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      FOREWORD


      As a lifetime student of philosophy and religion, I have long been interested as to whether we, as conscious beings, have

         potentials beyond those we now know. Among other questions, I have sought to learn whether we are alone in the universe. In

         this regard, I became fascinated with the possible relationship between extraterrestrial intelligence and what are known as

         “Unidentified Flying Objects.” Should this connection be established objectively and conclusively, we would know that we are

         not alone.

      


      In this quest, in view of the extensive anecdotal evidence that exists, I have worked with a number of individuals and organizations,

         but I was never satisfied that we were able to establish unqualified scientific evidence as to the existence of UFOs.

      


      Thus, I was encouraged when Dr. Peter A. Sturrock, a distinguished astrophysicist at Stanford University, agreed to conduct

         a study concerning physical evidence related to the UFO phenomenon. Under his leadership, nine impartial scientists were brought

         together to hear presentations by experienced investigators and render their opinions and advice.

      


      I am most grateful to the scientists and investigators who took part in this project and produced this report. While their

         findings were not conclusive, I hope that this study will raise the level of the debate and will be helpful, in particular,

         to other scientists who might be encouraged to undertake their own research and so further contribute to our knowledge of

         what is truly an enigma.

      


      Laurance S. Rockefeller
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      PREFACE


      This book has its origins in a study that was carried out at the Pocantico Conference Center in Tarrytown, New York, from

         September 29 to October 3, 1997. It is a pleasure to acknowledge the initiative, support, and wise counsel of Mr. Laurance

         S. Rockefeller, the efficient administrative support of Mr. Rockefeller’s colleague Mr. Henry Diamond, and the support of

         the officers of the Society for Scientific Exploration, notably SSE Treasurer Dr. Charles R. Tolbert. For assistance in planning

         the study, I am indebted to members of the Scientific Steering Committee: Dr. Thomas E. Holzer, Dr. Robert Jahn, Dr. David

         E. Pritchard, Dr. Harold E. Puthoff, Dr. Yervant Terzian, and Dr. Charles R. Tolbert. Thanks are due to the investigators

         who tried to present a crash course on the UFO problem in the space of only a few days: Dr. Richard F. Haines, Dr. Illobrand

         Von Ludwiger, Dr. Mark Rodeghier, Mr. John F. Schuessler, Dr. Erling Strand, Dr. Michael D. Swords, Dr. Jacques F. Vallee

         and Mr. Jean-Jacques Velasco; and to the scientists who made a brave attempt to assess the subject in that very short time:

         Dr. Von R. Eshleman, Dr. Thomas E. Holzer, Dr. J. R. (Randy) Jokipii, Dr. FranÇois Louange, Dr. H. J. (Jay) Melosh, Dr. James

         J. Papike, Dr. Guenther Reitz, Dr. Charles R. Tolbert, and Dr. Bernard Veyret.

      


      This book incorporates material, itemized in the Acknowledgments section, that was previously published by the Society for

         Scientific Exploration in its journal, Journal of Scientific Exploration, and by the Center for UFO Studies as a CUFOS Report, and I wish to thank the following authors who have generously allowed

         me to incorporate their work in this book: Dr. Von R. Eshleman, Dr. Richard F. Haines, Dr. Thomas E. Holzer, Dr. J. R. (Randy)

         Jokipii, Dr. FranÇois Louange, Dr. H. J. (Jay) Melosh, Dr. James J. Papike, Dr. Guenther Reitz, Dr. Charles R. Tolbert, Dr.

         Jacques F. Vallee, Mr. Jean-Jacques Velasco, Dr. Bernard Veyret, and Ms. Jennie Zeidman.

      


      For support in preparing the original report and the resulting book, I am indebted to my assistant Ms. Diane Kohlman, to my

         local editor Ms. Kathleen Erickson, and to our editorial assistant Mr. Marcel Kuijsten. This book also owes much to the sound

         judgment of Warner Books editor Ms. Betsy Mitchell.

      


      In order to be useful, a book should read easily. However, if any book on the UFO topic reads too easily, it does not reflect

         the difficulty and complexity of the problem it is supposed to address. This book is at best a brief introduction to an extensive

         and recalcitrant subject. (My dictionary defines “recalcitrant” as “obstinate in defying constituted authority.”) For those

         who wish to go further, I give my own short list of recommended reading at the end of this book.

      


      I hope this book will help encourage more scientists to study this subject, develop their own ideas, and test those ideas

         by independent research. This is I believe our best hope—and may be our only hope—for finally arriving at a full resolution

         of the problem posed by UFO reports which have persisted worldwide for over fifty years.

      


      Peter A. Sturrock


      Stanford, California


      June 1999
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      HISTORY
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      CHAPTER 1


      Introduction


      The word “UFO” presents an enigma—a puzzle concerning which everyone has an opinion but no one has an answer. Ordinary citizens

         are typically curious and open-minded. By contrast, professional people (administrators, policy makers, journalists, scientists,

         and most other scholars) are typically very guarded in their response.

      


      In 1976, I carried out a survey of the members of the American Astronomical Society to assess their level of interest in the

         subject, whether they thought it deserves scientific investigation, and whether any members could report observations similar

         to those of typical UFO reports (Sturrock, 1994 a, b, c). I learned that most of the respondents were as curious as most citizens;

         most considered that the subject does indeed deserve scientific investigation; and a few percent had witnessed events similar

         to those described in the UFO literature.

      


      When speaking in public, however, scientists tend to be dismissive of the UFO question. The great physicist Richard P. Feynman,

         one of the most open-minded and articulate scientists of the twentieth century, made the following remarks in the course of

         a lecture entitled “This Unscientific Age,” presented at the University of Washington in April 1963:

      


         If we come to the problem of flying saucers,… we have the difficulty that almost everybody who observes flying saucers sees

            something different … orange balls of light, blue spheres which bounce on the floor, gray fogs which disappear, gossamer-like

            streams which evaporate into the air, tin [sic], round flat things out of which objects come with funny shapes that are something like a human being….Just think a few minutes

            about the variety of life that there is. And then you see that the thing that comes out of the flying saucer isn’t going to

            be anything like what anybody describes…. It is very unlikely that flying saucers would arrive here, in this particular era….

            Just when we’re getting scientific enough to appreciate the possibility of traveling from one place to another, here come

            the flying saucers (Feynman, 1998).

