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A Ufology for the 1980s

We are living in a curious—and I think crucial—moment in UFO history.

For one thing, since 1947 there has never been a period that has seen so little UFO activity.
Sightings of anomalous aerial phenomena are still being made— see, for example, the articles
by J. Allen Hynek and Bruce Maccabee in this issue—but they are rare. The most widely-
publicized sightings of recent years—the Westchester County, New York, “boomerang”—are
a subject of dispute even among CUFOS staffers, some of whom (I am one) are satisfied with
the light-plane identification. (Dr. Hynek, who investigated some of the sightings personally, as|
have not, disagrees.) A spectacular “UFO" observed in the Soviet Union this past January has
certain suspicious features in common with past Russian “UFOs” which turn out to have been
caused by secret satellite launches.

Itremains to be seen whether the absence of significant UFO activity is a fluke or whether it
marks a return to things as they were before 1947, when UFOs were so rarely sighted that
society at large didn’t even have a name for them. Now, of course, the firm place UFOs occupy
in popular culture will assure the survival of flying-saucer mythology for some time to come,
even in the relative absence of sightings.

Yetit would be disastrousiif that were to be the only way in which UFOs will continue to com-
mand attention. Some ufologists, however, seem willing to settle for that. Some profess to take
heart from the fact, for example, that the Summer 1984 Olympics ended with the staged land-
ing of a giant “UFO.” Unfortunately, such events serve only to trivialize our subject and to
encourage the view (already too widely held among scientifically-trained persons whom
ufologists supposedly are trying to impress with their evidence) that UFOs are only a silly
spectacle.

lf ufology is to survive, the last thing it needs is the kind of naive boosterism that cheers any
public affirmation of the UFO image. Ufology will survive as a scientifically meaningful activity
only if it demonstrates that its methods of inquiry are valid to document the presence of what
may be an extraordinary anomaly. That should be, and must be, its primary concern. For-
tunately, there is more serious ufology going on today than ever in the history of UFO research.
The best of it will be appearing in the pages of IUR.

Atthe same time itis also true that credulity and loose thinking plague UFO inquiry as they
always have. A serious ufology, a 1980s ufology that seeks to learn from the past and to
separate itself from the mistakes of its predecessors, will have to set housecleaning as one of its
immediate tasks. We certainly will never know what UFOs are if we don’t know what they are
not. Mystery-mongering, which mightbe defined as the pursuit of wonder instead of answers, is
not what we are about.

IUR’s editorial position is simply that UFOs are a serious question which deserves serious
attention. Beyond that we hold forth for no particular interpretation. We ask only that those who
do interpret UFO data and develop hypotheses from them—whether these individuals define
themselves as proponents, skeptics or neutrals—make sure that their ideas are soundly based
inreason and evidence. [UR has begun a series of articles that examine popular theories about
UFOs to see how well they withstand critical scrutiny. In our last issue Jenny Randles argued
“The Case Against the [IFO.” In this issue D. Scott Rogo reviews the controversy surrounding a
much-publicized experiment involving imagined UFO abductions.

Even if we are entering a long lull in sightings, we 1980s ufologists have nearly four
decades of reports, claims, controversies and unanswered (or misanswered) questions with
which to concern ourselves. Even if the UFO mystery itself remains unsolved, by now those
ufologists willing to heed the lessons have learned much about proper investigation and
analysis. Research into what the United States government does or does not know about
UFOs, for example, is on the whole more sophisticated—and more credible—than it was in the
1950s when accusations of official cover-ups seemed based in little more than UFO-buff
paranoia. True, this changed situation has something to do with the Freedom of Information
Act, but it also has to do with the skills investigators have acquired as they have painstakingly
pursued the leads.

Something is out there—something that science has paid too little attention to and that the
public has paid too much of the wrong kind of attention to. It's time now for a mature ufology to
address itself, in the right way, to the real issues. —Jerome Clark.
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IMAGINARY FACTS:

To those ufologists who accept the phys-
ical reality of the UFO abduction pheno-
menon, no challenge seemed greater than
that posed by a series of reports written by Dr.
Alvin Lawson in 1977.

