similar to the
return from a solid object (such as an air-
craft, ete.) and where the target did not dis-
play erratic or discontinuous behavior. Accel-
eration or velocity in excess of known aireraft
capabilities, or periods of immobility, were
not considered to be contrary to normal target
behavior.” 1 fear that this definition might
be paraphrased fairly by saying that Thayer
adopted at the outset explicatory rules by
which completely abnormal radar returns were
agreed to be quite normal. Many examples in
support of such a paraphrase have come to my
attention in followup investigations of the
Condon Report, whose handling of the radar UFO
cases I find almost wholly uncritical, gener-
ally tendentious, and often absurd -- and, more
than that, disturbingly incomplete with respect
to the scientifically most puzzling features of
many of the cases (¢f McDonald, 1969). If we

are to learn anything meteorologically interest—
ing from radar UFOs, it will come only from much
more discriminating and more thorough analyses
than any now at hand.

3.2 Case 2: U. S, Naval Air Station, North
Island, San Diego, Calif., Oct. 14, 1957

As another illustration of past radar UFO
cases that have been officially explained in
terms of meteorological effects, we might con-
sider one that, unlike the preceding case,
involves visual as well as radar observations,
and for which the radar observations were made
from the air rather than from the ground, Cases
of both the latter types are scattered through
the Air Force archives, and some, like this one,
emanated from another service. I have not
interviewed any of the observers in this partic-
ular case, so, in order to fulfill written
agreements with the Air Force, I cannot cite
witness-names. Instead, I shall be forced to
use merely initials of the Navy personnel
involved. (I am currently challenging Air Force
strictures against citation of names of military
and government-agency witnesses in past UFO
cases, contending that they are blocking full
and credible scientific discussion of case
details and arguing that these strictures stand
in violation of P.L. 552. It is the present Air
Force position (SAFOI letter, 7 Aug 1970) that
scientific citation of witness names would con-~
stitute an "invasion of privacy", despite the
fact that these were personnel of the military,
FAA, USWB, etc,, whose observations and official
reports were made in regular line of duty. At
this writing, my efforts to get the Air Force to
rescind these strictures have not yet proved
successful, so unfortunately I am obliged to
omit all names from this account of my checks on
this scientifically significant case., No stric-
tures against citation of names of investigative
and evaluative personnel have ever been imposed
in the course of my investigations, so I do cite
certain names in those categories, since they,
too, are of obvious documentational relevance.)

Slightly before 1900 PST, on October 14,
1957, at NAS North Island, AC/3 VEE (initials of
enlisted Navy tower controller) noted "a bright,
round, white light, about the size of a dime,
bearing 210°T from the tower and approzimately
300 ft above the Point Loma land mass," accord-
ing to a 17 October 1957 report to the Air Force
Office of Special Investigations from the Dis-
trict Intelligence Officer, Eleventh Naval
District. VEE observed the object remain sta-
tionary for about 2 minutes and then fade out.
One or two minutes later a similar light, pre-
sumably the same, suddenly reappeared slightly
farther north and a bit lower than before, and
now somewhat brighter. After remaining station-
ary about two minutes, it again faded away, the
report notes. Somewhere in this sequence, VEE
alerted two other enlisted personnel, DC and MD,
also on duty in the tower, and all used binoc-
ulars in the later portions of the visual obser-
vations, according to the intelligence summary.
It soon reappeared once more, again farther
north and again lower; it seemed now to wobble

slightly and exhibited a half-halo on its upper

portion, with a bluish tint on one side. No



angular estimate is given.

Concurrently, a Navy S2F Tracker (anti-sub-
marine search aircraft), attached to VS-21 at
NAS North Island, moved into position for take-
off, and AC/3 VEE had to divide his attentions
between the unexplained light over Pt. Loma and
the S2F ready for takeoff. In the process of
controlling the takeoff and vectoring the air-
craft to attempt a search, VEE lost the object,
the reasons becoming clearer below.

According to Air Intelligence Information
Report 0I-03-57, dated 23 October 1957, prepared
by Maj. L. W. Bruner, 27th Air Division, Norton
AFB, Calif., based on a signed summary statement
by the S2F pilot, Lt. ALR (initials), the air-
crew, during engine warmup, had heard the tower
operator make three radio calls to an "unidenti-
fied aircraft", requesting identity and inten-
tions, but getting no reply. On requesting and
getting takeoff clearance, Lt, ALR was asked by
the tower operator to maintain 200 ft altitude
after liftoff and proceed to Pt. Loma to iden-
tify a stationary light source apparently hover-
ing at that estimated altitude. - Lt. ALR notes
that both the copilot, Lt.(jg) GTC, and he
observed the light, while still on the runway,
before starting their run.

"After take-off, I turmed outbound over the
channel,” Lt. ALR wrote in VS-21 msg 152348Z of
Oct 1957, "and climbed to 200 feet, all the
while keeping the light in view. My intentions
were to proceed seaward of the light so as to
stlhouette its airframe against the lights of
San Diego. However, when we drew abreast of it
off our right wingtip, we observed it undergoing
a rapid acceleration away from us and to the
west. I noted relative motion between it and
the lights of San Diego. As our range opened
the light began to alternately vary in color and
intensity. The extremes were bright red and a
blue white, with no regular period of change
from one to the other.

"I turned west and assumed a heading of
230 mag. with the light then dead ahead. In
about four or five minutes (warm-up time) our
radar operator reported a target dead ahead at
seventeen miles and above us. The weather was
clear ahead and above, with a discernible hori-
zon and low clouds 30 miles west. The stars
were bright and clear but small and dim compared
with the light we were following. During the
chase there was always evident a relative motion
between this object and the background of stars.

"From Pt, Loma on out the object climbed
steadily and I followed in a gradual ascent at
140 knots IAS, closing irregularly. At 4500 ft
the object leveled off 12 miles ahead, and then
drifted right 10 degrees in about five seconds.
I turned right to 240 mag., leveled off and
inereased speed to 160 knots. The range closed
to 10 miles and stabilized. After following for
about three minutes at 10 miles I decreased
speed to 120 knots but observed no range-rate on
radar. I then advanced speed to 180 knots IAS
and still observed no range-rate.

"The object in the meantime drifted

20 degrees to the left (220 mag.) in no more
than 10 seconds, and then closed range to

8 miles in one rotation of the radar antenna
(7.5 seconds), The range stabilized again at

8 miles and we began another gradual climb.