         


      The problem of trying to understand the cause or causes of UFO reports has become more difficult since Feynman gave his lecture

         in Seattle. Now a citizen may ask a scientist not only about “flying saucers,” and not only about possible extraterrestrial

         occupants, but also about reports that some objects have crashed and been retrieved, that some human beings are being subjected

         to examination by extraterrestrial visitors, and that federal agencies are hiding important relevant information from the

         public. Such prospects are so mind-boggling and so close to science fiction, and the issues so very far removed from conventional

         scientific research, that nowadays scientists are even less willing to become involved in this subject than they were in 1963.

         This has resulted in considerable polarization: citizens are keenly interested in the problem and want answers, but scientists

         who could help provide answers have little interest and no incentive to cooperate in this endeavor.

      


      These were some of the thoughts that came to mind in December 1996, when Mr. Laurance Rockefeller asked about my thoughts

         on what might be done to learn what lies behind UFO reports. I had come to recognize the complexity of the issue, and I had

         also learned something about what works and what does not work in scientific research.

      


      For the last thirty years, I have been involved in theoretical research into solar physics, wrestling with a number of puzzles

         such as why the Sun’s outer atmosphere, the corona, has a temperature of a million degrees, and what happens during a solar

         explosion called a flare. I have learned that it is helpful to break down each of these complex issues into a number of simpler

         phenomena that raise more specific questions. It is always tempting to develop a theory to answer such a question and then

         immediately check that theory against the data. Sometimes that procedure works, but more often it does not. If I try four

         or five ideas and none of them work, I finally realize that I must change my attitude and adopt a different strategy. At that

         stage, my best option is to recognize that (a) I do not understand the phenomenon; (b) I need to study the data much more

         carefully; and (c) the best question to ask is, What is the Sun trying to tell me? I believe that the UFO problem needs a

         similar approach. Scientists need to ask, first, What are the facts? and second, What are those facts trying to tell us?

      


      However, this is not so easy. Concerning the UFO problem, Richard Feynman did not see any solid, clear-cut facts in 1963,

         and most scientists do not see any such facts today, beyond the obvious one that reports continue. Social scientists and detectives

         are used to dealing with anecdotal reports; physical scientists are not. If a witness is taken to a scientific research institution

         and asked to describe his or her observations, it is highly unlikely that this will lead to any significant relevant research.

         On the other hand, if the witness can produce some physical evidence, such as a photograph, a tape recording, or a piece of

         metal, there is a great deal that the staff of a well-equipped laboratory could do. If careful field investigation of ten

         separate UFO events, each with strong witness testimony, were to produce ten items of physical evidence, if each item were

         analyzed in several different laboratories, and if the resulting reports showed that the items were (a) very similar, and

         (b) very unusual, then we would have not only evidence, but a pattern among the evidence. We would have established a fact.

      


      If it does indeed turn out that there is relevant physical evidence, if this evidence is carefully collected and analyzed,

         and if this analysis leads to the identification of several facts concerning the UFO phenomenon, then will be the time for

         scientists to step back and ask, What are these facts trying to tell us? If those facts are strong enough to lead to a firm

         conclusion, then will be the time to confront the more bizarre questions. If, for instance, it turns out that all physical

         evidence is consistent with a mundane interpretation of the causes of UFO reports, there will be little reason to continue

         to speculate about the role of extraterrestrial beings. If, on the other hand, the analysis of physical evidence turns up

         very strong evidence that objects related with UFO reports were manufactured outside the solar system, then one must obviously

         consider very seriously that the phenomenon involves not only extraterrestrial vehicles but probably also extraterrestrial

         beings.

      


      For these reasons, it was my opinion that the very first step in the direction of scientific research into the UFO problem

         would be a determination of whether or not there even exists physical evidence related to UFO reports. This specific question

         could be addressed by means of a panel review, as we discuss further in Chapter 5, “Introduction to Pocantico.” The review

         and the resulting report are contained in this book, together with some selected case studies.

      


      Experienced UFO investigators find that the majority of reports that come to their attention can be attributed to natural

         occurrences, familiar objects seen under unusual circumstances, et cetera. A very small percentage of reports will be recognized as due to hoaxes perpetrated on or by the witnesses. Of the remaining

         reports, many will be uninteresting because they contain little information, or conflicting information, and little or no

         supporting evidence. A very small fraction of the cases have good documentation (but usually not as good as one might like)

         and some form of physical evidence (but never as much as one might like). A few of these interesting and challenging cases

         (drawn from those presented in summary form to the review panel) may be found in Part Five of this book. However, before getting

         into this review, it may be helpful to go back to the very beginning of the UFO story.
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      CHAPTER 2


      UFO History: 1947 to 1967


      The term “UFO” began as an acronym formed from the term “unidentified flying object,” which appears to have been introduced

         into the vocabulary of the United States Air Force some time in 1948. Edward J. Ruppelt, who played an important role in the

         Air Force investigations, claims to be the originator of this term (Ruppelt, 1956, p. 1). An interim report (Project Sign,

         1949) of the progress of “Project Sign” tells us that this project of the Air Material Command (at Wright-Patterson Air Force

         Base in Dayton, Ohio) came into being on January 22, 1948. The subject of the study was originally referred to as “Flying

         Disks.” However, on February 11, 1948, the project received further instructions referring to their mission as the “Evaluation

         of Unidentified Flying Objects.”

      


      According to a press release issued by the Office of Public Information of the National Military Establishment on April 27,

         1949, Project Sign (referred to in the press release as “Project Saucer”) came into being in response to a “veritable celestial

         chain reaction” of “fabulous flying saucers,” that followed the publication on Tuesday, June 25, 1947, of a story concerning

         “a Boise, Idaho, businessman named Kenneth Arnold.” Since the Arnold incident is widely regarded as the beginning of the current

         UFO phenomenon (using that term in its widest possible sense), it is interesting to read the original story (Clark, 1998,

         pp. 139-43), written by reporters of the East Oregonian in Pendleton, Oregon, on June 25, 1947:

      


         PENDLETON, Ore., June 25 (AP)—Nine bright saucer-like objects flying at “incredible speed” at 10,000 feet altitude were reported

            here today by Kenneth Arnold, a Boise, Idaho, pilot who said he could not hazard a guess as to what they were.

         


         Arnold, a United States Forest Service employee [an incorrect identification] engaged in searching for a missing plane, said

            he sighted the mysterious objects yesterday at three p.m. They were flying between Mount Rainier and Mount Adams, in Washington

            State, he said, and appeared to weave in and out of formation. Arnold said that he clocked and estimated their speed at 1200

            miles per hour.

         


         Enquiries at Yakima last night brought only blank stares, he said, but he added he talked today with an unidentified man from

            Ukiah, south of here, who said he had seen similar objects over the mountains near Ukiah yesterday.

