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IWTHROWU CTION

rerhaps the most tisarre post-war phenomenon was the sucden
barrage of reports, in the summer of 1lv47, deseribinz unideatified
objec:s in the aky. The incident whioh evideantly triggerec the volley
was the now-fumous acoount by Kenneth arncld, inu which he oclaimed to
have seen "nine pesuliar-looking airoraft” without tails, whiok flew
iz & ohain~like 1ine and "swerved in anc out of the high mountain
pears.” The handling of this ineidemt by the press lec to the unfore
tunate but desoriptive term "flying saucer,” whick caught the public
imagination. From that time on, there has beer a fairly steady
streax of similar reports, inclucing some of "flying saucers” geen
prior to the arnold incident, whiech presumably otherwise would have
gone unreported. It iz pertinent, therefore, to speculate whether
any of the incidents woulcd have been reported if kr. arncld had not
made l5is observation.) Fossibly, of course, we deal here with an
exoellent exam;le of mass hysteria. In the interests of the defense
of the eountry, however, it would be highly inadvisadble to ignore the
agcounts, even though the chance be remmte that they eomtain any=
tning inimical to the mation's welfure. To this end, the presant
investigator, a8 an astronomer, was asked to revisw the data, to
eliminate the patently astronozieal ineidents and to indioate whioh

others might have such an explanation.
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GENERAL PROCEDURE

The msthod of the investigation was to examine a number of
individual reports of unidentified aerial and oelestial objeots, to
determine whioh of them ocould be explained on purely astronomical
lines ~= that is, how many oases give evidence corresponding to dem-
soriptions of meteors, fireballs or bolides, oomets, the planets, or
even the sun or moon. Analysis was based entirely upon these reports,
furnished by Projeot GRUDGE offices, with no attempt to make indepen-
dent interrogation of witnesses, since this was not authorized under
the oontraocte Nor was any attempt made to deduce explanations for
the non-astronomiocal incidents, although hypotheses whisch appeared
possible from the evidence were noted. -

The subjeot reports number 244 and cover, approximately,
the period from January, 1947, to January, 1949. They do not, however,
oorrespond exaotly to the number of separate inoidents: sometimes,
two or more reports refer to the same objeot observed by different
people (although in general such oases have been handled by affixing
letters to the incident numbers, thus: 33, 33a, 33b); oooasionally,
subdivisions of one number patently refer to separate phenomena. To
avoid oonfusion, one report is being submitted by this investigator
for each numbered incident, with oross references for identioal or
similar inoidents, and separate disocussions for those inoluding more
than one phenomenon.

Inasmuch as the avowed objeot of the investigation was

2 -
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solely to incioate the possible astronoiioal content of the reports
at hand, in the primary analysis all evidence was accepted at face
value, with no attempt to evaluate psychologioal faotors. Fre-
quently, however, when fairly liberal limits of tolerance were al-
lowed, the rejort made sense physically, whereas the literal
stutement did not. (vhenever allowance was made for possible errors
arising from subjective reporting, the fact was nozed.) Further-
more, while some of the reports verge on the ludicrous, the atti-
tude deliberately adopted was to assume honesty and sinoerity on

the part of the reporier. omoag ti.e general public, two at:itudes
toward "flying saucers" seem to be prevalent: ons, that all are
sbviously illusions, hallucinations, or hoaxes; the other, that
"there must be scmetning %o it.™ From the outset, this investigator
has attempted to regard each report, insofar as is logiocally possidle,
as an honest statement by the observer, and to acdhere to neither of
the two schools of thought.

One fwrther comment should be -Ae: almost all of the data
dealt with in this investigation are extremely tenuous. Many of the
observers' reports are inoomplete and inexact, and some are distinctly
oontradiotory. Tﬁonfore, it has obviously been impossible to reaoh
definite, soientifio conclusions, kost explanations are offered in
terms of probabdbility, the degree cf whioh is discussed in the indivie
dual reports, but oan be indiocated oaly generally in the statistios

which follow,

-3-
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SUMARY CF RESULTS

What, in partioular, was gathered from the evidence ocon-
cerning the astronomical eharacter of the objests observed?

Of the 244 inoidents sublmitted, 7 are exocluded from all
statistical reckoning: 1 is identified (in the subjeot report) as
a hoax, 8 are duplicates, and 3 contain no information. In sum-
marizing the findings in the remaining 237, two systems of olassi-
fiocstion are possible:

First, all incidents san be placed in one of two classes:
1) those which under no stretoh of the imagination can be regarded

as astronomical or extra-terrestriali (extra-terrestrial throughout

this investigation refers solely to natural objeots not originating
on earth; it does not inoclude "space ships from other planets"),
and 2) those which either are definitely astronomical or oan by
suitable manipulation of the 9vidence be construed as such. The
objeot here is to segregate all cases in which any vestige of astro-
nomiocal origin is indicated. When this division is made, 1lll, or
475, fall into the definitely non-astroncmiocal ocategory; or, con=-
versely stated, 126, or 53%, might oonceivably be considered (al~
though the likelihood of their being so may be very small) as

extra~terrestrial or astronomioal in origine The exact percentage

is not important. The significant thing is that over 50/ of the

incidents might possibly be explained astronomically, if wide enough

tolerances wers allowed.

4 -
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The primary purpose here, however, is to segregate inoie
dents whioh have a reasonable degree of certainty of astronomiocal
origine. Therefore, in a second, more detailed breakdown, inoidents
are placed in one of three oclasses, acoording to the most probable
interpretation seen in the evidence offorea (with a minimum of
allowance for subjective observation). Class 1 includes the astro-
nomioal inoidents (with degree of probability indioated). The none
astronomioal inolidents are divided into two olasses, because it
appeared as the work progressed that they fell naturselly thuss:s in
some, the evidenoce at hand suggested a simple explanation; in others,
it did not. Listings under olass 2 are not to be considered in any
way deeisive (with the exception of a few which, acoording to sub-
jeot reports, have been definitely identified); they are offered
as suggestions.

