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drawn to the Condon study because of its 
academic origin, so too, I think, this work 
will have the same drawing effect. 

Hynek states in several places the 
purposes of the book. In the preface he 
says that he intends to write "a good 
book" about UFOs ; a book which every­
one associated with the field has wanted 
to see, and which you would not hesitate 
to recommend to a novice or an initiate 
to the UFO saga. He states in chapter one 
that he would like to clear away the 
many misconceptions about UFOs by 
presenting the data. And lastly he wants 
to address the question, are there ''new 
empirical observations" within the UFO 
data needing new explanation schemes? 
By a "new empirical observation" he 
means an experience or piece of data 
which cannot be incorporated by existing 
scientific theory or theories. I will return 
to these points. 

The book is composed of three parts. 
In Part I Hynek addresses the scientific 
response to UFOs, the experience of 
sighting a UFO, the characteristics of the 
UFO reporter and the "strangeness" of 
UFO reports. 

The scientific response is characterized 
as poor, However, Hynek feels that there 
was justification for laughter (his own 
included). Scientists are socialized to 
expect a certain kind of world, a world in 
which UFOs do not fit. They receive 
most of their information from sensa­
tional newspaper accounts, which fail to 
portray UFO sightings accurately, Lastly, 
and most importantly, the Robertson 
Panel convened by the CIA in 1953 
dismissed the UFO data. Composed of 
five physical science luminaries, the 
panel, or parts of it, met for five days to 
examine cases chosen by Blue Book 
officers. The resulting negative pro­
nouncement made the study of UFOs 
academically unrespectable. it is Hynek's 
contention that once the scientific 
community is properly informed its 
members will take action. 

The UFO sighting experience is con­
veyed through the skillful use of testi­
mony given by witnesses. This approach 
transmits the wonderment, fear, con­
fusion and concern of the reporters much 
better than if Hynek had merely re­
counted the experience in his own words. 

Considerable effort is expended in 
discussing the UFO reporter, This is well 
worth doing, As is pointed out, the only 
source of data is the reporter. Therefore, 
we should be concerned with both his 
psychological and socio-economic char­
acteristics. In the case of the former data 
is no t available, but Hynek substitutes the 
following statement: 

The reliable UFO reporter is gen­
erally acknowledged in his com-
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munity to be a stable, reputable 
person, accustomed to responsibil· 
ity - a family man, holding down a 
good job and known to be honest 
in his dealings with others. 

The latter data, however, is available, and 
does not indicate significant differences 
from what would be ex pected by 
sampling the population. If, then, it is 
argued, we can assume our measuring 
instrument, the individual, is properly 
adjusted, why shouldn't we believe his 
account? 

Well deserved attention is given to the 
"strangeness" of UFO reports. Hynek 
presents the S-P diagram which plots the 
strangeness of the report on the abscissa 
and its "probability" of occurrence on 
the ordinate. The higher the strangeness 
and probability ratings the more interest­
ing the report is considered. Granted this 
is a subjective endeavor, but it enables the 
investigator to cull the data for the 
highest rated sightings which will contain 
the largest amount of information and, 
therefore, be the most profitable to 
analyze. It should be pointed out that 
this is practiced on true UFO reports 
only. By UFO Hynek means: 

The reported perception of an 
object or light seen in the sky or 
upon the land the appearance, 
trajectory and general dynamic and 
luminescent behavior of which do 
not suggest a logical, conventional 
explanation and which is not only 
mystifying to the original per­
cipients but remains unidentified 
after close scrutiny of all evidence 
by persons who are technically 
capable of making a common sense 
identification, if one is possible. 

This definition disposes of all but the 
most subtle noise in the data base. 

To facilitate management of the data a 
typology of reports is developed. The 
sighting,s are divided into two kinds; those 
made at greater than 500 feet and those 
made at less than 500 feet. The former 
consists of Nocturna1 Lights, Daylight 
Discs and Radar-Visual Sightings. The 
latter is composed of Close Encounters of 
The First Kind (no interaction with the 
environment), Close Encounters of The 
Second Kind (interaction with the envi­
ronment, i,e" landing marks, barking dogs 
etc.), and Close Encounters of The Third 
lUnd (occupants are reported in or about 
the craft). 

