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EDITORIAL — WHY UFOS

This is a question many of us have long pondered, but in this case it is not a question,
it's the telephone number of the new UFO Phenomenon Research Facility of CUFOS in
Scottsdale, Arizona. Just put 602 in front of the WHY and you have the complete phone
number:

602 WHY UFOS

The Arizona facility, or ““CUFOS WEST,” is located at 6159 E. Indian School Rd., in
Scottsdale (a suburb of Phoenix), and is a short distance from the new Hynek residence.

Understandably, our readers may be a bit puzzled about the relationship of the Lima,
Ohio, the Evanston (now to be the Glenview), Illinois, and the Scottsdale *““branches’ of
CUFOS, and so here is a brief explanation:

The Business Office of CUFOS remains in Lima, in charge of John Timmerman, the
Chairman of the CUFOS Board and Treasurer. Financial matters in general, subscriptions
to the IUR and the ANL, and all questions pertaining to address changes, as well as all
general correspondence relating to Center matters, should be directed to the Lima office
(P.0.Box 1621, Lima, Ohio 45802). The Associates Newsletter will continue to be edited,
printed and mailed from Lima. Likewise, matters pertaining to the scheduling of the CUFOS
photo exhibit will continue to be handled from there.

The International UFO Reporter will be edited, printed and mailed from lllinois. Its
editorial staff has been expanded (see masthead), with Mr. Jerome Clark, of Evanston, as
Editor, and Dr. Hynek serving as Editor-in-Chief from his new quarters in Arizona. Ms. Ann
Parker, of Evanston, continues as Make-up Editor.

The files and library of CUFOS remain in Illinois, with Mr. Sherman Larsen in charge.
UFOCAT and the computer services will also be centered in lllinois; updating and manage-
ment of UFOCAT will be under the direction of Mr. Mark Rodeghier and Mr. Fred Merritt. Mr.
George Eberhart remains in Chicago as CUFOS Librarian.

Now, the new facility in Arizona: Formally, it is called “The UFO Phenomenon Research
Facility” thus signalling the emphasis on research. Under the direction of Dr. Hynek, it has a
special function. While the two groups in Lima and Glenview represent a closely integrated,
although geographically separate unit, the Arizona group will observe a degree of indepen-
dence from the groups east of the Mississippi, taking on specific individual projects, on both
a short and long term basis. It will seek funds expressly for research purposes working,
however, closely with its eastern counterparts. The forthcoming association with the Hess-
dalen project is a case in point. The results, however, will be published in the International
UFO Reporter, as will other findings resulting from the researches in Arizona. UNICAT, the
computer catalogue of well-investigated cases suitable for detailed research purposes, will
also be based in Arizona.

The name of the Arizona facility, *UFO Phenomenon Research Facility,”” emphasizes
the fact that one does not really do research on UFOs (the Center has none on ice to study!)
but on the UFO phenomenon, the existence of which is undeniable [the phenomenon is the
existence and persistence of UFO reports themselves, the world-wide body of witnesses to
UFO events, and the patterns in the contents of those universal reports].

Thus, as 1985 begins, we feel that CUFOS starts this year with a new vitality and with a
promise of very interesting things to come. We know, however, that little can be done
without your continued support. We thank you for it in the past and hope that it will continue
and expand during 1985. With your help, maybe we can really answer the question:

WHY UFOs?
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CATTLE MUTILATIONS: An Exchange

Letters

To the editor:

After reading Mark Chesney’s review of
Mute Evidence (IUR, November/December
1984), I can only hope that Chesney and
authors Daniel Kagan and lan Summers
never look into other vast UFO abysses
such as psychic-oriented contacts, the ape
entities or those diabolic enforcers, the men
in black. They would easily explain away and
bury these important categories in the UFO
game of reality distortion. Then what would

we stupid UFO buffs have left to jazz up our -

imaginary world?

Don Worley
Connersville, Indiana

To the editor:

I read Mute Evidence almost to its end,
fascinated by the excellent investigative tech-
niques and the conclusion that cattle muti-
lations are a sham.

