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ROSWELL, THE AIR FORCE, AND US

BY KARL T. PrLock
© 1994, KarL T. PrLock

he Report of Air Force Research Regarding the
“Roswell Incident”—or, as it is coming to be
known in “honor” of its author, Col. Richard L.
Weaver, the Weaver Report—is a victory for
UFOresearch, U.S. Rep. Steven H. Schiff (R-New Mexico),
and the American people. We have won the first battle in the
struggle to pry loose Roswell-related information which the
U.S. government has in its possession, a significant step
toward full government accountability and public discourse
of the whole truth about this important case.
How can he say that? more than a few readers are
thinking. Quite simply, because it is true.

COVER STORIES, COVER-UP,
AND PASSED BUCKS

In July 1947 the then Army Air Force concocted a cover
story—or, more correctly, cover stories—to squelch press
and public excitement engendered by the startling announce-
ment from Roswell Army Air Field that it had captured one
of the mysterious flying saucers. There was a mistake, the
story went: the “saucer” was only a weather balloon and its
radar target.

What was the Air Force covering up? There are those of
us who have concluded from analysis of the currently
available evidence that it was almost certainly a Top Secret
Air Force research project called Mogul (of course there is
more to the Roswell story—a little matter of strange bod-
ies—about which more below). Others believe it was what
the original announcement said it was, a crashed flying
saucer.

Whatever the case may ultimately prove to be, the fact
remains that the Air Force lied about Roswellin 1947. Given
national-security considerations at the time, the lie was

KarlT. Pflock is a writer and independent UF O researcher.
As a deputy assistant secretary of defense in the Reagan
administration, he had the unenviable duty of managing the
office’s dealing with the GAO and Congress. Pflock is the
author of Roswell in Perspective, an interim report on his
continuing investigation of the Roswell incident. It is avail-
able from the Fund for UFO Research, Box 277, Mount
Rainier, MD 20712.

justifiable—though the reported threats to radio stations and
interference with a Teletype news transmission were prob-
ably unlawful and certainly unacceptable in a free society.
Thus, while some may have been overzealous, the officials
who made and carried out the decision to keep the matter
under wraps were doing their duty. Nonetheless their “ex-
planation” was lie, and it worked.

THE BUCK STOPS HERE

It was more than 30 years before the weather-balloon yarn
began tounravel. Stanton T. Friedman's discovery of former
Air Force intelligence officer Jesse A. Marcel in early 1978
started the process. There followed almost 17 years of
Roswellresearch by several investigators, the present author
among them. This work entailed and inspired numerous and
ever more insistent citizen and Congressional requests to the
Air Force and Department of Defense for the truth about
Roswell. These were met with the established “we know
nothing” response and buck-passing referrals to the Project
Blue Book files in the National Archives.

After making scores of such referrals even the Air Force
must have come to understand Blue Book records contained
nothing about the case. (In a recent interview with Dayton,
Ohio, television reporter Carl Day, former Blue Book chief
Hector Quintanilla said the project had a substantial press-
clipping file on Roswell. Curiously, this file never found its
way to the National Archives.) Nonetheless, until the Office
of the Secretary of Defense made the mistake of using this
shopworn bit of bureaucratic sleight of hand with Rep.
Schiff, the brush-off served its purpose. Then, encouraged
by concerned constituents and the UFO-research commu-
nity, Schiff pressed the issue. Ultimately he directed the
General Accounting Office (GAO), Congress’s investiga-
tive agency, to pursue an exhaustive audit of government
records and ferret out what, if anything, they contain about
what happened at Roswell and why. If relevant or potentially
relevant records are found to be missing, Schiff has directed
the GAO to seek to determine their disposition and the
authority under which such actions were taken. As a key
agency under the GAO microscope, the Air Force was left
with little choice but to go at least through the motions of a
serious records review and investigation. This was a victory
for us.
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OuT OF THE WILD BLUE YONDER

As it turns out, the Air Force did quite a bit more. It
concluded officially that whatever Mac Brazel had stumbled
upon that fateful day, it was not the wreckage of an aircraft
orrocket of any type, American or foreign. Further, with the
exception of Project Mogul, the Air Force concluded offi-
cially that the debris was not from any sort of experimental
activity, classified or unclassified. Moreover, it found offi-
cially the debris did not result from a nuclear or nuclear-
weapons delivery training accident. These findings match
the results of painstaking work by several members of the
UFO-research community and put the Air Force and us in
agreement. Barring discovery of credible evidence to the
contrary in the holdings of other agencies or elsewhere, such
possible explanations are now off the Roswell table. An-
other victory for us.