At 8000 ft and about 40 miles from Pt. Loma the
object leveled off and shortly after disappeared
visually and on radar. Fifteen seconds later it
reappeared visually but not on radar although
the operator switched to sector-scan and
searched continuously.”

Lt. ALR concluded his summary with the com-
ment that they maintained visual contact until
the S2F was 50 miles from Pt. Loma, at which
time they lost visual contact, too (fadeout),
terminating the incident. His statement notes
that all four aircrewmen saw it and can sub-
stantiate his descriptions. (The two enlisted
men aboard were WES and WPC.)

This is only one more of many radar UFO
cases I have recently been studying as a result
of extensive searches through the Alr Force
archives and only one of many hundreds of UFO
cases I have checked during the past four years.
Each case has certain unique features, but many
have the common feature that it is exceedingly
difficult to propose for them conventional
explanations, Yet, here as in almost all the
rest that have received the Project Blue Book
evaluations, a conventional explanation has been
assigned by Blue Book.

I quote from that explanation, extracted
from Air Force archives, since it invokes atmos-
pheric phenomena of potential interest to radar
meteorologists and atmospheric physicists:

"Distortion of light and changing colors
attributed to probable inversion off coast.
That Arcturus was the object is...indicated by
the fact that the pilots could not close on the
object. Its jumping around and the spurious
radar returns caused by inversion or other
weather conditione conclusive to digtortion of
atmospheric optics. GSighting was of short dura-
tion and Arcturus set at about the time of
object's disappearance,”

(Actually, I must note that there is a
slight confusion on the official evaluation of
this case. Although the above case-summary
explains the sighting in terms of Arcturus and
some form of anomalous propagation, the case-
card in the archives shows it as "Possible
Balloon." There is no evidence of any real
analysis of either hypothesis, no weather data,
no computations of positions, or other quanti-
tative assessmentj but the original teletype
message from ATRASRON-21 to Wright-Patterson
AFB, which notes how the object "drifted acrose
chase plane's course at speeds est by ptlot to
be in excese of 1000 mph," has a pencil-sketch
of a top-view of an aircraft flying past a
sphere, with arrows and lines evidently intended
to depict the viewpoint contained in evaluating
annotations that nearly obliterate parts of the
TWX: "Tests have shown that when a/c slip-
stream from wing tip hits balloons it sends it
rapidly sideways.” The sketch and pencilled



evaluative comments, typical of many documents
in the UFO archives, are signed by Capt. George
T. Gregory, who was Project Blue Book officer

in the 1957-59 period. Many such UFO reports
were processed in about this way over the years.)

But this one has the alternative (and evi-
dently officially preferred) explanation of sug~-
gested inversion effects on Arcturus and the
S2F's radar. Consider certain difficulties with
that explanation: (1) The tower observers
reported to Navy intelligence interrogators that
the light shifted three times, from its azimuth
of first appearance at 210°T. At about 1900 PST
on this date, Arcturus was nearing the horizon
at about 290°T. This light over Pt. Loma was
seen by the cockpit crew from the runway and
held in sight until they drew nearly abreast of
it, viewing it off the right wingtip, whereupon
it suddenly accelerated westward and started
climbing. (2) The subsequent air chase involved
a sequence of pursuit headings stated to be
230° mag, then 240° mag, then 220° mag, the
source finally pulling away and fading out at
230° mag, after an approximately 20-minute
visual-radar chase, at about 230° mag. The
magnetic variation off the San Diego coast is
about 15°E, whence the bearing to Arcturus
would have been about 275° mag, some 35 to 50°
from the luminous object's reported azimuth,
far in excess of uncertainties that would affect
observations under these conditions. (3) Viewed
from the S2F, the object appeared to climb, then
level out, on two occasions. And it executed
fast lateral shifts to both left and right,
through arcs stated by the Navy pilot to approx-
imate 10° and 20° of relative azimuth. (4) The
aircraft was flying, after the first few minutes,
at altitudes well above the coastal subsidence
inversion whose refractive effects are adduced
in the official explanation to account for angu-
lar image-excursions whose amplitudes dwarf the
10's of seconds of arc displacement associated
with stellar scintillation effects, even under
unfavorable viewing conditions at the surface,
let alone at 4-8000 ft level, (5) Nor does the
official explanation that the "inversion and
weather conditions" were responsible make better
sense of the reported radar behavior. Ranges
opened and closed, angular altitude varied, and
azimuths shifted, all this during a 40-mile pur-
suit, at altitudes ultimately near 8000 ft,

(6) The estimated lateral speeds (order of

1000 mph) came from rough calculations based on
radar ranges, plus compass-based angular esti-
mates. A target at 10-mile radar range that
moves 20° in 10 seconds has exhibited an appar-
ent velocity near 1200 mph.

To suggest that optical refraction effects
plus anomalous propagation could cauge such
extreme behavior, and to suggest it without the
slightest supporting argument, is simply not
reasonable,

Could there be some truly phenomenal opti-
cal and radar-propagational anomaligs of the
atmosphere that might be capable of yielding
visual and radar indications of thig sort? The
archives have many more such anomaljes that will
require at least equal extensions of present

scientific knowledge if we are to-account for
them along the lines of application of atmos-
pheric physics that I have found typical of
Project Blue Book UFO explanations over the
past two decades.

3.3 Case 3: Gulf of Mexico, B-29, Dec. 6, 1952

With so large a number of previously
unknown cases that I could discuss and so little
space available here, it is difficult to select
a final example. But because of my strong con-
cern over the serious inadequacies of the radar-
optical UFO case-analyses in the Condon Report,
I choose a last one that exhibits some of those
deficiencies, that is explained in terms of
alleged atmospheric effects, and that happens
to be a rather famous case in UFO annals. I
believe that the ad hoc panel that reviewed and
endorsed the Condon Report (NAS, 1969) could not
possibly have scrutinized carefully the level of
analysis of cases such as this in that Report, a
point that I have elaborated elsewhere (MDonald
1969b).