I did not, however, finish the book.
There is something about it I do not like.
Perhaps itis the authors’ cynicism; maybe it
is the way Kagan and Summers heap scorn
on those who think otherwise.

Certainly the book has merit. Yet the
same technique has been used against the
UFO phenomenon, ignoring valid cases, ridi-
culing intelligent witnesses and laughing at
government documents. Indeed, Kagan and
Summers ridicule those who do believe in
UFOs. -

I also thought of a reputable rancher
near Salmon, Idaho. He had never heard of
mutilations until he found his prize milk cow
dead, a perfect triangle cut out of its chest
and no blood present. It was found less than
18 hours after it had disappeared. The cow
lay in arid, dusty sagebrush land but there
were no prints of any kind within a radius of
1,000 feet.

I found a dead Hereford once. It was not
mutilated in the classic form but apparently
had been butchered. It was not on the Great
Plains but in a suburb of Dayton, Ohio. All of
the meat had been stripped from the leg
bones. Hoofs had been severed as had the
head. The leg bone separation points were

above the joints. All were smooth. Nowhere
was there a single saw, hatchet or knife
mark. There were no teeth imprints. The
severed ends were shiny and solid through-
out.

Two months had expired (we think) but
no dog, crow, skunk or opossum seemed to
have touched the remains. The dead year-
ling was exactly under the position that two
responsible young women had indicated was
the location of a helicopter type of UFO,
minus rotor blades and noise. The craft had
been less than 80 yards from their vehicle.
Their motor was off and the window down.
The trees (under which my son and I found
the remains) had been silhouetted by two
very bright lights, so the exact location
could not have been mistaken.

Richard Seifried
Dayton, Ohio

To the editor:

From a sociopsychological point of view
it appears Kagan and Summers have solved
the ‘““mute” mystery. But for the UFOs seen
in connection with mutes—the sightings by
Tex Graves, Gabe Valdez and others—Kagan
and Summers offer no explanation; in fact
they completely ignore them, presumably
because, like cattle mutilations, UFOs
couldn’t exist either. Therefore, their inves-
tigation is woefully incomplete.

Greg Long
Mutual UFO Network
Kennewick, Washington

To the editor:

To beef or not to beef? That is the ques-
tion. Whether it is nobler in the mind to
remain mute on the slants and errors of
Kagan and Summers or whether one should
take pen in hand...?

Chesney has described Kagan and
Summers’ book as “‘an elegant example of
first-rate investigative reporting.” I agree
that the book shows the authors to be intelli-
gent investigators; I agree that the book
shows the authors to be skillful writers; I do
not agree, however, that the book provides a
solution to the mystery of cattle mutilations.

I do not know personally all the actors

and actresses in the scenarios that the
authors have presented to readers. But I
know and admire several of the ‘‘mute” in-
vestigators, including Linda Moulton Howe,
Thomas Adams, Howard Burgess and David
Perkins. | have met Kagan; | have not met
Summers; but when I read their writings, |
become more aware of their method if not
their motive. Their method is tried and true:
kill the messenger who brings nasty news
or, atleast, ridicule and ignore the message.

In their account of their (actually Kagan’s)
interaction with me, I am described initially
(page 308) as a person with a “‘warm, sin-
cere manner, a patient attitude, and a pal-
pable genuineness” and eventually as a
person who *‘steers’ (pun presumably unin-
tended) his hypnotic subjects in the direc-
tion of believing in ‘“saucers” and “aliens”
(page 317). And what happened to bring
about that change in viewpoint? Kagan (page
314) stated that he was “‘looking for two
things” in his interview with Sprinkle: a sub-
conscious memory of a UFO experience (he
recalled none) and *“any influence’” that
Sprinkle might inject into the hypnotic
session.