Part II, almost half of the book, 
presents a dozen or so cases in each 
category. This is the most si&Rificant 
section of the volume because in it 
appears a sampling of the best available 
evidence. A prototype for each of the six 
classes of sigbtings is developed. The 
credibility of the reports is increased by 
never using a case with less than two 
..-itnesses. Occupational data o n the 
reporters is provided and an intuitive 
comparison is made of the types of 
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people who report in each of the six 
categories. Except for Close Encounters 
of The Second and Third Kind the types 
of reporters are quite similar. 

Hynek believes that the real scientific 
pay dirt lies in Close Encounters of The 
Second Kind. For it is in these cases that 
instrumentation can be brought to bear. 
The problem is that in the past these 
reports were written off and the data lost. 
Such things as stopped car ignitions, 
radios and headlights, burnt rings, tem­
porary paralysis and singed vegetation 
deserve extensive study. Hynek is con­
vinced the events occurred. The question 
is, what caused them? 

In Part III Hynek addresses the Air 
Force investigation, the Condon study 
and the fulure of UFO research. 

If one can say that throughout the first 
ten chapters the Air Force is on the 
receiving en d of numerous small barbs, it 
is o nly fair to characterize chapter eleven 
as one large barb. Hynek claims that in 
the early years the scientific fraternity 
was responsible for the Air Force 
position. "Even generals don 't wish to be 
laughed at by scientists." Nevert heless, he 
considers the Air Force investigatory 
effort unforgivable. The main concern is 
that, over time, the data exhibited 
interesting characteristics which the Air 
Force failed 10 detect. This occurred 
because I) Blue Book examined one case 
at a time and did not look for patterns, 2) 
there was an assumption on the project 
that UFOs were misperceptions, 3) the 
Pentagon frowned on the subject and 4} a 
"don't rock the boat" attitude predom­
inated the Blue Book staff, 

Blue Book investiga tory methods re­
ceive scathing criticism. The Blue Book 
Theorem ; "It can't be therefore it isn't" 
is derived from Hynek's experiencc with 
Air Force procedures. When asked by the 
Air Force for specific criticisms in 1968 
he stated: 

A. Blue Book is nOI fulfilling its 
missions 

1) to determine if UFOs are 
a threa t, 

2} to use scientific or tech­
nical data obtained from 
the UFO investigation. 

B. The Blue Book staff is too small 
and poorly trained. 
C. Blue Book is a closed system 
having no dialogue with the scien­
tific community. 
D. Blue Book statistical methods 
are a travesty. 
E. Blue Book expends too much 
time on poor cases and too little on 
good ca.ses, 
F . Blue Book information input is 
poor as a result of poor local 
interrogation. 
G. Blue Book operates under the 
assumption that all reports are 

(Sec Relliew - PIlgC Hight) 
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misiden ti rications. 
H. Inadequate use has been made 
of the project's scientific con­
sultant. 
On the cover-up versus foul-up debate 

Hynek is undecided. He points out that 
the Blue Book investigation was shoddy; 
but , was it purposely so to function as a 
front for a quiet , thorough analysis? He 
indicates that one could make a strong 
case for either side of the argument. 

lIynek is not gentle when he takes on 
the Condon study and its principal 
investigator Dr. Edward U. Condon. He is 
appalled at Condon's slanted summary 
which prefaces the report. This summary 
"adroitly avoided mentioning that there 
W:lS embodied within Ihc bowels of the 
report a remaining mystery." Hynek 
demonstrates that puzzling cases arc 
systematically misrcprcsented. No words 
arc minl:cd in pointing out tb.at Condon's 
politically worded preface unjustifiably 
put the "kiss of death" on the future 
funding of UFO research . 

Subst:lntively, it is argucd that I) the 
subject matter for study by the Condon 
Committee received incorrect definition, 
2) the Committec studied the wrong 
rroblem. 

[n the rirst instance, approximately 
75% of the cases found in the report are 
not true UFOs. They do not mystify 
individuals conversant with the UFO 
phenomenon. Many of the cases could be 
explaincd by the man on the street. In 
the second instance, the group attempted 
to test for the existence of extraterrestrial 
intelligence. This hypothesis is not 
falsifiilblc. One ciln i1rgue, for eXample, 
that if no evidence is found , it is because 
the extraterrestrial beings are so sophisti­
.::atcd that they arc able to evade our best 
I11l'lhods of detection. Therefore, Hynek 
l'~H1dudcs the Condon study was hope. 
lessly impaired from ils onset. 