With seeming credibility, the Weaver Report (p. 9) also
states there are no Air Force Special Access (so-called
Above Top Secret or Black) Programs (SAPs) “that pertain
toextraterrestrial spacecraft/aliens” or “‘relating to the events
at Roswell or the alleged technology that supposedly re-
sulted therefrom,” even in “some sort of passive ‘caretaker
status.”” (Weaver’s responsibilities and findings were nec-
essarily and properly confined to Air Force activities, past
and present. Of course, it is up to the GAO to verify the Air
Force’s claims about its SAPs and to look into other “black”
closets, both of which I understand it is doing.) This is
consistent with the findings of those UFO researchers (in-
cluding me) who believe the evidence demonstrates that
though Roswell may have involved the recovery of the
remains of an alien craft and its crew, there is not now or has
there ever been a high-level, supersecret Roswell research
and keep-the-lid-on project; see my “‘Project Snafu’ and the
Real Secret of Roswell,” in Government Policy on UFO
Information: Its Origins and Status (Fund for UFO Re-
search Paper #1, Richard Hall, editor, just published by
FUFOR). A small victory for the MJ-12-is-a-hoax contin-
gent.

The Air Force also established officially and unequivo-
cally that what Brazel found could not have been an ordinary
weather balloon. Attachment 9 to the Weaver Report is a
March 9, 1994, memorandum from the Weather Directorate
of the Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force; it states, “We
did not find any records in the Air Force weather archives of
a weather balloon crash near Roswell, New Mexicol[,] from
20 June to 31 July 1947.” Other attachments to the report
support the conclusion that there was far too much debris to
be accounted for by a mere weather observation device.
Once again, the Air Force—no doubt much to its chagrin—
finds itself in agreement with the findings of the UFO-
research community, and the weather-balloon tale can no
longer be floated as the truth. An important victory for us.

Thus there is no longer any doubt that Maj. Gen. Roger
M. Ramey’s “it’s just a weather balloon” announcement
was, at the very least, hasty. Combine the official Air Force

findings with the unequivocal testimony of the late Brig.
Gen. Thomas J. DuBose, Ramey’s chief of staff in July
1947, that “the weather balloon explanation for the material
was a cover story to divert the attention of the press,” and it
is established beyond reasonable doubt that the Eighth Air
Force commander’s story was a deliberate untruth. In other
words, the Air Force has provided official confirmation that
the tattered and torn official “explanation” for Roswell was
a lie. A big, important victory for us.

ProJECT MoOGUL?

The Weaver Report concludes that “the material recovered
near Roswell was . . . most likely from one of the Mogul
balloons.” I and other UFO researchers have independently
arrived at the same conclusion. Weaver’s report and its
voluminous attachments provide substantial additional
documentation and testimony which bolster this argument.
Study of the more than 800 pages of Weaver Report attach-
ments is essential to meaningful evaluation of the Air Force
findings, including the clumsy attempts to sidestep address-
ing the reports of strange bodies at Roswell Army Air Field.

Of course, even with all the testimony and documenta-
tion we now have in hand about Mogul and its New Mexico
activities in the late spring and early summer of 1947
(including documentation of the “missing” and most likely
“culprit” flights), even with the remarkably Mogul-consis-
tent testimony of not fewer than 15 Roswell-incident wit-
nesses (14 firsthand), even with the seemingly supportive
analysis of the photographs takenin Ramey’s office (Weaver
Report, pp. 20-21 and Attachment 33), we still do not have
proof positivethat Mogul is the answer to what was found in
Brazil’s debris field. (Yet to be found are the Mogul project-
office files, which if they exist may contain the sought-after
documents.) The case for Mogul, though substantial, is
purely circumstantial and in some important respects anec-
dotal and dependent upon decades-old memories. But so,
too, is the case for Brazel's find’s being extraterrestrial-
spacecraft wreckage, which is also anecdotal and far more
tenuous than its earthly rival.

Though I now consider it most unlikely, perhaps the
truth lies at some strange middle ground, as I suggested in
my Roswell in Perspective(1994). As may be, wherever one
may stand on the question of the debris field’s origin, it
cannot be gainsaid that the Air Force's prodigious research
effort on Project Mogul has given the UFO-research com-
munity (and the GAO) a substantial body of material to
study in our quest for the real answer, even if ultimately the
best we can do is arrive at a high probability the answer is—
or is not—Mogul. Still another victory for us.

Bobies? WHAT BODIES?

The Air Force’s all-out effort on Mogul contrasts starkly
with its less than half-hearted attempt to get at the truth about
the bodies and, speaking for the Air Force, Col. Weaver's
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snide and sarcastic attempt to dismiss the issue. At the outset
of its research, the Air Force appears to have taken seriously
both the debris field and the strange bodies and associated
wreckage reported to have been at Roswell AAF and flown
out a day or two later. This is reflected in early (March 1,
1994) requests from Weaver’s office to various Air Force
components and staff organizations for information con-
cerning aircraft accidents and other mishaps which could
have involved fatalities, though it is important to note there
is no indication anything specific to nonhuman remains was
ever pursued (see, forexample, Weaver Report Attachments
7 and 8). Ultimately, this line of inquiry simply fizzled out
(see Attachment 28, item e), and we are handed an unsup-
ported, take-our-word-for-it denial of any Air Force in-
volvement in “an ‘alien’ body recovery” (Weaver Report, p.
22). Why?