And how did he go about his investiga-
tion? Kagan asked Sprinkle to assist him by
conducting a hypnotic session. One topic
was Kagan’s ‘‘recurring dream’” about being
suspended high in the air over one end of a
high bridge, which he feels he must cross.
Sprinkle agreed to assist Kagan by provid-
ing him with several suggestions during the
hypnosis session—for example, try to cross
the bridge. (The suggestion was not effec-
tive.) Another suggestion: move forward in
time an hour, two hours, etc. (Kagan, in his
imagination, went ahead six hours but he
did not reach the end of the bridge; again the
suggestion was ineffective.) A further sug-
gestion: imagine riding in a vehicle that
crosses the bridge. (Kagan imagined a ride
in a 1962 Chevrolet; but in his imagination
he was unable to reach the other side of the
bridge; again an ineffective suggestion.)

Kagan wondered about the possibility
that the suggestion of an “aircraft” could be
useful in his imaginary quest. Of course, he
was thinking of an “airplane.” But what did
Sprinkle suggest? A *‘spacecraft”’! So Kagan

Continued on page 15
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The Case Against the IFO

lwas most interested to read the IUR
editorial (Vol. 9, No. 4, July/August 1984)
in which the AAAS session ‘‘Edges of Sci-
ence’’ was reviewed and the opinions of
James Oberg discussed. Oberg appears to
believe that, because certain Russian space
launches have been misinterpreted by the
Soviet population (thanks, it must be said,
to a rather big helping hand from the Soviet
authorities), he can extrapolate from this
that all prime UFO cases are suspect as
grossly exaggerated IFOs.

Allen Hynek offers acogentresponse to
this argument. But I would like to add to his
remarks a discussion of some research I've
done on the matter. | have reported on this in
my book UFO Reality (Robert Hale, Lon-
don, 1983), but as my books are virtually
impossible for American researchers tofind, I
think a summary is worth offering:

Four Stages

In my view there are four stages in the
acquisition of UFO data. Stage one is the
UFO “Event” (the original stimulus). This
can be something mundane (such as Venus)
or it can be a genuine unknown. Whatever
the case, it is always perceived via the senses
and so we are left in every witness with a
stage two datum, the UFO “Sighting.”

I have examined a number of instances
in which the primary difficulty occurs be-
tween “Event” and “Sighting.” A particu-
larly illustrative example happened one very
frosty December morning when unusual at-
mospheric clarity made Venus unusually
prominent. In late morning, just a few hours
after the Venus ‘“Event,” a local couple re-
ported a UFO “Sighting” and I obtained
their testimony. They had seen abrightlight,
through the mediums of both tired eyes and
frost on their windowpane, as a somewhat
distorted bright light. Once they decided
they were watching a UFO, they kept it in
view for a long time; the husband even pur-
sued it across some marshland. Eventually,
it faded into a point source as the morning
sky brightened.

Despite the couple’s extreme lan-
guage in describing the “‘Sighting,” it was
still possible to determine what they had
seen. Their distortions had not totally altered
the inherent behavior of Venus, which had
conducted itself as it always does. Had |
been informed that the light had landed and
disgorged little creatures, the investigative
problem confronting me would not have
been so simple.

by Jenny Randles

Stage three in our progression is the
UFO “Account,” which the witness gives
us. The major difficulty here is that the more
times the account is repeated, the more
convoluted the story becomes. It absorbs
details from the responses of those towhom
itis told and the witness frequently reshapes
his observation in his own mind.

In the Venus IFO case just described, |
was able to see this process in action when
the witnesses talked to a local newspaper
and gave a television interview describing
their ‘“Account.” These media sources
wanted a UFO story (I know because I told
the newspaper what the true stimulus was; it
was not interested). This desire obviously
transmitted itself to the witnesses. Within
24 hours of the ““Event” the witnesses’ “‘Ac-
count” was now quite different. They had
elaborated on what they originally told me
and now had a firmly-rooted shape for the
UFO (a most unusual one) and were even
contemplating a landing (which was in real-
ity a lie-of-the-land illusion).

Had a ufologist come on the scene
now, he would have faced great difficulty in
discovering what the witnesses had seen.
They were no longer describing Venus. I did,
however, demand (and get) TV air time to
refute their version—advising viewers to go
out the next morning, if clear, and look in
exactly the direction that the witnesses had
said they looked. | promised them a sight of
the “UFO.” It was now only two days later
and Venus was in more or less the same
sky position.