A summary of the results of this breakdown is shown in

the table on the following page.
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Class Number of Approximate
inoidents peroentage
l, A4stronomioal
a. High probability 42 18
b. Fair or low probabliliiy 33 14
Total 75 32

2. Non-astronomioal but suggestive
of other explanations

a. Balloons or ordinary airoraft 48 20
be Rookets, flares, or
falling bodies 23 10
oe Mismoellaneous (refleotions,
auroral streamers, birds, eto.) 13 6
Total 84 36

5. Non-astronomical, with no evident

explanation
a. Laock of evidenoce precludes
explanation 30 13
b. Evidenoe offered suggests no
explanation 48 20
—r— ——

Agoording to these findings, 78, or almost one~third, of
the 237 inoidents yet remain without an appropriate hypothesis for
explanation, It is likely, of oourse, that with additional evidenoe
& number of those inoluded in olass 3a would be easily explained (some
of them, probably, astronomioally)s There are, however, at least 48
inoidents in which the evidenoe, if oorrect as given, does not fit any
simple oxp;unttion, and a number of these were reported by presumadbly

iill-qutlitiod observers,
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INCIDENT INDEX

Astronomical

a. High probability:
6, 27, 30, 81, 32, 83, 34, 48, 49, 69, 60, 66, 69, 70, 94,
95, 96, 97, 98, 101, io2, 103, 104, 116, 119, 132, 136, 140,
147, 148, 168, 174, 184, 185, 187, 197, 203, 204, 208, 216,
219, 238,

b. lrair or low probability:
#19, 20, 23, 24, 28, 85, 36, 46, 50, 63, 67, 80, 82, 95, 100,
112, 120, 121, 129, 130, 144, 153, 165, 166, 167, 175, 192,
199, 202, 206, 220, 230, 240.

Non-astronomioal but suggestive of other explanations

&. Balloons or ordinary airoraft:
#s, 11, 22, 41, 42, 63, 54, 73, 81, 83, 91, 92, 113, 114, 115,
126, 131, 138, 141, 145, 155, 166, 157, 159, 160, 161, 163,
169, 171, 173, 178, 180, 182, 188, 180, 194, 195, 196, 198,
200, 201, 209, 210, 217, 222, 235, 237, 239.

bs Rookets, flares or falling bodies:
#¢, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 25, 56, 65, 78, 106, 107,
108. 109. 133. 170. 211. 218.

c. Miscellaneous (refleotions, auroral streamers, birds, etc.)1
#39, 89, 123, 124, 128, 146, 164, 181, 189, 214, 221, 231, 234.

Non-astronomical, with no explanation evident

ae Laock of evidenoe precludes explanation:
#38, 44, 45, 47, 65, 57, 72, 86, 87, 88, 90, 99, 110, 117, 118,
125, 127, 137, 139, 145, 1808, 177, 179, 191, 206, 212, 213,
229, 232, 233.

be BEvidence offersd suggests no explanation:
#, 2, 10, 17, 21, 29, 37, 40, 61, 62, 68, 61, 62, 64, 68, 71,
7%, 76, 77, 79, 84, 105, 111, 122, 136, 151, 162, 154, 162,
188, 172, 176, 183, 186, 198, 207, 216, 223, 224, 225, 228,
227, 286, 241, 242, 243, 244, 134.
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COLLATERAL STUDIES

In relation to the investigation, besides the individual
ayalyses of separate inoidents, two brief studies were conducted:

Certain breakdowns of the subjeoct reports were made, for
the purpose of dete.mining whether they include any prevalent
oharacteristics; for example, incidents were grouped accordirg to
the date of oocurrence, the hour, the presence or laok of noise,
presence or lack of trail or exhaust, number of observers, general
gualifioations of cbservers (whether with appropriate training for
acourate observation of aerial phenomena =- aviators, weather obe-
servers, eto.; or layman). Althouzh these classifications were
helpful in spotting identioal or similar inoidents, they revcaled
no pertinent trends.

As a matter.bf general interest, the highly dubious works
of Charles Fort (which, as has been stated in a previous report,
are entirely reprehensible in viewpoint, but whioh:do oontain ao=-
oounts of unusual aerial sightings over a period of many years)
were examined, to oheck whether any of the reasonably authenticated
inaidents are similar to these reoent reports. It was found, how-
ever, that Mr. Fort's accounts do not include sufficient specifio
evidence to reveal positive similarities, and the most that can be
said of the works is that they indiocate that strange objeots in the

sky have been reported lonz before this post-World Aar II flurry.

-7-
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HECOiENDATICHS

This investigator would like to offer three recommendations,
one in the general interest of the nation's airmen, and two as aids
towaird more effective investigation of the problem of unidentified
aorial objests, if such work is continued:

First and foremost, it is definitely recomnended that air
Foroes personnel be apprised of simple astronomical phenomena like
the recurrent brilliance of Venus and the oharacteristics of a typi=-
cal fireball, so that much confusion and alarm and even possible tragio
oconsequences ocan be avoided. If, as seems possible, Lieutenant Mantell
met his death while attempting to ochase down Venus, oertainly the need
for such basio education is great,

Second, if Projeot GRUUGE is authorized to extend its inves=
tigations, it might be found profitable to interrogate personally
varied trained personnel conceraning any untoward aerial objects which
they may bave observed in the past. Many competent observers might
hesitate to take the initiative in reporting suoch phenomena for fear
of ridiocule or oriticism, yet it is only from such people that o~
curate and meaningful descriptions can be obtained; relience on
the general public for such observations is almost oertain to prove of
little value., It would be cf oonsiderable aid to know whether \aside
from the few cases reported here) experienoced pilots, weather observers,
and other "watohors of the sky" have ever found unidentified objeots
there. Even negative results would prove valuable, for they wculd

offer evidence for the belief held by many that the unexplained

-8 e
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incidents do not really involve tangible physioal objects.