         


         “It seems impossible,” Arnold said, “But there it is.”


      The National Military Establishment (1949) press release gave the following account of the Arnold incident:


         On Tuesday, June 24, 1947, a Boise, Idaho, businessman named Kenneth Arnold looked from his private plane and spotted a chain

            of nine saucer-like objects playing tag with the jagged peaks of Washington’s Mt. Rainier at what he described as a “fantastic

            speed.” …

         


         Arnold, representative of a fire control equipment firm in Boise, Idaho, was en route from Chehalis, Washington, to Yakima,

            Washington, on June 24, in a privately owned plane when he saw the reflection of a bright flash on his wing. Arnold said he

            looked around and observed a chain of nine peculiar aircraft approaching Mt. Rainier.

         


         “I could see their outline quite plainly against the snow as they approached the mountain,” he reported. “They flew very close

            to the mountaintops, directly south to southeast down the hog’s back of the range, flying like geese in a diagonal chain-like

            line, as if they were linked together.”

         


         Arnold observed that the objects seemed smaller than a DC-4 on his left, but he judged their wing span to be as wide as the

            furtherest engines on either side of the DC-4’s fuselage.

         


         “I never saw anything so fast,” he told investigators.


         Arnold said he clocked the “Saucers” [sic] speed at about 1,200 miles an hour. Later, however, Aero-Medical Laboratory men stated that an object travelling that fast

            would not have been visible to the naked eye.

         


      It is noteworthy that, although this press release was prepared almost two years after the Arnold event and presumably was

         based on an official investigation, it is both inaccurate and misleading. Arnold never said he saw “saucer-like” objects.

         He described and drew the objects as crescent-shaped. The term “flying saucer” arose not from Arnold’s description of their

         appearance but his description of their motion: he said that they moved with an undulating motion, like a “saucer skipping

         across the water.” Furthermore, the judgment attributed to the “Aero-Medical Laboratory men,” that the objects would not have

         been visible, does not stand up to scrutiny. There are many factors that influence the visibility of an object—angular size,

         angular speed, brightness, contrast, color—but speed itself is not a determining factor. In a clear atmosphere, it is as easy

         to see an object of a given size and speed at twenty miles as it is to see an object half its size and half its speed at ten

         miles.

      


      Arnold’s observation (Arnold and Palmer, 1952) has never been satisfactorily explained, although many suggestions have been

         advanced. The distinguished astrophysicist Donald H. Menzel offered three different interpretations in his three books (Menzel,

         1953; Menzel and Boyd, 1963; Menzel and Taves, 1977) on “flying saucers.” Developing a list of hypotheses is an important

         stage in scientific research, but it is only one stage. It is then necessary to draw upon the evidence to reduce the list—hopefully

         to just one surviving hypothesis. One gets the impression from reading his books that Menzel really regarded unidentified

         flying objects as a joke unworthy of the impressive caliber of scientific research for which he was renowned.

      


      The authors of the Project Sign report (Project Sign, 1949) made a number of interesting observations. Concerning the shapes

         of objects, they stated:

      


      Unidentified aerial objects appear to be grouped as follows:


      (1) Flying disks (saucers)


      (2) Torpedo or Cigar Shaped Bodies (no wings or fins visible in flight)


      (3) Spherical or Balloon-Shaped Objects (capable of hovering, descending, ascending or traveling at high speed


      (4) Balls of light (no apparent physical form attached). Capable of maneuvering, climbing and traveling at high speed.


      Concerning the possible origin of the objects, they stated:


         Consideration has been given to the possibility that these unidentified aircraft represent scientific developments beyond

            the level of knowledge attained in this country. [They argued that such development could come only from the USSR, and they

            considered that unlikely.] … Another possibility is that these aerial objects are visitors from another planet…. The commentary

            on this possibility by Dr. James Lipp of the Rand Project… indicates that this solution of the mystery connected with the

            sighting of unidentified flying objects is extremely improbable. Pending elimination of all other solutions or definite proof

            of the nature of these objects, this possibility will not be further explored.

         


      The above classification of shapes associated with UFO reports has stood the test of time. The French scientist Claude Poher

         (1973), in a document written when he headed the Sounding Rockets Division of the French National Center for Space Research

         (CNES) in Toulouse, analyzed 220 reports from France and 825 reports from other countries, finding similar patterns in both

         groups, including the following prevalent shapes: disklike, round like a ball, cigar-shaped, and egg-shaped.

      


      Whether or not UFO reports have anything to do with secret weapons or extraterrestrial spacecraft is still being vigorously

         debated.

      


      From January 1948 to December 1969, there was an almost continuous UFO research project in the U.S. Air Force, but the level

         of support and the name of the project both changed over the years. David M. Jacobs’s The UFO Controversy in America (Jacobs, 1975) provides a thorough account of these and other developments up to 1974. The level of effort was never very

         great: Typically, a project had only a few staff members. The level of classification, typically 2A, was not very high. There

         appears to have been little or no attempt to conceal the fact that the projects existed. Project Sign was terminated in December

         1948 and replaced by Project Grudge, with the goal of a “Detailed Study of Flying Discs.” Project Grudge (1949) issued its

         final report in August, and the Air Force released a summary to the news media in December 1949. The project’s main conclusion

         was that “there is no evidence that objects reported upon are the result of an advanced scientific foreign development; and

         therefore, they constitute no direct threat to the national security…. All evidence and analysis indicated that UFOs were

         the result of the misinterpretation of various conventional objects [or] a mild form of mass hysteria and war nerves” or hoaxes

         perpetrated by publicity seekers and “psychopathological persons.”

      


      Project Grudge continued as a low-level activity until September 1951. During that month, there was a dramatic sighting of

         an object described as thirty to fifty feet in diameter by the pilot of a T-33 plane and his passenger, an Air Force major,

         of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. This event attracted the attention of Major General C. B. Cabell, director of Air Force intelligence.

         Lieutenant Jerry Cummings, then head of Project Grudge, was released from active duty, and Captain Edward J. Ruppelt was appointed

         to head the project. One of his first steps was to appoint the astronomer Professor J. Allen Hynek as his chief scientific

         consultant. In March 1952, the Air Force changed the code name to Project Blue Book and gave it the formal title Aerial Phenomena

         Group. The Air Force also instituted a new reporting procedure by which Blue Book received prompt notice of new sightings.

         According to Jacobs, “By June 1952 Project Blue Book was a dynamic, ongoing organization.”