Beginning in thatyear, Lawson, an English
professor at California State University at
Long Beach, undertook a curious project. He
recruited several volunteer subjects, had them
hypnotized and asked them to imagine what
itwould be like to be abducted by a UFO. (The
hypnosis was implemented by Dr. William
McCall, a prominent California physician.)
The sessions were highly structured, with each
subject being asked a series of specific ques-
tions to help guide his responses. He was to
describe the imaginary UFO; the manner in
which the abduction took place; the inside of
the craft; the alien beings in charge; the way a
physical examination was carried out; a mes-
sage hypothetically given by the aliens; the
method by which the subject was returned
from the UFO; and any aftermath to the event.

l_.awson used 16 subjects, whose
accounts he subsequently compared to a
handful of “genuine” cases extracted from
the literature. When he found no substantial
differences between them, he concluded that,
like imaginary abduction narratives, “real-life”
abduction stories are psychological in origin.

Lawson had reached a bold conclusion
but he was confident enough to present it to
the UFO community in a paper delivered to
the 1977 MUFON UFO Symposium held in
Scottsdale, Arizona. The next year he reported
his findings to the Toronto convention of the
American Psychological Association. His re-
search attracted additional attention when
Science News featured it in February 1978.
His work was described in other popular
magazines and in general received a remark-
able amount of media attention. His claims
endeared him to the debunkers and caused
many researchers to entertain doubts about
the validity of the abduction phenomenon.

But what was the basis for these appar-
ent hallucinatory episodes? Early on Lawson
toyed with the idea that they were based on
information contained within the human

by D. Scott Rogo

memory system. He had noted that many of
his imaginary abductees reported experiences
obviously drawn from their own lives. (For
example, many based the descriptions of
their physical examinations on operations or
treatments they had undergone.) In due course
Lawson was comparing the reported experi-
ences of UFO abductees to birth experiences.
He extracted what he perceived to be “birth
imagery” in several abduction reports—
images of journeying down a tunnel, floating
in fluid while aboard a UFO, seeing the em-
bryonic shapes of aliens, entering into a
brightly-lit arena, and so on.

But Lawson was not interested merely in
making such interesting observations; he
also wanted to test his—if you will pardon the
pun—newborn theory. Once more he relied
on his imaginary abduction protocol. This
time, however, he compared the narratives
told by subjects who had undergone normal
births to several who had been born through
cesarean section. He found considerable tun-
nel imagery in the first group and very little in
the second. Lawson went on the propose that
UFO abduction experiences are birth mem-
ories which—at crucial times—take on a
hallucinatory form.

This necessarily brief summary de-
scribes the evolution of Lawson’s thought
from 1977 through 1984. | have outlined it as
a prelude to a presentation of my own views,
which will occupy the rest of this article.

I believe that Lawson’s evidence is based
on a crucially flawed methodology; that his
evaluations are contaminated by several
sources of bias and experimental error; and
that there currently exists no objective evi-
dence supporting any of his views or theories.

To explain how | came to these conclu-
sions, let us examine how Lawson conducted
his research, understanding that several car-
dinal rules dictate the conduct of scientific
research. As | will show, Lawson and his col-
leagues violated just about all of them.

The first thing the critical reader of
Lawson's research will note is that his imagin-
ary abduction scenarios were elicited through
the use of deliberately-phrased questions.
This procedure helped the subjects to relate
stories that conformed to those related by
real-life abductees. The problem is com:-
pounded by the fact that Lawson's subjects,
even though they were screened concerning
their knowledge of UFOs, were no doubt
familiar with certain basic ideas about UFOs
and their occupants. This information could
have been picked up from newspaper stories,
science-fiction movies and a host of other
sources. Of course, when we consider the
pervasiveness of UFO information and misin-
formation in circulation since the late 1940s,
we have to grant this is a problem that prob-
ably no experimenter could have surmounted.

