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THE UNHAPPY COVER-UP

IN comment recently published in his Merseyside UFO Bulletin, John
Harney drew his readers’ attention to the fact that the current trend in
UFO research is to concentrate on closer investigation of witnesses.

It is hardly surprising that this turn around is taking place, for it has
become evident to some investigators that witnesses may have been
affected in some way by their experiences, and, after all, a witness is a
solid, tangible fact, present and generally available for inspection. Inevitably
this is more than can be said for the objects, or the occupants—if any—
which witnesses claim to have seen. Too often in the past the tendency on
the part of investigators has been to listen only to the things the witness says;
to judge either yea or nay, and if yea, to compare what he says he saw with
things in the records that other witnesses say they have seen. If what he says
sounds ridiculous, then the testimony is dismissed as a hoax, and the witness
discarded as *“‘disreputable”.

One of the pioneers in the art of protracted study of UFO witnesses is
that doyen of European investigators, Aimé Michel, author of The Truth
about Flying Saucers, and that fine study of the great 1954 wave, Flying
Saucers and the Straight Line Mystery, of many articles in Planéte and in this
REVIEW, of which he is also an editorial consultant. It will have been evident
to regular readers of this journal over the last few years that Monsieur
Maurice Masse, the witness of Valensole, has been the subject of repeated,
but quietly conducted investigations, and that he has been kept under surveil-
lance by people living or working in his locality. The result: the revelation of
a most interesting pattern of extraordinary behaviour by the witness since
his sighting in July, 1965, and his alleged encounter with UFO entities.

It is fortunate that Valensole is well within the reach of so competent a
researcher as Aimé Michel, aided so faithfully as he is by a reliable and
highly qualified team of helpers. The difficulty that besets most others in the
field is that they lack the time, the funds, and the helpers, and that the distance
to the site is too great.

However, as good as the Valensole investigations have been, the cry
still goes up from the hearts of some of our more *“‘senior’”” UFO investigators
that the need is for a qualified and reliable “professional person” type of
witness. 1 suppose there is something to be said in favour of such a witness,
although the testimony of an ‘“‘unqualified” person, couched in three and five-
letter words—with an occasional four-letter word—is no less likely to be true
than that of a qualified person, especially if the unqualified person is a trained
observer, like a policeman or a soldier. Again, there are some among us who
are inclined to speculate that UFOs are solid objects encroaching on our air
space, and touching down on our soil, apparently with the object of experi-
menting or practising with the control of human beings by some form of
radiation by which “pictures” can be projected into their minds, and by
which they can be hypnotised. If something of this kind is happening, then
as I see it, it matters not one iota whether the witness is a physicist or a farm
hand. It should all be “in the mind”, whatever or whoever the witness

happens to be.



Be that as it may, we have at last got our highly
qualified witness: at least, Aimé Michel and his friends
have got him—and they appear to have been making
an awfully good job of their investigation. For six
months I have been sitting on the side lines with
mounting excitement, gathering in the snippets of
information M. Michel has sent my way. And now, at
last, we are able to prepare a new special issue which
has been built around the remarkable case of the
doctor in the South of France. Even while 1 write, the
investigation goes on, with the full and willing co-opera-
tion of the doctor, and I understand some strange things
have been revealed. The realisation is dawning that there
may be found in the case of Dr. X possible corrobora-
tion of features in other major cases, even perhaps that
of Betty and Barney Hill. I stress that these are my views,
and not those of M. Michel.

The full story of the continuing psychiatric and
hypnotic tests and investigations over and above those
opening details of the case which are published in this
issue, will be published by M. Michel in a book. This,
he tells me, will only be done if he can find a way to
protect the identity of the witness. And thereby hangs
another sad feature of UFO investigation.

That feature is, of course, the repeated and very
necessary requests for anonymity by both witnesses and
certain of the investigators. What a tragedy that this
unhappy cover-up is necessary ; necessary because both
witnesses and investigators who are in the professions,
or who hold other responsible positions, are afraid of
the reaction of some of their colleagues, or superiors.
Afraid that their professional standing or their reputa-
tion is at stake for daring, on the one hand, to admit to
having had a UFO experience, or, on the other hand, to

wish to study this absorbing and persistent phenomenon.