      


      However, June 1952 was also a time of great stress for the new organization since in that one month, the Air Technical Intelligence

         Center (ATIC) received 149 reports, more than in any previous month of its history. The next month ATIC received 536 reports—nearly

         50 in one day (July 28) alone. During that summer, several series of sensational sightings were reported on the East Coast,

         notably in the vicinity of Washington, D.C. The Pentagon was besieged with inquiries from the press and congressional offices,

         and its telephone lines were jammed for several days—a valid cause for great concern. In response to this pressure, the Air

         Force held the largest and longest press conference since World War II, on July 29, 1952. Major General John A. Samford, director

         of Air Force Intelligence, acknowledged that the Air Force had received a number of reports from “credible observers of relatively

         incredible things.” Some of these reports were accompanied by radar returns that the Air Force attributed to unusual meteorological

         conditions.

      


      The 1952 wave of sightings attracted the interest of the Central Intelligence Agency, since a deluge of UFO reports could

         compromise the valid reporting of hostile air activity. This led the CIA to consult a panel of five distinguished scientists:

         Luis Alvarez, Lloyd Berkner, Samuel A. Goudsmit, Thornton Page, and H. P. Robertson. The panel, headed by Robertson, met in

         January 1953. After receiving presentations from Blue Book staff and from Hynek for two days, the panel prepared its report,

         then classified Secret. The Robertson panel (Condon and Gillmor, 1969, pp. 905-19) concluded that:

      


         The evidence presented on Unidentified Flying Objects shows no indication that these phenomena constitute a threat to national

            security [and] the continued emphasis on the reporting of these phenomena does, in these parlous times, result in a threat

            to the orderly functioning of the protective organs of the body politic.

         


      The panel therefore recommended:


         That the national security agencies take immediate steps to strip the Unidentified Flying Objects of the special status they

            have been given and the aura of mystery they have acquired [and] that the national security agencies institute policies on

            intelligence, training and public education designed to prepare the material defenses and morale of the country to recognize

            most promptly and to react most effectively to true indications of hostile intent or action.

         


      Possibly as a result of the Robertson panel report, the Air Force appears to have lost interest in Blue Book from 1953 on.

         The staff dwindled, and when Ruppelt left Blue Book in August 1953, the management of the project was turned over to Airman

         First Class Max Futch. Captain Charles Hardin was appointed head of Blue Book in March 1954. Hardin was replaced by Captain

         George T. Gregory in April 1956, Major Robert J. Friend in October 1958, and Major Hector Quintanilla sometime in 1963.

      


      Project Blue Book issued a number of reports during its lifetime. The most interesting one was Blue Book Special Report Number

         14 (originally classified Secret), which was prepared for the Air Force by the Battelle Memorial Institute. It was primarily

         a statistical analysis of data that had been accumulated in Blue Book files. Unlike the Poher analysis of 1973, the report

         claims that “the data as a whole failed to reveal any marked patterns or trends” and concluded that “on the basis of this

         evaluation of the information, it is considered to be highly improbable that any of the reports of unidentified aerial objects

         examined in this study represent observations of technological developments outside the range of present-day scientific knowledge.”

         This report was released by the Air Force on October 25, 1955 (Project Blue Book, 1955).

      


      Between 1952 and 1956, two civilian UFO groups came into existence: APRO (Aerial Phenomena Research Organization), led by

         James and Coral Lorenzen, and NICAP (National Investigating Committee for Aerial Phenomena), led during its formative years

         by Donald E. Keyhoe, a retired Marine Corps major. These organizations, especially NICAP, lobbied Congress to hold hearings

         on the UFO question.

      


      In 1965, Hynek wrote to Lieutenant Colonel J. F. Spaulding, of the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, proposing that

         the Air Force submit the problem to a panel of civilian scientists. On September 28, 1965, Director of Information General

         E. B. LeBailly wrote to the director of the Air Force scientific advisory board and requested “that a working scientific panel

         composed of both physical and social scientists be organized to review Project Blue Book … and to advise the Air Force of

         any improvements that should be made.” This panel, called the Ad Hoc Committee to Review Project Blue Book, was convened (for

         one day only) in February 1966. Its members were Dr. Brian O’Brien (chairman), Dr. Launor Carter, Dr. Jesse Orlansky, Dr.

         Carl Sagan, and Dr. Willis A. Ware. All but Sagan were members of the Air Force scientific advisory board. The report of this

         committee (Condon and Gillmor, 1969, pp. 811-15) was issued in March 1966. The key recommendations were that the Air Force

         should negotiate contracts “with a few selected universities to provide selected teams to investigate promptly and in depth

         certain selected sightings of UFOs” and that a single university should coordinate the teams. The Air Force did not immediately

         respond to these recommendations.

      


      On March 20, 1966, eighty-seven women students and a civil defense director at Hillsdale College in Hillsdale, Michigan, saw

         (according to their reports) a glowing football-shaped object hovering over a swampy area a few hundred yards from the women’s

         dormitory. The witnesses watched the object for four hours. The next night, five people, including two police officers, watched

         (again according to their reports) a large glowing object rise from a swampy area near Dexter, Michigan. Project Blue Book

         dispatched its scientific consultant, Hynek, to the scene.

      


      After his investigation, Hynek held a press conference and suggested that the lights could have been the result of decaying

         vegetation that spontaneously ignited, a phenomenon known as “marsh gas.” This proposal became the subject of intense ridicule.

         The uproar led two congressmen from Michigan, Weston E. Vivian and Gerald R. Ford (then House Republican minority leader),

         to call for congressional hearings.

      


      The House Armed Services Committee held an open hearing on April 5, 1966. The chairman, L. Mendel Rivers, invited testimony

         from Secretary of the Air Force Harold D. Brown, Project Blue Book Chief Hector Quintanilla, and Hynek. NICAP submitted written

         testimony. Hynek defended his investigation of the Michigan sightings, but also called for a civilian panel of scientists

         to examine the UFO problem. Secretary Brown allowed that he was considering this possibility, which had been recommended to

         the Air Force by the O’Brien committee. The congressmen gave their strong support to this proposal.

      


      Following the Rivers hearings, Secretary Brown instructed the Air Force chief of staff to accept the O’Brien committee recommendations.

         Responsibility for implementing the recommendations was assigned to General James Ferguson, deputy chief of staff for research

         and development. Responsibility for university participation was assigned to Lieutenant Colonel Robert Hippler of the Air

         Force Office of Scientific Research. It was not easy for Hippler to find a taker, but eventually, through the good offices

         of Dr. Walter Orr Roberts, director of the National Center for Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colorado, the University of

         Colorado agreed to undertake the project.

