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Z D I T 0 R I a L 

P sY_9holo��1. .J�:xr.111��ti-:.:J_0.11.§. 

Many ufologists hope that sone of the more complex UFO 
reports may be eventually explained by applying psychological theo:"'j_ �s 
and concepts to the investigations of them. Eo-v1ever, many of the do-:�a.·�l :::; 
given in UFO reports seem to place them outs:ide the pale of conventional 
psychological enquiry. 

Elsewhere in this issue, Carl Grove dis�usses the inadequacy 
of conventional psychology as a means o.f e�0)laini.ng UI�O phenomena. He 
also vlarns those vrho favour the app.li.cat:l.on of parapsychology by pointing 
to the essential vagueness of its main concepts. 

It is now becoming clear that the real mystery of ufology lies 
in the fact that QYQL"( theory \vhich has been suggested can be shown .to 
have serious weaknesses. 

- -------------------------------�-�- ------- -------�--------· ·-----
-----

From Mr .A.LAN 'il • SHARP 

Dear John, 

LE T T EJ1 T C THE E �) I T 0 R 

If I may I should like to make some co�ents about the letter from Peter 
Rogerson (MUFOB .�1, 6, pp 75-6) which contains ir:.'l�Jlici t and explicit accusations of 
factual innacuracy in my article "The New Ufology " (MUFUD, !, 5). 

In order to avoid unnecessary repetition of his charces I shall treat ther-1 
in numerical order as they a-;,JpGared in his communication. 

1. The reason why I tre ated. Vallee and Keel together was because Pass=)ort 
.!£ Magon.?-1:. and Opera.t.ion Troj� Hor��. were both recent books which seemed to me 
relevar1t to the to11ic 1..il1.der consideration. I in0luded roforencos to Anatosr of E! 
Phenomenon largely because ouch of it was concerned with the mattor of te�inologyo Prof. 
Agrest came to nind because ho had received atto�tion by both of the authors although 
I could almost � as well have nentionerl Ka zantsev, for example. 

2. I do not remembe r saying ��thing about the noon being mistaken for a 
Martian spaceship and I think that Peter concedes mlf point concerning the difficulty of 
:JOSi tive identification when he employs the words "usually" 1 Pfairly", and "real" in 
his coQOents. I hope that he is not so vague when it cones to the natter of classifying 
library books! 

3. I do not possess ESP nor, to the best of qy kn�vledge, does a1Yone else. 
Peter has obviously not read Anatogy of � Phenonenon very closely and I direct his 
attention to the first part of the last paragraph on pago 181 and to paragraphs 5 and 
6 on page 96--which ap�eared incorrectly as page 46 in qy article, for which error I 
apologise. 

4. This matter receives attention in the aforesaid article in several 
places and I do not believe that Vallee could not have written more critically. It 
clearly did not suit his purpose t-:.. do so, 

5· Peter inpli e s that I made adverse cor:.nents about s ooe of Valloe's 
earlier books, but in fuct I oerely con�ared Mago£�a unfavourably with Anato�, if I 
nay use these abbreviationso 

6. My own in:�rGssion was that ���1!-2-.� ar:1ounted to very little oore than 
a raoshackle collection of &"lecdo-+:cs of ve::y du.bious worth presentecl in a highly 
uncri tical nanner. 

7. I an gla1 t'!J.�t p.�t.or agre9s �::i th r;,w as seesoent of the vJ arninster 
nonsense, though what is ob-;.riour:-� to Lj n Ll·':t:V wo:Ll be otherwise to Arthur Shu-l;tlewood, 
John Cleary-Jaker, et al. I w�.s., hcwe·.·g.:.."'9 nci� '.V:::i -+.:.i.t!.g a cri tiq_ue of Rogorsoniana. 

G. Se e John Ha,�:a�;r' s con:::.i rle.c:1t:i. on of the Charl. ton Crater in 1TUFOB ±, 6. 
:Llegarding 11r Cade 1 s cri ticlsn I can onl.t sa�y tr.a:iJ he does not deal with lightnine 
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strikes to ground in his book, !.E�. �p�:1 .. �� !l..f. ��� �.!:_l�cl.erbol t��' so I have no reason to 
suppose that he is an authority on tl:.::::- c.:;;_:�;."''..:t of Cl.·�nos;herlc electricity. I do not 
have details about the circulation of �t�i:�!i .<!2��' but if Peter reads ny article 
again he will see that his reoarks are not gerua:Ge to r::ry cri ticisos of Vallee in ti1is 
context. Vallee stresses the r::rysterious side of Charl ton, SJ:";ecifi cally [:enticns "fr.l.:r-:r 
rings" and fails to advance any sensible bypothesis to account for the phenonena .. 