b

In the early morning hours of December 6,
1952, a B-29, on the return leg of a training
flight out of Randolph AFB had turned around
over Tampa and taken up a generally westbound
course across the Gulf. When about 100 miles
south of the Louisiana coast at an altitude of
20,000 ft, visual sighting of oilwell flares on
the coast led the Instructor Navigator, 1/Lt WN,
to request a student radar operator to turn on
his set and try to pick up the coastline on
100 mile range. After the student operator's
failure to detect the coast, WN confirmed that
no coastline echo was discernible, so called for
a set calibration. Some time later he was
alerted to presence of some four blips ahead and
in rapid closure with the B-29, [Air Intelli-
gence Information Report No, IR-86-52, filed
from Randolph AFB by Maj. J. R. Sheffield, Wing
Operations Officer, 3510th Flying Training Wing,
includes a summary of the events, the sightings,
a map, and signed statements by three officers
and two enlisted men who figure in the incident,
These items, plus the original TWX and other
materials in the archived case-file indicate
that the B-29 had turned to a heading of 320° at
some earlier time, prior to the unsuccessful
search for the coastline on the navigational
radar, and had reached coordinates of 28°10'N,
92°04'W when the sightings began. I cite these
points because they are quite relevant to a
point that Thayer (1969) regards as crucial, yet
seem to me to be a misinterpretation of the
intelligence report. I infer from coordinates
and times that inability to pick up the coast-
line occurred while the B-29 was still just over
100 miles offshore, beyond the set's 100-mile
range, Furthermore, the set was then uncali-
brated, as the Instructor Navigator makes clear
in his signed statement.]

The first 4 targets were sighted at 0525
CST, "with no specific grouping such as a radar
beason transmits apparent on the scope at 330°)
Lt. WN stated, The radar had azimuth stabili-
zation;its scan rate was 25 rpm. The navi-
gator, 2/Lt RJE, verified WN's assertion that



these first blips advanced southeastward about

5 mi/scan, and MSgt BRP, the aircraft perform-
ance technician, using 1/Lt NK's stopwatch data
and the indicated displacements per scan,
informed the crew that the computed target speed
was about 5000 mph. These targets, viewed on
three repeater scopes, passed to the right of
the B-29 and moved offscope at a bearing of
about 70°.

Then, immediately after a calibration-
check, a second group of blips was seen coming
in along a similar path., This time the pilot
called off relative bearings from his repeater
scope, with instructions for the crew to watch
on the starboard. SSgt WJD states: "I imme-~
diately looked in that position (3 o'eclock bear-
ing ealled out from cockpit) and saw two flashes
of approximately 3 seconds, which did not alter
course whatsoever. The flash was of a blue-
white nature and did not change brilliance...
when it disappeared.” Two objects were also
seen by MSgt BRP, and he was evidently forward
for he saw them move rearward and disappear
under the wing, In 1/Lt WN's account, he con-
firms that these flashes were seen to "go from
front to rear under our wing."

The interrogating officer, Maj. J. R.
Sheffield, in his intelligence report from
Randolph AFB, gives 18,000 ft as the approxi-
mate altitude of the objects and 20,000 ft as
the B-29's altitude, accepting the crew's state-
ments that the objects came in below the B-29,
Despite this, Sheffield states in his report
that: "Visual sightings are indectisive and of
little confirmatory value,"” but no explanation
of why he discounts the two crewmen's observa-
tions is given.

Like many other Blue Book reports, this
case-file leaves unanswered a number of perti-
nent questions. The total number of objects
followed on radar is not clearly specified.
1/Lt NK says he observed: "about twenty objects
in all, sometimes as many as two and three on
the scope at one time." Crewmen refer to one
radar-observed event involving a merger of tar-
gets (a feature that I have now found in a
number of reports of radar UFOs). As WN
described it: "Contact was broken off at 0535
after a group of blips merged into a half-inch
curved arc about 30 miles from our a/c at 320°
and proceeded across the scope and off it at
a computed speed of over 9000 mph.," WN also
stresses one other significant target-movement:
"One group of blips, after the scope was cali-
brated, were noted, after moving from 330° to
150° across the seope, to arce about and swing in
behind us at approximately 30 miles and maintain
speed and distance for approximately 10 seconds
and then disappear.”

Given that summary, consider Thayer's
(1969) explanation of this case (which Blue Book
has carried as "unidentified" since 1953): The
visual stghtings were probably Geminid meteors,”
he writes. No supporting discussion; just that
assertion., In fact, one finds that the radiant
of this December shower lay at about 280° azi-
muth and about 55° elevation angle at 0535C on
this date. Hence any Geminids seen to the star-

board of an aircraft on 315-320° heading at
0530C would have been descending almost perpen-
dicular to the NE horizon, a 90° directional

mismatch with Thayer's explanation.

The above-~described multiple radar target
events Thayer explains in terms of a strong
ducting layer that showed on the 0900C Burwood
raob. "The strange moving targets seen on the
radar were probably caused by imperfections in
the atmospherice layer forming the radio duct,
allowing radio energy to enter the ducting
layer at various points. This would create
sporadic returns.” The failure to pick up the
coastline just prior to the UFO episode he
explains as follows: "4 transmitter located
above a radio duct and emitting a high enough
frequency to be affected, as the radar undoubt-
edly was, does not excite propagation within the
duct. This implies that the coastline below the
duct would not be visible to the radar located
above the duct." Thayer's argument is, of
course, quite erroneous; he has his argument up-
side down. And casual suggestion that the com—
plex target behavior reported in thils case was
the result.of "a series of gravity waves running
along the duct"” 1s mere verbalism.

Thus were radar UFOs discounted in the
Condon Report. Perhaps the above examples will
glve at least some indication that there remains
an unsolved scilentific problem here, that there
exist unidentified radar returns of a category
for which atmospheric effects have been proposed
as explanations, but on ground that are to date
less than satisfactory.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

INSTITUTE OF ATMOSPHERIC PHYSICS

Hon. S{lvio 0. Conte
House of Pepresentatives
Washington, D. C., 20516

Dear Mr. Conte:

The accompanying letter {s my formal response to your invitation to add
further comments to my remarks made Tast week, when you asked me about my
work on the UFO problem. This note 1s an {nformal letter of transmittal,

As you may have guessed, I was taken entirely by surprise by your bring-
ing up the UFO problem, and failed to grasp the essentfal purpose of your
question. For that reason, ! probably did not give you very satisfactory
answers; I was put too much on the defensive by my misinterpretation of your
objectives. ]

Hence, against the possibility that you still might be able to use a
somewhat formal letter in response to your invitatio elaborate on those
points, I send you the enclosed letter., 1 $ probably oo late to tnsert
1t into the published versfon of last wes s hearings, but concefvably 1t
might be of some use to you {f you do didcus any of these points on the
House floor.