      


      The “Colorado Project” and its resulting report are the subject of the next chapter.
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      CHAPTER 3


      The Colorado Project and the Condon Report


      On October 6, 1966, Thurston E. Manning, Vice President at the University of Colorado in Boulder, signed a contract with the

         Air Force for a “Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects.” The final report of that project (the Colorado Project)

         was transmitted to the Air Force by J. R. Smiley, then president of the university, on October 31, 1968. The project director

         was Professor Edward U. Condon, a distinguished physicist and a man of strong and independent character. The report, subsequently

         edited for publication by Daniel S. Gillmor, is known as the Condon Report (Condon and Gillmor, 1969).

      


      The project and the report are often referred to as the work of a “Condon Committee,” but this is a serious error that completely

         misrepresents the nature of both the project and the report. Neither the Air Force nor the University of Colorado put the

         project or the report in the hands of a committee and, as we shall see, the Condon Report is not a consensus document. It

         was never debated and ratified by a committee.

      


      Sections I and II, the “Conclusions and Recommendations” and the “Summary of the Study,” were written by Condon. Section III,

         “The Work of the Colorado Project,” comprises summaries of different aspects of the research written by staff members and

         a summary of opinion polls conducted by the American Institute of Public Opinion, more familiarly known as the Gallup Poll.

         Section IV contains 240 pages of “Case Studies.” The entire report, with additional sections and appendices, is almost 1,000

         pages in length.

      


      The general impression given by Condon’s summary is that there is nothing unusual or significant in the UFO phenomenon. This

         view gains significant additional weight from the fact that the Condon Report was reviewed by a panel of eminent scientists

         (led by Professor G. H. Clemence) of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), who endorsed both the methodology and findings

         of the report (Clemence, 1969). This chapter presents an overview of the Condon Report, a comparison of Condon’s “Summary

         of the Study” with the six staff summaries, a comparison of each staff summary with the case summaries on which it was based,

         and a discussion of scientific methodology.

      


      OVERVIEW


      The Condon Report, presenting the results of the Colorado Project, does not give the impression of a tightly integrated research

         program. The total budget over a two-year period was $500,000, but the report lists thirty-seven members of the project staff,

         and a number of other individuals were consulted. It is clear that the Air Force was receiving a very high return of scientific

         manpower for its money, even though most of the staff must have been contributing only a small fraction of their time to the

         project. One would have expected that such a large research effort would have been organized into teams led by the other principal

         investigators or by members of the full-time staff, but there is no indication that such a structure was set up.

      


      Professor Condon is listed as the Scientific Director of the project. Dr. Stuart W. Cook, Professor of Psychology; Dr. Franklin

         E. Roach, Professor of Astrogeophysics; and Dr. David R. Saunders, Professor of Psychology, are listed as Principal Investigators,

         and Dr. William A. Scott, Professor of Psychology, is listed as Co-Principal Investigator. Mr. Robert J. Low, with degrees

         in electrical engineering and business administration, was the Project Coordinator. In addition, the report lists five Research

         Associates: Dr. Norman E. Levine (Ph.D., Engineering), Mr. Ronald I. Presnell (M.S., Engineering), Dr. Gerald M. Rothberg

         (Ph.D., Physics), Mr. Herbert J. Strentz (M.A., Journalism), and Mr. James E. Wadsworth (B.A., Behavioral Science).

      


      The core of the report is Section IV, which presents fifty-nine cases. In this work, the director took no part; one principal

         investigator worked on two cases, another principal investigator on one case; the co-principal investigator took no part;

         the project coordinator worked on eight cases; one research associate (Dr. Levine) worked on eight cases; Dr. Rothberg on

         one case; and Mr. Wadsworth on seventeen cases. Important contributions were made by Dr. Roy Craig (Ph.D., Physical Chemistry)

         and Dr. William K. Hartmann (Ph.D., Astronomy, who was actually located at the University of Arizona in Tucson), who are listed

         simply as “staff members.” Craig and Hartmann each worked on fourteen cases.

      


      The next most important section is Section III, which represents six summaries of the work of the Colorado Project, together

         with a review of opinion polls by Dr. Aldora Lee (Ph.D., Social Psychology). None was written by the director, one was written

         by a principal investigator (Roach), and none by the research associates. Three chapters were written by Craig, one by Hartmann,

         and one by Gordon Thayer (B.S., Physics), who had also worked on a radar-visual case (Case 2) (CR, pp. 248-56).

         

            *

         

         

      


      Section V, dealing with historical aspects of UFO phenomena, comprises three chapters, and Section VI, dealing with “The Scientific

         Context,” comprises ten chapters. Of these thirteen chapters, one was written by the director. The remaining twelve chapters

         were written by staff members not previously listed in this discussion.

      


      It is instructive to see what specific contributions were made by different staff members of the Colorado Project. These contributions

         are summarized in the following table:

      


         Table 3-1. Breakdown of Activities among Staff


      

         

            	

            	

            	Condon Report

         


         

            	

            	

            	Sec. IV 59 cases

            	Sec. III 7 Summaries

            	Sec. V, VI 13 Chapters

            	Sec. I, II

         


         

            	Condon

            	Director

            	0

            	0

            	1

            	2

         


         

            	Cook

            	Principal Investigator

            	1

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Roach

            	Principal Investigator

            	2

            	1

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Scott

            	Co-Principal Investigator

            	0

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Low

            	Project Coordinator

            	8

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Levine

            	Research Associate

            	8

            	0

            	0

            	0

         
 

         

            	Presnell

            	Research Associate

            	0

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Rothberg

            	Research Associate

            	1

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Strentz

            	Research Associate

            	0

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Wadsworth

            	Research Associate

            	17

            	0

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Craig

            	“Staff”

            	13

            	3

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Hartmann

            	“Staff”

            	14

            	1

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Lee

            	“Staff”

            	0

            	1

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Thayer

            	“Staff”

            	0

            	1

            	0

            	0

         


         

            	Others

            	

            	≥30

            	0

            	12

            	0

         


      


      The overall impression we get is that one group did the work and a different group did the writing. For instance, Condon prepared

         Section I, “Conclusions and Recommendations,” and Section II, “Summary of the Study,” but took no part whatever in the case

         studies. (The historical account “UFOs, 1947–1968” in Section V is attributed to Condon but, in its style and level of detail

         with incident numbers, report numbers, and initials of people being cited, much of it reads as if it had been produced in

         an Air Force office.) Most of the casework was done by Low, the project coordinator, by three of the five research associates,

         and by staff members Craig and Hartmann. Of these, only Craig and Hartmann contributed to the summaries in Section III and,

         as we have noted, no one other than Condon actually contributed to the “Conclusions and Recommendations” or to the “Summary

         of the Study.”