9 .. I agree that Vallee does not9 as far as I reneober, say that UF-.::s aro 
supernatural beings. I did not say that he did sqy that they were, so here �1ain ?eter 
is deoolishing notions of his own oak.ing--a tloe-honoure·l pastine which I clid I.\>. 1Jost 
to avoid in "The New Ufology". What I actually said was that Vallee eq_uates the a"!Jo�lc 
of the UFO entities, ''Magonia", with heaven, hell and fai:ryland and I felt justified 
therefore in concludint; that the entities are supernatural. Are the yarns in l)r.ss"Jort 
to Ma;r,onia ''kiddies1 fairy tales"? The cri ticisn of "pedantic obtuseness" is an"S.�:ered 
in ey text and I think there was sooething to be sairl for the "stern Victorians", 
althoueh I ao not one! 

10. Hooo sapiens noandorthalensis, hono sapiens rhodesiensis, hono c�)ions 
soloensis, hooo sapiens steinhoioensis a�d hooo sapiens sapiens nre all rG6arde� as sub­
specific varieties of hono sapiens. The later reoains at llount Carnol show considerably 
1oss neanderthaloid features than do the earlier, but in the present state of knowledGe 
it would seen inarloissible to be too dorroatlc about the interrelationships of the 
various forQS of hono sapiens. 

11. I see that Peter nakos no alternative suggestion for the reality behind 
the dark, furr,y objects. I doubt if they wvre either church steeples or cowst 

12o Superficial or not I regar� qy treatoent of Fatioa as a sensible one 
and reasonable enoueh in the context in which it was presented. I doubt if all or even 
oany psycholoeists would disagree with qy conclusion. 

13. I a� �leased to see that Peter does not take the Villas Doas business 
literally. According to bin, however, Ve.llee holcls this case to be literally true. 

14. I see that Peter puts the word "experienced" in parentheses. His coanent 
se·ems rather irrelevant. I an quite suro that there have been nany remarkable MID 
stories but I cannot see that this oakos Keol1s "experiences" any the less ludicrous. 

15. Peter1 s insistence that a residuum of about 5% of "alleged "l)henonena of 
physical nediumship" are not conjurinG tricks is nore like a pious hope then an 
estinate based on fact. I doubt if the Anerican conjuror Milbourne Christopher, author 
of Seers, Psychics anrl ESP, would 8t1ree with hin. 

16. There is, of course, sone question as to what constitutes the "arena of 
noroal debate" but I would think that anything which could be described as "qystical ancl. 
escaping rational analysas11 would cone under this cateGory. See Vallee, Anatot..-zy- of !: 
Phenomenon, p 96, according to whoo: 

'�anifestations of the UFO phenonenon occur as a result of physical causes 
that can be described in terns of natural laws"" 

I Will take hhis opportunity to point out an error on page 64, line 35 of 
&�JF0J1, !, 5, whore I inadvertently credited John Keel With authorship of Passport to 
I:�smia. 

I nake no apologies for propounding a rational assessnent of the so-called 
11new ufology" and if Peter considers my article to be like a 19th century contribution 
to Practical Mechanics, well and cood. Peo�le in th;se days had a refreshing liking 
for cannon sense. 

Alan Vl. Sharp, 22n Fairfield Road, Widnes, Lancashire. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES 

by Carl Grove 

In a recent article in this jot:!.rn3.1, Roger son (1) reviewed a 
critique of psychological theories of UFOs j_n which I had suggest�d 
that as a rule, such types of explanation 1vere inadequate (2,3 ,4) .  
He cbncluded that the cri t:tque contai�1od "a number of unfounded 
statements and over-generalisations, and thus has not established its 
case". 

It seems to me that Rogerson has somewhere lost sight of the 
central point of the critiq"'J.e1 whtch was finding an answer to tho 
question: can conventional psychclogi.cG.� fa:ts Dlld theories bo 1:1-sed to 
expl ain · UFO pheP-omena? I stT·ess .£_cr�;--:.��-u,;_�..Q.l.., because Rogerson J.S 
perfectly willing to make use of "parano.!·mal" concepts within a general 
explanatory framework and, despite his assertions to the contrary 1 such ideas do not have "a wido measure of acceptance in psycholog1cal 
circles". Nor-:a8 I hope to show--is their introduction into UFO 
debates to be encouraged, since they carry idth them multipl e problems 
of methodology and metatheory which Rogerson neglects even to mention, 
although ho is quick to point out similar defects in my own logic. 