In any event, even 1f this/is of real use to you in connection with
clarifying or evaluating ry SS testimody, I am delighted to have this oppor-
tunity to underscore to any $Congress the point that there are
responsible scientistsy’who have taken a good look at the UF0 problem and
conclude that, far m befng/a ot of nonsense, 1t is a matter of poten-
tially highest scientific sidhificance. The latter {s very much my view,
after more than four ye of rather detafled studies in that area.

I might note that your own state of Massachusatts, particularly in the
spring of 1966 and continuing on tnto 1667, has been the site of many out-
standing UFO reports. I have investigated, 1n quite a bit of detail, for
example, one that occurred in the middle of Beverly, Mass., fnvolving a
number of witnesses, including two police officers, and represented a
sighting at extremely close range of an object fitting no known technological
descriptfon. It's a fascinating problem, and one that has been allowed to
s1ip into a most regrettable state. Perhaps at some future time, we might
have an opportunity to pursue these matters further.

- Sincerely yburs,

James E. McDonald
Professor

JEW/msr

Enclosures



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

INSTITUTE OF ATMOSPHERIC PHYSICS March 8, 1971

Hon. S{lvio 0. Conte
House of Representatives
Washington, D, C., 20515

Dear Mr. Conte:

: In the March 2 hearings before the House Transportation Appropriations
Subcommittee, you queried me regarding my past work on the long-puzzling UFO
problem, At the end of our brief exchange on that topic, you extended to me
an invitation to elaborate somewhat on the questions you had rafsed, As I
now understand 1t, you were attampting to get on record at least a few ind{-
cations of my serious scfentific concern for the UFD problen.

Because 1 have devoted so much effort in recent years to clarifying the
nature of the UFO problem, 1t would be quite easy to cite a large number of
such indications. Should any of your Congressional colYeagues raise ques-
tions along these general 1ines, fn connection with the/probity of my views
on SST environmental hazards, perhaps the best source which they might be
referred would be the Proceedings of hearings before House Committee on
Science and Astronautics, 90th Congress, 2d Sessyon, July 29, 1968, “Symposfum
on Unident{fied Flying Objects.” In the 247-pagt Proceadings of those hear-
ings, my testimony and submitted statement w be found to be the most exten-
sfve single contribution. It includes.a d¥€cussion of over 40 selected UFO
cases of scientific significances” My magterdal will be found on pages 18-85
of the Prooeedings. And, with fespect tp the particular question that you
asked me about the curious corrglation between power fatlures and UFD sfght-
ings (an interesting, cenclusfive, correlation), see pages 31-32 and
79-80. You will find Ahere essentfally the answar that 1 gave you last week,
in my reference to Copgressmay Ryan's queries on the New York blackout of
1965, Incidentally, Rar mopé numerous instances of fqnition-disturbances in
automobiles are on recofd; in conjunction with close-range UFO sfghtings of
an extremely {ntriguing type. ,

st

As another meaningful indication of the serfous nature of my scientific
approach to the UFO problem, I enclose a 11st of the quite extensive number
of scientific, technical, and military groups and organfzations before which
I spoke during the 1966-69 period. You will find many Atr Force and Havy
groups represented there, many professional societies, and a wide range of
university groups. In particular, during the 1968-69 academic year, the
American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics selected me as one of a
half-dozen Distinguished Lecturers for that year. This {s why so many AIAA
sections appear on the 11st for that particular period.

The American Socfety of Newspaper Editors, at their 1966 spring meeting
in Mashington, asked me to be one of their speakers. I enclose, for your
information, a copy of the materfal that I presented there, which also con-
tains a number of selected UFOQ case-discussions.



Hon, S1lvio 0. Conte
March 8, 197N
Page Two

I selected five Afr Force radar UFO cases for analysis before a
UFO Symposium at the December 1969 reetings 1n Boston of the American
Assocfation for the Advancement of Science. Enclosed 1s a copy of
that material, some of which has since been published elsewhere.

As another of many avaflable examples of the approach I have
employed in considering the UFO question, 1 enclose a copy of materfa)
. recently published in the FProceedings of the 14th Weather Radar Con-
ference. As you will rote, I discuss therein three other mil{tary-
radar UFO cases of significance.

The Condon Report 1s often cited as having settled the UFO problem,
yet I am one of a number of scientists who are entirely unsatisfied with
that report and 1ts scfentific content. 1 shall not enclose a copy of
an extensive review of the Condon Report which I have written, but it
can be found 1n the November 1969 fssue of Toarus, & Yeading publication
fn the planetary sciences field. However, I do enclose a couple of other
sumaries of talks that I have given to scientific and technical aroups,
wherein I have pinpointed some of my many objections to the level of
analysis that went into the Condon Report.

As I said above, an extremely large 1ist of indices of my serfous
scientific consfderation of the UFO problem could be assembled, {f
there really were a point 1n so doing. It {s extremely unfortunate
that the entire UFO problem was downgraded to a level where only a very
small number of untrained personnel within the AMr Force were routinely
assigned to handling reports that fed into the Wright Patterson Afr
Force Base, where Project Blue Book was headquartered. As ! said to
you in the Harch 2 hearings, I have recently spent a good deal of time
‘working on the now declassified files that are stored at the Afr
Historical Division, Maxwell Air Force Base. The implicatfons of the
long-filed military reports that I have studied down there would be
impossible to describa 1n a mere paragraph or two. Suffice 1t to say
that those files strongly bear out the conclusion that I reached
several yesars ago, that the UFO problem 1s one of potentially enormous
scientific significance. Yet, despite that, many persons (including
the colleagues whose querfes you felt obliged to prepare to fend off)
are under the misimpression that the UFO problem is a1l a 1ot of non-
sense. If they had talked to as many airline pilots, military pilots,
law-enforcament officers, and other witnesses of high credibility as I
have interviewed in the past few years, they would have a markedly
different notion of this whole question. However, the ridicule that
has been focused on that problem has made it exceedingly difficult to
get scientists to take a look at the scattered but {mpressive evidence
that argues its scientific importance. That objective is still one of
my major scientific concerns, I might say in closing,

Sincerely yours,

JEM/msr , James E, McDonald
Enclosures Professor
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A VARIATIONAL DERIVATION OF YOUNG'S EQUATION FOR THE CONTACT ANGLE

ABSTRACT

Young's equation for the contact angle in a solid-liquid-
vapor system is deduced, by a straightforward variational method,
as the minimum surface free energy equilibrium condition for a
small mass of liquid resting on a plane insoluble solid surface.
Shape variations are subject to the two constraints of uniform
internal liquid pressure, to assure mechanical equilibrium, and
.constancy of liquid volume under the allowed variations of the
shape parameters. The analysis includes a proof that the Young
contact angle is not simply an extremal condition on free energy
but actually a minimal condition, so that it corresponds to

stable equilibrium for the case considered.