At a minimum, and to my mind most likely, the Air
Force simply decided Mogul was good enough for govern-
ment work, that it could be passed off as the all-encompass-
ing explanation for Roswell, the product of a good-faith
effortto answer the Congressional mail. Besides, writes Col.
Weaver (p. 22 of his report), “there were no ‘alien’ passen-
gers” on Mogul flights, and “pro-UFO groups who [sic]
espouse the alien bodies theories cannot even agree among
themselves as to what, how many, and where such bodies
were supposedly recovered.”

Further, he writes, “some of these claims have been
shown to be hoaxes, even by other UFO researchers [wonder
of wonders!],” and some have been made by “people using
pseudonyms or who otherwise do not want to be publicly
identified.” Moreover, “many of the persons making the
biggest claims of ‘alien bodies’ make their living from the
‘Roswell Incident.”” Weaver concludes his smart-aleck
dismissal of the bodies by condescendingly allowing as how
“persons who have come forward and provided their names
and made claims, may have, in good faith but in the ‘fog of
time’ misinterpreted past events.” I am sure Glenn Dennis
appreciates this pat on the back.

SEMPER NON SEQUITUR

I doubt it has been lost on J/UR readers that each and every
one of the above “reasons” for effectively ignoring the
bodies issue is a non sequitur. Weave and spin as he will,
Weaver cannot escape the fact that he and the Air Force
failed to do their duties in responding to Congressional
direction. Weaver and his research team were supposed to
have conducted a no-stone-unturned search for any and all
Roswell-related documents—including those that may have
dealt with the bodies—in the Air Force’s possession or
under its jurisdiction or control. They did not do so, and in
their arrogance they attempt to justify it with the sorts of
excuses most of us gave up in grade school.

In an odd way this Air Force failure is another victory
tor us. It highlights for priority consideration a very impor-
tant question among the many the GAO will pursue as it

independently checks the Air Force claims and findings—
a process which, having been on the receiving end of more
than one such probe, I know it will execute with excruciating
thoroughness.

“Weaver cannot escape the fact
that he and the Air Force failed to
do their duties in responding to
Congressional direction.”

THE AIR FORCE BOMBS

According to established practice, the Weaver Report and
its supporting attachments were supposed to have been
compiled only as “raw material” for consideration by the
GAO in its continuing investigation. With careless disre-
gard for Congressional courtesy, clear contempt for the
concerned citizens who under the Constitution are its mas-
ters, and a breathtaking neglect of its own long-term interest,
the Air Force also chose to use its report in a preemptive
strike designed to (1) get the Air Force take on Roswell out
to the media and public independent of findings and conclu-
sions by the GAO and Rep. Schiff, and many months before
the GAO report can be completed and publicly released; (2)
establish the Air Force spin as the definitive answer in the
minds of the media and public and convince them (and
perhaps even the GAO and Schiff) that there is nothing more
of any importance to be learned; (3) fool a large segment of
the public, especially those with a strong interest in UFOs,
into thinking the Weaver Report is the Roswell report asked
for by Rep. Schiff; and (4) give the Air Force a Roswell-
specific, Condon Report-style excuse to use in responding
to inquiries from those who did not get the word (Weaver, p.
22: “Itis recommended that this document serve as the final
Air Force report related to the Roswell matter, for the GAO,
or any other inquiries”). The follow-up strike in this strategy
will come soon, when the Government Printing Office
publishes the Weaver Report for public sale.

Though the Air Force succeeded in beating the GAO
and Congress to the punch, it has had little success in
coopting the media. The New York Times made itself avail-
able as an Air Force propaganda organ, and the Associated
Press uncritically reproduced the Air Force press release
with a few embellishments. But these lines from editorials in
major New Mexico newspapers well sum up the over-
whelming reaction of the thoughtful media nationwide: “In
the final analysis, all the Air Force really gave up in response
to Schiff’s request is confirmation that they lied back in
1947 about what really happened” (Albuquerque Journal).
“The Air Force for decades insisted it had no additional
information about the matter, Then suddenly it comes up

continued on page 24
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THE PrRoOJECT MOGUL FLIGHTS
AND ROSWELL

BY KEvVIN D. RANDLE

he United States Air Force, on September 8,

1994, announced they had reviewed their records

and determined that the debris found by Mac

Brazel on his ranch northwest of Roswell was the
remains of a balloon and array train from Project Mogul.
Project Mogul was a top-secret postwar balloon project
designed to monitor Soviet nuclear tests. The Air Force
suspects, as explained by Mark Rodeghierand Mark Chesney
(September/October IUR), that it was balloon Flight 4 of
Project Mogul that was the source of the debris. They do not,
though, have any records to prove this supposition. Karl
Pflock, in his report Roswell in Perspective, agrees that it
was a Project Mogul balloon, but suggests that the debris
came from Flight 9 instead. As with the Air Force’s hypoth-
esis, there is no compelling documentation to support that
claim either.