But the more closely one reads Lawson's
papers, the more evident it becomes that
other sources of bias could have contamin-
ated his research even further. One major
problem has to do with Lawson's decision to
ask Dr. McCall to conduct the hypnosis ses-
sions. Lawson did so because McCall had
worked in the past with several persons
claiming time-lapse abduction experiences.
He was a logical choice but a poor one.

As a man familiar with the pattern and
content of typical abduction stories, McCall
could have directed the subjects—through
cues or leading questions—into making the
very responses he expected or was hoping
for. | wish to emphasize that this is only a
possibility. We will not know for certain until
Lawson publishes complete transcripts of his
imaginary abduction sessions (he has pub-
lished none so far) and we can see what
McCall was saying as he led his subjects
through their “abductions.” | bring up this
point because in 1979 | watched Dr. McCall
work with a hypnotized abductee. | also exam-
ined some tapes of his sessions with other
subjects and on one or two occasions noted
that he was asking some very leading ques-
tions. By any proper experimental criterion,
Lawson should have used a clinician unfamiliar
with the UFO literature.

continued...

The Case of the Imaginary Abductions

INTERNATIONAL UFO REPORTER MARCH/APRIL 1985



But this was only the first of Lawson'’s
improper procedures. His next major experi-
mental error came after he had collected his
data. Convinced that the content of his
imaginary abduction scenarios matched
the content of real-life cases, even down to
the small details, he chose four accounts
post-hoc from the literature and pointed out
the considerable coincidences between them
and imaginary abduction reports.

It is all too apparent that bias, both con-
scious and unconscious, could have played a
role in Lawson's selection process. For example,
he fails to show his readers that his “‘control
reports” were chosen in such a way as to
minimize his own possible bias. He could
easily have chosen these cases (even uncon-
sciously) because they did indeed match the
information in his imaginary reports.

F or Lawson’s comparisons to be valid,
the control cases should have been chosen
randomly by a researcher unfamiliar with the
specific hypothesis Lawson was testing. This
researcher should also have been blind to
what Lawson’s experimental subjects had
previously reported. The allegation that real
and imaginary abduction reports are indis-
tinguishable is crucial to Lawson's position;
unfortunately, not once did he attempt to
obtain objective verification of this hypothesis.
His conclusion is little more than a post-hoc
finding, based on nothing other than his own
subjective impressions.

To compound his errors, Lawson tried to
show how specific patterns and details com-
monly appear in both imaginary and real-life
reports. His process of selection was again
entirely post-hoc and about as scientific as
asking subjects to describe an imaginary cat,
collecting reports of real cats, extracting
whatever common descriptions there might
be, and then concluding that all cats are
imaginary.

The tragedy of this is that Lawson could
easily have properly tested his hunch that real
and imaginary abduction stories are indis-
tinguishable. Experimental psychology has
developed all sorts of techniques by which
two sets of data can be objectively and
meaningfully compared.

Lawson should have compiled a series of
transcripts from his imaginary reports after
carefully removing any hints that they were
bogus stories. These could have been ran-
domly mixed in with a similar set of genuine

accounts, then turned over to an independ-
ent (blind) judge familiar with the UFO litera-
ture. The judge's job would be to read over
the entire set of transcripts and attempt to
determine which were the imaginary reports
and which were not, based solely on their con-
tent. There are statistical tests that can be
applied to the results. These would tell us
whether there were significant clues with the
reports that enabled the judge to tell them
apart. (Lawson, of course, would be betting
that the judge could not tell the difference be-
tween the real and the bogus narratives.)

Although it is just about the only way
Lawson's theory could be tested objectively,
this simple experiment has never been con-
ducted—even though | suggested it to him
in 1977.