The chapter is closed by pulling the tail 
of the National Academy of Sciences for 
endorsin~ the scope and methodology of 
the CO/ldoll Report. In so doing, six 
daims arc made which fault the method­
olu!,:y of the study: 

I) the hypothesis was not falsi· 
fiable: 
:!) the ddinition of the problem 
assumed the answer : 
J) the datil chosen for the study 
was not relevant to the problem; 
4) bias, prejudice and ridicule were 
not avoided: 
5) ridicule became an accepted 
Pill! of Dr. Condon's scientiric 
method: 
(0) the director of the project did 
not understand the problem, 
The most damning is point 2. For on 

paGl' 9 of Ihe COlldull Report. a UFO is 
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defint:d as: 
An unidentified flying object is 
herc defined as the stimulus for a 
report made by one or more 
individuals of something seen in the 
sky (or an object thought to be 
capable of flight but secn when 
landed on earth) which the observer 
could not identify as having an 
ordinary natural origin and which 
seemed to him sufficiently puzzling 
that he undertook to make a report 
of it. 

On the same page the problem is defined 
as: 

The problem then becomes th~t of 
learning to recognize the various 
kinds of stimuli that give rise 10 

UFO reports. 
Hynek argues, I think justifiably , that this 
dcfinition of the problem assumes the 
answer. All UFO reports arc evoked by 
natural stimuli. 

If thl.' COlldoll Report demonstrated 
anything it is just the opposite of this. 
Approximatcly 25% of the data can not 
be attributed to natural causes. Read with 
this in mind, the study is a good 
argument for further research, 

The volume concludes by Hynek 
stating what he thinks he has and has not 
demonstrated and where UFO research 
should gO from here. He contends that : 

I) UFOs deserve study. 
2) The data points to an aspect of 
the world not yet explored. 
3) Old data must be reorganized 
and new data must be collected in a 
more systematic fashion. 
4) The Blue Book project and the 
COlldoll Report have failed to 
disprove 1-3. 
5) 1-4 suggests UFOs are "new 
empirical facts". 

He thinks it has not been shown that: 
I) A shift in outlook on the world 
is necessary to study UFOs. 
2) What a verifiable explanation of 
UFOs is. 

Hyner. argues the next phase of UFO 
research demands that the problem be 
rigorously defined and feasible methods 
of attack outlined. He advocates two 
approaches to the data. One is labeled 
passive. Ihe other active. 

In the case of the former , statistical 
techniques should be ulilized to analyze 
large batches of data. This would first 
require gelling the data into machine­
readable form. Then, various sorts of 
correlational and factorial design studies 
could be executed. This might well get at 
the signal within the notes and indicate 
important patterns. 

The active approach would involve 
examining individual multiple-witness, 
close encounter cases. Trained investiga­
tors would be needed. These would be 
full time researchers who could go out 
into the field at a moment's notice. If a 
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"hot spot" of sightings were established 
instrumentation could be transported to 
the scene. 

I think it can be said that Hynek is ". ....) 
successful in attaining his previously 
mentioned objectives. This will un­
doubtedly be the number one book on 
everyone's list when asked to recommend 
"a good book" on UFOs. The only 
material with which I have had contact 
that begins to compare with it are the 
first two books of Jacques Vallee and the 
largely unpublished papers of the late 
James McDonald. This is not to say that 
every aspect of the UFO phenomenon is 
touched upon. Such is far from true. 
However, Hynek uses the volume as a 
vehicle for making a case for the study of 
UFOs. He marshals data not to thrill or 
amaze, but to generate prototypes. He 
criticizes the Air Force investigation not 
to demonstrate a conspiracy. but to 
indicate that the Air Force endeavors 
were not rigorous (it is interesting that he 
docs not rule out a conspiracy). In like 
fashion the Condon Commiltee and the 
National Academy of Sciences i!re 
treated. The intent is not to convince the 
reader that evil men plotted against the 
study of UFOs, but rather to show that 
most men trained in the phYsical sciences. 
and scientific method in general, are 
incapable of confronting a potentially 
anomalous phenomenon, 

Anyone familiar with UFO literature ~ 
realizes that a credibility problem exists. 
Just how much oC a particular volume 
should one believe? Much to the dis­
pleasure of the reader, most UFO books 
do not provide basic documentation such 
as names, places, dates, sources of 
information etc. Fortunately, this book 
docs not fall into that category. Names, 
dates, locations, it is all here. As a result , 
virtually all of the cases could be 
independently investigated . 