What do we know about the Mogul balloon flights? I
will attempt to provide an answer to that question by
drawing on several available sources. There is now a large
number of formerly classified documents available, and
many people who worked on the project have been located
and interviewed, in some cases by Air Force investigators.
I will use this available evidence, including official flight
records, to consider how likely it is that a Project Mogul
balloon might have been the source of some of the debris
recovered near Roswell.

Long before the Air Force began its investigation, UFO
investigators had been aware of Project Mogul and the
theory that a balloon from the project might have caused the
Roswell event. For example, when Don Schmitt and I were
writing our second book, The Truth About the UFO Crash
at Roswell, we found documentation about a few Mogul
flights, specifically for Flights 8, 10, and 11, among others.
In our book, we wrote: “On July 3 cluster-balloon launch
Number Eight was made. The balloon was not recovered,
but it was spotted down in the Tularosa Valley just a few
miles northwest of Alamogordo. There is no record of a
Number Nine launching, but Number Ten took place on July
5. Though not recovered, again because of the terrain, it was
reported to be down northeast of Albuquerque.” This infor-

Kevin D. Randle, anTUR contributing editor, is coauthor of
The Truth About the UFO Crash at Roswell (1994).

mation was contained in a report titled “Analysis of Project
‘Grudge’ Reported Incidents” and dated April 18, 1949. It
was part of a huge report in the Project Blue Book files,
prepared by then Captain A. C. Trakowski, one of the
military officers attached to Project Mogul.

Pflock, in his discussion of Project Mogul, writes, “No
information is available for the next numbered launch,
Flight 9, which is missing from all Mogul documentation I
have gathered to date. Both [Dr. C. B.] Moore and [Colonel
A. C.] Trakowski have told me they recall nothing about it.
However, Moore remembers several flights were ‘classified
out’ of the NYU Project 93 reports and reports on subse-
quent balloon programs in which he was involved. It appears
that Flight 9 was one of those.”

Some documents concerning Flight 9, however, have
now been located. It wasn’t “classified out” as Pflock
suggested because the flight was not tracked and nothing of
scientific importance was learned by the flight. The evi-
dence for that statement comes from the diary of Dr. Albert
Crary, apparently the only written record for this balloon
launch. Using the diary, Dr. Moore was able to recall what
happened to balloon Flight 9.

THE CriTicaL FLIGHTS

Project Mogul Flight 8 was launched on Thursday morning,
July 3, in conjunction with a V-2 rocket firing. Crary wrote:
“On Thursday morning 3 July, a cluster of GM plastic
balloons sent up for V2 recording but V2 was not fired. No
shots fired. Balloons up for some time. No recording at
Roswell . . . [?] Pibal showed no W winds. Balloons picked
up by radar W S . . . [?] and hunted by Maryals [?] C-45.
Located on Tularosa Range by air.” According to other
documentation, Flight 8 was found down in the Tularosa
valley northwest of Alamogordo. The terrain was too rough
for them to recover the equipment, but the debris was
located.

This confirms the information reported in our book,
what Dr. Moore has previously stated, and the details are
also consistent with what Pflock has written in his report
about this flight.

A little additional data might be helpful here. The early
morning July 3 launch of the V-2 was postponed for some
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reason, but the balloons were launched prior to the post-
ponement. The data gathered by Flight 8, though, were
considered to be of scientific value.

Project Mogul Flight 9 was scheduled to accompany
the next launch of the V-2, which was quickly rescheduled
for 7:30 that evening. Unfortunately, an accident occurred
on the missile pad injuring several people, some seriously,
and, as a consequence, the V-2 launch was canceled. News-
papers around the country carried the report of the accident.
According to Crary’s diary, “At the last minute before the
balloon went up, V2 was called off . . . account accident at
White Sands.” Newspaper reports and statements by the
commander at White Sands, Colonel Turner, have corrobo-
rated this.

Crary writes of Flight 9, the second launch on July 3:
“Sent up cluster balloons with dummy load.” That is all that
he says about it, and apparently the only written record of it.
Dr. Moore added to the detail, telling me that the balloons
were stripped of their equipment, but the project engineers
couldn’t put the helium back into the bottles. The majority
of the balloons were not the new polyethylene balloons but
regular neoprene rubber. Helium leaked slowly from them.
Because of that, they released the balloons, but nothing of
value was learned from the flight.

All the equipment, balloons and records had been
tagged for Flight 9. Because of that, the numbers weren’t
reused. The balloons were launched, but, according to Dr.
Moore, they weren't tracked. The Watson Lab people in
charge of operations had already been on duty from early
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Dataon Flights 8 and 10 are based on Air Force and Project
Mogul records. Data on Flight 9 are based on Dr. Crary’s
diary. It is likely that Flight 9 came nowhere near the debris
field on the Brazel ranch.

morning, and they suspended operations for the night. There
is no record of the recovery of the balloons from Flight 9,
and, in fact, no one knows what happened to them. Any
suggestion about their fate is pure speculation.