INTRODUCTION

In analyses of solid-liquid-vapor systems, use is frequently
made of the Young equation,

Y cos 0 = y -y (1)
23 13 12

where vy ; is the surface tension of the liquid-vapcr interface,
2
6 is the contact angle, y is the specific surface free energy
13
of the solid-vapor interface, 'and vy ) is the specific surface
1

free energy of the solid-liquid interface, as shown in Fig. la.

! Work done with the support of the Office of Naval Reseharch.



Derivations of (1) are often given in a form in which Y and
12

?13 are treated as surface tensions, so that (1) is presented
as if it were a condition for static mechanical equilibrium of
a line-element of the locus of contact of all three phases.
There are conceptual difficulties in such an approach, since
Y12 and Y13 are not readily interpreted as simple surface ten-
sions, but details of those familiar difficulties need not be
examined here.

Clearly, Young's equation (1) is more comfortably validated
when it is made to rest upon a derivation in which the surface
energy interpretation is employed in place of surface tension.
Gregg (1) displays a derivation framed in this spirit, but he
property takes note of a very obvious deficiency of that deriva-
tion (see below) and then cites recent discussions (2) of a
curious controversy as to whether Young's relation is even valid
for solid-liquid-vapor interfaces of the type shown in Fig. la.
A proof, developed by Johnson (3) in the very general and very
elegant manner of Gibbs (4), is cited by Gregg as the strongest
demonstration of the validity of (1).

Johnson follows Gibbs in obtaining (1) from arguments
similaf to those of the principle of virtual work; but he goes
beyond Gibbs to include the possibility that gravitational
forces and adsorption effects are important. The purpose of
the present discussion is to outline a conceptually simple
derivation of (1) which also rests on considerations somewhat

analogous to the principle of virtual work but which confines

attention to a very specific case of considerable theoretical



interest. Exactly because the following derivation of Young's
eqﬁation is less general than Johnson's, its essential points
are much more readily understood than those underlying his
gquite elegant analysis. Indeed, the principal virtue of the
following may be that it will make somewhat more understandable
the almost mysterious manner in which three terms emerge from
the variations of three different integrals to group themselves
into the integrand from which Johnson's variational argument
neatly generates Young's equation.

A derivation somewhat like the one to be given below has
been presented by Schwartz and Minor (5), but their method of
handling the condition of constant volume seems less clear than
the direct variational approach used here. Perhaps this may
account for the fact that their quite valid approach has not
peen incorporated into recent texts like that of Gregg (1) or
Davies and Rideal (6). Because the Young equation is of such
basic conceptual importance, it seems desirable to have avail-
able the clearest possible mathematical derivation resting on
easily grasped general principles. It is hoped that the
approach developed below may £ill that need and also further
clarify the basically simple considerations upon which the Young
equation actually rests.

The following treatment has one further virtue in that it
answers an important guestion not examined in any of the above
references, namely the guestion of whether the extremal condi-

tion which is satisfied by Young's relation characterizes a



stable or unstable equilibrium. It is shown below that the con-

dition is one of stability for the case considered.

AN INADEQUATE DERIVATION

Certain essential features of the derivaticn to be given in
the next section will be better appreciated if we first examine
a crucial deficiency of the type of variational derivation
exhibited and criticized by Gregg (1, p. 201). In Fig. 1lb, we
imagine a wedge of liquid to be displaced slightly towards the
right so that the ligquid-vapor interface takes up the new posi-
tion indicated by the dashed line BB' preserving the contact
angle 8, i.e., BB' is parallel to AA'. This small displacement
increases the solid-liguid interface by amount 6A12 proportional
to length AB, and concurrently decreases the solid-vapor inter-
facial area by that same magnitude. If we now uncritically
assert that the increment of liguid-vapor interfacial area
6A23 is proportional to length CD, so that it is given by
SAlzcose, then we can go through the following argument that
appears to constitute a variational derivation of Young's equa-
tion.

If 6 is the equilibrium value of the contact angle, then
a vanishingly small net change §F of total surface free energy F
must accompany the above-specified variations as those variations
are shrunk to infinitesimal magnitude, inasmuch as-a system in
equilibrium occupies a state of minimal free energy, i.e., &éF = 0.

The stipulation that, at equilibrium, the variation of F shall



vanish requires, if 6A23 = 6A12 cos 6,

§F = vy 6A - vy 6A + vy 68A cos 8 =0 (2)
12 12 13 12 23 12

Since this must be true or any small variation 6A12, we may
divide through by that factor and thereby we seem to obtain
Young's equation (1).

The foregoing is, however, guite unacceptable for the
following reason (1): We have simply asserted, without any
proof, that the increment of ligquid-vapor interfacial area is
given by 6A23 = 6A12 cos 6; that is, 6A23 is simply declared to
be proportional to length BC. But why could we not have said,
almost with more apparent justification, that the increment of
liquid-vapor interfacial area is proportional to BD? As soon
as the latter question is posed, we recognize that we have not
put down enough restrictions (constraints) on our problem to
warrant any valid assertions as to the magnitude of the incre-
ment of liguid-vapor interfacial afea. We sense that, in order
to specify properly the guantity 6A23, we must know what is
happening, during our virtual displacement, to parts of the
liquid not even exhibited in Fig. 2. Our difficulty arises
from what Gray (2) has aptly termed "the fallacy of the semi-
infinite interface." Briefly, we must specify much more clearly,
and translate into mathematical form, certain additional integral

constraints that characterize the specific problem we seek to

investigate.



