@ Urds, "N-BAYS" and PATHOLOGICAL SCIENCE
By Philip J, Klass®

In the sutumn of 1903, less than ten years after Wilhelm Reentgen had
discovered i-tays and Henri Becquerel had found that mysterious radiation from
pitchblende could darken photographic plates, an even more mysterious type of
radiation was reported by Prof, R. Blondlot: N-RAYS.

Blondlot, head of the physics department at the University of Nancy was
a respected member of the French Academy of Sciences. In its Comptes rendus
ne reported that the mysterious N-rays appeared to be emitted spontancously
by many different metals and that when they were present they increased the
ability of the human eye to see pbjects in a nearly dark room. Within sev-
eral months, twelve more papers on the amazing N-rays gppeared in the Academy's
publication. A. Charpentier reported that N-rays also improved the senses of
hearing and smell and seemed to be emitted by the brain, by nerves and by mus-
cles as well as by metals. His paper was sponsored by Arsonval, France's fora-
most autherity on electriecity and magnetism. [1.]

Hanri Becquerel's son Jean described an experiment which appeared to show
that N-rays could be transmitted over a wire. When one end of the wire was
placed near a human brain, its N-rays seemed to emerge from the other end of
the wire to cause a variatiom in the intensity of a faintly luminous detector,
If the subject was amesthetized with ether, the N-rays emitted by the brain
changed in intensity. He cvem Teported that metals could be anesthetized with
ether or alcohol, hut this seemed to cut off their emissions of W-rays!

Soon French biologists, physiologists, psycholopists, chemists, botanists
and geologists were experimenting with the mysterious N-rays. [1.] Excited
investigators reported the discovery that N-rays were given off by growing
plants, by a vibrating tuning fork and even by a human corpse. But N-ravs
were not radiated by wood; on this all investigators apreed!

Elondlot constructed a spectrometer using sluminum lenses and an aluminum
prism which served to defract the N-rays inte a line spectrum and enabled him
to measure the wavelength of the rays, he reported. By the summer of 1004,
nearly one hundred papers on N-rays had been published by the French Academy.
And it had anmounced the award to Elondlot of the Lalande prize of 20,000 francs
and its gold medal for the discovery of N-rays]

Scientists in other Furopean countries attempted to duplicate the French
experiments but stranpgely they could not detect any evidence of M-rays, 0One of
these was an American-born scientist, Dr, R.W. Wood, then & foreign member of
the Royal Society of London. Dr. Weod arranged to visit Blondlot's laboratory
50 the discoverer himself could demonstrate the existence of the M-rays. Be-
cause N-ray experiments had to be conducted in a very dimly lighted Toom, it
was possible for Wood to test Elondlot's hypothesis without his knowledge.

For example, during one spectrometer axperiment, Wood secretly removed the alum-
inum prism which was necessary to produce the spectrum effects. Despite this,
Blondlot Teported that he observed the normal effects.

When Wood held up a metal file in the darkened room, the MN-rays it sup-
posedly emitted seemed to epable DBlondlot to read the hands of a dimly illum-
inated clock. But when Wood secretly substituted a wooden ruler of roughly the
same dimensions for the metal file, Blondlot could still read the clock. (Re-
call that wooden abjects did met emit N-Tays.)
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These and similar tests convinced Wood that while Blondlot was honest and
well-intentioned, he had allowed wishful thinking and his imagination to over-
power his scientific methodolopy and ohjectivity. This would alse explain how
other French scientists conld conduct experiments which seemed to confirm K-Tays.

In the Sept. 29, 1304, issue of Nature, Wood exposed N-rays as pure fan-
tasy by describing his owm tests in Blondlot's laboratory. Three months Iater,
when the French Academy presented the Lalande prize to Blopdlot, 1t announced
that the award was piven "for his life work, taken as a wholeg."

In the early 1920s, a similar type of mysterions radiationm, called "Mitos
gepetic rays," was reported, They seemed to he emitted by prowing plants and
living things. Dut the Mitopenetic ray proved to he a member of the same fam-
ily as the N-rav of two decades earlier.

These and similar self-delusions by small groups of scientists have becn
aptly termed "Fathological Science' by General Electric's Or. Irving Langmuir.
tme of the characteristics of Pathological Science, Langmuir moted, iz that the
effects roportedly observed do not seem to follow the "ordinary laws of science."
[2.] Tor example, when Dr. Wooad asked Blandlot how a shift of anly 0,1 =m, in
his spectrometer mechanism could possibly produce the effect he claimed to see
when the slit itself was 20-30 times as wide, Blondlet roportedly replied:

"This is one of the inexplicable and astounding propertles of d-tays," E &

Langmuir called "flying saucers" and the hypothesis that they are space-
ships from other worlds still another manifestation of Patholegieal Scicnce.
(Like N-rays, [F0s scem to have "inexplicable and astounding pronerties.’!)

Lespite the alleped visits by hundreds or thousands of extraterrestrial
spaceships, there is not a single ploce of hard evidence of the kind that
Apolio 11 left behind on man's first visit ta the Moon.