Project Mogul Flight 10 was launched at 5:01 a.m. MST
on July 5, and was last recorded over Pueblo, Colorado.
There is no record of it being recovered. Trakowski’s report

“. ..there is no hard evidence for
Pflock’s Mogul theory that Flight
9 was the source of the debris.”

places this balloon down northeast of Albuquerque (Pueblo
is northeast of Albuquerque), but we take the additional
information from Technical Report No. 1 of New York
University, the organization working with Watson Labora-
tories to engineer Project Mogul.

With the data above we can safely eliminate both
Flights 8 and 10 as sources of the Roswell debris. The
balloons were either seen on the ground or recorded elec-
tronically in locations that would exclude them from land-
ing on the Brazel site.

That leaves Flight 9. But the evidence from Crary’s
diary, from the documentation, and the testimony from Dr.
Moore, suggests that what fell on the Brazel ranch was not
that flight, either.

In fact, Dr. Moore told me that he didn’t believe that a
Mogul balloon was responsible for the debris field. Now, to
be fair and accurate, what he was saying was that he didn’t
believe it was any of the polyethylene balloons or any part
of the Flight 9 launch on July 3 that caused the debris.
Instead, he believes that it was the neoprene rubber balloon
arrays launched on June 4, 1947, that were responsible.

In this he agrees with the Air Force, which suggested in
its report that Project Mogul Flight 4, launched in early June,
was the source of the Roswell debris. This is unlikely for
many reasons, not the least of which is that neoprene
balloons, when exposed to sunlight, rapidly deteriorate and
darken, yet the debris photographed in Brg. General Ramey’s
office in Fort Worth was intact and shiny. For this and many
other reasons, Flight 4 can be excluded as the cause of the
debris.

MogcuL FLIGHT CHARACTERISTICS

Project Mogul test flights did not remain in the air for days
and days. This fact is crucial because it means that a Mogul
balloon’s flight path can be reconstructed by reviewing data
on winds aloft for a relatively brief period (this is especially
true because these flights attempted to remain at constant
altitudes to facilitate the acoustic detection of nuclear deto-
nations).

continued on page 23
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AUSTRALIAN ABDUCTION RESEARCH
1993-1994

BY KEITH BASTERFIELD

t has been some five years now since I first wrote for

IUR on the abduction phenomenon in Australia

(July/August 1989 issue). This is the fourth in a

series of TUR articles in which I have reported on the
details of Australian abduction accounts, responses to over-
seas abductions by the local mass media, and research efforts
by Australian colleagues and me.

MASS MEDIA

Until recently, relatively little material reached the general
population. This state of affairs, however, has started to
change.

First, David M. Jacobs’s Secret Life arrived in Austral-
ia in 1992, generating several television programs over the
following months, mainly on talk shows. The ones I saw did
not treat the subject seriously and did not allow Jacobs time
to either report on his data or elaborate on his findings.

Our national Channel 7 network started showing a
program calledThe Extraordinary in March 1993. Its format
is similar to that of the U.S.-based shows Sightings and
Unsolved Mysteries. Early in its run it carried an abduction
case from Perth, Western Australia.

A man whom the show called Andrew was lying in bed
on February 4, 1992, feeling restless. Eventually he fell
asleep. On awakening he found himself in a place he recog-
nized as being the parking lot of a basketball stadium some
50 kilometers from his house. He experienced a white flash,
and suddenly he was inside the stadium, in the midst of a
crowd of fellow human beings. There were as well other
beings who took on a human form. Andrew sensed that one
of these latter beings was draining his thoughts. After
another flash of brilliant white light Andrew woke up in his
own bed. It was 2:15 a.m.

On March 4 he woke up paralyzed at 2:30 a.m. He saw
a tall, misty blue being, 120-35 centimeters tall, guiding his
sondown the hallway. The figure vanished in a flash of white
light. His paralysis gone, Andrew went to check on the boy,

Keith Basterfield, a frequent contributor to IUR, is an
associate of the UFO Research Australia network as well as
a founder of the Australian UFO Abduction Study Center
(GPO Box 1894, Adelaide, South Australia 5001).

who lay in bed looking pale and shaken.

Not long afterwards, as the family was eating a dinner
of lamb roast, the son cleared his throat of an irritation and
coughed up a tiny metal object.

Extraordinary’s producers had this object analyzed at
Curtin University in Perth. The university concluded that
the object was most likely a computer component manufac-
tured in Sweden. Unfortunately, after this airing the case
faded into obscurity, and practically nothing more has been
heard of it.

The film Fire in the Sky came to Australia in May
1993, and Travis Walton and Mike Rogers appeared on a
number of television shows to promote it. The showing I
attended at a local suburban cinema, shortly after the film
opened, was poorly attended.