By presenting the UFO data Hynek 
successfully removes misconceptions 
about the phenomenon. He copes with 
the charge that "only kooks see UFOs" 
by providing socio-economic information 
on the reporters. By developing a 
typology of well documented, thoroughly 
investigated multiple-witness cases the 
objection that sightings are made by lone 
individuals who see lights·in-Ihe·sky is 
overcomc. Through the skillful use of 
quotes from reporters the concern, fear, 
bewilderment and amazement which the 
witnesses experienced in conveyed. And 
by c'iscussing his own reaction to 
investigatory work he imparts a bit of his 
awe and incredulity at the chronicled 
testimony. 

Most important, for the systematic , 
thrust of the book and the scientific '-.:riJIiI 
audience it must reach, the Air Force and 
the Condon Report are taken to task. 
Since the Robertson Panel of 1953 , the 

(See Review - Page Nine) 
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Air Force and members of the scientiric 
community have claimed that Blue Book, 
backed up by some of the country's 
foremost scientists, successfully explained 
away the UfO enigma. The Condon 
study is now cited as reinforcement for 
tbis claim. For far too long, botb studies 
have enjoyed a degree of legitimacy 
which only a man with the credentials of 
the author may once and for al1 put to 
rest. 

The last objective of the book was to 
come to terms with the question, are 
UFOs new empirical observations? I think 
Hynek adduced the evidence to answer in 
the affirmative. Using his UFO definition 
one must admit that UFOs are phenom· 
ena which technically trained individuals 
who are familiar with investigative pro· 
cedures cannot identify. Having es· 
tablished that the reporters are not 
kooks, one then has as much right to ask, 
why not believe them, as to ask, why 
believe them? Having already destroyed 
the Air force and Condon Report argu· 
ments, Hynek concludes that, yes, UFOs 
are new empirical observations. What 
they are, however, remains open to ques· 
tion. 

This volume will receive criticism 
from elements on both sides of the UfO 
controversy. It is the price Hynek will 
pay for approaching the subject with 
moderation. Those individuals who are 
long time UFO researchers will find that 
Hynek provides little new information 
and oversimplifies the phenomenon to 
avoid gelling involved with its more 
esoteric aspects. Moreover, he does not 
acknowledge what most of them have 
concluded, that UfOs are manifestations 
of extraterrestrial visitation. On the other 
hand, the opponents of further UFO 
research will argue that he goes too far ; 
that he has attempted to perpetrate a 
fraud against the academic community by 
clothing a nonsense subject in scientific 
garb. 

I think Hynek is aware of the fence 
upon which he chooses to sit. There is a 
dual personality to the book. It is as if 
Hynek the scientist keeps Hynek the man 
in check. At one point he discusses 
landing marks, craft characteristics, rates 
of acceleration and humanoids. At 
another he is quick to point out that the 
phenomenon is unknown, that it is too 
early to theorize and that he prefers not 
to play the role of prophet. 

This returns us to the question of 
Hynek'S audience. for whom is he writ· 
ing? Certainly not for the UfO de· 
tractors. They have made up their minds. 
And not for UFO researchers, they do 
not need convincing. As I suggested pre· 
viously, this volume is addressed to a 
scientific constituency. A group wbich is 
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known to be conservative. A body, the 
antagonism of which is anathema to the 
progress of UFO research, while its coop· 
eration is essential to legitimating UFOs 
as an acceptable area of scientific inquiry. 
Hynek's remarks. then, are couched in 
terms which seemingly are the most 
appropriate to the task. It is his belief 
that if the scientific fraternity is properly 
informed, segments of it will respond. 