      


      Another important part of any scientific study is the definition of the scope of the study and the definitions of the principal

         terms involved. Condon states that “the emphasis of the study has been on attempting to learn from UFO reports anything that

         could be considered as adding to scientific knowledge.” His conclusion (CR, p. 1) was that “nothing has come from the study

         of UFOs in the last twenty years that has added to scientific knowledge…. Further extensive study of UFOs probably cannot

         be justified in the expectation that science will be advanced thereby.” The key definition is given by Condon:

      


         An unidentified flying object (UFO, pronounced OO-FO

            

               *

            

            ) is here defined as the stimulus for a report made by one or more individuals of something seen in the sky (or an object

            thought to be capable of flight but seen when landed on the earth) which the observer could not identify as having an ordinary

            natural origin, which seemed to him sufficiently puzzling that he undertook to make a report of it to the police, to government

            officials, to the press, or perhaps to a representative of a private organization devoted to the study of such objects. Defined

            in this way, there is no question as to the existence of UFOs because UFO reports exist in very large numbers, and the stimulus

            for each report is, by this definition, an UFO. The problem then becomes that of learning to recognize the various kinds of

            stimuli that give rise to UFO reports.

         


      Most scientists who study UFOs adopt a more restricted definition that rules out reports that are readily explainable (Hynek,

         1972, pp. 3-4). Furthermore, some members of the project staff must have adopted a different definition of the term “UFO”

         since one finds elsewhere in the report the statement “The preponderance of evidence indicates the possibility of a genuine

         UFO in this case” (CR, p. 248) and the statement “The probability that at least one UFO was involved appears to be fairly

         high” (CR, p. 256).

      


      In most scientific research, investigators have in mind one or more considered hypotheses. Condon writes:


         The idea that some UFOs may be spacecraft sent to Earth from another civilization, residing on another planet of the solar system, or on a planet associated

            with a more distant star than the Sun, is called the Extra-terrestrial Hypothesis (ETH).

         


      It is somewhat confusing that Condon also introduces the term “extraterrestrial actuality” (ETA), which apparently represents

         the belief that ETH is true. Condon’s finding is that “no direct evidence whatever of a convincing nature now exists for the

         claim that any UFOs represent spacecraft visiting Earth from another civilization” (CR, p. 25). In reaching this conclusion,

         Condon takes the position that “if an [sic] UFO report can be plausibly explained in ordinary terms, then we accept that explanation, even though not enough evidence

         may be available to prove it beyond all doubt” (CR, p. 19).

      


      In assessing the basis for Condon’s conclusion, we may refer to the staff summaries that comprise Section III; the staff summaries

         are based, in turn, on the case studies. In the next section, we shall consider the evidence as categorized in the staff summaries,

         referring to specific cases as seems appropriate. In the remainder of this section, we shall categorize cases according to

         the conclusions drawn by the project staff.

      


      Some fifty-nine cases are listed in Section IV, entitled “Case Studies.” (There are in addition three observations by astronauts

         that will be discussed separately.) One of these fifty-nine cases (Case 14) actually involves six separate events. Another

         “case” (Case 38) is in fact a discussion of “over 800 sightings of UFOs.” The analysts made the following assessments of these

         cases:

      


      1. No event: one case—Case No. 19.


      2. Inconsistent data, possible hoaxes, or otherwise of no probative value: 17 cases—Case Nos. 4, 7, 14.4, 22, 23, 24, 26,

         32, 33, 39, 42, 44, 48, 52, 53, 56, and 58.

      


      3. Identified (anything from “conclusively” to “inconclusively”): 25 cases—Case Nos. 3, 9, 11, 14.3, 14.5, 14.6, 15, 18, 20,

         25, 27, 28, 29, 35, 36, 37, 40, 41, 43, 45, 49, 50, 51, 54, and 55.

      


      4. Not identified: 14 cases—Case Nos. 1, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14.2, 17, 21, 31, 34, 47, and 59.

      


      5. Delusions: 2 cases—Case Nos. 16 and 38.


      6. Not appraised due to evasion by Air Force: 1 case—Case No. 30.


      7. Possible UFOs: 2 cases—Case Nos. 14.1 and 57.


      8. Probable UFOs: 2 cases—Case Nos. 2 and 46.


      A reference guide to cases listed in the Condon Report has been provided by Dr. Willy Smith (Smith, 1996).


      EVALUATION OF EVIDENCE BY CATEGORY


      We now consider evidence by category, drawing from both Section III (staff summaries) and Section IV (case studies) of the

         report.

      


      NARRATIVE EVIDENCE


      The staff gave special weight to cases that involved some form of physical evidence such as photographs or radar returns.

         However, there was one case that involved only witness testimony, but nevertheless seemed impressive. Staff member Craig writes

         (CR, pp. 72–73):

      


         While the current cases investigated did not yield impressive residual evidence, even in the narrative content, to support

            an [sic] hypothesis that an alien vehicle was physically present, narratives of past events, such as the 1966 incident at Beverly,

            Mass. (Case 6), would fit no other explanation if the testimony of witnesses is taken at face value.

         


      The abstract of Case 6 (CR, pp. 266-70) is as follows:


         Three adult women went onto the high school athletic field to check the identity of a bright light which had frightened an

            11-year-old girl in her home nearby, and reported that one of three lights they saw maneuvering in the sky above the school

            flew noiselessly toward them, coming directly overhead, 20-30 ft. above one of them. It was described as a flowing [sic], solid disc-like, automobile-sized object. Two policemen who responded to a telephone message that a UFO was under observation

            verified that an extraordinary object was flying over the high school. The object has not been identified. Most of the extended

            observation, however, apparently was an observation of the planet Jupiter.

         


      PHOTOGRAPHIC EVIDENCE



      In his summary of this category, Hartmann describes a “residual group of unidentifieds” that “is not inconsistent with the

         hypothesis that unknown and extraordinary aircraft have penetrated the airspace of the United States,” although “none yields

         sufficient evidence to establish this hypothesis” (CR, p. 86). A little later, Hartmann remarks:

      


         After investigation, there remains a small residual of the order of 2% of all cases, that appears to represent well recorded

            but unidentified or unidentifiable objects that are airborne—i.e., UFOs…. The present data are compatible with, but do not

            establish either the hypothesis that (1) the entire UFO phenomenon is a product of misidentification, poor reporting, and

            fabrication, or that (2) a very small part of the UFO phenomenon involves extraordinary events.