FLYING SAUCER REVIEW will always respect requests for
anonymity. Indeed, although we regret the necessity for
the unhappy cover-up, we are thankful that at least
there are some to whom Herbert Spencer’s words do not

apply:

“There is a principle which is a bar against all infor-
mation, which is proof against all arguments, and which
cannot fail to keep a man in everlasting ignorance—that
principle is contempt prior to investigation.”

* * * * *

Aimé Michel’s excellent study is supported in this
issue by a remarkable work by Dr. Berthold Schwarz,
prepared specially for FSR. Also there is a discourse
on the use of hypnotism in UFO investigation, by Dr.
Leo Sprinkle, an interesting investigation by Nigel
Rimes of a new case in Brazil, a paper on UFOs and
parapsychology, by Harold Chibbett, the significance
of which will not be missed.

I hope fervently that at least some of those who, in
the past, have preferred contempt for this subject in
place of sober, reasoned investigation, will learn the
truth about UFO percipients like Dr. X, and decide
that, after all, it might be more profitable to investigate
than to condemn a subject about which they know
nothing. And when the tide begins to turn, perhaps our
qualified persons will be able to emerge from the toils
of the unhappy cover-up that has so bedevilled UFO
research throughout the years.

CHARLES BOWEN

London, June 24, 1969
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THE STRANGE CASE

OF DR “X”

Aimé Michel

Introduction

HE case which is related in part in these following

pages is one of the most complicated and the best
observed of all the cases of which French investigators
have had knowledge over the course of the past 21
years. My analysis will however deal only with its
presumed physical aspect—which is probably the least
important. Indeed certain other aspects, more difficult
to tackle, are still developing, and must be related later
—at any rate if the investigators now working on them
secure significant results.

I shall likewise omit the historical and geographical
context: it is striking to observe that objects similar
to the one described by “Dr. X” were seen in Spain on
the same day and on the previous evening, and then
again on December 7 in Morocco and on December 9
in Peru. Striking too is the fact that all these incidents
should have occurred at the same time of the night.
These similarities will not be examined in the present
article.

1. The Witnesses

(a) Dr. X holds an important official position in a town
in the South-East of France and insists for this reason
on remaining anonymous. He was born in 1930. Univer-
sity education (doctorate) and highly qualified in one
of the fields of biology. A very talented musician (we
shall see that this is not without importance). No
knowledge of mathematics.

I have known Dr. X for a long time, having become
a friend of his in a club where several childhood friends
of mine are members. He is a sensitive person, discreet,
very active intellectually, of the introverted type.
Eyesight 10/10 in both eyes.

During the war in Algeria, he was blown up by a mine
on May 13, 1958. In a coma for 24 hours: X-ray
diagnosis: sub-dural haematoma of left occipital region,
possibly with occipital fracture. Right hemiparesis
(whole of right side) with paraesthesis, marked change
in muscular tone, and intermittent crises of thorax-
curvature type. Is sent from hospital to hospital until
October 1958. During this time he loses 20 kilos (from
70 kilos). After leaving the hospital, he slowly recovers
his normal weight, but still has his right hemiparesis and
a high degree of fatigability of the right side (arm and
leg), upright standing position painful to him, and it is

impossible for him to keep his balance on the right foot
only. Likewise, tone of right hand altered, causing him,
to his deep regret, almost to give up playing the piano.
Married, father of a baby born on June 27, 1967.

On October 29, 1968, at about 2.00 p.m., Dr. X was
trying to chop, with an axe, a stump of boxwood on his
property, when an unfortunate slip by him caused the
stump to strike the front edge of the left tibia, at a point
13 cms. above the inner ankle: superficial wound, but
with a broken vein, leading immediately to the forma-
tion of a large haematoma, with swelling deforming the
trouser-leg, intense pain, and he faints.

It is important to follow the development of this
injury up to the night of the incident. Treated immedi-
ately with counter-inflammatories, antibiotics and
analgesics, the swelling goes down or, to be more precise,
it moves downwards towards the foot. Medically
prescribed rest for four days with leg extended.

