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THE DISPUTED CIA DOCUMENT ON UFOs 

I N this space last month, there ap­
peared a report on the twenty-year­
old argument pver whether planet 

earth is being clandestinely explored by 
intelligently guided vehicles from plan­
ets of stars other than earth's sun. The 
report began by pointing out that the 
Darwinian theory of evolution has en­
couraged modern astronomers to accept 
the idea that the skies must hold hun­
dreds if not thousands of planets on 
which living creatures have evolved to 
a level of intelligence equal or superior 
to the intelligence of earthmen. Next, 
the report recited scientific speculations 
concerning possible visits to earth by 
interstellar excursionists in years gone 
by. Finally, the report made clear that if 
such visits in fact occurred, the visitors 
left behind them no unequivocal relics 
or other signs of their presence. 

To believe in the possibility of intel­
ligent life elsewhere than on earth is one 
thing. To believe that some of the har­
dier specimens of that life have survived 
passage through many light-years of 
space (a light-year is 5,880 billion miles 
long, and lhe star nearest to the sun is 
4.25 light-years away) and landed on 
earth without wrecking any of their 
ships or leaving instruments or tools or 
articles of clothing or even footprints be­
hind is quite another. Consider, for com­
parative purposes, the amount of de­
bris earthmen already have scattered 
over the moon preparatory to landing 
themselves on the moon, which orbits 
only 221,593 to 252,948 miles out from 
earth. 

The United States Air Force since 
1948 (the year after Idaho businessman 
Kenneth Arnold said he saw, while pi­
loting his own plane over the Pacific 
coast of this country, "a chainlike forma­
tion of disc-shaped objects" perfmming 
spectacular maneuvers around Mount 
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Rainier in the Cascades [see LETTERS, 
page 50]) has been hunting some frag­
ment of hardware of a "Hying saucer." 
SR's science editor believes that the 
search has netted absolutely nothing. He 
so believes because he has read through 
all but one of the once-secret dossiers the 
Air Force has kept on UFOs ( unidenti­
fied flying objects). He cannot be cer­
tain, however, because the one excep­
tion-the minutes of a meeting of a panel 
of eminent scientists headed by H. P. 
Robertson of the California Institute of 
Technology-is still classified in the 
secret category thirteen years after issu­
ance of the panel's report in 1953. 

At SR's request, during the period 
when last month's UFO report was being 
prepared, Major Hector Quintanilla, Jr., 
of Wright-Patterson Air Force Base at 
Dayton, Ohio, director of the Blue Book 
Project under which UFO sightings are 
shepherded, formally asked declassifica­
tion of the Robertson panel minutes. 
Power to remove the secret label from 
this particular text rested with the Cen­
tral Intelligence Agency because CIA 
had summoned the panel. Since publica­
tion of SR's rep01t last month, CIA has 
given Major Quintanilla a "sanitized" 
[officialese word meaning "edited"] 
version of those minutes, and the Ma­
jor has given a copy of the version to 
SR through the Air Force Office of In­
formation in Washington. 

The edited copy fills twenty-thre~ 
standard-sized typescript pages. No­
where in the script is there an indication 
of how many lines or pages of the orig­
inal minutes were deleted, or what was 
the nature of the deletions, or why any 
deletion was necessary to protect the 
nation from its enemies. 

CIA'S insistence on editing in the face 
of an Air Force request for unequivocal 
declass16cation of a thirteen-year-old 
document is unfortunate. The very ex­
ercise of censorship suggests that vital 
inf01mation of long-range significance 
may be withheld for strategic reasons. 
That CIA, not the Air Force, is the cen­
sor is susceptible to interpretation as a 
sign that whatever data is missing has 
clandestine implications-precisely the 
claim that UFO fans have been making 
for years. 

The questions raised by the CIA edi­
ting of the Robertson panel minutes are 
further complicated by a comparative 
reading of the censored version along­
side the one-page report that bears the 
signatures of the Robertson panelists. 
The report's full text, with the names of 
its signers, was published in SR last 
month under the mistaken designation 
of a summary. The primary conclusion 
stated in the document was "that the evi­
dence presented on Unidentified Flying 
Objects shows no indication that these 
phenomena constitute a direct physical 
threat to national secui-ity . . . and that 
there is no residuum of cases which in­
dicates phenomena which are attributa­
ble to foreign artifacts capable of hos­
tile acts. . .. " "In the light of this con­
clusion," the panel recommended "that 
the national security agencies take 
immediate steps to strip the Uni­
dentified Flying. Objects of the special 
status they have been given and the 
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aura of mystery they have un for tunately 
acquired ... [and that] an integrated 
program [should b e] designed to reas­
sure the public of the total lack of evi­
dence of inimical fo rces behind the 
phenomena." 

Details of the proposed "integrated 
program" of public reassurance could 
not, of course, be spelled out in a single 
page. They must b e looked for in the 
text of the minu tes. As long as the only 
available version of the minutes is an 
edited one, the intentions of the p anel­
ists are bound to be disputed because 
the editing process has left in the min­
utes .internal evidence of what appears 
to be a shift in emphasis b y the panel­
ists. Instead of the text signed by the 
panelists and quoted immediately above, 
the version of the panel report as edited 
by CIA concludes as follows: 

In order most eliectivcly to 
strengthen the national facilities for 
the timely recognition and the appro­
priate handling of true indications of 
hostile action, and to minimize the con­
comitant dangers alluded to above, the 
panel recommends: 

That the national security agencies 
take immediate steps to strip the Un­
identified Flying Objects of the 
special status they have been given 
and the aura of mystery they have 
unfortunately acquired. We suggest 
that this aim may be achieved by an 
integrated program designed to re­
assure the public of the total lack of 
evidence of inimical forces behind 
the phenomena, to train personnel to 
recognize and reject false indica­
tions quickly and effectively, and to 
strengthen regular channels for the 
evaluation of and prompt reaction to 
tn1e indications of hostile measures. 