         


      As examples of the “small residual” cases, we may refer to Cases 46 and 47. Concerning Case 46 (McMinnville, Oregon, May 11,

         1950), Hartmann reaches these conclusions (CR, p. 407):

      


         This is one of the few UFO reports in which all factors investigated, geometric, psychological, and physical appear to be

            consistent with the assertion that an extraordinary flying object, silvery, metallic, disc-shaped, tens of meters in diameter,

            and evidently artificial, flew within the sight of two witnesses. It cannot be said that the evidence positively rules out

            fabrication, although there are some factors such as the accuracy of certain photometric measures of the original negatives

            which argue against a fabrication.

         


      Hartmann gives the following summary of Case 47 (Great Falls, Montana, August 15, 1950):


         Witness I, General Manager of a Great Falls baseball team, and Witness II, Secretary, observed two white lights moving slowly

            across the sky. Witness I made 16 mm motion pictures of the lights. Both individuals have recently reaffirmed the observation,

            and there is little reason to question its validity. The case remains unexplained. Analysis indicates that the images on the

            film are difficult to reconcile with aircraft or other known phenomena, although aircraft cannot be entirely ruled out.

         


      It is interesting to compare Hartmann’s report and case studies with Condon’s two-page summary of “Study of UFO Photographs”

         (CR, pp. 35-37). Only one paragraph is clearly based on Hartmann’s work. This reads:

      


         Hartmann made a detailed study of 35 photographic cases (Section IV, Chapter 3) referring to the period 1966-1968, and a selection

            of eighteen older cases, some of which have been widely acclaimed in the UFO literature. This photographic study led to the

            identification of a number of widely publicized photographs as being ordinary objects, others as fabrications, and others

            as innocent misidentifications of things photographed under unusual conditions.

         


      In fact, Hartmann discusses fourteen cases, of which six are from the period 1966-1968. Concerning the McMinnville, Oregon,

         case (Case 46), it is puzzling that Condon refers not to the analysis made by Hartmann, but to an analysis made by Everitt

         Merritt, who was not a member of the project staff, but a photogrammatrist on the staff of the Autometrics Division of the

         Raytheon Company of Alexandria, Virginia. Merritt found that “the UFO images turned out to be too fuzzy to allow worthwhile

         further parametric analysis.” Condon reports at length Merritt’s analysis of another case (Zanesville, Ohio; not discussed

         anywhere else in the report) that was considered to be a hoax, and also discusses two photographs published in Look magazine, quoting the analysis of Staff Sergeant Earl Schroeder of the Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. Schroeder is not

         listed as being affiliated with the Colorado UFO project, and the case he analyzed was not considered by the project staff.

      


      Apart from generalizations, Condon devotes only one and a half pages to discussion of photographic evidence. Of this total,

         60 percent is devoted to the work of Merritt, 30 percent to the work of Schroeder, and only 10 percent to the work of Hartmann.

         Further, as we have seen, Condon’s summary of the work of his own staff member (Hartmann) was quite inadequate and—for whatever

         reasons—misleading.

      


      RADAR-VISUAL CASES



      Special importance may be attached to cases in which both visual and radar observations were made, and in which these observations

         were consistent. Such cases will typically involve several witnesses: They involve observations made at two or more “channels”

         of the electromagnetic spectrum; and the radar observations provide distance measurements and possibly height measurements

         also. Such cases are discussed in two staff summaries: Section III, Chapter 2, “Field Studies” by Craig (CR, pp. 51-75), and

         Section III, Chapter 5, “Optical and Radar Analysis of Field Cases” by Thayer (CR, pp. 115-76).

      


      Thayer, in his summary of radar-visual cases, states: “There is a small, but significant, residue of cases from the radar-visual

         files (i.e., 1482N, Case 2) that have no plausible explanation such as propagation phenomena and/or misinterpreted man-made

         objects” (CR, p. 175). Earlier in his summary (CR, pp. 163-64), Thayer offers this comment on the case (referred to as “Lakenheath,

         England, August 13-14, 1956, 2230-0330 LST”): “The probability that anomalous propagation of radar signals may have been involved

         in this case seems to be small.” Later, he adds: “The apparently rational, intelligent behavior of the UFO suggests a mechanical

         device of unknown origin as the most probable explanation of this sighting.”

      


      Case 2 (listed, rather cryptically, as “Greenwich, summer 1956”) is presented in the Condon Report (CR, pp. 248-56). The abstract

         reads:

      


         At least one UFO was tracked by air traffic control radar (GCA) at two USAF-RAF stations, with apparently corresponding visual

            sightings of round, white rapidly moving objects which changed directions abruptly. Interception by RAF fighter aircraft was

            attempted; one aircraft was vectored to the UFO by GCA radar and the pilot reported airborne radar contact and radar “gunlock.”

            The UFO appeared to circle around behind the aircraft and followed it in spite of the pilot’s evasive maneuvers. Contact was

            broken when the aircraft returned to base, low on fuel. The preponderance of evidence indicates the possibility of a genuine

            UFO in this case. The weather was generally clear with good visibility.

         


      This case was later discussed in more detail by Thayer (1971). It is interesting to note the conclusion given by Thayer, at

         the end of this article, which reflects his view after further intensive study of this case:

      


         In conclusion, with two highly redundant contacts—the first with ground radar, combined with both ground and airborne visual

            observers, and the second with airborne radar, an airborne visual observer, and two different ground radars—the Bentwaters-Lakenheath

            UFO incident represents one of the most significant radar-visual UFO cases. Taking into consideration the high credibility

            of the information and the cohesiveness and continuity of accounts, combined with a high degree of “strangeness,” it is also

            certainly one of the most disturbing UFO incidents known today.

         


      The other case of special interest is Case 5 listed in the Condon Report rather obscurely as “South-Central, Fall, 1957” (CR,

         pp. 260-66). This case is reviewed by Craig, who emphasizes that “no report of the incident was found in Blue Book files or

         in the files of NORAD Headquarters at Ent AFB” (CR, pp. 56-58). (The reason that no report was found is that the project staff

         had incorrectly dated the event as happening on September 19, 1957, whereas it actually occurred on July 17, 1957.) Craig,

         in describing the phenomenon, stated:

      


         It disappeared suddenly and reappeared at a different location both visually and on airborne and ground radars. Since visual

            and radar observation seemed to coincide, reflection of ground radar did not seem a satisfactory explanation. Other explanations

            such as airplanes, meteors, and plasma also seem unsatisfactory.