A VARIATIONAL DERIVATION FOR A SPECIAL CASE

In many problems, especially those of heterogeneous nuclea-
tion (see, e.g., 7, p. 54), we often deal with a small mass of
liquid lying on a plane solid insoluble surface, so it is of
interest to submit that important specific case to variational
analysis. We shall specify that gravitational effects are
negligible. The latter assumption is true to excellent approxi-
mation in the nucleation problem, as well as in all other cases
where only tiny patches of liquid are involved. The "sessile
drop" problem, by contrast, is one in which gravitational
flattening is quite significant because of large masses of
liquid involved, so we exclude it from present consideration
and take comfort in knowing that the generality of Johnson's (3)
proof assures us that Young's equation also holds in such cir-
cumstances. We also exclude adsorption effects, so that surface
tensions become identical in significance with surface free
energies (3).

We seek the equilibrium shape and contact angle for this
special case. We can assert immediately that, in order that
mechanical equilibrium shall exist, one obvious requirement is
that (in the assumed absence of gravity) the internal pressure
within the fluid mass must be everywhere the same, lest motions
develop in non-equilibrium manner. But because we can certainly
regard the external pressure as essentially constanF over our
vapor-liquid interface, and because the increment of pressure in
crossing the latter interface from the vapor to the liquid side

is controlled by y23 and the local mean interfacial curvature,



according to a familiar relation, we see that uniformity of
internal pressure will require that the liquid-vapor interface
be a portion of a sphere. (The only exceptions to this con-
clusion will apply in cases that are not of sufficiently general
interest to warrant discussion here.) Thus we now further
specify that the liquid always lies as a spherical cap on the
solid, with one and the same radius of curvature r for all por-
tions of its liquid-vapor interface. The magnitude of that
radius will, of course, be considered to vary as we carry out
our virtual variations of cap-shape, but we agree to restrict
attention to varied shapes that are in all cases spherical
segments, in order that uniform internal pressure is always
maintained in keeping with requirements of mechanical equilib-
rium.

The preceding sphericity stipulation is the first one of
our two constraints, the second being that the volume V of the
liquidlmass shall be invariant as we vary r and 6. Referring
to the sketch of Fig. 2, we might start with a cap represented
by the solid profile with radius r and contact angle 6, and
press it down until its radius became everywhere r + 8r and its
contact angle changed to 6 + &6 (smaller than 6, since here 4§66
would be negative). During this variation of configuration from
one spherical cap form to another, our second constraint dictates
simply that 6V = 0. As is readily seen from Fig.~§, such varia-
tions will entail some variation 6A23 of the spherical liquid-
vapor interface and concomitant variation 6A12 of the plane

liguid-solid interface.



Our derivation is to be based primarily on the equilibrium
principle that small variations about the equilibrium form shall
lead to vanishingly small variations of total surface free energy,
i.e., SF =:0, subject to the two constraints of always-spherical
liquid-vapor interface and invariant ligquid volume. In interests
of notational simplification, we now introduce the "contact param-

eter" m, defined as

m = cos © (3)

so that we shall hereafter speak of variations of m rather than of
8. To carry through the above-outlined program, we must first find
explicit expressions for V, Alz' and A23 in terms of r and m, and
then we must form the variations of each of those three guantities.
But because the second of our constraints requires sV = 0, it is
clear that we shall be able to obtain from that condition some
general relation joining ér and 6m, namely equation (8) below.
Use of the latter relation will then permit us to eliminate from
our expressions for 5A12 and 6A23 either 6r or &m (we shall below
arbitrarily take ér as our independent variation, eliminating ém).
Our basic equilibrium reguirement, §&F = 0, which we shall at first
express quite generally in terms of the area-variations, can then
be put into a form in which every term will contain the factor $r.
But §r represents an arbitrary, non-zero variation, so that factor
can be divided out of the eguation &F = 0, leaving us with some
condition on m that will specify our equilibrium condition (Young's
relation, as we shall see).

By straightforward integrations, we can immediately take the

first of the above-outlined steps, obtaining the following three



geometric relationships for spherical caps:

3
v=3§—(2+m)(1-m)2 (4)
A = ar2 (1 - m2) (5)
12
A = 27r2 (1 - m) (6)
23

Our first constraint has now been imposed; we limit attention,
via (4-6), to variational changes preserving sphericity of the
liquid-vapor interface. To impose our second constraint, we
form the variation of (4) and equate it to zero to obtain:

rd

8V = wr2[ (2+m) (1-m)2]ér + 3

[(l-m)?2 - 2(2+m) (l-m)]ém = O (7)

But condition (7) permits us now to express &m in terms of &,

yielding:

_ (2 +m)(l - m)sér
m = T + m)r (8)

as our volume-conserving relation between m- and r-variations.

It is to be noted carefully that (8) constitutes a key
relationship in our variational analysis. In absence of any
interrelationship like (8), we would be admitting into consider-
ation entirely arbitrary pairs of variations (ém,ér). But almost
all of these would lead to either volume increases or decreases,
so they would fail to describe the problem we seek‘to analyze,
namely the problem of the equilibrium shape attained by some

given volume of liquid dropped onto a specified plane substrate.
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Equation (8) restricts the allowed family of variations (ém, §r)
to that desired subset which satisfies our requirement of con-
.stancy of V.

Next we form the general expression for the total surface
free enexgy F. (Note that it was characteristic of our previously-
outlined inadequate variational derivation that we had such an
incompletely specified system that we could not have written down
any explicit expression for F; all we could do was to write down
what appeared to be an expression for SF.) Taking as a éonvenient
zero-reference state that in which the solid is everywhere in con-

tact with the vapor in absence of any liquid deposit, we may write:

F = A + A - A
Y23 23 Y12 12 Y13 12

whence the variation of F is given in general by

§F = v 6A + (y -y )sa . (9)
23 23 127 13 12

But from (5) and (6) we can form the spherical-cap variations

SA

" 2rr(l - m2)8r - 27r2msm (10)

SA
23

4nx(l - m)ér - 27r2ém , (11)

and we next restrict these by introducing the volume-~conserving

relation (8) between ém and ér, yielding

SA
12

27r8r(l - m)/(1 + m) (12)

§A
23

]

21rérm(l - m) /(1 + m) (13)
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If we now substitute (12) and (13) into (9), we get for the
first variation of F, in our constant-volume spherical-cap

case, the expression

§F = 2mrér(l - m)/(1l + m)(mY“ vy - Y13} (14)

The particular spherical cap that is the equilibrium configura-
tion must be that which satisfies the necessary, but not sufficient
(see below) condition &F = 0 for arbitrary small variations 6r
about equilibrium; so imposing this condition we see that (14)
implies three possible solutions. Two are of no present interest,
namely the meaningless solution r = 0 and the guite real and mean-
ingful asymptotic case m = 1. But the third solution to the con-
ditional equation 8F = 0 is of obvious interest in our analysis,

namely the condition

- _ 15
" (Y13 Y12)/.Y23 ( )

which, in view of definition (3) is seen to be identical to

equation (1), Young's relation.