Third, if this type of investigation is to be continued,
men with proved scientific and technioal ability should be assigned
to oarry out the interrogations and investigations; 1t would be
preferable either that the interrogator and technical specialist be
the same person or, at least, that they work together in olose har~
monys Such an arrangement would aid greatly in lessening the in-
oompleteness and inexactness of evidence whioh has thus far hindered

the explanation of many "flying saucer" incidents.

-9-
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incident 41, lo, ld, le == luroo, “Yalifornia == 8 July 1947

No astronouwical explanation ror this incident is possiule.

It is tempting to explain the objects as ordinary airoraft
observed under unusual light oconditions, but the evidence of the
"tight oirole" maneuvers, if maintained, is strongly contradistory.
This incident must be judged with reference to other similar incie

dents, which probably have a cemmon explanation.
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Incident #2, 2a == .uroc, California == 8 July 1947

No astronomical explanation is possible for this incident,
‘{he object's slow speed and apparent size suggest airorait
under unusual light conditions, but the tactics argue against this

interpretation.



Inoident #3 == luroc, Calirornia == 7 July 1947

lhere is no astronomical explanation or this incident.

In this investizator's opinion, tnere is notning in tne
evidence offered thnat is vasically ocontradiotory to the hypothesis
of a weather balloon. Perhaps ascending ourrents cf warm air over

the desert could zive the illusion tnat the objeot was osoillating.
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Incident #4 == Hogers Dry Lake, Calitornia == 8 July 1947

There is no astronomiocal explanation tor this incident.
Is there any definite reason why the object observed

could not have been a bursted weather balloon?
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Incident ;¥ == rortland, VYreron == 4 July 1947

vhere is no astrononical explanation f'or this inocident,
ner tor numerous otners (G, 7, 8, 9, 12, 1o, 14, 1lv, 16) whioh
ocourred in and near Portlund on the Fourth of vYuly, 1947.

Besides veiny observed in the same vieinity anu most of them
at the same timne, the objeots seen have in common & rcund shape, “ter-
ririo" speed, abrupﬁ tactios, and quick disappearance. abrupt tactics
certainly sugpest that the objects were of a very lignt weighte

Tnis investigator can ofter no aefinite nypothesis, but in
passing would like to note that these incidents occurred on the rourth
of July, and that if relatively small pieces ot aluminum toil had
been dropped from a piane over that area, then any one objsct would
becone visicle at a relativeiy sliort distance. #ven moderate wind
velocities could pive the illusion that fluttering, gyrating disos
had gone by at great velooities. Various observers would nov, of
oourse, in this case nave seen the same objects.

fhe above is not tvo be regarded as a very likely explana=
tion but only as a possibititys the ocourrence of these incidents
on vYuly 4 may nave been rore than & coinoidence, OSome prankster
might have tossed such objects out of an airplane as part of an
Indesendesnce bay oelebration.

If these were aircraft of either known or unknown type,
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Irncident #5 == page ?

it would be difficult to explain their appearance ovor only one
looality and at only one time, their apparent random rotion,
the lack o1 any sound or obvious propulsion metnod, and the lack

of aerodynamic construction.



Incident #6 == lLilwaukee, VYre-on == 4 Yuly 1947

‘here is no astrononical explanation for this incident.

Seae roprort on incident #5.
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incident 77 == fortland, Ore;on == 4 Yuly 1947

fhere is no astronomical explanation for this incident.

See report on incident ;5
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Iacicent #8,8a =~ Cortland, Jrezon == 4 July 1u47

‘here is no astrononical explanation for this incicent.

See re:ort on incident 5.
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incident S -= Portland, Orezon == 4 July 1947

Thero is o ustrononmicul ex: lanaticen for tnis incident.

S9e re.cort on incicent 7t
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Incident #10 -- doise, Idaho, 4 July 1947

‘here appears to be nc astronomical explanation for this
incident.

One minor lead is su_gested: observation was made at the
time of sunset, when light conditions are ohanging rapidly. Uisap=-
pearance of the object might have oocurred simply because of the
changing visibilitye. it is the time of day when illusory e:rfeots
ere most likely to occur, and it might not be out of the gquestion
that the objects actually were other airoraft,

Uespite these conjectures, no lcsical explanation t'or the

incident seems possible at this time.
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Incident j;1l -- oeaﬁtlu, nasnington == 4 July lvé?

‘here is no astronomical explanation for this incident.

The description answers that of a "hot air balloon,"
such us those launched at ¥ourth of July celebrations. There is
nothing in tne evidence given which is contradictory to this

hypotnesise
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Incident 12 ==~ Vancouver, sasnington == 4 Yuly 1547

‘here is no astronomical explanation for tiis incident.

See report on incident b,
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Incident 1% == lortland, recen == 4 Yuly 1547

There is no astrononical explanation for tiis incident.

See recort cn incident 5.
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Incident 714 == Yortland, VYreson == 4 July 1947

There is no astrononical explanation for tnis incident.

See report on incident #be
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Incident #lbo == rfortland, Preron == & Yuly 1947

‘there is no astronomical explanation tor tnis i

See report on ircident #C.
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Incident #135 == «t, Yeffersou, vre ou =-- 4 July loa7

<l sre 18 no astronomical exylanation for tals !