I would suggest that this will be a long 
tedious process. The scientific com· 
munity will not be turned around over· 
nighl. In fact, I would lend to agree with 
Kuhn whcn he states that scientific revo· 
lutions don't take place until the older 
academicians, with vested interests in 
"science as usual," die ofr. This makes 
room for the younger men who sat in the 
wings unsuccessfully allempting to make 
their ideas heard. 

The scientific community first became 
aware of UFOs 25 years ago. Now a new 
generation of academics is taking a 
second look at the subject. For example, 
in December, 1968, a UFO Subcom' 
mittee of the American Institute of 
Aeronautics and Astronautics published a 
statement in its journal Astronautics Ami 
Aeronautics asking the engineering and 
scientific communities to examine the 
UFO evidence. Two years later, in the 
November , 1970, issue the UfO Subcom· 
mittee criticized the conclusions of the 
Condon Report and advocated further 
study of the problem. In 1971 , the same 
journal in its July and Septembt!r issues 
published accounts of thoroughly inves· 
tigated UFO cases. Also in 1971 an 
academic symp osium sponsored by 
APRO was held at The University of 
Arizona and one sponsored by the Aus' 
tralia New Zealand Association for tht! 
Advancement of Science took place at 
the University of Adelaide. Some timc 
this year we ca n expect publication , in 
book form, of the papers presented at the 
1969 American Association for the Ad· 
vancement of Science UFO Symposium 
held in Basion . None of this activity 
would have been possible in the recent 
past. J think the progress is encouraging. 

In numerous instances, Hynek, in his 
role as scientific consultant to Blue Book, 
was referred to as the "scientific watch· 
dog" of the project. Many academics felt 
that UfOs were not a problem because a 
respected member of the astronomical 
community, in close touch with the 
phenomenon, did not speak oul. Hynek 
has now spoken; a bit later than many 
would have liked, but, nevertheless, 
rather loud. It is now up to his scientific 
colleagues, who were quick to follow his 
lead in the past, to respond to the alarm. 

Paul E. McCarthy, 
Department of Political Science, 
University of Hawaii, 
Honolulu, Hawaii. 
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Back Bulletins Available 
APRO has a stock of back bullelin~ 

which arc available to members and 
subscribeu at 50 cents each, postpaid, us 
per the following list : 

1958 - Jul., Nov. 
1959 - Mar .. luI. 
1960 - Mar" Jul. , Sep., Nov. 
1961 - Jan" Mar., May . Jul.. Sep" 

Nov. 
196:! - Jan.,Mar., May . Jul, Scp., 

Nov, 

1963 - Jan., Mar., May, Jul.. Sep" 
Nov. 

1964 - Jan .. March. 
1967 - Nov., Dec. 
1968 - Mar., Apr., May·Jun .• Jul.· 

Aug., SeP.·Oct" Nov.·De..:. 
1969 - Jan.·Feb., Mar.·Apr. , May· 

Jun., Jul.·AuS. 
1970 - May·Jun., Nov.·De..:. 
1971 - Jan.·Feb .. Mur.·Apr., M;Jy, 

Jun ., Jul.·Au);., SepA).,:t .. 
Nov .· Dec. 

1972 - Jan.·Feb., Mar.·Apr. 

When ordering, be ~ure 10 indicate 
exactly which bulletins arc required. Send 
remittance for the correct amount and 
print name and address clearly . 

BULLEfiN RATI :S 
AI'ROMembership inclutlin~ Bulletin : 
U.S" C;Jnada & Mexico .... $h.nO yr. 
All other countries ..... .. S7.()() yr. 
SubscriPliollto Bulletin only : 
U.S. C<Jnada & Mexico .. . Sh.OO yr. 
All other countries ....... 57.00 yr 

.. _ .•.. ,. 
"_1 (p.,. ... ... I' 

., ... , . "' .. · 1 ( ',.~ . .... 
' .. •.. ... ~ .. _, 

' .... .. ", 

APRO urges all members to obtain the 
Proceedings of the Eastern UFO Sympo­
sium (held at Baltimore, Marytand on 
January 23,rd, 1971), a new publication 
brought out by APRO and available at 
$3.00 postpaid in the U.S., Canada and 
Mexico ($3.50 all other countries). Please. 
make checks payable to APRO. 


