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Psychological ixnlanaiions

Many ufologists hope that somne of the more complex UirO
reports may be eventually explained by applying psychological theori-s
and concepts to the investigations of them,., liowever, many of the dciall:z
given in UFO reports seem to place them outside the pale of conventional
psychological enquiry.

Zlsewhere in this issue, Cari Grove discusses the inadequacy
of conventional psychology as a means of ewplaining UI'O shenomena. e
also warns those who favour the appl1rut .or. of naﬂapsybhology by pointing
to the essential vagueness of its main concepts,

It is now becoming clear that the rcal mystery of ufology lies

in the fact that cvery theory which has bcen suggested can be shown to
have scerious weaknesses,
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LETTER TC THE EDIITCOUOR

From Mr ALAN V. SHARP
dear John,

If I magy I should like to make some comments about the letter from Peter
Rogerson (MUFOB 4, 6, pp 75—6) which contains implicit and explicit accusations of
factual innacuracy in my article "The New Ufclogy" (MUFu3, 4,5).

In order to avoid unnecessary repetition of his charges I shall treat thenm
in numerical orider as they a_yucared in his communicatione

l. The reason why I treated Vallec and Kcel together was because Passnort
to Magonia and Operation Trojan Horse were both recent books which secmed to me
Tclevant to the topic nder considcration. I included rcferences to Anatony of a
Thenomenon largely beéause tuch of it was concermed with the matter of termlnology. Prof.
ngrobt came to mind because he had received atteation by both of the authors although
I cculd almost ¥tux as well have mentioned Kazantsev, for example.

2¢ I 4o not remember saying angthing about the moon being mistaken for a
Martian spaceship and I think that Peter concedes my point concerning the difficulty of
positive identification when he employs the words "usually", Pfairly", and "real" in
his corments. I hope that he is not so vasue when it cones to the matter of classifying
library books!

3. I do not possess ESP nor, to the best of ry knowledze, does ariyone else.
Peter has obviously not read Anatory of a Phenomenon very closely and I direct his
attention to the first part of the last paragraph on page 131 and to paragraphs 5 and
6 on page 96—which appeared incorrectly as page 46 in oy article, for which error I
apologise.

4. This matter receives attention in the aforcsaid article in several
places and I do not believe that Vallee cculd not have written more critically. It
clearly did not suit his purpose to 4o so,

5. Peter implies that I made adverse corments about some of Vallce's
earlier books, but in fact I merely compared Magonia unfavourably with Anatory, if I
nay use these abbreviations.

6. My own improssion was that liagonia amounted to very little more than
a ramshackle collection of anccdotes of very dubious worth presented in a highly
uncritical manner.

Te I an glal that Pohor agress with ry assessment of the Warninster
nonsense, though what is obwvious vo Lim nav well be otherwisc to Lrthur Shuttlewood,
John Cleary-laker, et al. I was, hcwever; ach writing a cr1tique of Rogerscnianae

3+ See John Hamgy's considecation of the Chariton Crater in MUFCD 4,6
Regarding Mr Cade's criticism I can cnly sy that he does not deal with lightning
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strikes to ground in his book, The Tﬂm{nz_g_‘ﬁgg Thunderbolts, so I have no reascn to
suppose that he is an authority on thi:s 2t of atnospheric electricity. I dc not
have details about the circulation of Iuii“ida Journal, but if Feter reads vy article
again he will see that his remarks are not germanc to gy criticisms of Vallee in this
context. Vallee stresses the rysterious side of Charlton, specifically nmenticns "feory
rings" and fails to advance any sensible hypothesis to account for the thenonena,

9+ I agree that Vallee does noty; as far as I remenmber, say that UFus arc
supernatural beingse. I did not say that he did say that they were, so here azain roter
is demolishing notions of his own naking--a tine-honourel pastiric which I did oy test
to avoid in "The New Ufology". What I actually said was that Vallce equates the abolce
of the UFO entities, 'lMagonia", with heaven, hell and fairyland and I felt justified
therefore in concluding that the entities are supematural. Arc the yarns in Passport
to Magonia "kiddies' fairy tales"? The criticism of "pedantic obtusencss" is answ arod
in iy text and I think there was something to be said for the "stern Victorians',
althoush I an not one!

10. Homo sapiens neanderthalensis, hcmo sapiens rhodesiensis, homo zspicncs
soloensis, homo sapiens steinheimensis and homo sapiens sapiens are all reg arded as sub-
specific varieties of homo sapiens. The later remains at lount Carmel show considcrably
less neanderthaloid features than do the earlicr, but in the present state of knowledge
it would seen inadmissible to be too dognatic about the interrelationships of the

variocus forms of homo sepiense

1le I see that reter makes no alternative suggestion for the reality behind
the dark, furry objects. I doubt if they were either church steeples or cows!