STABILITY ANALYSIS

inspection of the analysis leading to (15) reveals that it
shows only that (15) is a condition for the existence of an
extremum (or, still more precisely, existence of a stationary
value) of F in the variational neighborhood of the 5articular
spherical-cap configuration satisfying the Young relation. An

equilibrium analysis is not complete until it has shown (as above)
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not only that the first derivative of F vanishes at the claimed
eguilibrium configuration, but also that the second derivative
of F with respect to the‘independently varied parameter is posi-
tive (i.e., that we are actually at a minimum of F) in the
neighborhood of the claimed equilibrium condition.

To establish this, we must form the second derivative, i.e.,
second variation, of F from the general expression (14), and
evaluate it at the equilibrium configuration by substituting
into the general form of that second variation the particular
condition (15). Care must be taken, in differentiating (14), to
recognize that m is there to be treated as an implicit function

of r. Keeping this in mind, one obtains:

§2F 1-m § ,1-m
= 27 (5—) LM + - + 27r —(5=—)Lm + -
532 “(1+m)[ Yo T Y, Y13] T Gr(l+m)[ Y, v T, Y13]
+ 2rr (M) (o B (16)
1+m 23 O

But in the neighborhood of our claimed equilibrium configuration,
Young's equation in the form (15) imposes the condition that the
first two terms on the right of (16) vanish in that neighborhood
because the guantity in;ide the square brackets is zero. (In
antiéipation of that-ggzgéégz:zgn, the r-differentiation of the
quantity (1 - m»&l + m) is shown in (16) only in indicated opera-
tional form, without actually carrying out the somewhat involved
and unnecessary operation.) Thus we are left withfonly the third

term on the right. On using (8), we can finally reduce (16) to

the form



14

to the present derivation has no weight. If one wishes to
escape the restrictions characteristic of the present deriva-
tion, one must turn directly to the highly generalized varia-
tional analysis presented by Johnson (3). But, as noted
previously, one pays a certain price for the elegant and
rigorous generality of Johnson's treatment, for it does not
directly convey clear-cut physical meaning in the way that the
present type of analysis of a specific case does. In that
sense, Johnson's and the present discussions may be regarded
as usefully complementing each other.

It will be recalled that the crucial deficiency of the
incomplete type of variational analysis exhibited by Gregg and
examined briefly above is that it leads to Young's relation
only if 5A23 equals 6A12 cos 6. We may now ask whether the
above analysis can settle that point for the spherical-cap
case. We find that it can, for from (12) and (13) we see that,

for all volume-conserving variations we shall have &A =

mGA12 = 6A12 cos 8, the moot relation. What had been uncertain
under the inadequate specification of that analysis becomes
quite definite when the surface free energy of the entire system
is considered, in keeping with the point that Gray (2) has
stressed in his comments on the fallacy of the semi-infinite
interface.

It should be remarked that it is not quite proger usage to
speak of derivations of the present type as being b;sed on the

principle of virtual work, for the argument is not couched in

terms of virtual work done by specified forces during specified
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virtual displacements. Indeed, our prime objective in approach-

ing ‘the derivation of the Young equation in the manner illustrated
above was to avoid speaking of any surface tension forces and to
carry out our entire analysis instead in terms of surface energies.
We formed an integral expression for the total surface free energy
of our system and demanded that a certain constrained variation of
that integral must vanish at equilibrium for energy-minimum reasons.
Thus the above is properly termed a variational argument but not an
argument resting on the principle of virtual work, despite the

obviously close relation of these two approaches.
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LIST OF FIGURES AND CAPTIONS

Fig. 1 a) Definition sketch for contact angle in a

solid-liquid-vapor system.

b) Small variation of a liquid wedge on a solid.

Fig. 2 Volume-preserving shape-variation of a spherical

cap on a plane substrate.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

APPLICATION FOR SABBATICAL LEAVE »
{Submit This Form in Quintuplicate)

Applicant’s Name McDonald James E Date: _June 8, 1971
. Last First Middle initial
College Liberal Arts Départmem Meteorology Highest Earned Degree: °h.D.

July 1, 1971 December 31, 1971

Period Requested for Sabbatical Leave: to

List Below All Positions Held at The University of Arizona. Start with the latest position, and describe all leaves of absence.
Each year should be accounted for, ]
Academic (A)

Full Timeéor or Fiscal (F)
Position Dates Fraction of Time Appointment
Senior Phy81c1st _ 1657 = Full time , Fiscal

Sabbatical 7=1-63 - 12-3]1-63 :
Scientrific Director, JAP 1956 - 1957 —Full Time Fiscal
Associate Director, TAP = _ 1954 - 1956 Full Time . Fiscal

Additional Compensation During Sabbatical Leave:

Granted: Sources and Amounts Applied for: Sources and Amounts

Description of Sabbatical Leave Project (State purpose bneﬂy here; see mstructxons below):
To engage in a number of limited ‘studies of new technlques capable of
meéeting the demands of teaching and research duties with perhaps special .
attention to the expandlng undergraduate field., TIn addition, the sabbatical
leave will be employed in drafting several manuscripts for publication. .

Names and Addresses of Persons Competent to Evaluate the Project (Department heads will attach one copy of each letter of

evaluation):__Dick Kassander
Lou Battan
George Dawson

On a separate sheet, 842 x 11, describe in detail the sabbatical project, giving all pertinent information, the goals, and the post-
sabbatical benefits to be achieved — publications, teaching methods, etc,

If granted sabbatical leave, I agree to abide by the terms of the Sabbatical Leave Policy, and to submit a final report to the Vice
President for Academic Affairs, for referral to the President, during the first semester after returning from sabbatical leave.