In many single-witness cases of alleged "UFO sightings11 it 
may be logically impossible to rule out the hypothesis of "conventional" 
hallucination (i.e., hallucination due to drug intake , sensory 
restriction, psychosis, etc.), no- matter how implausible such an 
interpretation may appear on the surfaceo In rogard to the special 
hypothesis of "normal" hallucinatic�, therefore , single-witness cases 
u...11.accompanied by information about the "tvi tness or physical evidence of 
some sort remain a matter of controversy. Certain statistical 
considerations iLd1rectly colli�t:::r this proposition (5), but empirical 
evidonc.e ,  for or against� is notable for its ab sence . Much of the 
relevant argument can be found in Hall (6,7), Grinspoon and Persky (8)1 
Johnson (9) and the variou s papers of Schwarz and others. 

1mon· 1 t comes to multiple-"td tness cases, the theory of simple 
hallucination becomes irrel�VG�i, because shared hallucinations are 
unrecogni sed by psycholog-yq This has nothin g to do with the question 
of whether such events hav8 ever occurr·ed, of course, nor does it throw 
much light upon problems concerning the validity of u sing such a 
concept as an explanation. 

If we rule out the "ho3.X" theory nt the outset--a convenience which might find some objections, inasmu�h as it is tho Qlb� explanation 
c;a pable of relating all UFO phenor1ena---vre nre left in a situation in which, as Roger son argues, wo shall have to throvJ down at least some of 
our generally�accGptod ideas about the structure of the universe The question being, uhich? 

• 
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should be advanced in sufficient de�:.2.il as to be capable of generating 

testable predictions, nrefernb�.:. { cp .. ;.:�:�ti tati ve in form. Theories \vhich 
fail to measure up to those yardsticks are not satisfactory. 

In fact, neither of the two alternatives de�ined above are 
truly satisfactory, on these terns. Both make assumpt1ons hard to 
verify outside of the UFO evidence; neither nake precise predictions. 
It is a poor choice, in regard to methodoloey. It is true thnt 
whereas extranundano intelligence is supported by nQ hard evidence, 
astronomical or otherwise, there is a corpus of recognised, if 
controversial evidence relating to "paranormal" phenonena. On the other 
hand, it would probably be true to_sny �hat �he scient�fic com�un�ty 
views the concept of extraterrestrlal l1fe Wlth less d1snay than 1t 
experiences when the concepts of ESP or psi are touched upon. It is not 
hard to see why. ParanorBal concepts reflect a fur1d�1ental break with 
most of our models of reality; even in the absence of direct observation 
it is reasonable to posit the existence of extraterrestrial life 
via a process of simple extrapolation. All we can conclude here is that 
both possibilities are equally ridiculous� 

The nain weakness of the ESP approach lies in its total 
inadequacy�� concept. It is in no sense a unitary concept--rather, 
it is a rough way of classifying a heterogeneous mess of puzzling events. 
"Paranormal" merely means--so far as I can see--anything which present­
day science cannot explain. Imagine what this srune concept would 
represent to an ancient Greek, to a Hedievnl monk, an Elizabethan 
sailor; just about anything. It is not an explanation but a description, 
and if science, ea. 1972, cannot explain UFO phenomena, there should be 
no argUBent against classifying UFOs as paranormal. But isn't that just 
playing with words? Does it help us to understand anything? 

Even the nost naive forn of the extraterrestrial hypothesis 
is nore constrained, bettor defined. We may disniss the logic employed 
by Sniley (10) in "disproving" that UFOs cone from Mars, but at least 
here is an exanple of the scientific I!lethod: a fornal statement of 
basic assunptions, the production of specific (even quantifiable) 
pr-edictions, and the testing of these predictions. The "Mars Cycle" 
observed in some UFO data could clearly provide � support for an 
extranundane hypothesis, if '\.VC \vore to relax the rather puritan 
assunptions made by Sniley in regard to the capabilities of possible 
alien technologieso Rogorson's answer is that people may tend to have 
more hallucinations when we �re closer to Mars. An argur1ent that I don't 
accept. 