12. Superficial or not I regard ry treatment of Fatima as a sensible one
and reasonable enouch in the context in which it was presented. I dcubt if all or even
rany psychologists wculd disagree with oy conclusion.

13 I am pleoased to sec that Peter does not take the Villas 3oas business
literally. Acccrding to him, however, Vallec holds this case to be literally true.

14, I see that Peter puts the word "experienced" in parentheses. His cotment
seems rather irrelevant. I am quite sure that there have been many remarkablec MI3
stories but I cannot sce that this makes Kecl's "eXperlences" any the less ludicrous.

15. Feter's insistence that a residuunm of about Sp of "alleged phencriena of
physical mediumship" are not conjuring tricks is more like a pious hope then an
estimate based on fact. I doubt if the American conjuror Milbourne Christopher, author
of Seers, Psychics ant ESP, would azree with hin.

16. There is, of course, some question as to what constitutes the "arena of
nornal debate" but I would think that anything which could be described as '"mystical and
escaping rational analysis" would corie under this category. Sece Vallee, Anatouy of a
Phenomencn, p 96, according to whoms

"Manifestations of the UFC phenomenon occur as a result of physical causes
that can be deseribed in terms of natural laws."

I will take khis opportunity to point out an error on page 64, line 35 of
”Vﬁu3 4,5, where I inadvertently credited John Keel with authorship of Passport to

llasoniae

I nmake no apologies for propounding a rational assessment of the so-called
"new ufology" and if Peter considers ry article to be like a 19th century contribution
to Practical ilechanics, well and goode People in those deys had a refreshing liking
for comion sense,

Alan V. Sharp, 22a Fairfield Road, Widnes, Lancashirc.
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PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES

A Replv to Rogerson

by Carl Grove

In a recent articlec in this journal, Rogerson (1) revicwed a
critique of psychological theorics of UFOs in which I had suggested
that, as a rule, such typcs of cxplaunation were inadequate (25344)

He concluded that the critique contained "a number of unfounded
statements and over-gcnceralisations, and thus has not cstablished its
case',

It seems to me that Rogerson has somewhere lost sight of the
central point of the critiquey which was finding an answer to the
question: can conventional psychclogical facts and theories be used to
explain UFO pheromena? I stress cenventioral, beczause Rogerson is
perfectly willing to make usc of "parancrmal! conccpts within a gencral
explanatory framcwork and, despitc his asscrtions to the contrary
such idcas do not have "a wide measure of acccptance in psychological
circles", Nor=~as I hope to show=«is their introduction into UFO
debates to be encouraged, since they carry with them multiple problems
of methodology and metatheory which Rcgerson neglects even to mention,
although hc is quick to point out similar defects in my own logice.

In many singlce-witness cases of alleged "UrO sightings'" it
may be logically impossible to rule out the hypothesis of '"conventional"
hallucination (i.c., hallucination due to drug intake, sensory
restriction, psychosis, etc.), no matter how implausible such an
interpretation may appcar on the surface. In rcgard to the special
hypothesis of '"normal" hallucinaticn, therefore, single-witness cases
unaccompaniced by information about the witness or physical evidence of
somec sort remain a matter of controversy. Certain statistical
considerations indirectly counter this propositicn (5), but empirical
evidence, for or againct, is notable for i%ts absence. Much of the
relevant argument can be found in Hall (6,7), Grinspoon and Persky (23),
Johnson (9) and the various papers of Schwarz and others.

When 1t comes to multiple-witness cases, the theory of simple
hallucination becomes irrelevant, because shared hallucinations are
unrecognised by psychology. This has nothing to do with the question
of whether such events have cver occurred, of course, nor docs it throw
much light upon problems concerning the validity of usilng such a
concept as an explanation,

If we rule out the "hoax" theorv at the outset--a convenience
which might find some objections, inasmuzh as it is the only cxplanation
capable of relating all UFO phenomena--we are left in a situation in
which, as Regerson argues, we shall have to throw down at least sone of
our generally-accepted ideas about the structure of the universe, The
question being, which?