As it happens, members of a UFO group
not noted for its investigative competence
appeared on the scene at this point. I de-

cided to keep quiet and monitor what hap-
pened.

I was not surprised to discover that less
than two days after the *“Sighting” they in-
terviewed the witnesses and showed them a
set of UFO pictures, asking them to choose
the one they felt their UFO looked like. Fol-
lowing this incredible action, the witnesses
selected one of George Adamski’s photos
and the group promptly went on to the fourth
and final stage, offering a UFO ‘‘Report” to
the UFO community. This “‘Report” incor-
porated all their prejudices and preconcep-
tions as well as the follies that followed the
case’s progression from “Event” to “Ac-
count.”

The group’s ultimate UFO ‘“‘Report”
averred that a strange craft had landed be-
side the couple’s house. But, of course, all
that had occurred was the observation of
Venus.

This IFO case study taught me more
than hundreds of genuine UFO events and |
began to look much more carefully at IFO
events, such as those Allan Hendry docu-
mented in his UFO Handbook. | have since
become concerned by the number of cases
in which extreme UFO *“Accounts” have
been generated by witnesses of “‘Events’’ as
mundane as an observation of the moon.

But what I wanted to know (in a way pre-
empting Oberg) was whether any typical
strange UFO ‘“‘Account” may just be the
result of a primary “Event” which had gone
through the range of circumstances I have
outlined. (I talk here of ‘“Accounts” rather
than “Reports’” because I can view “Ac-
counts” personally in terms of cases I in-
vestigate before anybody else—thus by-
passing the fourth stage of the progression.)

It was at this point that fate and the
heavens lent a helping hand.

“This IFO case study taught me more
than hundreds of genuine UFO events,
and I began to look much more carefully

at IFO events...”
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Cosmos “Event”’

On New Year's Eve, December 31,
1978, aremarkable UFO ‘‘Event’’ occurred.
For several minutes a brilliant shape-chang-
ing whitish object slowly traversed the skies
of Britain at about 19:05 hours. As this was
a busy party night, many people were out
and about (mostly en route to parties).
There were few clouds, making viewing con-
ditions nearly optimum. Probably thousands
of people throughout the United Kingdom
observed the phenomenon.

It took ufologists a very short time to
discover what had happened. The booster
from a Russian satellite, Cosmos 1068,
which had been launched a few days earlier,
had reentered the atmosphere and burned
up in a spectacular show. Debris came down
over Germany but it was the British Isles that
got the best view as the train of burning mat-
ter came down. Of course such an explana-
tion was not apparent to most of the wit-
nesses. To them it was just a sky mystery—
in other words, a UFO.

Two other factors combined to make
this mass sighting of great interest. Some
months earlier the movie Close Encounters
of the Third Kind had been released in Bri-
tain and it was still playing. This was the first
major UFO spectacular since the movie’'s
release and so the public’s minds were very
easily attuned to the UFO enigma. What is
even more significant is that at exactly this
time the famous New Zealand movie-film
case had occurred at Kaikoura and the air-
born pictures were being flown around the
world to create a media sensation (in Britain
over the next couple of days they even made
leading items on TV news broadcasts). The
British public was conditioned as never be-
fore into a UFO state-of-mind. Not sur-
prisingly, the extensive newspaper reports
on the British reentry observations frequently
suggested a link with the events in New
Zealand.

I watched all of this with some fascina-
tion because I quickly realized that it pre-
sented ufology with a unique opportunity.
We practically had an experimental situation
presented to us. Here was the chanceforreal
scientific work.

Let me add that I did not recognize the
significance immediately. Nor did I truly
grasp what could be done untill caught sight
of the few witness accounts of the Cosmos

The majority of witnesses placed the
time at 19:08 hours, known to be the
approximate midpoint of the IFO event.