John E. Mack’s book Abduction came on the scene in
mid-1994, accompanied by interviews on current-affairs
programs such as 60 Minutes. Most treatments emphasized
Mack’s academic qualifications and indicated they lent
credibility to the subject.

Interestingly, the abduction materials being absorbed
into Australian popular culture are all U.S.-generated. Few
Australians are aware of abduction events and research from
the United Kingdom or Europe. For example, America’s
Sightings, which has been shown here during prime time,
has featured several abduction-related stories, including one
on “mass abductions.”

SUPPORT GROUPS

Abductee support groups are a relatively recent phenom-
enon in Australia. Peter Khoury and Jaimie Leonarder
initiated one such group in Sydney in April 1993. The UFO
Experience Support Association, Inc., is essentially a non-
profit group which aims to help witnesses and experiencers
of UFO events cope with and understand their encounters.
From personal experience Khoury says he knows the
confusion, isolation, fear, and ridicule which can result from
an event or series of events. Thus the support group was
formed to lend an ear, to listen but not to judge, and to extend
compassion and understanding to those who need it. If an
individual wishes, he or she can be referred to a qualified
professional for psychological or medical assistance.
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A Melbourne woman known only as Brenda formed
Victoria’s UFO Experiencers Support Group in June 1993,
Brenda had found no one with whom she could discuss her
experiences. By August of this year, when I visited
Melbourne, the group numbered eight to 10 individuals.

In mid-1994, following the visit to Adelaide, where I
live, of another Victorian close-encounter witness, a num-
ber of South Australian experiencers came together to form
a support group.

A fourth state, Queensland, also became host to another
support group during this period, following a visit to Aus-
tralia by Budd Hopkins.

All four groups have similar aims and maintain links
with the more conventionally established UFO-research
groups.

HEALTH PROFESSIONALS

The number of mainstream health professionals with a
serious interest in this area remains low. My current count is
only nine who have come forward in Brisbane, Sydney,
Melbourne, and Adelaide, four of our capital cities.

NEW AGE

Concern has been expressed in some quarters here about the
presence of New Age-oriented therapists who are now
working with abductees. Researchers are concerned that
abductees may pick up a New Age philosophy and bring
such matters as “past-life” stories into their close-encounter
narratives. Such therapists, needless to say, are not tradi-
tional mainstream health professionals. Nonetheless they
are attracting a growing popular following. At the same time
T have come upon a few abductees who themselves are now
New Age therapists.

Oneis a woman named Linda, who contacted me in July
of this year, Linda is now a “natural therapist” practicing
therapeutic massage and teaching *self-growth.” She her-
self had recently undergone a “miofacial” massage—appar-
ently a deep facial massage which is said to bring up painful
events from the past. It is said to work on the principle that
memory resides at cellular level in the body and can be
released to conscious level.

In the two weeks before she spoke with me, she had
experienced intense anger as if she had been, in her words,
“messed around with.” All through her life she experienced
an unnatural fear. Eventually she pieced together a story
about two groups of aliens which started visiting her when
she was in college. One was experimenting on her for some
purpose. Another group of beings came along to help her.

TWwO IMPORTANT CASES

In a paper titled “Invisibility and the UFO Abduction Phe-
nomenon” in MUFON's 1993 symposium proceedings,
Budd Hopkins reported on an Australian case which he had

investigated while here on a lecture tour. A Mrs. Washburn
produced four photographs which should have included the
family but did not—as if the family were in fact invisible.

The couple and theirtwo children had been at a Brisbane,
Queensland, playground. Under hypnotic regression by
Hopkins, Mrs. Washburn related that she had been taken
inside an object where several small beings were present.
They led her two sons away, and she was subjected to a
gynecological examination.

Next Mr. Washburn, who also proved to be a good
subject, was regressed. He spoke of seeing a “ball” take his
family away.

At some stage during the time at the playground, the
Washburns took photographs of themselves and their sons.
Yet they did not appear in these pictures when they were
developed.

In Hopkins's view all four family members became
invisible to everyone present at the site. The UFO and its
accompanying “balls” also could not be seen by others.

On the night of August 7-8, 1993, an incident occurred
near Belgrave, Victoria. It involved at least five persons in
two separate motor vehicles. Both parties have been located
and interviewed. The episode appears to be an indepen-
dently witnessed CE3. My colleague Bill Chalker reported
on it recently in these pages; see his “An Extraordinary
Encounter in the Dandenong Foothills,” September/Octo-
ber IUR.

THE AUSTRALIAN CENTER

Australia now has UFO researchers, health professionals,
support groups, and alternative therapists talking with ab-
duction experiencers. With this diverse range of approaches
evident, and in view of the long distances that separate and
isolate us here in Australia, I decided this year that it was
time to put together a network through which all of these
individuals could communicate. Therefore this past April I
formed the Australian UFO Abduction Study Center. Its
network now comprises 40 individuals. Its aims are these:

1. Toactas an initial contact point for individuals who
believe they have interacted with the UFO-abduction phe-
nomenon.