There are two major alternatives: reports of UFOs can be
attributed to /1/ extramundane intelliigence, which includes the ATH
w< well as_sgome of the mowe exotic possibilifics; or /27 some_sor% of
parapsychological. inverachion X " supports the second alternative
in deciding between them, it wept In mind that the‘crite;ia )
py Which we Judge thecvicsa ¢f ve 1 ool to those employed
in t?e GValugtion of lesn Tost inportant of*these
are the rcequirernicnts that as3¢d upon the minimunm
number possible of inferre nceptss and that the&
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should be advanced in sufficient detoil as to be capable of genera?ing
testable predictions, preferebly aruontitative in form. Theories which
fail to measure up to these yardsticks arc not satisfactory,

In fact, ncither of the two alternatives defined above are
truly satisfactory, on these terms. Both make assumptions hard to
verify outside of the UFO evidence; neither make precise predictionse.
It is a poor choice, in regard to methodology. It is true thgt
whercas extrarnundanc intelligence is supported by no hard evidence,
astronomical or otherwise, there is a corpus of recognised, if
controversial evidence rclating to "paranormal" phenomena. On the other
hand, it would probably be true to say that the scientific comimunity
views the concept of extraterrestrial life with less dismay than it
experiences when the concepts of ESP or psi are touched upon. It is not
hard to sec why. Paranormnal concepts reflect a fundamental break with
nost of our models of realitys; even in the absence of direct observation
it is reasonable to posit the existence of extraterrestrial lifec
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 as a concept. It is in no sense a unitary concept--rather,
it is a rough way of classifying a heterogencous mess of puzzling cvents.
"Paranornal' merely nmeans--so far as I can see--anything which present-
day science cannot explain. Imagine what this same concept would
represent to an ancient Greek, to a lledieval monk, an [lizabethan
sailor; just about anything. It is not an explanation but a description,
and if science, ca. 1972, cannot cxplain UFC phenomena, there should be
no argurient against classifying UFOs as paranormal. But isn't that just
playing with words? Does it help us to understand anything?

iZven the most naive form of the extraterrestrial hypothesis
is more constrained, bettcr defined. We may dismiss the logic cmployed
by Smiley (10) in "disproving" that UFOs come from Mars, but at least
here is an example of the scientific method: a formal statcement of
basic assumptions, the production of specific (even quantifiable)
predictions, and the testing of these predictions. The "Mars Cycle"
observed in some UFO data could clearly provide some support for an
extrarnundane hypothesis, if wec were to relax the rather puritan
assumptions made by Smiley in regard to the capabilities of possible
alien technologics. Rogerson's answer is that people pmay tend to have
more iallucinations when we are closer to Mars. An argwient that I don't
accepte.

This example indeced highlights the weakness of the para-
psychological approach. Rogerson makes no attempt to describe the
nechanisns involved in the transmission of an hallucinatory UFO
experience from one person to another. The vagueness which characterises
LSP-type concepts relieves him of the need to do so. Thus the following
questions, and many others, remnain unanswered:

l. If a single "experience" is shared by several persons, why
do UFO events typically obey the laws of perspective? Why don't UFO
witnesses report totally identical stimuli, as would TV viewers?

2+ Adnitting that question 1 raises a valid point, what
rnechanlsm is there inside the human infornation processing systen
capable of calculating the perceptual cffects of change-of-perspective
for each of a number of individnal wiiresznes and instattancously
transmitting the appropriate image %o o-oh?

3¢ If question 2 is lcfi winanswsred, would this not logically
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force the parapsychologist to accert the possibility of intervention
by a superior, nonhuman intelligence?

Y, It is easy to imagine visual inages being "injected" into
the witnesses! perceptual systens just as a signal enters a TV set and
produces an inmage on the screen. But human sensory processes in general,
and the visual system in particular, are remarkably coriplex, We'have
only a very vague idea about how they work. To put it crudgly: if we
can't explain how normal perception operates, what chance is there for
a model of some even more exotic process?

None of this argument should be thought of as disproving or
dismissing the parapsychological theory. Rather, the aim is to
demonstrate the dangers inherent in a chain of reasoning which runs:
paranormal phenomena cannot be explainedj therefore any phenomena which
cannot be cxplained are paranornal; therefore UFO phenomena can be
explained paranormally., The weakness of this logic 1s glaringly
obviouss

5 Is there any 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 methodological scnse), the parapsychological thecory is
weaker still., It may not be very enlightening to claim that "people see
UFOs"; but is our curiosity any more satisfied by the assertion,
"people parapsychologically transnit UFO experiences to each other"?