This ex�1ple indeed highlights the weakness of the para­
psychological approach. Rogerson makes no attempt to describe the 
nechanisns involved in the transnission of an hallucinatory UFO 
experience fron one person to another. The vagueness which characterises 
ESP-t�rpe concepts relieves hin of the need to do so. Thus the following 
questlons, and nany others, renaln unanswered: 

1. If a single "experience" is shared by several persons, why 
do UFO events typically obey the laws of perspective? \rfuy don't UFO 
-v;i tnesses report totally identical stinuli, as would TV viewers? 

. ?• Adnitt�ng
.

that question
_

l raise? a valid point, what 
nechan2s!!1 �s there 1ns1de the human 1nforn�t1on processing system capable of calculating tJ;e J?e�cep�cua�. c.f feet s of c.hange-of-perspecti ve for each of a nunber of lnd::-l:tdna: 1-v.1:·:i.'���:-:�r�=� and instalt:Dtaneousl:y: transni tting the appropriate im.:.;_g;8 ·:�c� 0�· � · t<, 
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force the parapsychologist to accept the possibility of intervention 
by a superior, nonhw�an intelligence? 

4. It is easy to inagine visual in8.ges being 1'injected" into 
the wimnesses' perceptual systems just as a signnl enters a TY set and 
produces an inage on the screen. But h�man sensory processes ln general, 
and the visual system in particular, are renarkably

. 
conplex. vJe

. 
have 

only a very vague idea about how they work. To put 1t crudely: lf we 
c·an't explain how normal perception op-erates, what chance is there for 
a �odel of sone even nore exotic process? 

None of this argunent should be thought of as disproving or 
dismissing the parapsychological theory. Rather, the aim is to 
de:m.onstrate the dangers inherent in a chain of reasoning 'tvhich runs: 
parano�al phenomena cannot be explained; thGr9fore any phenomena which 
c-annot be explained are paranornal; ther·efore UFO phenor.1ena can be 
explained paranormally. The weakness of this lo�ic is glaringly 
obvious:. 

5 .  Is there � puzzling or inexplicable event or set of 
events which a "paranormal" theory could not explain? 

My personal feeling is that if the extramundane theory is 
weak (in a nethodological sense), the parapsychological theory is 
weaker still. It r:1ay not be very enlightening to clnir1 that "people see 
UFOs"; but is our curiosity any r.:1ore satisfied by the assertion, 
"people parapsychologically transnit UFO experiences to each other"? 

Rogerson's closing argunent is that contenporary psychology 
is in a pri�itive state, therefore novel theories which attack 
psychological laws are in sone way nore satisfactory than are theories 
--such as the ETH--the acceptance of which would inply the violation 
of known physical laws� The argunent contains one or two flaws, 
depending on one's philosophy: monists would naintain that all 
psychological laws are ultinately physical, anyway; less con�itted 
thinkers might point out that telepathy and clairvoyance, for example, 
provi�e no less profound a challenge to recognised physical concepts 
than does any physical UFO. 

In sUTI, I think that the parapsychological theory as stated 
by Rogerson is still not powerful enough to explain UFOs, prinararily 
because of its lack of clear definition and the absence of any specmfied 
means of disproving it. But the extraQundane theory is, so far, 
insufficiently developed, although it is a sonewhat better choice than 
the more specific extraterrestrial model. The best thing to do would be 
to adopt a less contentious inductive approach, but UFO researchers, 
unable or unwilling to resist the lure of speculation, rarely accept 
this alternative. Proponents of rival theories blandly neglect 
in c onve�ient data. Thus Rogorson would bo happy to explain away reports 
of p�yslcal traces and radar sightings; Sharp (11) is careful to disoiss 
reports involving paranornal or religious manifestations; and Henzel, 
Condon, et al. disniss the whole lot. In all cases there are some 
perfectly rational reasons for rejection; the mistake made lies not in 
rojection but selection. As Fort pointed out on r1nny occasions, if you 
reject what you can • t explrtin, you should be able to explain everythinga 
It nerely depends whnt you nean by "everything11o 

Sone progress r.1�·�r bP na.de if :::fnJ.0�t2ts seek to [1nintain a 
t1 t • 11 , t 1 ·- - � . .;.. � "' ··-- .L "'' .- -. r ' i n·' r• th t UTii'Q neore 1ca y neu ra p(_·:.-_._. __ ,.) .. -; /'· .. : .· .- ·,:.·_ . ... .. .. . _.c.(_) �a .!.--� reports--such as the ,cases of Ri ta