0 1LY a seman tic q uibble may be in­
volved here, but if that is so no arb itrary 
piece of censorship should be allowed to 
serve as a magnifying glass. F or there is 
added evidence, in the ed ited version of 
the minutes supporting the report itself, 
of a t least a momentary difference of 
opinion of an unstated degree among the 
panelists. T hat evidence reads: 

l t was interesting to note that none 
of the members of the panel were [sic] 
loath to accept that this earth might 
be visited by extraterrestrial intelli­
gence [sic] beings of some sort, some 
day. What they did not find was any 
evidence that related the objects sight­
ed to space b·avelers. One of the panel 
members, in his presentation, showed 
how he had eliminated each of the 
known and probable causes of sigh t­
ings, leaving him [sic] "extraterrestrial" 
as the only one remaining in many 
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cases. His background as an aero­
nautical engineer and technical intel­
ligence officer could not be slighted. 
However, the panel could not accept 
any of the cases cited by him because 
they were raw, unevaluated reports. 
Terrestrial explanations of the sight­
ings were suggested in some cases, 
and in others the time of sighting was 
so short as to cause suspicion of visual 
impressions. It was noted by others 
of the panel members that extrater­
restrial artifacts, if they did exist, are 
no cause for alarm; rather, they are in 
the realm of natural phenomena sub­
ject to scientific study, just as cosmic 
rays were at the time of their discovery 
twenty to thirty years ago. This was 
an attitude in which another of the 
panel members did not concur, as he 
felt that such artifacts would be of 
immediate and great concern not only 
to the U.S. but to all countries. (Noth­
ing like a common threat to unite 
peoples!) It was noted that present 
astronomical knowledge of the solar 
system makes the existence of intel­
ligence [sic] beings (as we know the 
term ) elsewhere than on the earth ex­
tremely unlikely, and the concentration 
of their attention by any controllable 
means confined to any one continent 
of the earth quite p1·eposterous. 

Comparison of the texts of the signed 
report, the C IA vers ion of the rep ort, 
and the CIA version of the minutes be­
hind the re port leaves no room what­
ever for doubt that the panel as a whole 
could not b ring itself to accept the 
thesis that UFOs are interstellar vehi­
cles. The minutes contained one espe­
cially pointed observation : 

Attention should be directed to the 
requirement among scientists that a 
new phenomenon, to be accep ted, 
must be completely and convincingly 
documented. 

I n other words, the burden of proof 
is on the sighter, not the explainer. 

THE real issue that is held open by 
the CIA's editing is whether the " inte­
grated p rogram" of public reassurance 
prop osed in the Robertson p anel's signed 
report was intended to determ ine whether 
UFOs might be interstellar veh icles after 
all or whe ther the purpose of the pro­
posal was to convince the public to b e 
skeptical of flying saucer p ropagand a. 

T he issue has been a simmering one 
for the last ten years beca use of an un­
authorized summary of the Robertson 
panel's deliberations , published in a 
book authored by the late Air Force 
Captain E d ward J. Ruppelt after Cap­
tain Ruppelt left his post as chief of 
Project Blue Book. Ruppelt's volume, 
titled The Report on Unidentified Flying 

Ob;ects, is still in print as an Ace pap er­
back. Its chapter sixteen, headed "T he 
Hierarchy Ponders," gives the wording 
of the op ening paragraph of the Robe rt­
son p anel report as follows: 

We as a group do not believe that 
it is impossible for some other celestial 
body to be inhabited by intelligent 
creatures. Nor is it impossible that 
these creatu res could have reached 
such a state of development that they 
could visit the earth. However, there 
is nothing in all of the so-called 
"flying saucer" reports that we have 
read that would indicate that this is 
taking place. 

AFTER reviewing his own efforts as 
an Air Force officer to persu ade the 
panel that UFOs might be interstellar 
vehicles, Ruppelt wrote: 

Each of the fifty of our best sight­
ings that we gave the scientists lo 
study had some kind of a loophole. In 
many cases the loopholes were ex­
tremely small, but scientific evaluation 
has no room for even the smallest of 
loopholes and we had asked for a 
scientific evaluation. 

When they had finished comment­
ing on the reports, the scientists 
pointed out the seriousness of the de­
cision they had been asked to make. 
They said that they had tried hard to 
be objective and not to be picayunish, 
but actually all we had was circum­
stantial evidence. Good circumstantial 
evidence, to be sure, but we liad noth­
ing concrete, no hardware, no photos 
showing any detail of a UFO, no 
measured speeds, altitudes, or sizes­
nothing in the way of good, hard, 
cold, scientific facts .... 

In their conclusions they touched 
upon the possibility that the UFOs 
might be some type of new or as yet 
undiscovered natural phenomenon. 
They explained that they hadn't given 
this too much credence; however, if 
the UFOs were a new natural pheno­
menon, the reports of their general ap­
pearance should follow a defin ite pat­
tern- the UFO reports didn't. 

This ended the section of the 
panel's report that covered their con­
clusions. The next section was en­
titled, "Recommendations." I fully ex­
pected that they would recommend 
that we at least reduce the activities 
of Project Blue Book if not cancel it 
entirely . . . . 