To be fair, it should be noted that Lawson
and his colleagues have made at least one
attemptto quantify their two sets of data. They
broke down the information content of the
two groups of reports into eight categories to

see how many information bits fit into each.
(For example, they counted how many aspects
of “strangeness” found their way into the
imaginary and control cases.) They found
similar overall patterns in the data, which
Lawson outlined in his paper “Hypnosis of
Imaginary UFO ‘Abductees’™ (in Curtis G.
Fuller [ed.], Proceedings of the First Inter-
national UFO Congress [1980]).

W’Iile they appear significant, once again
it appears that these breakdowns were made
by researchers (i.e., Lawson and McCall)
already familiar with the hypothesis being
tested—a fact that may well have affected the
manner in which they made their classifica-
tions. Lawson has even admitted that “the
quantification attempt is no doubt unscien-
tific in many ways. The categories are imper-
fect and the analyses based upon them are
subjective and imprecise.”

Readers of Lawson's report will observe
that the similarities he has found are taken
totally out of context. So while Lawson might

TIME FACTOR/
EVENT MRS. X MISS Z.
Landing of the UFO and Saw a light in a window, and felt ~ Saw a light through a window
prelude to the abduction as though a vacuum had and noted sense of oppression
engulfed the house. and silence coming over the
house.
Entry of aliens Teleported into the house Teleported into the house

through a closed door.

Size of aliens

Nature of the aliens

Journey to the UFO

Ordeals aboard the UFO

Communication with the
aliens

Telepathic.

Reaction to the aliens and the

examination alien relieved the pain by
touching her head.
Aftermath of the abduction Several more UFO

and fleeting memories of an

abduction.

Noted two sizes: a few aliens
taller than the others.

Noted an aura of friendliness
about the aliens but felt so in
their power that she had no
ability to act against their wishes
or defy them in any way.

Floated to the UFO by the aliens.

Hovered over a table and was
given a medical examination.

Felt pain at one point but an

through a closed window.

Noted two sizes: some aliens
several inches taller than the
others.

Was curiously unafraid of them
as though they were friends but
also noted that, as soon as they
entered, they were in complete

control of the situation and she
could not rebel against them.

Floated along a beam of light to
the UFO.

Hovered over a table and was
given an medical examination.

Telepathic.

Felt alarmed when seeing the
aliens, but they alleviated it by
petting her.

like visitations Developed unusual obsessions
and extraordinary desire to study
medicine.
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GEPAN - A Statement by Its Director

ln 1977, GEPAN was set up at the French
Space Agency (CNES). At its head was Mon-
sieur C. Poher, an engineer who had already
worked for many years in his own right on
statistical and other aspects of the subject. A
scientific advisory body was set up to monitor
and give direction to GEPAN's activities. The
first tasks undertaken by GEPAN were:

1) setting up data collection systems oper-
ated in conjunction with the Air Force, the
Gendarmerie (French internal police), weather
services, etc;

2) inquiries into previously reported cases;

3) statistical analysis of eye-witness reports.

This initial stage uncovered two basic
truths:

by Jean Jacques Velasco

a) the appearance of certain unidentified
phenomena cannot be accommodated by
conventional physical or psychological
models;

b) a physical component in the phenomena
reported is extremely likely.

The second stage consisted in adding
greater rigor and a more theoretical approach
to the studies. The question arose as to
whether scientific method could be applied to
the study of unidentified flying objects.

A major difficulty in our type of work is the
fact that we have no control over conditions of
observation and that the information we un-
cover is of such a varied nature. Another ob-

stacle is the fact that data are gathered “after
the event.” Our original aim, therefore, was to
develop a method with which to analyze the
differences, with a view to developing a gen-
eral model.

GEPAN has organized and drawn up a
number of agreements with national public
organizations which supply and process data.
These include the Gendarmerie Nationale,
the Air Force, Navy, weather services and so
on. Such organizations deliver data in the
form of reports, video tapes, films, etc., which
are then processed and analyzed by GEPAN.
GEPAN receives Gendarmerie reports on a
regular basis. By December 1983, we had
received 1,514 reports dating back to 1974.