Wednesday, October 30, 1968: foot swollen, heavi-
ness, tingling sensations, general fatigue.

Thursday, October 31: Foot “like lead”. Impossible
to stand upright, shooting pains in foot, tingling
sensations.

Friday, November 1: swelling going down, but same
pain still. Cramps in calf.

Night of November 1/November 2 until 3.55 a.m.:
No change.

(b) The child. Is the second witness, and interesting,
in view of his age, 14 months at the time of the incident.
Curiously precocious baby. Walked at 9 months and
one week. First teeth at 34 months instead of 6 months.
In advance of normal by six teeth. Overwhelming
vitality, sleeps little, wakes up often and asks to be fed.

2. The Incident

(a) During the second part of the night of November
1-2, Dr. X, sleeping in room 1, is awakened by his son’s
calls (ecalls, not crying), in which he recognises the
onomatopoeic sounds by which the baby designates
everything shining—a sort of rho! rho! which I myself
heard a few days later when the baby indicated to me
the fire in the hearth.

Hearing his wife still sleeping, the doctor arises pain-
fully without turning on the light, and crosses the
corridor from room 1 to room 2. At the same time he



becomes aware, though without paying attention to it,
that a storm is about to break. He finds his son standing
up in his cot and saying rho! rho! and pointing very
excitedly towards the window.

The shutters are of the solid kind and closed, but the
chinks at the top and sides permit the doctor to see the
intermittent light of what he at first takes to be flashes
of lightning. Later, he recalls that the flashes were far
more frequent than the thunderclaps, and were periodic,
but at the time he pays no attention to this, his mind
being occupied with the pain in his leg and with his
desire to calm the child down as soon as possible so as
to be able to get back to bed.

While he is switching on the light, he thinks that there
is a mighty wind blowing above the house, while the
rain whips against the walls, the tiles, and the shutters.

(b) He picks up the empty feeding-bottle from the
baby’s cot and goes into the bathroom (see sketch plan,
figure 1, room 3) puts 40 grammes of water into it and
comes back into room 2, gives it to the child to drink
(the child at once becomes quiet), then he turns off the
light, goes out, and shuts the door again, saying to
himself that he had perhaps better go and see which is
the badly-closed shutter that is being rattled by the wind.

He decides to go to it, turns on the light, and crosses
the corridor to the living room (4), where all the sounds
in the house can be heard; he turns on the light there,
listens up the chimney-shaft, wondering if it is not a
loose tile, and he finds that the noise is coming from the
upper storey, over the kitchen (5).

From the living-room a stairway leads up to a
gallery which ends at room 6 above the kitchen. The
doctor slowly climbs the stairs, reaches room 6 and
for the first time sees the landscape outside, for here,

although the window is closed, the shutters are open
and lying flat against the facade of the house.

He now discovers that the piece of open country
overlooked by his house is lit up at regular intervals—
with a periodicity of roughly about one second—by
powerful flashes which illuminate the valley and the
mountains beyond the river for a distance of 3 or 4
kilometres. The colour and the intensity of the light
are like those of the full moon. At the same time, he
realises that it is not lightning, for there is no longer
any thunder at all. But the source of the light remains
invisible. These flashes give him the impression of not
being instantaneous, but of lasting a fraction of a
second. In between the flashes, the darkness is total.

The rain is still pouring down. The doctor opens the
window, and leans out to get hold of the shutters, and
at the same time he tries to pinpoint the source of the
light. The source is not to be seen, but the shadows
cast indicate that the light is behind the house (i.e.
towards the west), not very high, nor very low.

The doctor closes the shutters and goes down into
the living-room (4) again, still suffering with his very
painful leg, and from there he goes into the kitchen (5).

His attention and his curiosity are at this moment
still only quite faintly aroused. He would like to know
what those lights mean, but above all he wants to go
back to bed and get to sleep again. However, he goes
into the kitchen, the window (7) of which, having no
shutters, looks out to the S.S.E., in the direction of the
valley, and, so he thinks to himself, will perhaps enable
him to see the light source which he could not see from
room 6.