See renort on incident jbe
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Incident #18 == loronto, Canada =- 20 Septemover 1947

It is stated in the information given here that this

inoident has been determined to ve a hoax.
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~nsident §ly == Davtony, Vhio == 20 Jotober YUl
& »

larormarion  iven here is tusurricient to exolade posi-
tivoaly ths vossilbility tnat the objeots o':)sn:.“.'nd woere u olose palr
oL Uiralulls, but 1nhis sowums satrezely unllikelye Slihoe the len, Al
of Time in si-ht is not stated nor the speod estimuled, it 1s Jupos-
$ille to draw any deriite couolusionss  assweing Lheso Lo Le wppro=
oriate, i ono weors Lo stroteh tle desorintion to its very 1limits and
zaxs allowwnoes Ior the remarks ol an untrained otsserver, he co.ld say
that tns "odrar-lixe shape™ ulcnt lLave beon an illusion cuused by rapid
motion aad slwmt the Tricht sunlishiv micht have made Loth the ou jucts

and $he Tralls noarly iovisivle,

Jiils iuvaesticator does net ororer thut intoarpretaution, and it
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o »nl:y ir all other oossivle explanations fail.

In short, wihille it Is not out of the realm of vossibility that the obe

92Ts soezn wers an unusual doucls firerall, it 1s rmost unlikely,
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Incident #20 =« Aenia, Chio == 20 Uctoier 1947

The information iven here is insufficient to determine
any possivle astronomical ori_ iz of the object ouserved.

as in iﬁcident 71, wnile it 1s impossitle to rule out
che meteoric explunation (e.3., stral it course, Ifast speed), the
lack of information a:out trail, length of time in sishit, mamwier of
disavncearance, and distance irem ooserver, .asze any attempt at a
definite interpresation rathar futile.

azain, in saort, it is mot impossivie that the object seen
was a dayli nt, slow-moving colide, Lut it is nizhly improbable,

.

judsing froz the limited informaticn offerod.
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CRESTECTED

Incident #21 =- Les.oines, Lowa == 29 June 1947

‘here is no oovicus astronomnical explanation for tnis

incident,

41 the estimato of size can ue ;iven any credence at all,
the objects could not have veen farther than five niles away; tuis
is an apsolute upper limit, and objects probacly were very iuoch

closers,



Incident #22 -~ Spokene, wasnington =- 21 June 1947

This inocident does not have any otvious astronomical
explanation,

The information jiven is too limited to suggest any definite
interpretations It would seem, however, that the objects might pos-

sibly have been a series of valloonses



Incident w23 -~ UBoise, Idano -~ 40 June 1lu47

1t svems exceedin:ly probable that the object ovserved
in this incident was a ocompination sun-cloud effect. The altitude
of the sun was 30°, azimuth 2300, 4t that time of the afternroon,
the sun's position was such that it could eacily have illuminated
a background oloud which was verhaps almost entirely covered by a
foreground cloud. (30ise weuther rejorts indicate an entirely
olear sky, but the report of tne incident itself states that the
ovject "seemed tc be clinjin:z to & huge clouds", <Lhis investizator

himself has ocserved such efiects,
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Incidont 324 == pave 2

rhe shootin~ up and down mitht te dismissed as subjective
and illusory, altliou-n small bits shootin: off from the main meteor
could also ;ive this effccte.

in spite of all tuis, this investi -ator would prefer a

terrestrial explanation for the i.cident.

|
-



incident #25 =< iest irenton, lhew Jersey =- 4 Yuly 1947

The object sighted here could easily nave been a bright
meteor, out in view of the date of the observation, it seems even
more lixely that the young lady saw part of & late Fourth of July

celebration == a rocket from some amusement park, pernaps,



Incident 26 == liarmon rield, Newtoundland =- 10 July 1947

The evidence presented here, and in incident 727, 27a,
which refers to the same object, favors the hypothesis that the
trail of a fireball was seen. <[he photographs submitted show a
typioal fireball trail. The "feathered edges" lef't on a cloud
which the object broke through could easily have been caused

by a fireball,
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incident #27, 27a ~= Harmon Field, Newtoundland =- 10 July 1947

Evidence presented here tavors the hypothesis that the
trail of a tirevall was seen by observers. lor details see re=-

port on incident #26.
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Incident 7728 =« Iduto == 2¢ June 1547

any probavle astronounicul explanation for tids incident
is dependent upon tue Lour of observation, wiicn is not stated in
the information jiven witi. the swiiArys

an unconfirmed statemont (o) .re .arkham, quoted in material
subzitted relative to i:cident 3101, that the observation was made
at 3330 7. e ullows I'or 1o possitle astroito.dcal ex lanation other
than trat a4 persistent meteor train rmuy nhave been observed. ouch a
phenomenon might have jiven the zensral impression suz:ested by tne
limited descripsion of the incident.

if, however, the observation ocourred durins the early
evening hours, shortly after sunset, which ocourred that day at
about 3:00 Fe .+ local tire, them it is extremely likely that Lt. Jeve
Whitehead saw eitner the planet Saturn or kercurye. -ercury set al-
most exactly an hour after the san and was ol stellar magnitude +1.
Saturn, of maznitude #Ce,< and nence about once azain as Lrisnt as
“grcury, set two hours after the sine & brizht planet shining thrcugh

thin oirrus clcuds cculd zive the impression of & "comet-like objects"

B 'uiL.x)
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Incident 29 == Yortlund, Urejon =- 14 Jdune 1947

There is nothln; wnatever in this incident to sug est thut
the objocts observed were of astronomical ori_in. <Their meneuvers
and the relatively lon; time tihey were in sizht definitely preclude
any possible astronomical interpretation.