2. To act as an information and referral service for
these individuals and other interested persons.

3. Toencourageresearchinto the UFO-abduction phe-
nomenon.

Strategies to achieve these aims are:

1. To make the well-being of the individual first prior-
ity; torefer individuals, if they wish, to qualified researchers
and health professionals; and to promote the existence of the
Center.

2. To produce and distribute a networking newsletter;
to maintain an extensive book and journal collection on the
subject; to interact with overseas abduction researchers.

continued on page 24

IUR 4 NovemBER/DECEMBER 1994

9



THE EYES HAVE IT

BY GEOFF OLSON

particularly powerful component of the en-

counter experience is the confrontation with

the eyes of purported alien entities. Among

individuals claiming alien encounters, accord-
ing to a MUFON survey, a third are said to involve entities
that are small, thin, with bulbous heads and large, wrap-
around black eyes. It is primarily among these latter cases
that we hear reference to the uncanny quality of the entities’
eyes, with the experiencer’s sense of psychic invasion and
loss of control.

Correlated with the large-eye entities is the experience
of so-called screen memories, in which an out-of-place
animal appears just prior to an encounter or abduction
experience. The animal reportedly watches from a short
distance, in an odd or unnerving manner. If the creature
appears at night, the person may awaken to see it staring in
through a window or discover it inside his or her room.
Reports are made of cats, deer, wolves, and other animals—
and, quite often, owls.

An example of this kind of report is one I heard from a
woman in her mid-30s. When shown a visual inventory of
dream images which another researcher and I had prepared,
she immediately indicated the picture of an owl and asked in
a surprised manner why we had included it among the
mostly mundane images in the inventory. She also indicated
that as a young girl she had been alarmed on several
occasions by a set of eyes staring in at her from outside her
bedroom window. Her mother had tried to calm her, telling
her on these occasions that it was just a cat. Herbedroom was
on the second floor of the house, with no balcony or
supporting structure outside.

The scoffer will respond that reports like these are only
“anecdotal”—the favorite term of disparagement for those
in the thrall of scientism. But to be fair to the opposition, one
can’t rule out media contamination as contributing to these
stories, through a conduit of confabulation or some other
process. Nevertheless the consistency of these stories, plus
their association with abduction lore, is genuinely problem-
atic. Owl accounts in particular seem to erupt with madden-
ing frequency in abduction accounts.

John E. Mack found similar patterns in his own inves-

Geoff Olson, a writer and ufologist, lives in Vancouver,
British Columbia.

tigations and determined that the screen-memory animal is
sometimes one that has had some previous emotional sig-
nificance in the experiencer’s life. One of his patients, a
woman who had raised horses when she was young, had a
white horse appear before her prior to her abduction experi-
ences.

I’'m not concerned here with the phenomenological
reality of the animals, whether they are intentionally gener-
ated to cover far more traumatic material (whatever that may
be) or are images or entities externally generated by some
alien intelligence. What impresses me is how the imagery
relation to eyes segues so seamlessly from that of owls, cats,
or some other creature to that of the standard bug-eyed alien.
If abductions constitute a genuine phenomenon in the physi-
cal world, it may tell us something about how this alien
intelligence is trying to communicate with us. If abductions
are not physical events, then there is something almost
equally bizarre going on with human consciousness.

SCREEN MEMORIES

The debunker’s position would be that the screen-memory
material involving visions of animals has already been
widely disseminated through Budd Hopkins's Intruders
(1987) and Whitley Strieber’s Communion (1987), two
books that have ended up on the shelves of abductees and
researchers alike. The Klass-conscious types would say it’s
all simply a case of fantasy-prone persons who have soaked
up this science-fiction stuff like a sponge, ready to empty it
all out into the bucket of hypnotic regression. The argument
is perhaps conceivable for contemporary abduction ac-
counts, but it becomes less plausible the farther one goes
back. Some other explanation must be entertained in the
absence of media contamination.

Consider, for example, the granddaddy of abduction
accounts, the Barney and Betty Hill case. One can’t possibly
blame the Fox network or Steven Spielberg for elements in
their account that follow no science-fiction narrative what-
ever. There is material in John G. Fuller’s book on the case,
The Interrupted Journey (1966), that seemed at the time to
be only nonsensical artifacts of the hypnotic regression—
but in fact take on much greater significance with a retro-
spective distance of three decades.

In Fuller’s book we read of Barney’s attempting to
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describe an ineffable juncture in his abduction narrative.
After pulling to the side of the road, to get a better view of
the craft ahead with binoculars, Barney becomes unnerved
to see figures moving in portholes on the craft. He has to pull
the binoculars away from his eyes, away from the gaze of the
figures; “otherwise I'll just stand there.” Under hypnosis
Barney is unnerved by the appearance of the figures: “His
eyes! I've never seen eyes like that before.” He gets back
into the car with Betty and says, “Oh, those eyes! They’re in
my brain!”