Whatever scientific respectability the extraterrestrial hypothesis now
enjoys results entircly from & tiny handful of scientist-proponents who rest
their case entirely on what one of them calls "reports from scemingly credibic
witnesses." Another calls them "incredible things told by credible people."

Because several of these scientist-proponents have impressive zcalemic
credentials, it is automatically assumed in some quarters by thase who have
not delved deeply, that their convictions are salidly based on riporous scieonti-
fic objectivity and methodology.

The crucial question is whether these scientist-proponents of the extra-
terrestrial hypothesis really devote dilipent effort to testing witness credi-
hility and to seeking less exotic cxplanations.

Or are thev so credulous and subconsciously committed to the extraterres-
trial hypothesis that they can not really discriminate Detween fact and fantasy
except in the most obvicus cases?

In other words, have these sclentlst-proponents of the extraterrcstrial
bypothesis bRecome unsuspecting victims of that dangerous wvitus, Pathelogical
Secienco?
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Two of the best-known and most experienced of these scientist-proponents
aye Dr. J, Allen Hynek of Kerthwestern University and Dr. James E, MchDanald of
the University of Arizona, Hynek has beon an active UF0 investigator for more
than 20 years and Mchonald for more than 13 years, Let's first examine llnek's
record.

O April 24, 1%64, the small, sloepy town of Spcorro, M.M., achieved inter-
national fame, especially in UFD circles, when a younp policeman named Zamora
said he saw a UFD land on the outskirts of town., He drove cleser and from z
distance of several hundred yards, Zamora sald he saw an epp-shaped object.
Duting this inpitial brief gbservation, he said he thowught he could make out
two fipures dressed in white coveralls moving arownd the ohject,

He drove closer, pot out of his car and said he approached to within less
than & hundred feet of the craft. GSuddenly, it took off and flew away noiseless-
ly, he reported. ZIamora radioed in and asked that a specific state paliceman
be sent to the scene. According to their statements, they found four wedge-
shaped marks, unsymmetrically located, on the ground alomg with a few harely
burned bush branches. Presumably, the marks were made by the craft's landing
ECcar.,

Theze indentztions om the ground clearly ruled out the possibility that
camord had mlsidentified Venus or & weather balloon. Either a eraft of vory
remarkable desipn had landed on the outsklrts of Socorro, or it was a hoax,

dr. Mmek, then a UF0 consultant to the U.5, Air Force, was asked to flv
to Socorro to investipate the case, which he did. 1lis subsequent trip report
ta the USAF called this tho most crucial UFQ case in nearly two decades. fut
despite 1ts great importance, Hynek spent only one dav at Socorro because of a
previous enpagement elsewhere, It was not until four manths later that he TFound
time to return, and then for only onc day.

In the report on his first visit, iynek said that the policeman was “hasic-

ally sincere, honest and reliable. le would not he capable of contriving a
complex hoax, nor would his temperament indicate that he would have the slipght-
est Interest in such." Hynek falled to consider the possibility that the

hoax might have been centrived by another and that Zamera might be only an
acconplice,

Having guickly ruled out the pessibility of a hoax, Mynek's report docs
not Indicate that he pave serious consideration to the possibility of an extra-
terrestrial spaceship., Tnstead, Hynek decided that the object that Zampra had
roeported probably was some secret new military airverafi. If this hypothesis
were truc, the 11.5. had indeed made a tevalutionary breakthrough hath in asro-
dynamic Jdesion and in propulsion and was now able to build egp-shaped aireraft
with noiseless propulsion, Why so revolutionary an airplane would be flying
near socorro, when the USAF tests new aireraft in California snd the Hawvy in
daryland, Hynek did not hother to consider. MNor why it would be operating with-
out a chase-plane or security patrol,

Hynek urged the USAF to locate the strange craft and to bring it back to
Spcorro to show the press and public. lle urped that "movies be taken of it
departing in the manner described by Zamora and under the same Iighting condi-
;inns. This copld then be played at any future {Conpressional) hearings cn flv-
ing saucers."
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The USAF follewed [lynek's advice but quickly determined that neither it
nar its sister military services had scored any such revelutionary breakthrough
in both aerodynamics and propulsion. The USAF even canvassed all aircraft manu-
facturers to sea if ane of them had secretly developed the welrd craft with its
aown funds and had heen testing the craft near Socorre. But the results were
oqually disappointing.

Miring Hynek's second visit to Socorro on Aug. 15, 1964, he said he talked
with a number of local citizens who pemerally vouched for the policeman's char-
acter, But he also encountered one man who suspected a hoax., The pan, who
lived close to the site of the alleped landing and bhad been home at the tims,
said he had not seen anything nor had he heard the unusual neises which ZamoTa
said the craft made briefly during landing and take-off. Ibmek bricfly men-
tioned the man's suspicions in his second trip report but strongly Tejected
the possibility of & hoax,

In Decepber of 1966, when I visited Socorra, ! talked with many parsons,
including several science-engineering professors at the New Mexico Institute of
Mining and Technolopy. It was gquite surprising to find that none of thesec men
were even slightly interested in the lacal UFD case, TIf the story were true,
the preatest scientlfic event of the millenia had occurred only a couple miles
away and vet these scientists were markedly indiffercnt. When I asked one man
why there was so little interest, he urged me to "nose around a bit." When I
spught more puidance, he pointed out that the town of Sacorre had been waging
a campalpn te attract tourists and industry. That same evening, while Teading
the local newspaper, | found an item which stressed Socorro's need to attract
tourists and imdustry.