As he enters the kitchen, his glance falls first on the
electric clock, which shows 3.55 a.m. (till this point he
had not known what time it was). A movement which
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he now makes shows how slight his curiosity still is:
before walking over to the window, he opens the
refrigerator, pours himself half a glass of cold water,
and drinks it.

The scene that presents itself from the window (7)
shows that the source of the light is still further to the
right, for the corner (8) of the house is still hiding it.
This light source must be quite local and not very far
distant towards the West, for although the surrounding
countryside is brightly lit up by the flashes for up to a
distance of as much as several kilometres, the distant
landscape, 10 kilometres off, remains in shadow. It is
true that at this moment the rain is still beating down
strongly.

So he returns to the living-room (4), still limping
painfully.

There, two double french-windows (9) and (10) open
out towards the S.S.E. on to the terrace. Both these
french-windows are closed, as are also their solid
wooden shutters. The doctor approaches the french-
window (10) and throws both sections wide open.

It is important to note that all these movements, from
the moment when Dr. X left his son’s room, have been
performed in bright light. When he opens the double
door onto the terrace, the latter is consequently visible
from outside as a large illuminated rectangle.

Let us now pinpoint the precise position of the house
since—for understandable reasons—the map of the
district cannot be published.

Dr. X lives on the side of a quite steep hill which,

towards the south, from a height of several tens of
metres, dominates a small plain several square kilo-
metres in extent where, among the old farms scattered
here and there, the buildings of the fast expanding
nearby town are beginning to spring up. To the north
the plain is dominated by the small ridge on which the
doctor’s place stands, and to the south it is dominated
by the outlines of more complex hills rising higher and
higher in several stages towards the S.S.W. To the
West, the ridge on which the house stands widens out
into foothills that descend towards the river and so
delimit the plain on that side.
The photographs enable one to grasp this situation.

3. Beginning of the Sighting

The photographs will also enable one to understand
the order in which the following occurrences took
place. The photos were taken six days later from the
exact spot where Dr. X was at 3.55 a.m. during that
night of November 1-2, 1968. We will follow the precise
order in which the events occurred.

So, Dr. X opens the double french-windows. The
rain, which had still been pouring down when he was in
the kitchen, has now stopped except for a few drops.
The doctor is wearing pyjamas. Under the pyjama-top
a singlet. The pyjama-top and the singlet reach to below
his navel. He is bare-headed.

He at once looks to the right, and beholds there the
scene shown in photo No. I: two identical luminous

5



objects, the one on the right seeming to be a little
smaller and slightly above and behind the other one.

(a) Description of the Objects in the Position Shown in
Photograph No. 1.

They give the witness the impression of being either
two cigars or two circular objects seen in profile (at this
stage he is unable to decide between these two hypo-
theses). Each object consists of two superimposed parts
that are markedly symmetrical throughout their hori-
zontal extent, the upper portion appearing perhaps to be
thicker.

Colour of the upper part: a luminous silvery white,
but much less so than the full Moon. Colour of the
underpart: a deep sunset red, brighter at the top than
at the bottom. No structure can be distinguished in
either the white or the red portion. No variations either.

(b) The ‘“‘Antennae’’.

At the moment corresponding to photograph No. 1,
the witness can distinguish four of them (two on each
object). To begin with, there are two vertical antennae
of the same colour and the same luminosity as the upper
parts of the objects. Length apparently equal to the
thickness of the object. The bases of these two antennae
are thickened.

The two other antennae, of the same colour and
brightness, and apparently of the same length, are more
slender and do not appear to be thickened out at the
base. They are seen as a silhouette in the red portion of
each object and extend beyond it slightly. Their bases
are at the junction point where the red and the white
parts meet. They are parallel and pointing slightly
towards the left of the witness. At this moment only
one horizontal ‘“antenna” is visible on each object, any
other possible “antennae” being hidden by the objects.

(c) The Beam of Light.