Rogerson's closing argument is that contemporary psychology
is in a primitive state, therefore novel theories which attack
psychological laws are in sone way nore satisfactory than arc theories
--such as the H£TH--the acceptance of which would inply the violation
of known physical laws. The argument contains one or two flaws,
depending on one's philosophy: monists would maintain that all
psychological laws are ultimately physical, anyways; less cormitted
thinkers night point out that telepathy and clairvoyance, for example,
provide no less profound a challenge to recognised physical concepts
than does any physical U0,

In sum, I think that the parapsychological theory as stated
by Rogerson is still not powerful enough to explain UFOs, primararily
because of its lack of clear definition and the absence of any spechified
neans of disproving it. But the extrarmndane theory is, so far,
insufficiently developed, although it is a somewhat better choice than
the more specific extraterrestrial nodel. 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 accep%
this alternative. Proponents of rival theories blandly neglcct
inconvenient data. Thus Rogerson would bc happy to explain away reports
of physical traces and radar sightings; Sharp (11) is careful to dismiss
reports involving paranormal or religious manifestationsy and Menzel,
Condon, et al. dismiss the whole lot. In all cases there are sonec
perfectly rational reasons for rejection; the mistake made lies not in
rcjection but selection. As Fort pointed out on many occasions, if you
reject what you can't explain, you should be able to explain everything,
It nerely depends what you nean by "everyihing",

Sorie progress mov ba nade if ufalogicts seek to maintain a
theoretically neutral positiom. 7% vosorsioios that UFO reports--such
as the cases of Rita Mzaiicy. “ow 27 Fooo tleiamouth, and the Welsh wave
of 1905--frequently involwe prerscih. - -4 5ch, at Tace value, lie beyond
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rnost of our current physical and psychological conceptse A scarch for
patterns which involved the systematic neglect of these phenoiiena would
violate nost of the requirements of statistical sammnling. If the final
answer is a completely novel concept, the deductive approach would
necessarily fail.
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LCCAL UFG REPORTS

According to the Liverpool Echo, February 13, 1972:

Police from three counties are among the scores of people who have reported
seeing wnidentified flying objects in recent days. A seh¥or Gwyncdd poliee officer
confirmed last night that patrol cars as far apart as Cheshire and Abergele had
reported sightings of a brightly 1lit object flashing across the skye.

The versions of the UFO vary from a white light with a tail to a dazzling
green flaree. Residents in Rhyl and Prestatyn have also reported spotting nystery lights
at night while similar reports have been receivel from Wrexhan, Mostyn, Broughton and
Birkenhead as well as from police patrols on the M6 linking Birmingham and Preston.

Cormented the police spackesmans "There seems to be no explanation for
these sightings exce,t the possibility of meteorites."

Ancd the following report appeared in the Liverpool Echo on February 21:

A Wirral woman has reported to the police that she and her husband were
followed along an unlit road by two lumincus objects.

Mrs Michelle Ryan, of 176 3irkenhead Road, leols, said: "We decided to
ignore the incident but on reading of the reports of UFCs in Friday's Echo, I decided
to roport the matter to Hoylake police at the weck—end."

She went on: "It happened at about 8 p.me last Thursday night (Februany 17)
when ty husband and I were driving along Birkenhcad Road towards Moretone It was pitch
dark, there were no street lights on due to the puwer cuts, and no other traffic on
the road."

Mrs Ryan said that when her husband said there was a lorry "right on top of
cur back window" she looked around and saw two dull, off-white discs of light, one in
each corner of the rear window.

"It was just as if someone was follcwing us and peering into the car," said
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Mrs Ryane.
"When ry husband first saw the lights he slowed down a bit, but then
accelerated and a gap came between them and the car. Then they suddenly disapipeareds"

A sighting was made by a schoolboy, Gavin Hudson, at "about 2.35 peme oun
Friday, March 24th, at Overchurch Middle School, Loreton Road, Upton (Wirral) when (he)
saw a large, silvery and unpainted cigar-shaped object move up fron the south-west,
noving north-west. It was travelling quite fast and was moving wiath no sounde. It soon
noved 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 rust have been an aeroplane, but it
did not have any appendages at all."

(Report from Martin Jones, 3 Warwick Road,

Upton, Wirral, Cheshire.)

NOTES QUOTES & QUIERIES

New Magazine

A new UFC magazine, GEMINI, has reccntly apyeared. It replaces the former
magazines COS-MCS and SIRIUS and the editors are lark Stenhoff, Norman T. Oliver and
Ce. David Oakley-Hille.

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

Subscriytion is £1 for 4 quarterly issues (including postage), which is
very reasonable as the magazine is well above the average level of UFO journalse

Erratun
Front paze. For "Carl Greves" read "Carl Grove". Sorry about thate.

The engacement is announcedeee

ee.0f our Associate Editor, John A. Rimer, to Miss Judith Tyrer.
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