Two major highwavs brinp tourists through Socorro, but few stap unless
they need food or gas. There is only one traffic light. One of the curious
things that now sttracted my attention was the spot which the UFQ allegedly had
selected for its landing. It wgs conveniently located aporoximately half way
betWeen these two hiphways.

An improved road was quickly built to comnoct the site to the two highways
Lecause the incident did attraet hundreds of curious tourists and UFD huffs.
Investipation disclesed another curious coincidence: the property wherc the
UFD allegedly landed is owned hy the policeman's hoss--the mayer of Socorro.
The mayor is the local town banker who would not be unhappy to see local busi-
nessmen profit from am influx of tourists.

Despite this, in my last correspondence wWwith llvnek about the 5Spcarro case,
he still deubts that it could pessibly be & hoax. FHe explained that during his
secomd visit to Socorre, "1 gave the delibetrate impression to many that I would
woleome any behind the scenes confidences, but none came."

The Dec. 17, 1966, issue of The Saturday Evening Post carried a feature
story hv ¥ynek entitled: "Are Flying Saucers Real?” 1t started with an account
af a seemingly strong UFQ report in which the object reportedly had been sighted
both wisually and on radar. Hymek said that the rtadar had "picked up the UFD
st 100,000 fr,

Knowing that helght-finder type radars, the only kind that measure tarpget
altitude, had been designed in the early 19505 when enemy bambers flew below
50,000 £+ altitude, I was skeptical that they could tell the beight of any



target at such extreme altitudes. Cut of curiosity I called the Air Defense
Command Headquarters at Colorade Sprimgs to check this point. They assured me
that theit height finder radars could not show 8 target at anything close to
100,000 ft. altitude, As an added check, I called an ald friend at General
Electric wha, I learned, had himself helped desipgn this particular radar some
years earlier. lle also assured me that it could not possibly display any
target at 140,000 fr. altitude, On May 18, 1967, I wrote to bHynek and sought
clarification of this discrepancy.

ll¥nek Teplied as follows on May Z4: "The reported heipht was indeed
100,000 feet. Ilwwever, s I lesrned shortly thereafter, this was someone's
gardled visual estimate of the height and not z radar estimate at all., T learned
this too late to get it into the article, but even so, since UFQs are reports,
it was the 100,000 fect that was reported. 1 think we are justified in making
all sorts of correctioms and interprotations to a report, but no ope can gain-
say that that is what the originel report stated,”

In January of 1967, two teen-zage boys in Michigan took a series of four
Polaroid pictures of a saucer-shaped object. The story and pictures wers
carricd by the Associated Press and published in hundreds of newspapers, includ-
ing The New York Times, which rarcly carries UF0 stories.

According teo the story told by the boys, they took the four pictures he-
fore the strange craft suddenly zoomed away. Shertly after the UFO departed,
they said, an Adr Force helicopter flew near and they alse photopraphed it.
Later, the helicopter pilot szid he had pot seen any UFD, but if it had depar-
ted before the helicopter arrived, this was understandable.

Although the AP reporter was not an experienced UFD investigator, he did
think to examine the backing sheet against which the Polarcid prints had been
processed. The backing sheet retains a crude image of each photo, The reporter
made a strange discovery: photos ¥l and #2 were of the UFQD, but photo &3 was
of the USAF helicopter, followed by two mors pictures af the UFD. Clearly the
boys fad mot told the truth about one part of their story. This discrepancy
was noted in the AP dispatch and in most newspaper articles.

The Detroit News, sccking cxpert opinion on the authenticity of these UFD
photos, sent copies and details to Hynek for his appraisal, Six days later,
the Jan. 16, 1267, issue of the newspaper carried a large foature story on the
case under the following headline: EXPERT SEES "WD HOAX" IN BOYS UFQ PHOTOS.

"One of the nation's leading unidentified flying ochjects (UFD} experts
believes the 'flying saucer' photographs taken last week by twe Macomh County
brothers are 'strikinply similar' to other UFD reports he has investipated....
Hynek told The Detroit Mews in an exclusive interview that 'analysis so far
does not show any indication of an ebvious hoax,'V

"The striking thing to me,” Hynok was guoted as saying, "is the similarity
these pletures have to other photos [ have seen,..” The [UFD <did indeed brar a
close resemblance to the UFOD in pictures that had been taken in 1957 by a
ship's radio officer named Z.T. ¥Fapl, The Fopl UFD pictures had been widely
published and acclaimed as being among the few really authentic pictures of
a flving saucer,

[OVER}



What Hynek apparently did not know was that Some months earlier, Fopl had
publicly admitted that his UFD pictures were a hoax!

