embellishments of these reports, however, can be useful
in gauging the reliability of similar reports of other UFO
encounters. This experience confirms the observations of
astronomer Frank Drake, whose paper “On the abilities
and limitations of witnesses” appeared in 1972, Drake

wrote,

“A witness’s memory of such exotic eveats . . .
fades very quickly. After one day, about half of
the
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ings was caused by the explosion of a space rocket.
Throughout 1979 and 1980, new- information about the

Kasantsev. The latest description of the “jellyfish™ is
that “it hung in (he night sky for at least two hours
at an altitude of 60 miles.” In the words of a Russian
journalist, “It was the centre of great activity

smaller bodies appeared to dart away from
others seemed to approach and disappear into
portholes.” physicist Viadimir Azhazha again
endorsed the UFO character of the event “In my
it was a mother ship from outer space. Its appearance
seems to indicate that an extraterrestrial civilisation is
in the final stage prior to direct communication with
Earth.” :

The truth did come out in some gquarters, however.
The March 1979 issue of the Finnish astronomy maga-
zine Tahdet Ja Averuus published two charts and several
photographs about Plesetsk rocket launchings observed
from Finland. The magazine listed an average of two
launchings per year—many of which the USSR has never
officially acknowledged. In 1977, according to the journal,
there were as many as five launchings, including the
“jellyfish”. So the Finns have published eminently respec-
table data that explain the background to the “UFO0 that
never was”. The only problem is that fw people, least
of all the UFO enthusiasts in Moscow, have noticed. [
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