The panel didn't recommend that 
the activities of Blue Book be cut 
back, and they didn't recommend that 
it be dropped. They recommended 
that it be expanded. Too many of the 
reports had been made by credible 
observers, the report said, people who 
should know what they're looking at 
- people who think things out care-

SR/ September 3 , 1966 



fully. Data that was out of the cir­
cumstantial-evidence class was badly 
needed. And the panel must have 
been at least partially convinced that 
an expanded effort would prove some­
thing interesting because the ex­
pansion they recommended would 
require a considerable sum of money. 
The investigative force of Project Blue 
Book should be quadrupled in size, 
they wrote, and it should be staffed by 
specially trained experts in the fields 
of electronics, meteorology, photo­
graphy, physics, and other fields of 
science pertinent to UFO investiga­
tions. Every effort should be made to 
set up instruments in locations where 
UFO sightings are frequent, so that 
data could be measured and recorded 
during a sighting. In other locations 
around the country military and civil­
ian scientists should be alerted and in­
structed to use every piece of avail­
able equipment that could he used to 
track UFOs. 

And lastly, they said that the Amer­
ican public should be told every detail 
of every phase of the UFO investiga­
tion- the details of the sightings, the 
official conclusions, and why the con­
clusions were made. This would serve 
a double purpose; it would dispel any 
of the mystery that security breeds 
and it would keep the Air Force on 
the ball-sloppy investigations and an­
alyses would never occur. 

THE CIA-edited version of the min­
utes of the Robertson panel meetings 
confirms Capta in Ruppelt's recitation of 
his efforts to obtain greate r official atten­
tion for UFOs. Among other things, he 
projected motion pictures of UFOs tak­
en at Great Falls, Montana, on August 
15, 1950 by Nick Mariana, a baseball 
team manager, and at T remonton, Utah , 
on July 2, 1952 by a Navy Chie f Photog­
rapher, Warrant Officer Delbert C. New­
h ouse. (Curiously, no one seems to have 
noticed that Ruppelt himself la ter told 
of watching sunlight glinting from the 
wings of sea gulls banking high in the 
air; the "bright white flash . . . [was] 
much larger than one would expect from 
sea gulls," he wrote. "There was a strong 
resemblance to the UFOs in the Tre­
monton movie.") H owever, the re is little 
recognizable relationship be tween the 
Captain's statement about the Robert­
son panel's conclusions and the story of 
those conclusions as told in the C IA­
edited minutes. Witness these excerpts 
from the latter: 

The panel members were impressed 
with the lack of sound data in the great 
majority of [UFO) case histories. 

It was the panel's opinion that some 
of the Air Force concern over UFOs 
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( notwithstanding Air Defense Com­
mand anxiety over fast radar tracks) 
was probably caused by public pres­
sure. The result today is that the Air 
Force has instituted a fine channel for 
receiving reports of nearly anything 
anyone sees in the sky and fails to un­
derstand. This has been particularly 
encouraged in popular articles on this 
and other subjects, such as space travel 
and science fiction. The result is the 
mass receipt of low-grade reports 
which tend to overload channels of 
communication with material quite ir­
relevant to hostile objects that might 
some clay appear. The panel agreed 
generally that this mass of poor-quali­
ty reports containing little, if any, 
scienti fic data was of no value. 

The panel noted that the cost in 
techn ical manpower effort required to 
follow up and explain every one of 
the thousand or more reports received 
through channels each year ( 1,900 in 
1952) could not be justified. It was 
felt that there will always be sightings, 
for which complete data is lacking, 
that can only be explained with dispro­
portionate effort and with a long time 
delay, if at all. 

It was agreed by the panel that no 
government-sponsored program of op­
tical nation-wide sky patrol is worth­
while at the present time. 

A broad educational program inte­
grating efforts of all concerned agen­
cies ... should have two major aims: 
training and "debunking." 

The training aim would result in 
proper recognition of unusually illumi­
nated objects (e.g., balloons, aircraft 
reflections) as well as natural phenom­
ena (meteors, fireballs, mirages, noc­
tilucent clouds). Both visual and radar 
recognition are concerned. There 
would be many levels in such educa­
tion from enlisted personnel to com­
mand and research personnel. Relative 
emphasis and degree of explanation of 
different programs would correspond 
to the categories of duty (e.g., radar 
operators; pilots; control tower oper­
ators; Ground Observer Corps person­
nel; and officers and enlisted men in 
other categories) . This training should 
result in a marked reduction in re­
ports caused by misidentification and 
resultant confusion. 

The "debunking" aim would result 
in reduction in public interest in " fly ing 
saucers" which today evokes a strong 
psychological reaction. This education 
could be accomplished by mass media 
such as television, motion pictures, and 
popular articles. Basis of such educa­
tion would be actual case histories 
which had been puzzling at first but 
later explained. As in the case of con­
juring tricks, there is much less stimu­
lation if the "secret" is known. Such a 
program should tend to reduce the cur-

rent gullibil ity of the public and con­
sequently their susceptibility to clever 
hostile propaganda. 

Members of the panel had various 
suggestions related to the planning of 
such an educational program. It was 
felt strongly that psychologists fa­
miliar with mass psychology should 
advise on the nature and extent of 
the program. Also, someone familiar 
with mass communication techniques, 
perhaps an advertising expert, would 
be helpful. The teaching techniques 
used for aircraft identification during 
the past war were cited as an example 
of a similar educational task. The 
amateur astronomers in the U.S. might 
be a potential source of enthusiastic 
talent " to spread the gospel." It was 
believed that business clubs, high 
schools, colleges, and television sta­
tions would all be pleased to co­
operate in the showing of documen­
tary type motion p ictures if prepared 
in an interesting manner. The use of 
true cases showing first the "mystery" 
and then the "explanations" would he 
fo rceful. 