Hynek's confidence in the authenticity of the boys' pictures apperently
wiis not shared by their mother. 7The newspaper saild that she had flatly refused
to release the original UFO prints to the USAF or to private investigators for
detalled analysis. To my knowledge, they have never been Teleased. 1T hswve
heard that the boyz fipally agreed to take a "lie detector" test but failed
to '"pass'" it, but my information is third-hand.

tn the night of April 21, 1967, the small town of Sputh Hill, Va., like
Socorro three voars parlier, achieved international fame whem & gient, tank-
shaped UFD was reportedly seen to take off from a sgall mzacadam road on the
outskirts of town by a respected senior citizen, Mr. Clifford Crowder. Accord-
to his stoery, the UFO took off like A bullet with & flash of flame that set
fire to the macadam road, causing it to burn for several minutes after the
object had gone. (This is curious because asphalt will not support combus-
tion.] Crowder brought local and state police to the scene and they found a
small, irregular-shaped burned arca on the troad.

Hypnek was pmot able teo visit South lill himself and so he sent a trusted
assoclate, William Powers, also an experienced UF0 investipgator. After Powers
arrived at South 11ill, he learnmed that the police officers had made 8 very inter-
eésting discovery on the night of the incident while searching the area.

In the middle of the burned spot, where the giafnt craft allegedly had
landed and taken-off, the officers found four completely charred paper matches.
Three of the matches were sitting side-by-side, so close together that they
cotld have been covered with a silver dellar. If a piant craft had landed
and taken off from this spot, with the blast of flame that had been Teported,
the matches would have been blown away. After the matches were found, the
state police concluded that the incident was a hoax and they did not even bother
to report it to & local superior.

This 1 lecarnecd during my own two-day investigation several months later.
Yet after Powers had completed his own investigation and was interviewed hy
the South llill newspaper, he was quoted as saying: "Crowder is telling exactly
what he s5aw and there is no reason to disbelieve him." And several days later,
when Hynek was interviewed by a Richmond newspaper, he was quoted as saying:
"{1) ean't think of it being a hoax."

hiring my visit to Zouth Hill, I found that at least one local citizen
disagrees with the Powers-Hynek appraisal, Alongside the burned spot in the
raad 1 found painted: "HOAXM.

In May aof this year, a strange UFQ was reported by two tecn-age boys near
Palatine and Lake Zurlch, Ill., and independently by a third, adult, witness,
fme af the hoys described the obhject as heing "'saucer-shaped, like a World War I
English helmet.” He said "it had a concave indentatiom in the center of the
underside with a larpge light im it." The boys climbed onto a house roof for a
hetter look but said the UFD came so low that thev had to lie down flat om the
raof to avoid Leing knocked off.
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The adult witness, himself s private pilot, said the object had lights but
not ordinary aircraft lights. However, he added: "I got the impressien that it
could haye been someone taking night photographs from an airplane but T dan't
know why they would want to photograph this arca."

The Chicago Tribune naturally turned for expert opinion to Hynek at nearby
Northwestern,  [ts edition of May 25 quoted Hynek ify 2 now-familiar phrase, The
UFQ, he said, "bears a striking similarity to other UFOs reported in Americam and
in other countries." Drawing on his years of UFD experience, lvnek said: "You
have to conclude from talking to those peoople that they are either badly mistaken
or that they really did see an unusuzl object in the sky.'

When the nowspaper article appeared, the UFQ was quickly identified as a
twin-engine airplanc being used to test new aerial photopraphic-illumination
equipment. The airplane had comventicnal lighting plus & powerful flash lamp,
llespite the bovs' statpment that the object hed come so low it nearly knocked
them off the house Toof, the pilot was flyiang at 1,500 ft. (In contrast to the
a0 column-inches which the Tribune devoted to the original UFO report, it conld
spaTe only @ column-inches for the explanation in a subsequent editian.)

The fact that a conventional airplane seen at nipght under somewhat unusual
conditions can appear to some cbservers to be a saucer-shaped object provides,
or should provide, valuable insight into the [UFD mystery. It also recalls the
French scientists who thought they could see the effects of N-ravs.

br. James L. McDanald is one of the nation's most prolific UFD investi-
patars, in a quantitative semse. As of mid-1968, he estimated that he had per-
sonally investigated approximately 300 UFQ cases and interviewed as many as 450
pCrsans,

Mclonald admits that “evaluating credibility of witnesses is, of course,
&N ever-present problem... (but) I have concluded that common sense and previous
everyday expericnce with prevaricators amd unreliable persons lead each sericus
UFO investigator to evolve a set of criteria...” His own criteria are simple
and straight-forward: "...in those comparatively rare cases where the witness
discloses that he immediately intcroreted what he sighted as an axtraterrestrial
device, I back away From what iz likely to be a2 most unprofitable interview."

He says that "in interviewing UFC witnesses, it is isportent to try to
ascertain whether the witness was, prior to his reported sighting, familisr or
ynfémiliar with books and writings on UFUs. Although & strong degree of famil-
iarity with the literaturc of UFUs does pot nepate witness testimony, it dic-
tates caubien... However, in my own experience, a much more common reaction to
questions concerning pre-sighting intetest in UFD matters is some comment to
the effect that the witness not only knew littie about UFOs bevond what he'd
nappened to read in pewspapers, but he was stronply disinclined to take the
whole husiness seriously. ..