It is of interest %o note that in this locality and at this

season other possibly=-similar, non-astronomical incidents were reported --

Se fes 'Ifl7 and 7[680
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incident 430, u=2 == Lockbouric and, Jolumbus, Oiic -= 7 Jwiuary 104

Jensiderin; this incident wish %32, 33, and 48, one is
forced fo conclude fnuat ihe object observed fro:: Lockbourne Army
Alr duse on the evenin of 7. January 1943 wus the nlanet Venus,

Al e e ,

Cne report of i@ inciveanl :sives the location o!f tho

Joct as 284-1209, or approxinately opposite from that stated by

ob
other observars and that of Venus. Obviously, si-uce tue tinm

of oosorvation was tle same, this means I:.at cne witness either was
looxin: at a dirfferent oblect or hud ils directions mixods winco
the description otherwise e :rees ;enerally with the rest, and sinco

L

t

po
[

s asswied tuiroucheut tne recoris that all cuservers wore viewiu

4

the sume ovlsct, tie latter interpretation ssems preserable.
witnesses state thal tne object "couldn'ts have been a
. " .
star’ (of course, it wasn't,, becuuse tine sy was couwletely over-

caste ..owever, re cr:s from the Colunbus weather bureau indicate

that, altiou i tae alterncon was clouay, the siy was clear by 1900

hours. {-:.1s deces not asan, of course, tiat tiere were 1o clouds near

sec rezort on wid.

'.\L...‘.} AT I ey e



Inzicent #31 -= northern #rizona =- miu-lJacemobor 1940

the trail seen hore was almost cortainly that of a
slow-moving firevall. 4n daylight quite frejuently tie primary

tiing observed in such cases is a white smoke trail.
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Incident #32 «= over Columbus, VUhio == 7 vYenuary 1948

she evidence gzive:n in this incidunt fits the hypothesis

that the object observed was

neve baen anytnhii: olse,
See report on 3

oy

of 7 January 1948,

3

~

g2
the planet Veuus, uaid, considered

o} 44

10, it is incredible toat it could

for detuiled discussion of sijntingss
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incident 733, a=; =-- Godman Field, Fort #nox, nentucky -=- 7 January 1943
& discussicn of all incidents revorted for tulirs date

Incidents ,39, 32, 53, and <3 all occurred on 7 Ymnuary 1948

» ’ » . »

with 733 invelviis the deatl oi Lieuteonant liantell. Uetaliled attention
has therefore been :iven Lo =y prossivle astronoiical vody or phenomenon

> LV »

wizish mi

it serve to identiry the object or objectis concsried. iie four

»

ingidonts are cousidered to-ctiuer har-,

i
o
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althoush the several reporits diffar considerably
the bearin; aud mction of the objiect \ﬁs: znia; t'or the monent that the
aftermecon and eve:rin; sizhting:s refer to the same shenomenon,, tiey ars
generally consistent concernin; tine time, manner, and place of its dis=-
avpearance,over tue ..origzon., «our and azimuth are .;iven as 1906 (ST,
acout 2500 by ovservers at Yodmen rield; 19556 357, west southwest, by
those at Lockbourne Air Base; and 1956-2000 EST, about 2109, by those
at Clinton vounty air Base; \there are, as is to ve expected, sli:ht
differences in individusl revcrts;. Usint this tor the fecal point ef
attack, one notes imredistely tnat all tnese tires anc vearin;s a-ree
closely with the time and rlace of tne settings of Venus. rurthermore,
all accounts except one ajrse tiat tne object was low in the southwest
before the time of disepvearance. oports vary as to details of its
action, out the overall notion was southwest and *hien over the norizon.
these facts tuxen tosetiaer preclude any guestiocn of coincidence. rur-
thermore, sinultaneous observation from scattered locations proves taat
the ouject uad nezliicle parallax, or, in srort, that it was a very

;roat Ggistance awaye all otner statements concerning She ovlect must,

5 . O
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incident 33, a=y; == paro 2

it seems to tuls investicator, pve wel: hed in terms ol the overwnelnins
evidence of the manner or~disu;pearunce over the horizon.

The stellar maznitude of Venus on January 7 was =344, wiich
makes it 29 tines bri hter then the bri-ht star «rcturus. Venus, when
as bri-ht as this and shinin< throu-h interstices in a host of clouds,
ocould ver; easily give the effect ol a Ilaming; obiect with a tail.
voncernin- the erratic motion reported by some witnesses, this can be
said: motion of clouds »nast the object could ;ive the illusion of
rapid movement, as wnen clouds scud by the iioon; cr the effect could
have been a psycholo;ical illusion; a thira possivility, renote but
based ou a rarely-observec phenonenon, is tnat, owin;; to thermo-inver-
sions in the atilosphere, sturs near iLhe llorizon have oeen inovn to
jump about erratically tihrouji arcs of two or tiree tizes the moon's
apparent diameter, Venus, wien very close to the norizon, has been

grown to twinkle brilliantly wita rapidly cranzing colorse

s

vpears 1o the D nt investigator, in summing
It appears o the _resen estirator, sumein;

]

up the
evidence presented, inhat we are !orced Lo itle conclusion the® the ob-

jeoct observed in" che earl; eve:in; Lours of vYanuary 7, 1943, at these

widely separated localities, was = e :slanet ‘ernus., Jo assume that a
terrestrial object cculd oe losated so hisn as to be visidble simul-

taneously over a wide area, could becof suc: intrinsic ori-htness (cf
ineredible orightness, far surpassin: an; «nown man-made lignt,, and

would oe ) A _
placedessentially at the very position of Jen.s in the sk over axn

R I
.
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Incident ¥#33, Q=g ==

interval of more tlhan

0
2
"