To plan and execute such a pro­
gram, the panel believed was no mean 
task. The current investigatory group 
at ATIC [Air Technical Intelligence 
Command, responsible for Project Blue 
Book] would, of necessity, have to be 
closely integrated for support with re­
spect to not only the historical cases 
but the current ones. Recent cases are 
probably much more susceptible to ex­
planation than older ones; fi rst, because 
of ATIC's experience and , secondly, 
their knowledge of most plausible ex­
planations. The panel believed that 
some expansion of the ATIC effort 
would certainly be required to support 
such a program. It was believed inap­
propriate to state exactl y how large a 
Table of Organization would be re­
quired. 

The panel believed that, with ATIC's 
support, the educational program of 
"training and debunking" outlined 
above might be required for a mini­
mum of onP-and-one-half to two years. 
At the end of this time, the dangers 
related to " flying saucers" should have 
been greatly reduced if not eliminated. 

THE p assages just quoted may in fact 
be verba tim reproductions of the origi­
nal Robertson panel minutes. But the 
knowledge that they come from an 
ed ited version introduces a gaping doubt 
because of a set of circumstances which 
will be described below. 

As was reported here last m onth, the 
Air Force Scien tific Advisory I3oard in 
Februar y 1966 assigned an ad hoc com­
mittee to re-examine the UFO contro­
versy. The committee reported last 
March. The report sta ted tha t " in 
order to bring themselves up to dat e, 
the m embers of the commi ttee initially 

47 



reviewed the findings of previous scien­
tific panels charged with looking into 
the UFO problem. Particular attention 
was given to the report of the Robert­
son panel which was rendered in Janu­
ary 1953." Although no explicit state­
ment to such effect appears in the rec­
ord, it can be assumed as certain that 
the Robertson p anel minutes read by 
the 1966 AFSAB committee were the 
unedited originals. 

THE 1966 committee report included 
the following observations: 

Alt.hough about 6 per cent ( 646 ) of 
all sightings ( 10,147 ) in the years 
1947 through 1965 are listed by the 
Air Force as 'unidentified,' it appears 
to the committee that most of the cases 
so listed are simply those in which the 
information available does not provide 
an adequate basis for analysis. In this 
connection it is impo1 tant also to note 
that no unidentified objects other than 
those of an astronomical nature have 
been observed during routine astro­
nomical studies, iu spite of the large 
number of observing hours which have 
been devoted to the sky. . .. 

The committee concluded that in 
the nineteen yea rs since the first UFO 
was sighted there has been no evi­
dence that unidentified flying objects 
are a threat to our national security. 
Having arrived at this conclusion, the 
committee then turned its attention to 
considering how the Air Force should 
handle the scientific aspects of the 
UFO problem. Unavoi<lably these are 
also related to Air Force public rela­
tions, a subject on which the commit­
tee is not expert. . . . 

It is the opinion of the committee 
that the present Air Force program 
dealing with UFO sightings has been 
well organize<l, although the resources 
assigned to it (only one officer, a ser­
geant, and secretary) have been quite 
limited. In nineteen years and more 
than 10,000 sightings recorded and 
classified , there appears to be no veri­
fied and fully satisfactory evidence of 
any case that is clearly outside the 
framework of presently known science 
and technology. evertheless, there is 
always the possibility that analysis of 
new sightings may provide some addi­
tions to scientific knowledge of value 
to the Air Force. f\foreover, some of 
the case records which the committee 
looked at that were listed as 'iden tified' 
were sightings where the evidence col­
lected was too meager or too indefinite 
to permit positive listing in the identi­
fied category. Because of this the com­
mittee recommends that the present 
program be strengthened to provide 
opportunity for scientific investigation 
of selected sightings in more detail 
and depth than has been possible to 
date. 
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Thus, after decla ring particular heed 
to the work of the Robertson panel, the 
1966 committee edged toward the sort 
of recommendations Captain Ruppelt 
said had b een made b y the Robertson 
panel. A simple coincidence? Or did the 
original Robertson minutes tell the 1966 
committe something that CIA for some 
reason preferred to delete from the ver­
sion released to SR? 

The question (which, it should be em­
phasized, is a question only because of 
the C IA editing) grows more insistent 
as the 1966 committee recommenda­
tions, summarized in SR last month and 
reproduced in their entirety immediate­
ly be low, are detailed: 

A. Contracts be negotiated with a 
few selected universities to provide 
scientillc teams to investigate promptly 
and in depth certain selected sightings 
of UFOs. Each team should include 
at least one psychologist, preferably 
one interested in clinical psychology, 
and at least one physical scientist, pre­
ferably an astronomer or geophysicist 
familiar with atmospheric physics. The 
universities should be chosen to pro­
vide good geographical distribution, 
and should be within convenient dis­
tance of a base of the Air Force Sys­
tems Command ( AFSC) . 

B. At each AFSC base an officer 
skilled in investigation ( but uot neces­
sarily with scientific tra ining) should 
be designated to work with the corre­
sponding university team for that geo­
graphical section. The local representa­
tive of the Air Force Office of Special 

-Ace Books, Inc. 

Investigations (OSI ) might be a logi­
cal choice for this. 