         


      Craig concludes: “If the report is accurate, it describes an unusual, intriguing, and puzzling phenomenon, which, in the absence

         of additional information, must be listed as unidentified.”

      


      The case is also discussed extensively by Thayer in his summary (CR, pp. 136-39). Thayer attempts an explanation in terms

         of “anomalous propagation” (AP) echoes and an unidentified ground light source, but adds, “‘There are many unexplained aspects

         to this sighting, however, and a solution such as given above, although possible, does not seem highly probable.’” The reader

         is urged to assess this statement by reviewing the case (CR, pp. 260-66) and the later more extensive account of McDonald

         (1971), who determined the correct date of this event and so obtained Air Force records that the Condon staff had been unable

         to track down. McDonald’s account is, therefore, more complete and more detailed than the study presented in the Condon Report.

         McDonald’s summary of the case reads: 

      


         An Air Force RB-47, equipped with electronic countermeasures (ECM) gear, and manned by six officers, was followed by an unidentified

            object for a distance of well over 700 mi. and for a time period of 1.5 hr., as it flew from Mississippi, through Louisiana

            and Texas and into Oklahoma. The object was, at various times, seen visually by the cockpit crew as an intensely luminous

            light, followed by ground-radar and detected on ECM monitoring gear aboard the RB-47. Of special interest in this case are

            several instances of simultaneous appearances and disappearances on all three of those physically distinct “channels,” and

            rapidity of maneuvers beyond the prior experience of the air crew.

         


      Another extensive discussion of this case can be found in Clark, The UFO Encyclopedia (pp. 761–90).

      


      Condon, in his “Summary of the Study,” devotes almost three pages to discussion of radar sightings of UFOs, but his comments

         on the case studies of the Colorado Project are confined to two short paragraphs. As an evaluation of these case studies,

         he quotes from Thayer’s summary: “there was no case where the meteorological data available tended to negate the anomalous

         propagation hypothesis.” This is, at best, an unfortunate quotation, implying that Thayer regards the anomalous propagation

         hypothesis as offering a plausible explanation of every case. A more complete quotation of Thayer’s remark (CR, p. 172) is

         the following:

      


         The reader should note that the assignment of cases into the probable AP cause category could have been made on the basis

            of the observational testimony alone. That is to say, that there was no case where the meteorological data available tended

          to negate the anomalous propagation hypothesis, thereby causing that case to be assigned to some other category.


          In the table to which Thayer is referring (CR, p. 173), we see that for only nineteen of the thirty-five cases does Thayer regard anomalous

            propagation to be the “most likely or most plausible explanation.” Thayer’s assessment is perhaps presented more clearly by

            a later quotation: “Where the observational data pointed to anomalous propagation as the probable cause of an UFO incident,

            the meteorological data are overwhelmingly in favor of the plausibility of the AP hypothesis” (CR, p. 174). Thayer has clearly

            concluded that a substantial fraction of radar observations are probably due to anomalous propagation effects; but it is equally

            clear that he does not ascribe all radar observations to this phenomenon. The impression given by Condon’s summary concerning radar-visual cases is, therefore,

            at variance with Thayer’s summary and with the cases on which Thayer’s summary is based.

         


      Condon’s account of radar cases is very similar to his account of photographic evidence: Very little of what he writes makes

         reference to the work of his staff, and what he does write about his staff’s work is misleading.

      


      RADAR DETECTION WITHOUT VISUAL DETECTION



      Both Craig and Thayer attach special significance to Case 21, which took place in Colorado Springs, Colorado, on May 13, 1967,

         in which clear and consistent signals were shown by two airport radars, with no corresponding visual observation (CR, pp. 310-16). The abstract of this case, identified only as

         “South Mountain (Location A), Spring, 1967” (CR, p. 310), reads:

      


         Operators of two airport radars reported that a target equivalent to an aircraft had followed a commercial flight in, overtaken

            it, and passed it on one side, and proceeding [sic] at about 200 knots until it left the radar field. No corresponding object was visible from the control tower. On the basis

            of witnesses’ reports and weather records, explanations based on anomalous atmospheric propagation or freak reflection from

            other objects appear inadequate. The case is not adequately explained despite features that suggest a reflection effect (see

            Section III, Chapter 6). [Section III, Chapter 6, is devoted to “Visual Observations Made by U.S. Astronauts” and contains

            nothing relevant to this case.]

         


      Craig, in his summary of “Field Studies,” comments further on this case (CR, p. 72): “Of the current cases involving radar

         observations, one remained particularly puzzling after analysis of the information, since anomalous propagation and other

         common explanations apparently could not account for the observation.”

      


      In his summary of “Optical and Radar Analysis of Field Cases,” Thayer devoted two pages (CR, pp. 170-71) to this case. He

         remarks: “This is a radar-only case, and is of particular interest because the UFO could not be seen, when there was every

         indication that it should have been seen.” He points out that, although no object was seen from the ground, from the landing

         Braniff plane, or from a following Continental Airlines plane, the UFO followed “precisely the correct procedure for an overtaking

         aircraft, or one which is practicing an ILS approach but does not actually intend to touch down.” In Thayer’s opinion, “A

         ghost echo seems to be ruled out.” He concludes that:

      


         This must remain one of the most puzzling radar cases on record, and no conclusion is possible at this time. It seems inconceivable

            that an anomalous propagation echo would behave in the manner described, particularly with respect to the reported altitude

            changes, even if AP had been likely at the time. In view of the meteorological situation, it would seem that AP was rather

            unlikely. Besides, what is the probability that an AP return would appear only once, and at that time appear to execute a

            perfect practice ILS approach?

         


      Condon makes no reference to this case in the section of his summary dealing with radar sightings of UFOs.


      MISCELLANEOUS EVIDENCE



      Brief mention only will be made of some of the other types of evidence considered in the report. Section III, Chapter 6, concerns

         “Visual Observations Made by U.S. Astronauts” as studied by Professor Franklin E. Roach (CR, pp. 176-208). The final paragraph

         of Roach’s “Summary and Evaluation” is the following:

      


         The three unexplained sightings, which have been gleaned from a great mass of reports, are a challenge to the analyst. Especially

            puzzling is the first one of the list, the daytime sighting of an object showing details such as arms (antennas?) protruding

            from a body having a noticeable angular extension. If the NORAD listing of objects near the GT4 spacecraft at the time of

            the sighting is complete as it presumably is, we shall have to find a rational explanation, or alternatively, keep it on our

            list of unidentifieds.
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