The lower centre part of each object is emitting a
vertical cylindrical white shaft of light—brighter
throughout its whole extent than the witness could have
expected from a simple beam of light—which, as it
passes through it. illuminates the thin storm mist hang-
ing in the valley. The source of the two beams of light
is not discernible. The foot of each beam plunges down
behind the brow of the hill, beyond the little saddle
lying to the right of the clump of trees. Neither of the
tips of the light beams is therefore visible.

(d) Activity.

The two objects display in unison a cyclic luminous
activity of a periodicity which is perceived to be about
equal to one second. It begins with white flashes that
give the witness the impression that they are “‘entering”
through the external antennae, that is to say, via the two
vertical antennae, the visible horizontal antennae of
the left-hand object, and an invisible point situated
behind the right-hand object, slightly to the left of, and
below, the base of the vertical antenna. These “flashes”,
although brief, are not instantaneous.

At almost but not quite the same time, so the doctor
thinks, another flash shoots out between the two objects,
linking the tip of the horizontal antenna of the right-
hand object with an invisible point situated at the rear
of the left-hand object and slightly to the right of the

base of the latter’s vertical “anténna”, and conse-
quently corresponding precisely to the point, likewise
invisible, whence shoots the previous flash on the right-
hand object. The witness says he felt a strong impression
that the flash shooting out between the two objects
“is a consequence” of the external flashes, as it were a
repercussion from them. He feels also the impression
that the illumination of the external flashes is not
simultaneous along the whole of their length, but that
it is propagated in a centripetal manner. He says: “It
seemed to me that the two objects were sucking in the
atmospheric electricity and that I could see it entering
through the antennae and then exploding between the
two objects, the whole thing producing one single glow
of light.”

The flashes, external as well as intermediary, are
white, not dazzling, and are silent. The form they take
is a slight prolongation of the antennae in a straight line,
without any spreading, and with a slight trembling
movement. Their intensity is the same as the intensity
of the vertical beams of light.

(e) Movement.

At the start of the sighting, the two objects are
moving as one unit towards the left, at the same time
approaching slightly nearer to the witness. We shall see
further on that the investigation of this case has enabled
us to establish precisely their actual speed and trajectory.

4. From Photograph No. 1 to Photograph No. 2

The two objects continue their movement in the same
direction and at the same apparent speed. Their position
in relation to each other undergoes a modification: the
right-hand object emerges more and more from behind
its companion. This movement, which is at first perhaps
only an alteration in perspective, combined with the
displacement towards the left, permits a second hori-
zontal antenna, identical with the first, to appear on
each object: Then the two objects perform a rotation
on their axes, the two horizontal antennae projecting
on either side of each object. The witness now discovers
that the external horizontal antennae are performing, in
their luminous activity, the same role of ‘““absorption’ as
the inner antennae, exchanging the second flash of each
cycle without it being possible to see any direction of
propagation, and that the four horizontal antennae
seem to lie on one single straight line, which appears to
be parallel to the trajectory of the two objects.

We have seen that, at position 1, the spotlights at the
tips of the light-beams were invisible. Suddenly, slightly
before position 2, the spotlight of the left-hand beam
begins to appear to right of the little white dot visible on
the profile of the hill, but further off. At this moment
the two objects perform a manoeuvre which eventually
causes them to appear—as seen by the witness—to be
side by side, of identical size, and presenting their
horizontal antennae symmetrically.

At the same time, the sources of the light-beams
become visible on the under-surfaces of the objects: it
is a sort of protuberance of the same red colour as the
under-surface, but of a darker shade.

The under-surfaces of the objects still reveal no
structure. The flashes continue to shoot out in the same
way and in the same rhythm.



Photograph
No. 2

5. From Photograph_No. 2 to Photograph No. 3

The objects continue to move towards the left in the
same relative position to each other, but their apparent
size increases very perceptibly.

The spotlight of the left-hand beam has become very
clearly visible, and the witness clearly follows its
passage across the countryside, each flash fixing, as it
were, a snapshot in his memory.