‘Ohwiously, an intending prevaricator mipht seek to deceive his interropa-
tor by inventing such an assertion; but 1 can only say that Suspicion of Deino
50 duped has pot been arpused more than once or twice in all of the hundreds of
witnesses [ have interviewed,” McDonald has stated, [3.] (Fephasis added. )
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Such abiding faith in the honesty of one's fellow man is in many wavs to
he cammended, But is it a wseful trait for a UFD investigater trying to sort
fact from fiction? Let's briefly examine Mclonald's record in the UFD field.

When Mchonald spoke in Washington on Oct. 19, 1966, to the local chapter
of the American Meteorplopical Society, he showed pictures of ome of the most
unusual UFds ever seen. It resembled a black smoke-ring, or '"hoola hoop.'' The
series of six pictures showed the UFD merping with a low overhead cloud and
finally disappearing inside it. The photos had been taken in 1957 at Fort Bel-
voir, near Washington, by Georpe Stofkeo, then an enlisted man based there.

It was several years later until Stofko made his pictures public apd this
curious delay prampted McDonald to seek an explanation when he later interviewed
Stofko. McbLonald received a simple explanation: it was apainst Fort Belvoir Tep-
ulations to take pictures on the base. Also, Stofke sald, he thought he had
photographed some Secret new Army aircraft and that this would compound the fel-
only. Meclonald was satisfied with this explanation.

If McDonald had checked this one point by calling Fort Belvoir, he would
have learned that there is absolutely no regulation against taking outdoor photos
an the base, nor was there any such repgulation when Stofko was there. [When I
visited Fart Belvoir, carrying two cameras and took pictures from the same spot
where the UF( pictures woro taken, no one attempted to stop me. )

Later, during the imiversity of Colorado UFD study, Dr. William K. Hart-
mant visited Fort Belvoir to investipgate this case. lHe chanced to meet a man
who had been on the base in 1957 and whe guickly identified the Stofko UFQD as
a smoke-ring, It was one of many produced by cxpleding TNT in a barrel during
a series of experiments to try to produce mushroom-shaped clouds to simulate
nuclear explosions for troop training maneuvers. [4.]

Uuring the same Weshington talk, Mcllonald discussed the Socorro UFD case.
He said it "is regarded as a credible report by all investigatars."

Mcbonald also discussed a series of UFO pictures taken in 1965 near Santa
Ana, Calil,, by a highway inspector named Hex Heflin, According to Heflin's
story, he was Jdrivitg on a side road neatr the Santa Ana Freeway around noon
when he spotted theo unusual object, shaped somewhat like a straw-hat, flying
naoiselessily a few hundred yards away, near the Freeway. [(Curiously, none of
the other motorists visible on the Freeway Teported seeing the piant object.]
Heflin instantly recognized that this was no ordimary aircraft, stopped his car,
reached for his Polaroid camera and made the photos, he said.

If this account is true, the pictures in Heflin's hands were among the
most sipnificant ever taken hy man. But it never accurred to Heflin to Tush the
pictures to the police (despite his training in the police reserves) ot to a
nowspaper, or even to call his effice to report the exciting incident., Instead
he went about his business until around 6 p.m, when he returned to his office
and showed the UFD pictures to his associates. 1F anyone there took them ser-
iously, no one seensd To recopnize thelr preat potential value.

It was not until two weeks later that Heflin decided to submit the pictures
to LIFE magazine. Its editors guickly rejected their use, either hecause they
failed to appreciate the news value of the first photos of a spaceship from
another world or else because the pictures were an ohvious hoax,



Heflin made lots of copies of his UFQ photos for his friends, and their
friends. Six weeks after the UFO photos had been takon, a set came to the atten-
tion of a local drupgpist. He was the Tirst person to both take the picturses ser-
iously and to recognize their preat potential importance if they were authentic.
Through him they were promptly published by a local newspaper and the noxt day
they were distributed by a national wire service, bringing them to the attention
of the Air Force.

When the Air Foree sent a reprosentative to Heflin to ask to barow the orig-
inal prints for analysis, he was told a curious story. Only the night before,
Heflin said, a stranger had come to his heme, cleiming to represent the Air Force,
Heflin said he had given him the valuable originals, Despite Heflin's previous
FEI training in the pollce reserves, it had simply not occurred to him to examine
the stranger's credentials, to ask for a receipt or to even pet his name. "IT
and when' the prints were returned, Heflin =aid, he would be happy to loan them
to the USAT.

but the oripginal prints had disappeared forover. Whnen some 1iF0 huffs sup-
gested that the USAF really did have the photos and was withholding them, lloflin's
Conpressman offered to hold an investigation. But Heflin deciined, saving he
would now simply like to forpet the whole matter,

’ These and othor discrepancies in the leflin case were widely known in the
fall of 1966 when Mellonald discussed the case, vet he seemed to find lHeflin a
"credible witness,” with pictures to hack up his story.

Un tdarch 12, 1968, when McDaonald spoke to the Canadian Aeronautics and
Space Institute in Montreal, he sclected ten cases from the hundreds he had in-
vestigated to support the extraterrestrial hypothesis. One might assume that
these ten were amang the stronpest and from the most credible witnesses.