1068 reentry. At that point I realized I had
the opportunity to test the premise that ““all
UFOs are exaggerated IFOs” under experi-
mental conditions. To this end I set about
collating as many written ‘‘Accounts” from
witnesses as I could. I was helped in this
regard by one group in particular, the North
Lancashire UFO Group, which although it
realized that Cosmos 1068 probably was to
blame, nevertheless felt it should take no
chances and should collect statements any-
way. A few others reacted similarly and over
the next year or two | managed to acquire a
large sample— certainly the largest number
of independent accounts of the same pri-
mary event that I have personally ever
come across.

lshould stress that the identification
of the phenomenon as Cosmos 1068 was
not widely known. By the time this was con-
firmed, the media had lost interest in the
story and the only real explanations prof-
fered were a few hasty official statements to
the effect that *stars” or “bright meteors”
probably had been viewed. Consequently,
most of the accounts | had to study were
from genuinely puzzled observers who had
seen what they still took to be a UFO.

For the purposes of my research I se-
lected 100 cases out of about 130 possi-
bilities, eliminating those with insufficient
data. My 100 accounts were a typical cross-
section of observations of the 1978 reentry.

Ilooked at these accounts from a num-
ber of different points of view to assess how
accurate certain features were recorded. |
will summarize a few examples below.

Witnesses ranged from school children
and housewives to scientists, airline pilots
and police officers. The bias was, of course,
toward the more ordinary member of the
public. There was no detectable difference
from the usual list of UFO witnesses.

Ninety-seven percent described the time
of the event as between 19:00 and 19:20
hours, with the majority centering on 19:08
(known to be the approximate mid-point of
the event). One of the least accurate ac-
counts was from a police officer in Hertford-
shire. Allegedly taken from the clock in the
police station, this time was about 10 min-
utes in error. Only three accounts gave
wildly erroneous times. One spoke of21:00
(nearly two hours late) and the other two
were less than an hour too early. But in one
of these cases, there are reasonable grounds
to suspect that the event was an entirely dif-
ferent phenomenon confabulated to look
like the basic Cosmos 1068 description
after the witness had read many media re-
ports.

Eighty-seven percent were more-or-less
correct in estimating the direction of the
object as northwest-southeast. Only two
were way off—but both were in open country
and away from any obvious means of getting
their bearings.

Duration is something a ufologist
would expect to be reported inaccurately.
And in this case the phenomenon will have
been viewed for varying lengths of time ac-
cording to differing circumstances (e.g., the
amount of sky visible to the witness). But
the vast majority recorded time lengths be-
tween two and three minutes, which is prob-
ably close to reality. Almost nobody said
under one minute, but three did talk of 10
minutes’ duration (certainly an exaggera-
tion). There were no descriptions which had
the object “streaking past in seconds’” or
“hanging around for half an hour or an
hour.” If you plotted a distribution curve of
durations, the median would be close to
accuracy—and the times offered are cer-
tainly good enough to rule out things such
as meteors.

Continued on page 6
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Case Against the IFO — continued

We turn now to the description of the
stimulus. Colors varied from white to yellow
to pale orange (and each is a possible op-
tion—the true color being a sort of yellowish
white). Shape was consistent (variously
given as cigar/sausage/tadpole/cylinder).
There were no domed discs or other such
fanciful interpretations. Not a single account
was wildly distorted from the true shape
(which did vary from round to oval).

The train of burning debris produced
an interesting illusional effect which is well
known to psychologists. The isolated ‘‘bits”
were connected up by several witnesses and
interpreted as bright windows along the
edge of a dark-bodied craft. Their sketches
“filled in” the unseen body and so enhanced
the “cigar” or ‘“‘cylinder.” But the most
common description of this effect was that
“the object looked like a railway carriage in
the sky.”

Fortunately we had a movie film of the
object, taken by witness Paul Rimmer at
Morecambe, Lancashire. This gives us a
scale against which to interpret recorded
shapes. Probably because this film (when
developed) aided Rimmer’s recall and pre-
vented distortion from confabulation, his
verbal description of the shape of the object
was among the most accurate.