C. One university or one not-for­
profit organization should be selected 
to coordinate the work of the teams 
mentioned under A above, and also 
to make certain of very close communi­
cation and coordination with the office 
of Project Blue Book. 

It is thought that perhaps 100 sight­
ings a year might be subjected to this 
close study, and that possibly an ave­
rage of ten man days might be required 
per sighting so studied. The informa­
tion provided by such a program might 
bring to light new facts of scientific 
value, and would almost certa inly pro­
vide a far better basis than we have 
today for decision on a long-term UFO 
program. 

THE confusing consequences of CIA's 
editing job a re most ob vious in the con­
cluding paragraphs of the 1966 commit­
tee report, which loudly echo Captain 
Ruppelt's words. The 1966 committee 
urged that scientific reports on the UFO 
sightings selec ted for intensive study by 
the independent university team s be 
printed in full and made ava ilable on re­
quest, that suitable abstracts or con­
denSed versions of these reports be in­
cluded in or printed as supplements to 
the published reports of Project Blue 
Book, and tha t the reports of Project 
Blue Book then "be given w ide unso­
licited circulation among prominent 
members of the Congress and other pub-

-C. P. Putnam's Sons. 

Two books written by laymen ten years apart argue from UFO 
sightings that possibility of extraterrestrial visitations is credible. 
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lie persons as a further aid to public 
understanding of the scientific approach 
being taken by the Air Force in attack­
ing the UFO problem." 

The public reassurance aspect of the 
AFSAB 1966 ad hoc committee report 
is well understood within the academic 
community, so much so that many com­
petcnl scientis ts at firs t-class universities 
a re reluctant to join in the proposed 
intensification of UFO research. "ll isn't 
science," these men complain. "What is 
going lo happen lo our reputations if 
we lake part in il just to show people 
tha t the Air Force is11't hold ing out on 
them?" T o get a round this fo rmida ble 
obstacle, officers a ll ache<l to the Air 
Force D eputy C hief of Staff for He­
search and Development have solicited 
testimonial le tters from such aug ust i11 -
slilu tio11s as the National A cad em v of 
Sciences confrrrn ing the importanc~ of 
adequate unde rstanding of uro s as a 
matter of public policy. 

It had been hoped lhal by Seplember 
1, 1966, some scl1ool of significant ~·lat­
urc would have accepted responsibility 
for guiding the Ul"O h unt and choosing 
perhaps fi ve other schools to share the 
burden . As of this writing, negotiations 
have been begun with a prospective 
leader, but announcemen t of the out­
come may now be delayed until October. 

T he UFO team at the bellwether 
school will, by Air Force stipulation, in­
clude no scientist who has publicly ex­
pressed an opinion about UFOs, one 
way or another. J3ut the lead-school's 

Intelligence .. 
in the 
Universe 

- Prentice-Hall. 

New book wrillen b y scientists 
downgrades "fiying saucer o pera. " 
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choice of coopera ting schools will be 
unrestricted ; even the wildest UFO en­
thusiast may belong to the h unting party 
if his scientific peers consider him pro­
fessionally com pet en t. 

Under Secreta ry of Defense Robert 
McNamara's rule that participants in 
military con tracts must share costs of 
administering the contracts, whichever 
schools take part in the UFO research 
will pay expenses involved in answering 
questions from the public about UFOs. 
If the experience of SR's science ed itor 
following his UFO report of last month 
is an acceptable criterion, the answering 
system will have to be f.ndowed with jn­
credible patience. For some UFO afi­
cionados write a dozen letters on the 
same subject when one would suffice. 
Others insist that no finding about a 
UFO is unbiased if it does not consider 
all possibilities including "inconceiv­
able" ones. Others demand that the 
UFO hunt encompass investigation of 
undescribed means whereby fl ying sau­
cers can plunge straight d own through 
the atmosphere without making a sound, 
go underwater and follow a river system 
submerged , and finally rise into the sky 
again like a Polaris missile- all without 
detection. Othe r UFO believers object to 
application of such earthly limitations as 
the law of gravity. Others categorically 
reject any statemen t whatever that is 
made by the Air Force-unless it can be 
turned against the Air Force. Even if all 
claims of UFO sightings are passed un­
challenged (as was d one in lasl month 's 
report in SR ), there are many who will 
persist in the view that absence of doubt 
about observers' veracity is not enough; 
these people hold that such qualifying 
questions as "vVhat was seen?" amount 
to a confession of the questioner's sub­
servience to "the Establishment." 

Probably the most difficult hurdle the 
UFO research teams at the universities 
will have to clear is the presence of oth­
er independent UFO hun ters, alread y 
entrenched in groups like the 'ational 
Investigating Committee for Aerial 
Phenomena (NI CAP ) and the Aeria l 
Phenomena Research Organization 
(APRO). The two are equa lly aggres­
sive, with llCAP perhaps the more in­
fluential. The pronouncements of both 
are accepted as gospel by their members 
in contradiction to the most thoroughly 
documented Air Force observations. 

In the Socorro, ew Mexico, sighting 
of a UFO in 1964 by policeman Lonnie 
Zamora, for exai11ple, NICAP and APRO 
members a re convinced that Zamora 
witnessed brush burning in the gully 
where he said he saw a white, egg­
sha ped vehicle take off and zoom above 
the ground in a low trajectory. Ye t Za-

mora's immediate superior on the Socor­
ro police force, Sergeant Chavez, told 
FBI and Air Force investigators that he 
(the Sergeant) arrived in the gully in 
response to a radio call from Zamora 
three minutes after the egg-shaped ob­
ject (which only Zamora saw) had d is­
appeared; at that time, Chavez said, the 
burned vegetation in the gully was cold 
to the touch. 