Une of these involved two college-ape boye from Kansas City and had report-
edly oeccurred eon Aug. 12, 1961, The young men Teported sceing a piant UFD while
driving in an open-top convertible. The UFD was said to have been hovering anly
sU-100 feet off the pronnd & few blocks away so the boys said they drove up
almost directly under the UFD and watched for several minutes. This is the type
af UFG case that impresses Mclonald: multiple witnesses, a close-range sighting
and several minutes chservation for detailed examination.

The Alr Foree investigator who interviewed the boys shortly after the incid-
ent sald they had described the UFD as being the size of "a football field" (300
[t.] and said it rescabled a "sled with running boards.' Fut when McDonald
later interviewed them, the boys said the UFQ was only 100 ft, in size and they
flatly denied having earlier said that it looked Iike a "sled with running hoards."
Melonald implied that the USAF investipator had been carcless.

Fut McUonald admitted that in his interviews with the two bovs, they had
given different descriptions of the shape of the UFOQ despite the claim af close-
quarters observation for several minutes. McDoneld said that one boy reported
the UFD was disc-shaped, while the other said it was a rounded eylinder. The
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description of the UFQ's flight profile when it departed piven by one boy
differed from that of his companion. But these discrepancies failed to shake
Mchionald's confidence in the bhoys as "credible witnesses,'

The Sept, 26, 1967, edition of the Pittsburph Post-Gazette reported on
Mebonald's talk to scientists from the Westinghouse Research and Development
Center. It reported that McDonald "told about cases, which he said he had per-
sonally investipated, in which large trucks had apparently heen picked up and
moved short distances in the presence of LFds," =

If true, the Earth not only has alien visitors but thev have malicigus if
not hostile intent. Clearly such evidence should be broupght to the attention of
top povernment officials and McDonald got his chance in the summer of 1968 when
he appeared at Congressman Roush's "Symposium on Unidentified Flying Objects.”
Mehonald's testimony and preparsd statement accupy more than 70 pages or more
than one-gquarter of the entire published proceedings. He discussed more than
40 UFD cases, but therc was not a single memtion of those where the UFD alleg-
edly had picked up a truck and dumped it into a ditch or farm fieid. What had
happened to shake McDonald's confidence in what had seemed tg he "credible wit-
nesses™ anly a few months earlier?

Mcuonald feels competent to sort fact from fantasy ip most UFD cases but
he does have one strange qualification. If a witness merely claims to have
spen & saucer-shaped craft, complete with windows and landing pear, McbDonald
teels confident he can himself appraise the person's credihility., But if the
person adds a few more details, saying that he saw creatures in the craft or
that creatutres emerged from the craft and perhaps attempted communication, then
Mebonald doubts his qualifications to assess that person’s credibility. For
these "pccupant cases,'" as they are known, McDonald says that Yexpert psycho-
lagical opinion is badly needed in sssessing such reports.® [3.]

But occasiomally MecDonald does venture an appraisal of an occupant case.
Une of these, which he personally investigated during a Navy sponsored trip to
dustralia in 1967, involved an Anglican missionary named Father Gill, then
based in New Guinea. In the late 1950s, Gill's superior, Father Cruttwell,
had beeome very interested in flying saucers and wrote te a British UF0 magazine
tfor more information. To Cruttwell's delight, he was asked to become an official
member of the International UFD Observer Corps with full responsibility for inves-
tigating all UFD cases in Wew Guinea. For a lonely missiomary, this must have
been an exciting responsibility,

Cruttwell promptly deputized several missionaries under his suthority
and they in turn alerted the natives to report any flying sawcers. Soon the
natives ware turning in UFQ Teports, uswally of plowing objects seen at great
distances. But instead of being reported in the traditional saucer shape, most
UF0s were said to resemble Tilley lamps -- 3 Kerosene lamp widely used there.

The wost fantastic UFQ sighting report came from Gill and was said to
have occurred on two sucecssive eveninps, June 26-27, 1959, Here is how Gill
began his letter te Cruttwell to report the amazing incident:
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* ]t scoms strange that extraterrostrlal visitors from advanced civilizations
would waste time in such childish pranks. One might rather expect that they
would have landed on the Mgon and cerried off all, or part, of Surveyor 3,
Yet it was completely intact when the Apollo 12 crew arrived.
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"Here 15 a lot of material--the Eind wou have been waiting for, no doubt;
but T am in some ways sorry that it has to be me who supplies it, Atti-
tudes at Dogura in respect of my sanity varvy preatly, and like all mad
men, I myself think my grey cells ara O.K,"

dccording to Gill's report, om the evening of June 26, 1959, &t approxi-
mately 6:45 p.m., he and somé natives sighted a distant light, As it came
closer, he said, they could make cut a saucer-shaped craft and four "men'
who appeared to be working on the deck of the craft. FEach of the men seemed
to be surrounded with a luminous halo-like glow. ©Gill said that he and his
compenions watched in amazement for more than three hours until the UFD Jeft.