. 
�,1ccll"-�Y" � ·: •);: �·�·-, .. �: .- ; - �:. d·--.�:mouthJ e.nd the Welsh wave 

Of 1905--frequently 1 nvol .-,::l ,,r---.:.·,.. '"'"' • ·· · · ' -- �.-, at -r,..,""' 1 1· 
b • - .. -- 1) ... ....,_ ... _\_.,l .·- • .• ·.:· .. _;_,;...!, • � c�.....,e va ue, 1e eyond 
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nost of our current physical and psycholo gical concepts . A search for 
patterns which involved the systeMatic neglect of these phenomena would 
violate most of the requi rements of statisti cal sruJpling. If the final 
answer is a completely novel concept, the deductive approach would 
necessarily fail. 
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LGCAL UFO REJ!ORTS 

Accorcling to the Liverpool Echo, February lG, 1972� 

Police from throe counties are aoone the scores of people who have reported 
seeing unidentified flying objects in recont d�s. A seh�or Gwynedd poliee officer 
confiroed last niGht that patrol cars as far apart as Cheshire and Abergele had 
reported sightings of a bri(jhtly lit object flashinl� across the sky. 

The versions of the UFO vary froQ a white liGht with a tail to a dazzling 
green flare. Resirtents in Hhyl and Prestatyn have also reported spotting nyste·ry lights 
at night while similar reports have been received from Wrexhao, Mostyn, Droughto.n and 
Dirkenhead as well as from police patrols on the M6 linking Birmingham and Preston. 

Connented the l;olice spaokesnan& "There seens to bo no. explanation for 
these sightings exce�Jt the possibility of net�ori tes." 

Anrr the following re�ort appeared in the Liverpool Echo on Februar.y 21: 
A Wirral woman has reported to the police that she and her husband were 

followed along an unlit road by two lur1inous objects. 
Mrs Michello Byan, of 176 Dirkenhead Road, Meals, said: '11ile decided to 

ignore the incident but on readinG of the reports of UFOs in Friday1s Echo, I decided 
to report the natter to Hoylake police at the week-encl." 

She went oni "It happened at about 3 poDo last Thursc1.ay night ( February 17) 
when cy husband and I were driv-.Lng along :Dirkcnhead Road towards Moreton. It was pitch 
dark, there were no street lights on due to the power cuts, and no other traffic on 
the road." 

Mrs eyan said that when her husband said there was a lorry "ri&ht on top of 
our back window" she looked a:roluld and saw t:wo dr�l, off-White discs of light, one in 
each corner of the rear window. 

"It was just as if someone was follu�ing us and peering into the car," said 

- -- -- --------------------------
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Mrs Ryan. 
'liilhen oy husbancl first saw th8 lights he slowed do wn a bit, but then 

accelerated and a gap came between them and the car. Then they suddenly d.i.sappeared." 

A sightint3 was nade by a schoolboy, Gavin Hudson, at "about 2.35 p.o. on 
Fridey, March 24th, at Over church Middle School, Moreton Road, Upton ( VIirral) when ( he ) 
saw a large, silvery and unpainted cigar-shaped object move up fron the south-west, 
moving north-west. It was travelling quite fast and was moving wmth no sound. It soon 
moved behind a wood and he saw no more of it. He then called out in his class what he 
had seen, but the teacher taking the class said it must have been an aeroplane, but it 
did not have any a��;endages at all." 

( Report fron Martin Jones, o V/a�vick Road, 
Upton, �irral, Cheshire. ) 
----·-------------------... -----------------------......---------

New Mae;azine 

A new UFO nagazine, G]lli1INI, has recently a�Jeared. It replaces the former 
magazines COS-MOS and SilliUS and the editors are Mark Stenhoff, Norman T. Oli ver and 
C. David Oakley-Hill. 

The naeazine consists of 52 pages, neatly offset printed. The main items 
are a round up of the 1971 flap in the U.K. and a section on contact cases, following 
the tradition of COS-MOS. 

SubscrilJtion is £.1 for 4 quarterly issues ( including postage) , whi eh is 
very reasonable as the m�1azine is well above the average level of UFO journals. 

Erratum 
Front page. For "Carl Groves" read "Carl Grove". Sorry about that. 

T he eng�ement is announced •• • 

• • • of our Associate Editor, John A. Rimer, to Miss Judi th Tyrer. 
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