J NSTEAD of being content with an 
Air Force confirmation that examination 
of the Socorro site revealed four depres­
sions in the grou nd where Zamora said 
the UFO had stood ( this being the 
closest anyone has ever come to find ing 
so tangible a thing as a UFO "imprint"), 
l ICAP and APRO members deride the 
Air Force for refusing to identify as a 
spaceship whatever Zamora saw. 

Copies of several different Air Force 
reports on the Socorro episode are in 
SR's possession. None of them casts 
doubt on policeman Zamora's story. One 
of them says "Zamora ... is basically 
sincere, honest, and re liable. He would 
not be capable of contriving a complex 
hoax, nor would his temperament indi­
cate that he would have the slightest in­
terest in such .... H is fright was genuine, 
and his feeling that he had seen some­
th ing truly unusual is attested by the 
fact that he asked whether he should 
speak to the p riest fi rst before saying 
anything about it. Any question of hal­
lucination seems clearly out. He is a non­
drin king man .... I conclude, therefore, 
that Zamora saw a tangible, physical 
object, under good daylight illumination, 
and from fairly close range (at the 
closest, almost as lit tie as 100 feet). 
It appears essential that we discover 
what the ph ysical objec~ actually was 
... [and] consider this one of the major 
UFO sightings in the history of the Air 
Force's consideration of this subject . .. . 
It will require, very possibly, the atten­
tion of the Secretary of the Air Force 
himself." 

Certainly such p hrasing is not the 
stuff of which conspiracies to silence dis­
cussion a re hatched. Nor is any Air 
Force attemp t to suppress scientific data 
likely to succeed without the help of 
the Ai r Force Cambridge Research Cen­
ter in Massachusetts. T herefore, the fol­
lowing letter, critical of the interpreta­
tion given to a photograph published in 
illustration of last month's UFO report 
in this magazine, has a special meaning: 

As SCIENTI STS involved in obtaining 
the radar-scope photograph which 
was used in your report "What are the 
Unidentified Aerial Objects?" [SR 
Aug. 6, p. 49), we must take strong 
exception to your interpreta6on of the 
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data. You attribu te the undulations 
which appeared on the radar-scope 
photograph as " . .. birds riding ther-
mal currents in the air ... " and " .. . 
reflecting light in curious designs ... ," 
and you speculate further that the un­
dulations may somehow create the il­
lusion of a UFO. Such is not the 
case. These undulations are not reflec­
tions from any type of particulate 
matter such as clouds, insects, or birds 
as stated in the report. Instead these 
echoes are due to scattering of the 
radar energy from fluctuations in tem­
perature and moisture (or, to be pre­
cise, refractive index) which are 
occurring in the visually clear atmos­
phere. The echoes arise because of the 
special relationship between the radar 
wavelength and the size of the turbu­
lent eddies with in the atmosphere. A 
similar relationship does not exist for 
visible light, and therefore the pat­
terns which appear in the radar-scope 
photograph could never be obse1·ved 
visually or reported as a UFO. 

KENNETH R. HARDY, 
KENNETH M. GLOVE!~, 
Meteorology Laboratory, 
Air Force Cambridge 

Research Center. 

LETTERS TO THE SCIENCE EDITOR 

Ufoof 

MARVELOUS Il\"DEED is the power of mod­
ern science! If the opening paragraph of 
your fascinat ing article, "What Are the 
Unidentified Aerial Objects?" [SR, Aug. 6], 
is to be believed, science has accomplished 
what even the Ecumenical Movement 
could not: the canonization of a Protestant 
king! Page 41 says quite plainly, "The St. 
James translation of Ezekiel's words runs 
as follows. . . ." What follows is from the 
version of the Bible authorized by King 
James I in 1611. 

s. BUTLER CRIMES. 
Baltimore, Md. 

IN REFERENCE TO your article on unidenti­
fied aerial objects, there is an incom­
prehensible errnr, especially for a man of 
learning, since no such thing as the "St. 
James" version of the Bible exists. The 
Bible contains the names of three James 
boys: James the son of Alphaeus, James 
the son of Zebedee, and James the son of 
Joseph, or the brother of Jesus, one of 
whom wrote a chapter, called a book, in 
the New Testament, but none of whom 
prepared a version of the E nglish Bible. 
James V, King of Scotland, who became 
James I, King of England, etc., commis­
sioned the translation of the Bible in 1610, 
which job was completed in 1611, and it 
became the version authorized to be read 
in the Anglican church. The British Crown 
still owns the copyright on it, and the roy-
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Why was the picture caption mislead­
ing? For the same reason that has 
brought on much of the criticism the Air 
Force has suffered in connection with 
UFOs-poor communication and snap 
judgments under hurried circumstances. 
SR's science editor wrote the caption 
from information provided by an Air 
Force officer who gave him the picture. 
Ordinarily, that officer is a reliable in­
formant. In this instance, however, to 
accommodate a press deadline, h e spoke 
from memory, and the checking process 
he usually relies on did not operate. 
Similar inconsistencies h ave b een normal 
to Air Force investigation of UFOs 
because th e investigating process has 
ultimately depended on individual capa­
bilities and temperaments of air base 
officers assigned on an individual basis 
b y the base commanders with no central 
criteria for guidance. Standard criteria 
are now being established to smooth the 
performance, and new regulations, writ­
ten with reassurance of the public in 
mind, had reached the last processing 
stage prior to p rinting as this issue of 
SR went to press. 

alties comprise a tidy sum. However noble 
James I may have been, he was hardly a 
saint. 