It is not surprising that Gill and his companions were too spellbound to
evon think of leaving to eat dinnmer on June 26, according te his detailed
chronolagical roport. It is not every night that one is privileged to see
a spaceship from another world and to watch its crew at work. Ner is it sur-
prising that Gill and the natives reportedly assembled the next evening in
the hope that the craft and its exciting visitors would return,., And return
they did, shortly after & p.m., according to Gill's aceount.

Even mare exciting thinpgs were in store on this second evening., GLll
said: "1 stretched my arm above my head and waved. To our surprise {one} fig-
ura did the same."” ¥hen both Gill and a native waved, all four figures on
the craft reportedly waved back, “There sScemcd to he no doubt that our move-
ments were answered,' Gill reported. At this moment, just before 6:30 n.m.,
it would have seemed that the extraterrestrial visitors not only were friendly
but anxlous for further contact with these Farthlings.

But then, according te Gill's aceount: "At &6:30 p.m., I went to dinner."

A historic moment is in the offing, but Gill apparently is suffering
such acute pangs of honger at 6:30 p.m. that he passes up the opportunity
in favor of dinner. ¥®hen Gill rcturned from dinnmer at 7 p.m., he said the
UFY was still visible but it appearsd much smaller than before and the creow
wias no-where to be seen. Later the UFO departed, If Gill later regretted
the apparent rudeness of his 6G:30 p.m, departure for dinner and the proat
appertunity he may have missed as a result, he does not express such views.

Cruttwell was away at the time of the incident so Gill first reported
what he called a "breathtaking' experience to & fellow mizsienary in a lecter
that began this way:

"Dear Davaid:

Life is strange, isn't it? Yesterday T wrote you a letter (which
I still intend sending you) expressing opinions of UFOs. Yot less than
24 hours later, I have changed my vicws somewhat,..'[emphasis added.?

Gill concluded his letter with this post-script:

"PLE, Do wou think Pert Moresby should know about this?... It's inter-
esting Territory news if nothing else."

When Cruttwell wrote his long report on UFD sightings im New Guinea, including
(1113, he cautiened: "I have faithfully recorded what they have told me without
embellishments and the reader must judge the reliability of their statements."

[UVLR}
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low does Mclonald evaluate this "occupant case'? When he spoke to the
Maral (rdnance Laboratory mear Washington on Jan. 29, 1968, he said that after
hiz conversation with Gill, "I'm satisfied that Gill was a very rteliable ahser-
," mnd a fow mnnths later during the Rﬂuﬂh UFD sympﬁsium FcDﬂnald said

frasa]

rDllHiﬂua lntﬂEE?LtEtlﬂn on it. He said this i5 what he gaw, and he wrnte LE“y
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caraful notes ahout it, [t is that Kind of evidence...that impresses me.” [3.]
(Emphasis added. )

McDonald candidly admits that he feels "uncomfortehle' about the fact that
masi UFO photos have turned out to be hoaxes, as well he should. But on June 1,
196%, during a talk in Washington, McDonald showed two UFO photos which ho had
nersonally investipated and which he said: "I now Tegard very seriously.”

The two UFQ photos had been taken nearly 20 yoars before near McMinnville,
Orc,, hy a Mr, and Mrs., TFaul Trent. MelDonald seemed to be in good company in
nis appraisal of the Trent pictures because they had been pgiven strong, if
slightly qualified, endorsement by Ur. William K. liartmann after his own analysis
for the University of Colorado UFD stody.

In the University of Colerade report, Hartmann had written: "This is ane
of the few UFQ reports in which all factors investigated, genmetrln nayﬁﬁulngl—
cal and physical appear to be comsistent with the assertion that an cxtTEQfdin-
ary {lying object, silvery, metallic, disk-shaped, tens of meters in diameter,
and evidently artificial, flew within sight of two witnesses, It cannot be
5a3id that the evidence positively Tules out s fabrication, although there are
zome physical factors such as the accuracy of certain phntumatric measures of
the origlnal negative which arguc against fabrication." [4.] (Emphasis added, |

According to the Trents, the photos were mado on the evening of May 11,
1950, shortly after sumset. 1t was nearly a month later before the Trents
mada the pictures public, upon the urging of a banker friend. The photos and
the story were first published on the front page of the June B, 1950, issue of
the bMcMinonville T'clephone Hegister and two days later in the Portland Oregonian.

There are stranpe discrepancies im the Trent's descriptien of the incid-
ent as reported by the two newspapers. Beth articles were based on personal
interviews and cemtain direct guotes. In the McMinnville newspaper, the Trents
were guoted as saying that they hoth were in the back yard at the time and both
saw the UFD simultaneously and immediately thought of getting their camera.
Mr. Trent reportedly thought the camera was in the car and went to look for it
there. Mrs.Trent was sure it was ln the house and she looked there and found it

But according to the Pertland newspaper, Mrs. Trent was outside along
wirenn the UFD flew near. She first hollered for her hushand, theén went inside
to wet hiw. Phile there she also pot the camera,