Qan.ﬂ»ng McM ¢-& 7/

(Signaturé of Applicant) (Date)

(Forms available at the Office of the Vice President For Academic Affairs)

PRESIDENT



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

INSTITUTE OF ATMOSPHERIC PHYSICS

Dr. James E. DcDonald's Sabbatical Project:

Departmental staff discussions during recent years
indicate strong need for a new course within the department
which I am interested in attempting to organize. A large
fraction of our incoming graduate students have:majored in
physics or mathematics; almost all of such students have had
no previous introduction to meteorology. To present to such
Students an extensive, yet compressed, summary review of all
of the major topics and principles underlying introductory
meteorology is regarded by all of our department as a highly
desirable step. One of my sabbatical goals will be to explore
and develop the optimal content of such a course,

Another sabbatical project will be to begin the develop-
ment of a manual of course notes in my one-year course in
cloud physics and precipitation theory. This will be done
on a trial basis with respect to several key chapters.

During the sabbatical period the remaining time will be
devoted primarily to manuscript preparation on several studies
already largely completed, yet still umpublished. One of
these has already been presented as a banquet address before
the American Meteorological Society some months ago. It
constitutes a critical review of the interaction between
weather modification research or operations and an increasingly
wide range of public responses thereto.

Another manuscript to be undertaken concerns my inves-
tigations of a group of nucleation events occurring in super-
cooled carbonated liquids. The educational value of a report
on my investigations on this topic is believed to be rather
substantial, expecially for undergraduate meteorology students.

Additionally, a brief paper on a useful variant of the
Beer's absorption gquation will be prepared and submitted for
publication. If time permits, one or two other papers of
completed work will be written up for publication during
this sabbatical period.
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Dr. McDonald had a major impact on the atmospheric sciences as a
result of his service on the Panel on Weather and Climate Modifica-
tion of the National Academy of Sciences. His work with this

group tells much about the man. He joined it just after an early
preliminary report gave a pessimistic view on the status of the
subject. Dr. McDonald tended to share this view with the general
community of atmospheric scientists. On the other hand, certain
scientists, particularly those associated with commercial cloud
seeding organizations, strongly objected to the negative tone of
the report. Dr. MchDonald agreed to carry out a careful examination
of data and reports of a large number of cloud seeding projects
particularly those conducted by commercial operators. As a result,
he convinced himself and the Panel that there was reason for
optimism about the efficacy of procedures for increasing precipita-
tion by means of ice-nuclei seeding. This notion, expressed in

the Panel's final report in 1966, had a marked effect on the progress
of weather modification in the United States. Subsequent research
has supported and extended the earlier optimistic views. During
1970, Dr. McDonald played a crucial role on the Project Stormfury
Advisory Panel as it sought to evaluate the results of experiments
aimed at reducing the intensity of hurricanes.

Over the last few years, Dr. McDonald gave considerable atten-
tion to the analysis of reports of Unidentified Flying Objects. As
was his custom, he approached the problem as a scientific one, he
studied all available information and evidence, he interviewed
hundreds of people and made detailed analyses of possible explana-
tions. He maintained that the pursuit of satisfactory explanations
for UFO reports represented an important scientific problem which
was not getting adequate attention

Within his humanistic outlook, Dr. McDonald believed that the
scientist should involve himself directly with major problems of
society. He entered public debates on such important questions as
those dealing with civil rights, racial justice and the influence
of the military on civilian life. His 1959 analysis of Air Force
missle-siting policy resulted in nationwide news coverage, an award-
winning publication of the problem, and ultimately an official
acknowledgement from the Department of Defense regarding the
validity of his analysis.

Most recently he was deeply committed to the analysis of the
effects on the atmosphere of the emission from supersonic transport
airplanes. He spent hundreds of hours studying the relevant printed
material and consulting with experts in many related disciplines.
Having concluded that SST emissions could reduce ozone concentra-
tions, increase ultraviolet radiation reaching the earth and lead
to increases in the frequency of skin cancer, he did his utmost to
convince other scientists, laymen and public officials that the SST
represented a danger to society.



Dr. McDonald was a man of integrity and great courage. He
was loved and admired by a great many people, he was respected by
everyone who stopped to listen, he made a lasting impact on many
facets of the atmospheric sciences and society, and he will be
missed much more than we now realize. The Faculty of the University
wishes to pay a sincere tribute to our colleague and extend our
sympathies to his family.

Louis J. Battan
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A. Richard Kassander, Jr.

Tal A Py

Paul S. Martin

Cibio_Zds K
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Dr. James E. MeDenald...was the man who burst on the scene, demanding
action, digging into the cases with great energy, exposing the false explanations.
His stormy, passionate life and his fight with the more conservative segments
of the seientific community have never been described in full detail, and an
account of his involvement with the UFO problem Is long overdue.

—from the Foreword by Dr. Jacques Vallée

Firestorm: Dr. James E. MecDonald’s Fight for UFO Science is the
fascinating chronicle of an intellectual giant and fearless fighter who
nearly accomplished what no one has yet done—examine the strange
phenomena of UFOs through the uncompromising eyes of the scientific

community. Firestormis far more than a biography of a scientist. It 4
delves deeply into the behind-the-seenes manipulations, politics and
intrigues encountered by McDonald and other researchers who have
sought to get the topic studied in'an open manner by the appropriate -

authorities. Druffel’s personal access to the McDonald private archives
allowed her to authoritatively document the real history of the early days
y of what is now known asthe “Great UFO CoverUp.”

A .

Whether the reader be a skeptic, an enthusiast, or simply curious, Druffel’s riveting
acecount of McDonald's challenge to the government and scientific communities is a
significant chapter in the UFO debate that must not be missed!

— Hal Puthoff, Ph.D., Directar, Institute for Advanced Studies at Austin

Firestorm is an intensely compelling account of the efforts of one man to create a climate
where unorthodox thinking could safely flourish. It's a bravura performance....
—UFO Magazine

A riveting read! ...Druffel provides readers with a masterful biographical legacy of
McDonald's brilliant contributions to science.... A job well done.

—Raymond E. Fowler, author of The Watchers series

Jim was the epitome of persistence, courage, comprehensiveness, and genius... a
splendid job of documenting his interactions with other less-courageous scientists such

as J. Allen Hynek. The book is very well referenced. | would give it 5 stars. A must read.
—Stanton T. Friedman, nuclear physicist; author of UFOs, The Real Story
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