Incident
the daytime ovservati

o
incirg

down the nys

-
=T - f\"'!".'
; A
i N <1
paso 9o
hall axn nour, woula ze incredible,
S is the only one of the four trnat inclucdes

on of preswably this sarme cbject. LThe inm-

ent 1is, nowever, paranount, for it was in

=
7R 4

ject that Lieutenant lan%tell lost

t9rious ob

his life, «zain it is sossivle t:ias tie otlect observed was the
~lanet ‘Venus, altzoﬁ;h ti.e evidence is by no means as definitive

as that for the sishtings made leter that day., rirst, the vearin:s
of the object as reorted by varicus witnesses differ consideravnly;
wnere one says southwest, ancther says south, for tle same Insiant,
sewever, intesratin; all the evidence, cne iIs a-ain struck with the
soizcidence of tns object's _osition witn Laat of Venus. .he fol-

lowinz short table of si:htin-s vs the positon ¢f Yenus siows the
saneral agreement cf the %wo.ln azimuth:
oST Ob ject Venus
1330 (Fro Jliver, Sw ¢ field alost cue S: 174°
1340 \St. Blackwell, Soutl. o1 Iield 178°
(£2C Qliver, Sn
aftor 1200 (Lt. vrmer) Sw Irom due S (13C9, at
_ 1400, =oviung westward
144c (vapt. -antell) 21¢° 156°
\Col. Hix, 215°
& more pertineant guestion is thas ¢f whetner it would have
I
ba2n cossitle tc ses Venus in the da:%tire cn tha% daye all thas can
b8 said here is that it was nct impossitle Lo sce the planet under
t.c3e conditionse 44 is well kneown irat wnen Venus is &t its .reatest
srilliancy, it is possiclie to see it during the daytime when cne knows
exastly where Zc¢ lock, 2n.is was lest than nalf
(20 Ruiendl
R 1S p
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incident 33, a=y == page 4

as bright as it is when most brilliant. However, under exceptionally
good atmospherie conditions and with tne eye shielded from the diroct
rays of the sun, Venus mijut be seen as an exceedin;ly tiny brisht point
of light. It can be shown that it was . definitely brijhter than the
surroundin; sky, for on the date in juestion Venus had a semi-diaueter
of ¢ seconds of arc, or a totul apparent surface area of approximately
125 squaroe secondse. asswning tnat a square second of sky would be a
trifle vrihter tgén the fourth maznitude, a portion of the sky of the
sams area presented by Venus would te about =l.4 ma nitude. Sinoce tne
planet, however, was =3.4, it was O times brighter than an equivalent
area of skye. ¢hile it is thus physically possivle to see Venus at such
times, usually its pinpoint character and the ler:e expanse of sky
nakes its casual detection very unlikely. If, however, a person happens
to look toward a point on the sk that is just a few ninutes of arc
fro: the position of Venus, 16 is apt to be startled by t:.is apperiticn
and to wonder why hLe didn't see it Lefore. The chances, of course, of
locikinz at just the ri-ht spot ure very few. Onoce done, nowever, it is
usually fairly easy to relocate the ocjiect and <o call the attention of
others to it. Aotever,'atmospheric cencitions must be exceptionally
:oode It is improbaile, ror exwiple, tiat Venus would be seen uncer
trese circumstances in a lar-:e city,

It can ce said, tiereflore, t.uil u posslule ex lanation for

the object si-nted in tue daytime in incident #33, a=g, is thnt it

_ J
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Incident 33, aw=p == pac o

2

N

too was the planet Yenus. In the absenze of exact nsusures, Liowevor,
it is imrescsible Lo establish Ltabl it was or was not. (<t is un-
forsunate thut theodelite reasures of the afterncon obsorvations ware
evidently not made.)

It has been unofficially re.orted that the objiaect was a
Javy cosrdic ray balloon. If tihis can be estaoléshed, it is to bpe

=

vreferred as an explanation. =owever, if cne accepts tie assunptlion

that rejorts from various otner locatlons in the state reler to tae
same object, any such device uust have veen a Jood many iles ol ==
2o to Ou == in order to have csel seen clearl;, almost simultaneously,
Irom zlaces 17¢ miles apurt,.

Ir is envirely possivle, of coursa, that *he :irst sighti..:s

were ol some sort of callcon or aircralt, c.t tha* wien these reports

came to .iodman :ield, a careful sorutiny of the sy revealed venus,
and it could be that Lieutenant ..antell did uczually :ive chase to tim
planet, even thou ;. whatever object had been ©tie source of tle excite=-
ment elsewlere .ad disan eared. &t the altitudes that tlie pilot
reacied, Venus would lave Leen very muci. .iore easily otserved tlhan
from the ground, and it mi:ht evea te tiat hie dicd not actually pick
it up until ae was at a consideralle allit.de. -le cna plece of
evidenoce tuamt leads t..is investiga.er co celieve taat at tne time of
Lieutenant lantell's deata e was actually triria o reacs venus is

' - | 'l..__J
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ingident 33 == puse §

that the ob ject appeared essentiully statiowary (or moving steaaily
away trowm hiim) and trat he could not seem to sain on it.

In sumuing up, tiis can ve said: the evening

sijhtings
reportea in incicents 30, 32, 33, and 48 were undouctedly ot Lhe
planet venus. aearcin: the dayli-ht sichtin:s frem uodnan Field

end other places in rneniucky, there seoms so far to be no sinls
explanation tnat does notut rely sreatly cn coincidence, If all reports
were of a sinjle ouvject, in the xnowledse of ti.ils investijator o
man=-racée ot ject could lave veen lar;e enough and far enouh away for
tne apyroximately simultaneous si se It is umost unlikely, now=
ever, t:al so ;many separate uversons shioulc at that time nave cranced

on venus in the daylicit skye. 4v seens, tueretore, much swre probe

able tiuat sore taan on2 oo

2zt was involveds the si_nitings niht have
ineluded two or mors talloons (or aircralt); or they nijht Lave ine
cluaed cotl. .enus (in the tstal oi.ase; and valloons. <or reasons
siven acove, tie letter explanation seens :ore lisely. ouc.. a nypoth=
esis aoes, however, still necessitate tne inclusion ol at lesast two

obviects otner taun Jenus, and it cerzainl. 1s coincidental ¢ia%t so

nany people woulc ..ave cnosen tuis one aay to te confusec (to the

‘
exteant of reporting ¢ e matier) by normal airvorne ovjecis. Tusre
renains one possisle, very plausivle explanation ror tuls tech, ow=

ever: was tie oriinal regort oy any ciance urcadcast by loaal

radio stations? IiIf so, with tie -eneral puolic on tie alerw, aeven
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tne comnsonest aircrait mi .t suddenly aave