When the two objects arrive at a position slightly
before the position of photo No. 3, the spotlights of the
two light-beams become visible simultaneously. At this
moment the two objects commence a new manoeuvre
which consists in drawing near to each other. Whereas
previously their relative distance from each other
increased angularly like their angular dimension, the

Photograph No. 3

two spotlights, having become visible, begin to draw
near to each other. This drawing nearer to each other is
effected without cessation of either the movement
towards the left or the angular enlargement or the
luminous activity.

Although the objects have increased considerably in
size, Dr. X still perceives no structures. From position
(2) onwards they are at the same height as he is. At (1)
they seemed lower.

6. From Photograph No. 3 to Photograph No. 4

The left-hand movement continues at the same time
as the increase in the size of the objects and their closer
approach to each other. Following with his eye the spot-
lights of the beams on the countryside, Dr. X realises
that the increase in size does in fact correspond to an
approach in his direction, for they seem to be performing
a great sweep towards their left. The flashes continue
to shoot out, although the intermediary flash gets
shorter and shorter. In the position shown on photo
No. 4, the inner antennae are about to touch.

At this moment the witness observes that the spot-
lights of the beams are approaching each other, then
they interpenetrate each other, and from here on they
form only one spotlight. For a brief instant afterwards,
or perhaps at the same time, the inner antennae touch,

Photograph No. 4



and at once all the luminous activity ceases on all the
antennae, which however remain luminous: darkness
falls once more over the countryside,

7. From Photograph No. 4 to Photograph No. 5

Meanwhile the two objects continue to draw closer
to each other. The inner antennae interpenetrate each
other and then disappear entirely when the two objects
come into contact. This contact is transformed, without
discontinuity, into a progressive interpenetration or uni-
fication, while the leftward movement still continues and
the spotlight shifts more and more towards the left,
cutting obliquely towards the left from the trajectory
and approaching the witness, and the object grows
bigger (after No. 5) above the plain.

8. Photograph No. 6

There is now only one object, absolutely identical
with the two antecedent objects except for one detail . . .
at the precise moment of their complete unification, Dr.
X sees for the first time “‘something that is moving™ in
the red (lower) portion of the object. At the same time,
the leftward movement stops, and the object begins to
come straight towards the witness, growing rapidly in
size, while the light-beam cuts a straight path across the
plain towards the house, and the moving structures of
the red portion appear more and more clearly visible,
The object grows in size until it is enormous.

Photograph No. 5

9. Photograph No. 7

The object and the light-beam halt. The stationary
beam illuminates a circular area bounded on the left by
the ridge of the roof of the second house starting from
the left, and bounded on the right by the edge of the
roof of the next house. The sketch of the object has been
made by the witness who however thinks that he has
placed it too far to the left and much too low down
(let us not forget that after photograph No. 4 the
landscape had vanished in the darkness).

Around the light-beam, its light and the light from
the object dimly light up the houses and the trees. Dr.
X is able to see that the object extends across towards
the left from the beam to the vicinity of the roof-top
of the house on the left, and, to the right of the light-
beam, to a bit below the house with the three small
windows.

10. The Object

When it halts, the lateral antennae are seen as precise
prolongations of the juncture-points of the two portions,
upper and lower, “like a chicken on a spit”. However,
the witness has the impression that, right in front of
him, the red (lower) portion is protuberant. The white
upper part presents nothing singular as regards either
colour or brightness. The upper antenna is merely an
extension upwards.

The device from which the cylindrical light-beam
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Photograph 6 (above)
Photograph 7 (right)

shone out had the appearance of a ringed corona, on
which Dr. X is able to count, bounded by black lines,
six sections on the side that is visible. These sections
appear with the distortion due to perspective, wide in
the centre and narrowing towards the edges.

But it is the red (lower) part that presented the most
impressive features. This part was also divided into
“sections” but, it seems, in violation of the laws of
perspective. Of the eleven visible sections five (the
paired sections) were traversed from top to bottom in
about four seconds by a dark horizontal line *‘like the
lines that move across a TV screen when you are adjust-
ing it”. The moving line descending cyclically appeared
like a maximum deepening of the colour, with shading-
off on each side. The witness was unable to detect any
coordination between the respective movements of the
five lines. It merely seemed to him that when one line
was disappearing towards the bottom another one was
appearing above. All the red portion of the object gave
the impression of incandescent metal or of internal
lighting,

Although all this animation of the red portion seems
to have occurred in violation of the laws of perspective,
the vertical bands were wider towards the centre, right
opposite the witness.