For the good of the magazine, I think 
you will want to print a suitable correc­
tion-if for nothing else, to spare the 
preachers another opportunity to make a 
malicious jab at science. 

Ons D. DuNCAN, 
Emeritus Professor of Sociology, 
Oklal1oma State University. 

Stillwater, Okla. 

AccoRDJNG TO my random number table, 
this is the 156th letter notifying you of the 
unidentified Bible translation cited by you 
in the second sentence of your August 6 
article, "What Are the Unidentified Aerial 
Objects?" 

King James I was no saint. 
A science editor can be forgiven the 

slip. Not so, SR's proofreaders-nor SR 
itself. 

This slip does not, of course, make 
Ezekiel's UFO report any less credible 
than those now current. 

FRANK v. PACE. 
Fairview Park, 0. 

I ENJOYED John Lear's "What Are The 
Unidentified Aerial Objects?", but the first 
part left me with a question concerning 
the Ezekiel references. These references, 
with the comments attributed to Mr. 
Jacques Vallee in the Anatomy of a Phen­
omenon, had a familiar sound. I refer to 
Mr. Lear's statement: 

"Vallee ... quoted from ... modern 
'books dealing with unidentified flying ob­
jects' which find some of Ezekiel's expres-

Since the 1966 ad hoc committee of 
the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board 
was exceedingly explicit in urging 
avoidance of any appearance of censor­
sh ip on UFOs, it seems reasonable to 
suggest an official C IA acknowledgment 
th at CIA's decision to edit the minutes 
of the Robertson panel's deliberations 
in 1953 was a mistake in judgment and 
that the unexpurgated original text of 
the minutes would now b e open to im­
mediate public insp ection. Such an act 
would forestall argument over an ob­
vious parallel. According to the edited 
minutes of the 1953 panel meeting, the 
eminent scientists who sat on that panel 
believed a disciplined approach could 
dispose of the UFO mystery with in 
eighteen months to two years. The 
$300,000 Air Force appropriation set 
aside for the 1966 independent univer­
sity scientific study of UFOs is designed 
to last for eighteen months; supplemen­
tary monies will be available for another 
year if that much time is necessary to 
dissipate talk of interstellar invasion. 

-JOIIN LEAR, 
Science Editor. 

sions 'similar to those commonly used by 
witnesses of modern sightings of UFOs.'" 

Because of the familiar sound, I 
searched until I found an article, "The 
Four Faced Visitors of Ezekiel," by Ar­
thur W. Orton in Analog Science Fact & 
Fiction (March 1961 , pp. 99-ll5). Mr. 
Orton said of the first chapter of Ezekiel: 

"I am convinced that this chapter is the 
account of an actual happening; the land­
ing of extraterrestial beings, reported by a 
careful, truthful, and self-possessed ob­
server." 

He then interpreted Ezekiel in such a 
way as to demonstrate his thesis. 

Was Orton's article one of the "books" 
Vallee quoted from? 

FRANKLIN BRAINAHD. 
New Brighton, Minn. 

EDITOR's NOTE: Jacques Vallee's footnotes 
attribute his Ezekiel quotations to "Dom­
enica del Corriere" (May 27, 1962), and 
"Australian Flying Saucer Review No. 7" 
(Novemher, lp62). 

I FIND IT d ifficult to determine whether 
John Lear in "What Are the Unidentified 
Aerial Objects?" is a man of little faith or 
of great. On the one hand, he lacks certain 
:knowledge about the sacred literature 
("the St. James translation"); on the other, 
he is able to move a mountain ("Mount 
Rainier in the Rockies" ) . 

RALPH R. SUNDQUIST, Jn. 
Hartford, Conn. 

LATEST REPORTS sucGEST that UFOs "ca­
vorting in the sky around Mount Rainier 
in the Rockies" have moved the mountain 
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500 miles wcsl, deposili11 g it in lhC' Cascade 
range southeast of Taconia where it was 
recently observed by radar and by at least 
one visual sighting on a rare clear day. 

Manson, Wash. 

DAVE CALHOUN. 
non STllONG. 

T n E f\!ouNTAIN ( local appellation) Rai­
nier, whose Indian name, Tahoma (the 
mountain tha t was God), is visible from 
my fronl door. l assure you it is nol in 
the Rockit•s but in the Cascade Hange of 
\Vashington St;ltc, some 500 miles west 
of the Hockies . The Cascade Range starts 
at the C:rn ;;dian border, with a width of 
100 miles, narrows to approx imately fi fty 
miles, in the center to acconunodate Puget 
Sound, a nd widens out again at the Ore­
gon border to approximately I 00 111iles 
agai n. The H:rngc proceeds south th rough 
Oregon to California, wlwre it takes the 
name of the Sierra Nevada. \Vithin the 
hourglass mid-section sits Hainicr, l4 ,4 10 
feet high, tallest peak in 'Washington State. 

V111c:i:-.-1A :'\!.\KELA. 
Tacoma, \ Vash . 

\VuEN JT <:O).!ES to UFOs, !'111 a fraid you're 
about as ·'scientific" as \Valter Cronkite. 
If you can reread you r August 6 article 
and nol be as appalled as l was at your 
outrageous substitutes for inductive log ic, 
then there is a lot more ed itor in you than 
scientist. The NICAP photo " looks like 
a straw hat." Thal is scientific analysis 
of evide nce•? And your attitude towards the 
Air Force reminds me of the \Narrcn Com­
mission inv<'stigating the Ffll by mc•ans of 
the FBI. 

n. \V. BnOWNE. 
Tujunga, Calif. 