)

celestial ovjecs.

in any even., since itu seems Joss

v

o Lisutenant :antsll's deas., ne was acuu

cle t.at at the tiue

wlly -ivin: crnase %o

Venus \uanc 8ince, certainly, durin: t.e eveul:n: sis.tii s, persons

assunecly well acqualntea wit. oc

L.e sky were alarmed by

s 3 Opr = gpsd 9 EaS .
SC0UL TXS 1uClgRnT wWite circul&avich asnon
crut Tweng - io ig= se BI1T Bal A K - A
ENRT Y Be Ckes wiil N coup 1n Ene
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152 Lo lve inlceriiatlion
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incident #%4, 34a=f =- laniteba, vanade =- 12 Octouver 1547

The reyorts of tiis incident answer %o tne desoription
6f a typioal large msteor, or 1ireball. .he trajectory, speed,

oolor, and explosion are partioularly convinciny evidence,



inoident 3L == off coust cf (Urerscn == 1z soventer 1547

Trne inforration siven here is %co mew er for & cefinite
oonclusion to Le drawrn concer:_n- the identity of the ot jecis obt=-
sarveds 4t 1s proovulle, Lowsver, i1.atv Tnely wore two puris of e
metecr that had Lroxzern u;oa entrunce i1nto tie e@arth'u &ticsrhere,
The length of time in si:ht is unduly gresy, but cne wonders whetler
this rdight not have ween (rossly overcstiiated for psycnolegical

roeascns, therviise, the scant)y cescri tion favers tie weteoric liypo=-

thesis,

. ‘(_,| — s



shvident & == L0LBY, LliBN0 == Gule  LLLN0W: rout.ly wouvemier o4
8y 1 - [P Su £ £ li.cldunl, LORSGNACH By Lne
kit € G XS & P 0.80TrVRL IO s wwuBL, & Tl il sign of
eovt, unt len - f ¢ ) AT ~¢ nol Elated. e EpesC wnc
time in ¢ 1 are skrviculerly imports i fornitr w jud<ment,
In tne w_gance of trls informallion, Lue Lost .l oan e seld is
toat the ou ject nt nate Leen o llrevell.
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Ircident #35 == Urand ralls, “ewfoundland -= 9 July 1947

It is extremely unlikely that these objects were meteor§,
although their speed would argue for such interpretation. Had they
been, however, one would expect much more brilliant light, a trail,
and perhaps even detonations. Furthermore, their flight in formation
argues against their being meteoric.

The meager desoription suggests a lisht phenomenon rather
than material objects. Was any auroral activity reported in the
region at the time? The desoription answers more closely to a de=-
tached auroral streamer than to anytring else, but this explanation

is perhaps also far tetched.

Y el ity

F amtam St 2 I [y .,_"
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Inoident /40 == Fnoenix, arizona == 7 July 1947

No astronomical explanation seems possivle for the unusual
objoct cited in tais inciaent.

‘ﬁis case is especially important because ot the photographic
evidence and becausc ol the similarity otf these photographs to the
drawings by Ken:eth #rnold \incident #17). The two incidents are sepa-
rated by slizhtly more than two weexs, and, of course, tiey ocsurred
in diiferent localities. It is, however, pernaps more thaz colincidence
that these two best-attested, antirely indepe:ncent cases siiould agree
so clossly concerning the snape of the object and its maneuverability.

The present investigator would like to suggest taat tais ine
ciaent, #4%0, ceiny one ol the most crucial in itne nistory of these
objects, be reopsned for iInvestigation. ihe actual camera used by Mr,
Khodes should ce examined, and ine oripginal nezatives preserved, vince,
from the siza of tie imaze on tne photozraph, we can nave an acourate
estimate o: the anzle subtended 5y the objeot, tnis in connection with
what appears to oce a fairly reliable estinate of the cistance, can ;ivs
us an estimate o: the forces and accelerations involved in the tra=-
jeotory desorized by ixr. Rnodes. (It is unfortunate tnat a compe:eﬁ:
investizator was not dispatched at onse to "reenact tne srime" with
«r, nhodes anc to nbtain sketonhes o1 tne trajectory, etc., deiore de-

tails faded from nis memory.) It would ce important to kzow a: what
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Incident 40 == page 2

altitude and azimuth lir. Khecdas'! camera was pointed at tne time of

his two exposures and the approximate time interval between exposures,
Physical data lixe these are absolutely essential i1 we are to get
anywhere in any basic physical explanation of these incidents.

There remains the stron;; possipility that the entire in-
oident is spurious, and tne invention of an excitable minds This
strengthens the need tor reinvestigation; if spurious, this fact
should be highlighted and even publicized, to quench enthusiasnm

for the irresponsivle reporting of "saucers” ana like objects.

T ——
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incident 741 == anchorage, alaska == 11 July 1947

No astronomioal explanation can ue given for tnis incident.
The object apparently was a balloon, altnouzh the meager

data given does not allow a det'inite conclusion.
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Incident 7743 -« Clarion, lowa == 29 June 1547

This incident refers to the same sighting by the same

observer as that summarized in incident #21. See that regort for

conclusionse
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snzicent 744 == nenr ilwauree, dlsceoncin == 03 June 194

sa9n, If this wore a totally independent ouservation and et oa0 LhEt
was pregumatly incited by current radio repcris o: flying saucers, nore
welizht could ve pivern to it, &8 it is, with flying saucer talx rampant,
almost antnling from metecrs Lo talloons or aircraft woulc ue reported

uc gaucors Ly &n uncritisal observer. it is uuligely, nowever, tnat

Lhare was anytning astrononzizel about trnils inclicent.



incident 745 == Illinois == 28 June 1947

See statement concerninz incident j4.
Intormation is entirely insufficent to determine whether

anything of an astronomical nature was observed.

g



Incident #46 == ureenfield, liassachusetts =~ 22 June 1847

Inis incident does not admit of a ready astronomical
explanations The acsence of a trail does not favor the meteoric |

hypothesis, althou h the speed and brilliance of the object mizht,.

|y .
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Incident 548 == Clinton County air field, Ohio == 7 Januury 1948

Tiis incident must be considered with #30, 32, and 33.
Comoined evidence shows that the object olserved from Clinton
County air Field on thw ovenin: or 7 January 1948 was undouotecly

the plane* Venus.