11. The Spotlight

The activity in the red portion lasts for a period that
the witness is unable to estimate subjectively, for he is
obsessed with the movements of the horizontal lines
(we shall see, further on, his replies to the questions I
put to him afterwards). Meanwhile, after a period of
time which seems long to him and during which the
object remains totally immobile, he sees the spotlight
move towards him, slowly at first, over a distance of a
few metres, lighting up one by one the telephone poles
and reaching the top pole. This movement of the spot-
light was the result, not of the object’s having come
nearer, but of a rotation around the axis formed by the
two horizontal antennae, which rotation dipped the
upper part of the object towards the valley and revealed
progressively more and more of the under-surface.
Suddenly the rotation speeded up in an astonishing
fashion, and the doctor received the light-beam, which
shone all over him as well as probably over the whole
front of the house. The total duration of the rotation
was brief—of the order of a second. Meanwhile, the
witness had sufficient time to observe the lower surface
of the object, which appeared to be circular and
divided into radial sections. He does not remember
whether the movement of the lines was still visible in
the sections. He had the impression that the corona from
which the beam of light emerged was growing wider
towards the periphery as the object tipped. During the
tipping, the witness was frightened, and at the moment
when the light-beam reached him he instinctively
covered his face by a reflex action.

12, The Disappearance

At the moment when the object was presenting its
under-surface vertically. there was heard the first
sound during the whole of the sighting, namely a sort of
“bang” while, according to the witness, ‘“‘the object
dematerialised™, leaving behind nothing but its cloudy,
whitish, fleecy shape which at once disintegrated and
was borne away eastwards by the wind. At the same time
(that is to say, at the same time as the ““bang” and the
apparent dematerialisation) there came, from the centre
of the space occupied up till then by the object, a sort
of very luminous, fine, white, straight thread, which shot
out vertically in a fraction of a second towards the sky
and vanished there, forming, apparently at a height of
several hundred metres, a small white shining dot which
itself then vanished with the noise of a firework.

13. The Shock

The darkness having returned to the valley, the
witness experienced a nervous shock. Deeply shaken, he
at once goes indoors and goes to the clock already
mentioned, to see the time: it is 4.05 a.m. Ten minutes
have thus elapsed since his first visit to the kitchen. He
gets a notepad and writes down the details of his
sighting, with sketches. Then he awakens his wife and

The name "UFO Percipients’ was chosen as a title for this
special issue of FSR following a suggestion by John A. Keel,
in private correspondence, that UFO Percipient would be a
better way of describing ''contactees” or other persons
claiming to have had contact of some sort with UFOs. on
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tells her what he has seen. Both are very deeply moved.
Suddenly Mme. X cries: “Your leg!”

And, in fact, Dr. X, who is walking to and fro,
talking excitedly, no longer limps, and has completely
forgotten his injury. Dumbfounded, he turns up the
pyjama trouser-leg: the wound is healed and the
swelling has disappeared along with the pain. And they
do not return. On the occasion of our first visit, five
days later, we, like Thomas, are able to place our hand
upon the healed wound and feel the periostose, scarred
or cicatrised (cal de I’0s); all of it is as insensitive as an
ancient wound, whereas the medical certificates testify
to the presence of the swelling and the wound right up
to the time just before the incident.

14. His Sleep on November 2

Dr. X and his wife discuss the incident for half an
hour and then go back to bed. Ten minutes after he has
fallen asleep again, Dr. X starts talking in his sleep—
something that has never happened to him in his life
before. Disturbed, his wife listens for a while and then,
finding that what he is saying relates to the phenomenon
seen by him, she turns on the light and takes notes.
Inter alia, she notes down this statement: “Contact will
be re-established by falling down the stairs on Novem-
ber 2nd.” At about 7.0 a.m. the doctor stops talking.
Mme. X turns out the light and goes to sleep.