The single most inaccurate elements
were height and apparent size. These varied
wildly from ‘‘a pea at arm’s length” through
‘‘a quarter the size of the full moon” to “10
times the size of a low-flying jet aircraft.”” All
of these errors had to do with the almost
universal (and quite understandable) as-
sumption that the event was occurring at a
height of just afew thousand feet rather than
miles (as it actually was). Even air traffic
controllers at Manchester Airport estimated
the object’s height at about 4,000 feet.

These last remarks ought not to sur-
prise any experienced investigator. But they
have convinced me that the traditional ques-
tions of height and size of the object should
not be asked of a witness. They are grossly

misleading and if interpreted literally could
be dangerous. I feel ufologists should con-
centrate on those aspects about which we
can have some degree of confidence. No wit-
ness to a UFO event observed at night can
possibly estimate with any degree of accu-
racy the height (and thus size) of the phe-
nomenon being viewed.

What about explanations proffered for
the phenomenon? There were several ideas.
No fewer than 15 percent of the witnesses
said they originally thought it was an aircraft
on fire and about to crash. Several fire bri-
gades reported they had been called out to
nonexistent aircrashes that night. Other
popular ideas were a ‘‘rocket taking off,” a
“distress flare” and several ‘‘remarkably
bright meteors.”” Of course, in the end most
of the reporters did settle for the “UFO”
identification, which under the circumstances
was entirely reasonable. Nobody described
what he or she saw as a ‘‘spaceship,” al-
though a few accounts began to head in that
direction. (Ironically, in this case the object
was a ‘‘spaceship.”)

Of the 100 accounts there was only
one which described any kind of associated
effect—a dog’s barking in Birmingham. The
dog could have been barking at the reentry; if
human beings got excited by it, why shouldn’t
animals? Or it may have been a spurious
link. But it was never seriously offered as
‘“‘animal disturbance,” care of the UFO,
even by the witness.

There were no accounts of entities, car
stops, physical traces, effects on witnesses
and so forth. None of the accounts des-
cribed an object either unrecognizable or
grossly out of phase with what the reentry
did look like. One account mentioned a brief
hovering period and two others slight direc-
tion changes. But both are minor optical
illusions. Overall, the accounts were re-
markably accurate.

Of course, you might regard this as an
isolated result. But in the Condon report
William K. Hartmann did a similar study on
the reentry of Zond IV over the United States.
And his results were not very different from
mine.

Few Exotic Accounts

The difference in the 1978 British “ex-
periment” was that here we had prime oppor-
tunities for gross exaggerations to occur.
There was a climate of UFO interest thanks
to Steven Spielberg’s movie. There was the
coincidence of the New Zealand film sensa-
tion. It was New Year’'s Eve (when, with the
consumption of alcohol way above normal,
witness perceptions were more prone to dis-
tortions). And there was this most unusual
stimulus of which British citizens were gen-
erally ignorant and for which they were quite
unprepared.

ln my view, if Oberg’s theories are in
any way credible, then here we should have
had many instances of ‘“‘exotic” UFO ac-
counts. Perhaps a critic will charge that I
have missed those that did occur. But, if the
proportion is less than one in 100, then we
have difficulty accounting for the fact that 10
in 100 of the reports that come to our atten-
tionare UFOs, notIFOs. It seems to me that
the total absence of any of the classic UFO-
case types in my Cosmos 1068 study (no
CE2, 3 or4 cases) appears to cast doubt on
the premise that “all UFOs are exagger-
ated IFOs.”

A word of caution. In 1982 I did talk
with a witness who described to me his ob-
servations of the Cosmos 1068 reentry. He
was positive it had occurred on January 31,
1979, and could not be persuaded other-
wise. His account was pretty accurate, how-
ever, and it was easy to trace back from his
description to the reentry. But there were
signs of confabulation from constant retell-
ing. And he insisted adamantly that the
‘“‘streamers” coming out of the back of it
confirmed his belief that it was a nuclear-
powered spaceship! Even so, he had not
wildly distorted the event.

This points up the urgency of investi-
gating cases quickly. Even the passage of
hours can seriously reduce the evidential
value and the problems increase with further
time passage. But when we can get to a wit-
ness reasonably soon, we are more likely to
learn what really happened. 41
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