<

for discussion of erratic lotion reluated Ly the ouservers

of tne ovject, anc other details, see report on incident 7w33.

\ el



incident 49 == Lenville, hentucky == 9 January 1948

althou sh the distance, time in sizht, speed, sound, size,
color, and construction of the olject reported here are not stated,
tho fact that it showed a lons trail and exploded makes it entirely

probable that it was a firsball.



Incicent #v0, o0& == nildwood, »ew Jersey == 10 January 1948

in view oI tne unbalanced character oi' at least one of
the observers (as i:dicated by the report of the interview), tnuis
investigzator wonders how wuch credonce can be siven Lo the roports
of tne object or cbjscts citeds <or instance, tne summary states
that the tirst ocject was in sight ©=8 secoands, while the interview
indiocates 15«20 minutes, ns;amin: tnat this tirst incident was
authentic and the shorter time correct (it evidently being the
estimate given by the second observer), therse is nothing in the
evidence tnat is contradictory to the notion that the oojeot ob-
...sarved was notning more than a slow-moving fireballes The oolor,

splittins into two vieces, and manner ot disappearance all support

tnis view,



P -~ = — — e

Ingident #0601 =~ Oswe0, Urecon == 3 septonver 1947

‘he limitec inzormmtion given herec dous .ot sugjest any=-
tning astronomisal.

It is surprising that there was only one witness to this
incident, sinse it occocurred in a city, at a time when there was a
plane in the sky.

If these objoots were not ordinary aircratt at a great
distance, or a cluster of balloons, then the incident must be ocone

sidered together with others reporting groups of uniaentiried round

or discoid objeots, several ot which ocourred in this loocality (e.g.,

incidents #6=9, 12-15).



Incidant #o!, & == uamilton Field, California == 29 July 1v47

ine oLjects oLserved here were almost certainly not
astronomical, althoush their speed, shape, and manner of dis=-
appearance mi:ht tend to the Ir'ireball nyvothesise The lack
of trail and the “"tactics" pursued by the second objeoct make
the likelihood of that interpretation very slizht; however,
the possibility cannot ve entirely rulec out if considerable

allowance is made for locseness in reportinge

- e o -
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incident ;U3 -- near Lake aeade, Nevada == 28 June 1447

f{hers appears to be nothing as.ronomical about tiis inoident,

acoording to the ohbserver, the objeots had a speed of 285
APl and were moving on a course of 120°, lNow, since the plane was
roviny at 28: MPi on a course of 3009, it is possible that the ob-
served motion of the objects was only apparcat (since 1809 rplus 120°
equal 300°), and we can conjecture that a cluster ot balloons (cosmic
ray apparatus perhaps, was observed, the motion or whioch was merely

a retf'lection of the motion of the plans,
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Incident ;b4 == between Lutoh coast « lortolk, Bngland == 1t Jan. 1947

i‘he objeot observed nere was obviously not astronomical.
From the information given, it appears that this was

definitely an aircrafte.
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Incident 55 -~ Harmon "ield, liewfoundland == 24 July 1047

If proper aullowance is made for tie reportin: of untrained

5
ouvservers, it is ypossiile that the objects obserwvsd in tnis incident
were a minor meteor shower. 1he "reddish flashes of lisht" and
"abrupt darts" would tend to this interpretation. The nypothesis
hinzes, however, on the statement that "a numver of intermittent
flashes were observed for three minutes." If this means independsnt
flashes, it lends support to the meteoric intarpretation. If it
means that the same obLjects flashed intermittently éor thres ninutes,
that theory is ruled out. It seems more prebable in view of the
statement about "abrupt darts of light" that the fermer meaaing is
ocorrect,.
There is somewhat more evidence in this incident than in
#57 (which is similar, and ocourrsd just three days earlier) favoring
meteors, out proebavly the events ol these two incidents are related,
and it is very unlikely tiat meteors could explain both of them.
accordinz to the report of the U. S. ieather bureau on
ball lightning, it would appear that this phenomenon somstimes takes

the form of luminous darts and can Le rede <ferhaps this could offer

an alternate explanation for the incident,



Insider
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re6 == Uirzinsham, alabama == ¢ July 1947

“his incident has nc oebvious astronomical exrlanation.

Ine photosraph purported to te a part of the report of
the i:icident is not docuwnented. There is no proof in the evidence
at hand that it shows the oljscts descrited. From the word descrip=-
tion alone, wihich is Juite limited, the otjects could te explained
simply as rockets: 'vertical ascent," "travelled in arc." Lata is
too meager for a derinite conclusion, nowever.

If the photograph is authentic, it wculd be extremely
valuacle to xnow the shutter spesd at wnich 1t was taken, since fron

tnis the an:;ular velceity could Le deter.iiieds
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Incident w57 == Letween lNova Scotia and Newfoundland == 20 July 1947

Tnis aicident and #55, which occurred in the same vieinity
Jjust thres days apart, do not fit into the usual description pattern.
In both cases, information riven is meaer, and in voth cases the
meteoric hypothesis cannot be completely ruled out, but the objects
could have been rockets or even freak auroral streamers or brush
discharge from ionized dust olouds. In any event, it seems unlikely,
althouzh it is not impossible, that the objects seen in this inci-
dent wére meteors. The even spacing of the flashes argues strongly

azainst the meteoric hypothesis.



Incident #58 == lin of Betnel, #laska =- 4 August 1947
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