Careful examinatiun of the twa Trent photos shows that shadows are visible
of a distant whitc house. These are the kind of shadaws that would be expected
if the pictures had been taken im the morning, rather than in the early evening
as the Trents claim. Hartmann also noted these shadows and admitted that they
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“snggest a daylit phato. . .ome could argue that the photos were taken on a dull,
aunlit day, say, at I0 a.m." But when Hartmann visited the Trents, he came away
convinced that they were credible witnasses,

Seeking another possible explanation for the '"morning-like'' shadows, he
suggested that it "seems possible that half-an-hour after sunset, the cloud dis-
trihution could result in & dull illumination preferentially from the northeast.!
In other words, that 1¢hht from the already set sun was being reflected off the
overcast sky fwhich shows im the photesjte produce the shadows. bBut so [ar as
bz known, Hartmann never tried to take photographs at this time upder similar
cvercast conditions to see if such shadows would result,

There is ane very hasic flaw in this hypothesis. [uring the early ovening
of May 11, 1950, Mcilipnville had clear skios and unlimited visihility, NOT the
oyercast that Ehﬂhﬁ in the Trent photos. This 1 discovered when I obtained the
woather Teport for McMinnville from the National Weather Records Center. This
teport did show, however, that it was smokey and hazy during the morning of
May 11, 1950,

In my investigation of the Trent photos [ have collahorated with a bripht
voung astranomy student and camera ff at Northwestern Iniversity, named Roh-
ert Sheaffer. Based on the position of shadows cast by the eaves of the gar-
age on the past side of the huilding, Sheaffer calculates that the Trent photos
were taken at approximately 7 a.m.  He #lso comcludes that the "first" photo
was really taken after the "second."

[ wazs especially interestod to discover that the Trents are what ate known
as "repeaters.' That is they claimed to have seen UFDs on numerous occasions
pricr to the onc that produced the phetos and on frequent occasions since.

Most experienced UFD investipators have learned to be extremely suspicious af
"Tepeaters.'

hiien I wrote to Hartmann to ask if he had known that the Trents were repea-
ters, he replied en July 17, 1269, as follows: "Yes, 1 knew the Tremts were
repeaters, #r3. Trent told me about her other sipghtinpgs...When 1 visited the
area, I found that the whole valley was & hothed of UFD sightings.”  Yet he
had made ne mention of this in his report on the case.

During McDonald's June 10 talk in Washington, he reported a curious new
piece of information that had emerged from his comversations with Paul Trent,
There h§§ been a third witness, Faul Trent's father James, who lived nearhy,
James Tront has since dicd,

A third witness had pever before been mentioned by Panl Trent in his many
interviews. Meclonald has a simple explanation for this oversight: ‘Nohody seems
to have asked Paul Ttent... He's very much like other rural area citizens who are
rather taciturn and don't volunteer much comment and he apparently had never vol-
unteered that his father had seen it from the yard down the way sbout a quarter
of a mile, And he later showed the father the photo and the father, Panl Trent
said, said that was the same thing be had seen," according te Mchonald,

This is especially strange hecause Mrs, Paul Trent had told the Orcpenian

that in the middle of the siphting, she had Tun inside the house to call her
mother-in-law but "she got no answer,' Certainly at some time between May 11

(OVER |
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and the second week in June when Mr. znd Mrs, Paul Trent were interviewed, bne
af them would have mentioned the exciting incident to the senior Trents and
would have learmed of their confirming sighting. ¥hen on June 9, Mrs, Paul
Trent told the Oregonian reporter of having called her mother-in-law to tell

of the sighting, surely she would have thought to mentiom that she later learned
that her father-in-law had alsoc seen the UFD. Yet the first disclesure of the
third witness did not occur until nearly 20 yvears later, when McDonald thought
to ihquire.

Mchonald swmed up his views on the Trent photos im these words in his
June 10 talk: '™y impressiem ls that here we have, probably, a penuine photo
of an unidentified [flying) object.”

Bbut the Weather Bureau records for McMinnville indicate that the Trent
photas with their overcast sky could not possibly have been taken on the even-
ing of May 11, 1950, as claimed. If the Trents falsified the time of day, or
date, of the incident, perhaps to explain why the "large craft' had not been
seen by others, then it is not possible to accept the rest of their story or
the authenticity of the photographs themselves.

Or. Langmuir noted that one of the characteristics of scientific fantas-
ies 1 that the "ratlo of supporters to critics rises up to somewhere near
50% and then falls gradually te oblivion." While the scientific community in
the U.5, and other countries has shown far better sense with respect to UFOs,
a 1566 Gallup Poll indicated that 46% of the American public believed that
UFDs were "real" rather than''imaginary."

Lanemuir also noted that sciemtific fantasies “sometimes have lasted for
fifteen or twenty vears and then they gradually die away.'" Flying saucers
have been with us for 22 years, having been "discovered'" im 1947, Within the
past year, the number of UFQ reports submitted to the USAF and to major UFD
proups such as NICAP and APRO has dropped off sharply. Membership in these
proups alse is down.

The fantasy of extraterrestrial visitors is such a captivating one to
contemplate that it may never die out coempletely. But it will never again
reach, or even approach, the reniths of popularity and acceptance enjoyed in
the mid-1%50s and mid-19GUS,
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