Soon after this the figures appear on the road ahead, and
Barney says with awe, “Oh, oh, the eyes are there. Always
the eyes are there. And they’re telling me I don’t have to be
afraid.” But Barney is puzzled. The figures aren’t talking to
him, but their eyes seem to be communicating in a seem-
ingly disembodied fashion: “Oh—the eyes don’t have a
body. They’re just eyes.” Then, according to Fuller’s notes,
Barney speaks with tremendous relief. “I know. I know.
The, that’s what it’s got to be. It’s a wildcat. A wildcat up a
tree.” Barmney decides it’s like the Cheshire Cat in Alice in
Wonderland and there’s nothing to be afraid of. But all he
sees are eyes, and perhaps they have this disembodied feel
at this point because “they’re just up close to me, pressing
against my eyes.”

So here, in this early abduction account, we have
elements highly suggestive both of a screen memory of a
catlike quality and of what David M. Jacobs would later call
the “mind-scan” procedure. For skeptics to rejoin that later,
more full-blown abduction accounts with these elements
were predicated on these brief, confused passages—well,
it’s a flimsy argument at best. As folklorist Thomas E.
Bullard has indicated, it is these thematic elements—minor
themes that keep cropping up in the grand fugue of UFO-
abduction accounts—that demand a much better accounting
than they have received so far.

OLp Hac

The theme of nonhuman entities with irresistible staring
eyes turns up in another context, in a phenomenon that may
be cousin to abduction lore. In The Terror That Comes in the
Night (1982) David J. Hufford analyzed the experiential
foundation of the “Old Hag.” This is the term used among
the people of Newfoundland to describe a nocturnal encoun-
ter with some terrifying supernatural force. As Hufford
looked deeper into the phenomenon, he discovered that the
Old Hag tradition was not limited to the eastern coast of
Canada but was reported elsewhere across North America.
It has gone largely unreported, Hufford felt, because it has
no name in either common parlance or the psychological
literature, though it is now thought that up to six percent of
the population has experienced it.

Briefly, the Old Hag experience typically involves
waking in the middle of the night and sensing a presence in
the room. Footsteps are often heard, and the subject feels
paralyzed at the onset, unable to move or cry out. A figure

may or may not be seen, though the subject may feel
something breathing on his or her neck, feel a pressure on the
chest, and smell a pungent odor. When seen, the figure can
be almost any size or shape (in the Newfoundland tradition
it was sometimes an evil-looking crone), anything from an
amorphous gaseous white shape to an apelike creature.

The experience seems similar to hypnopompic and
hypnogogic states (imagery that precedes the onset of sleep
or follows upon waking), but it seems to be a much more
overt phenomenon, experienced in full consciousness. Per-
sons interviewed for Hufford’s book commented in several
instances about the uncanny quality of the figures’ eyes: “It
approached toward the bed and as I said it—it kind of stood
over me with a glare, That’s—that’s really why [ said it was
evil. ... [Als I recall I couldn’t make out a face per se, but
I could see two holes that would—that would seem to be the
eyes. But they were dark too.” Another account: “The face
wasn'’t a clear face, but what it did have—and what scared
me and made me not want to move—was two very dark eyes.
Youknow, piercing eyes looking at me. . . . I could make out
distinct features of the eyes. . . . Very dark eyes. They were
piercing. They were just looking at me. It wasn’t just like
two dots. They were eyes and it sent a chill up my spine.”

One can easily find encounter cases that span the
continuum between Hufford’s ghostly nighttime experi-
ences and the more overtly extraterrestrial content of mod-
ern abduction accounts. The commonalities between the
two phenomena suggest that they may have more than a
surface similarity and are perhaps two species of a single
genus of experience. One interpretation is that the extrater-
restrial archetype is mapped onto the experientially con-
vincing butinternally generated Old Hag phenomenon. This
would be supported by Hufford’s own interviews with
individuals who were seen by other persons during their
“hagging.” They were observed staring straight ahead in
horror while the experience played out; yet onlookers saw
nothing else. In the famous Maureen Puddy abduction case
(see Keith Basterfield's “Present at the Abduction,” May/
June 1992 IUR), a woman experienced an abduction while
sitting behind the wheel of a car; two investigators looked on
in astonishment, seeing nothing that could account for her
fear. But to show how problematic any reductionist interpre-
tation can be, Hufford also included a case in his book where
the peripheral phenomena associated with the Old Hag
experience—footsteps heard, beds shaking up and down,
disembodied voices—were experienced by multiple wit-
nesses.

EYE TO EYE

So what can we learn from the screen memories involving
staring animals, Hufford’s staring Hags, and the mind-
scanning grays?

Princeton psychologist Julian Jaynes has a theory that
may provide oblique assistance in working through this
puzzle. In creatures below humans, Jaynes asserts, eye-to-
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