High peaks or waves of reportings gener-
ally arise from either an exceptional event

continued on page 12...

reasonably argue that his imaginary narra-
tives parallel real-life cases in a very general
way, he certainly cannot say that his reports
conform to the precise pattern of real-life
cases.

For example, his research fails to ex-
plain how two different victims of time-lapse
abductions will sometimes recall (usually
under hypnosis) virtually identical experi-
ences. These similarities will often be so com-
plexand will follow the same specific sequence
of experience that it appears as if the accounts
were copied from each other.

The table on page 4 compares two abduc-
tion cases | have extracted from the literature.
The percipients, whom for purposes of the
table I will call Mrs. X and Miss Z, both were
abducted at night from their homes.

Mrs. X's account is taken from the story
Betty Andreasson told under hypnosis to Ray-
mond Fowler. Her abduction in 1967 in
Massachusetts was uncovered in 1977 and
published in 1979. Miss Z, on the other hand,
was avictim of an abduction thattook place in
1953 in a desolate canyon near Los Angeles,
was unearthed through hypnosis in 1975 and
was published in 1980. (I participated in the
investigation, which is chronicled in The
Tujunga Canyon Contacts, by Ann Druffel

and me.) Although virtually identical, these
cases occurred on opposite sides of the conti-
nent and were separated in time by 14 years.
Nothing was known about the Andreasson
affair when our subject, Sara Shaw, was re-
gressed. Nor was anything published on the
Shaw case at the time Andreasson remem-
bered her experience. No borrowing from
each other's story could possibly have taken
place.

So what is the scientific status of
Lawson’s theory that there exist no substan-
tial differences between real and imaginary
abduction reports? In my view he has made
some very interesting observations; these,
however, should not be confused with docu-
mented findings. The fact of the matter is that
nearly all of Lawson’s conclusions are based
on a post-hoc comparison and selection of
data. The canons of experimental science
dictate that a conclusion can never be based
on a post-hoc finding. Such a finding can be
used only to generate a hypothesis to be tested
under controlled experimental conditions.

Lawson has made several observations
that would allow him to suggest that there are
meaningful coincidences linking real-life and
imaginary abduction reports. But so far no
objective test of this theory has been forth-

coming—at least no test (structured along
the lines | outlined earlier) that specifically re-
stricted the experimenter's own bias.

I would like to make it clear that | have not
come to these conclusions out of any emo-
tionally-based dislike for the point Lawson is
trying to make. My skepticism comes solely
from the self-evident fact that Lawson'’s re-
search violates several canons of proper
experimental procedure.

In the next issue of IUR D. Scott Rogo
critically examines Lawson’s “birth trauma”
explanation for UFO abductionreports. B

We apologize for the lateness of
this and the previous issue of /UR.
CUFOS has been undergoing reor-
ganization in the wake of the Hyneks'
move to Arizona. One of the many
changes involved has been finding a
new printer in the Chicago area.
Under the circumstances delays were
inevitable. We hope to be back on a
regular publication schedule soon.
Meantime, we thank readers for their
patience.

— The Editors.
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“BLACK HOLE” Over Baltimore

Editor’s Note: While it is not uncommon
for technically-trained individuals to report
a UFO sighting, rarely does a member of the
CUFOS Scientific Board make such a report.
Bruce Maccabee, associated with CUFOS
and the Fund for UFO Research for several
years, a physicist with the Naval Surface
Weapons Lab, recently had his own UFO
experience. In this account of the incident, it

by Bruce Maccabee

TYPE: DD
DATE: September 2, 1984

is interesting to follow Maccabee’s reason-
ing as he observed the “spot” and followed

the typical pattern of “escalation of hypoth-  TIME: Just before 7:28 pm. EDT
eses” so much in evidence in many sight- DURATION: 7 minutes

ings. Itis also instructive to see how a skilled ~WITNESSES: 2

observer goes about recording his visual PLACE: Baltimore

impressions; his accurate observations serve
as a model for future witnesses to the UFO

The French Army under Napoleon had
phenomenon.

just invaded Russia when | first saw it...a tiny
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