E o1To11's NOTE: The N TCAP rnpresenlatioe 
who se11/ !he supposed UFO photo to 
SR's science editor volunteered the sug­
gestion Iha/ the shape of the pictured ob­
;ect resemhled the shape of a straw hat. 
So far 11.1· the \Varren Co111111issio11 is con­
cerned: Its assignment 1cas to investigate 
the clealh of the late President John F. 
Ke1wedy, who was g11arded hy the Secret 
Seroice, a branch of the U.S. Treasury. 

T1rn UFO shown in thl' photog1aph lS/1, 
Aug. 6, page 48) appea rs to be ki cking u 11 

a cloud of dust. I low could Hl'x Ilell i: 
create ~\ cloud of dust while snapping thl 
U l<'O from his Vl'h id<·? 

KE'.'!NETll I.ABSON. 
Los Angl•lc•s, Calif. 

CAHL S.\ C:AN·s artiele, "The Sauc1•rian 
Cult" (SH, Aug. 6), briefly discussed the 
psyehologieal impact of UFOs. For a fuller 
study- sociological as well as psychological 
- of a eult based on fl y ing saucers, may I 
recomnwnd Whe11 Prophecu Fails, by Fes­
tinger, Riecken, aHd Schachter? The book 
is available in paperback ( l larper Torch­
books, TB 1132) . The price is $1.60-and 
well worth it, for the hook is a fascinating 
report on a modern Messian ic cult. ( The 
study was made on the spot by a group 
of researchers who actually joined the 
movement.) 

MAnT1N Gnoss. 
New York, N.Y. 
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Youn FAsCJNAT JKC prc: .. ~· nlal1on of UFOs 
leaves one question: A re the astronomers 
who cannot see UFOs tllP same ones who 
could sec canals on ~lars? 

M,\HC:,\RET HALSEY. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

T11ANKS for an objective investigation of 
the UFO controversy. The subject so lends 
itself to use by persons of bad repute that 
it has acquired the aura of the lud icrous. 
The tendency to discredit all reports with­
out attention to the reliability of the source 
is certainly an ignorant attitude. I was 
pleased to see SR approach the subject 
with an O[W ll mind. 

D .\ \'ID \fAllCE LLO. 
Thihotlaux, T .a. 

Medical Ethics (continued) 

l HEAD wi th g reat interest the series entitled 
"Experiments on I Iunrnns-The Growing 
Debate" [SR, July 2), and want to express 
my thanks to you on this thought-provoking 
series. I fee l that you have performed a 
\'aluahle public service in keeping this issue 
bPfore your aud ience. I particu larly found 
it valuahll', for I , as a meclical student, have 
been troubled by the issue. Not a month 
goes by that I do not find something in the 
medical journals to make me question 
the ethical wisdom of 111y superiors. The 
debate that is now going on and the one 
to which you have contributed sign ificantly 
is assisting me in preparing for the time 
when I shall take on the responsibilities 
of a physician. 

C.\11L Ir. SLATEH. 
Denver, Colo. 

CoNCEHNINC experi111 cnts on people [SH, 
Oct. 6, 1962; Feb. 5, 1966; July 2, 1966), 
I believe some reference to a study concern­
ning disclosure to patients now being con­
ducted by the University of Pittsburgh 
Ilealth Law Center and its possible impli­
cations for experimental procedures may 
be of interest. 

We are attempting to determine whether 
there is an objective standard for disclosure 
of infonn:1tion to patients concerning the 

na ture of con templated procedures, and 
the r isks and consequences of the proce­
dures, prior to obtaining consent. A consen t 
form has been devised for use in the study 
to provide proof of the disclosures made. 
The form also serves as a checklist so that 
the elements of information necessary to 
make the patient's consent meaningful are 
covered in the surgeon-patient discussion. 

I believe that there is, at present, an ob­
jective standard for disclosure, but that the 
process of informing patients has been 
viewed by most people as one based on 
subjective determinations by the physicians 
only. In a sense, we are attempting to find 
a format for the d isclosure process and see 
whether most surgeons provide the same 
items of information when a specific surgi­
cal procedure is discussed with patients. 
If there is consistency in the information 
provided by most surgeons, then a standard 
:igainst wh ich a particular physician's d is­
closure can be measured exists. ( I would 
hasten to add that where good medica I 
practice requ ires deviation from the stand­
ard, the need should be documented to 
allay any question of the surgeon's good 
fa ith in deciding to deviate from the stand­
ard disclosure practice.) 

The facets of the experimental undertak­
ing that make recognition or establishment 
of an objective standard more difficult are 
that the risks and consequences of an <'X· 
perimental proc'edure or agent may not be 
as well-documented or as clear as those asso­
ciated with long-accepted, therapeutic pro­
cedures and agents, and that in some in­
s tances the experimental design, by its very 
nature, precludes providing information 
that some may feel must be disclosed to 
the subject. If a recognized authority took 
Dr. Henry Beecher 's fi fty stud ies and ten­
tatively formulated the d isclosure he be­
lieves would have been appropriate fo r tlw 
studies, and then received the v iews of 
other qualified persons concerning these d is­
closures, and some consensus were achieved 
concerning the minimum d isclosure that 
should have been made, a body of prece­
dent for disclosure that could be referred 
to when new experiments were being 
planned wou ld then ex ist. I lopefully, this 

"What I like about golf is you can get something to drink at the ninth lwle." 
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