She awakens again at about 10.00 a.m. and, seeing
that her husband is still sleeping, she gets up without
waking him. He sleeps on until 2 o’clock in the afternoon.
When at last he emerges from his slumber, Mme. X
asks him if he feels all right. “Very well”, he replies.

“You should write to Michel and ask him to come
and see you,” she says. The doctor’s reply is such that
his wife realises that it is not Aimé Michel of whom he
is thinking, but another man named Michel. Puzzled,
she explains that he ought to tell Aimé Michel about
what he has seen. But he does not know what she is
talking about. He remembers nothing. Then his wife
shows him his notes and the sketches done by his own
hand. He looks at them with alarm, wondering how it
can be that he cannot remember something so extra-
ordinary. His wife does not insist further, for she too is
alarmed, and she does not tell him about what he has said
during his sleep.

In the course of the afternoon, Dr. X has an in-
explicable fall, on the living-room stairs. “I had the
impression of a hook in my leg”, he said later.

He receives a knock on the head from it, and straight-
away the full memory of the happenings during the
night returns to him.

15. The Triangle

In the days that follow, the doctor has an impression
—in which he does not yet want to believe—that all the
sequelae of his Algerian War wound—which had
remained unchanged for ten years—have completely
vanished. The nervous shock and the distress following
upon the events of November 2 are however so painful
that he feels ill and cannot be sure of their disappear-
ance, which however seems to be a fact. When I visit
him on November 8, I find he has lost weight and his
features are drawn.

That same day, cramps and pains appear in the
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umbilical region. They persist, more or less acute,
throughout the following week. On the evening of
November 17, he begins to feel an itching and pricking
here and there around the navel, and a red cutaneous
pigmentation, of striated appearance, develops.

By mid-day on November 18, this pigmentation has
assumed its final form, namely the shape of a perfectly
geomeltrical isosceles triangle with a well-defined
perimeter, measuring 17 cms. on the base and 14-15 cms.
along the sides. At the same time the pains, itching and
pricking cease suddenly and entirely. More and more
worried about this preposterous phenomenon, the
doctor and his wife telephone me. This triangle certainly
has no known precedent in the annals of Ufology, but
I think of the cases of irradiation reported on several
occasions, and I advise him to have a thorough medical
examination. This is done, that same day, and at the
same time the photographs illustrating this article are
taken.

The medical examination is negative: the dermato-
logist can find no explanation for the phenomenon,
which he considers so astonishing that he wants to
make a communication about it to the Academy of
Medicine. Dr. X, little inclined to such publicity,
manages to dissuade him from doing this. Dr. X informs
me by telephone of the results of the medical consulta-
tion. I do my best to reassure him, and I try my luck at
proposing a psychosomatic explanation to him. He had
in fact had quite a strange dream during the night of
November 13-14, in which a triangular figure played a
certain role in association with the object of November 2.
I say to him: ““No doubt it is your own anxiety that has
taken this form and has impressed itself upon that part
of your body where, for some reason or other, you have
felt certain pains these last few days. These pseudo-
stigmata do sometimes occur, and have been studied.”
With relief he accepts this explanation in which I, who
can be helpful to him in his present state of nervous

fatigue and uncertainty, do not, in my heart, believe in
the slightest.

Next day however he telephones me again, and says:
*I think we must discard the psychosomatic explana-
tion: the same triangle appeared last night on the
stomach of my son. It is exactly like mine and located in
just the same place. It doesn’t seem to be painful, for
the child pays no attention to it.”

Let us break off the account of the case at this point,
though it is not the end of it. I have said enough for the
reader to realise that the divulgation of the full story is
unfortunately impossible at present in view of the
identity of the witness and the personal nature of the
phenomena observed. Had I not been a friend of Dr. X
this case would never have been made known. And even
though I am his friend, the case can only be divulged in
part.

16. The Investigation

Urged by his wife, Dr. X writes to me on November 5.
I reply straight away telling him that I am coming to

. . . and son. Phychosomatic, or not?



see him. At the same time I alerted a Paris physicist
who has been assisting me for fifteen years, and arranged
to meet him at Dr. X’s house on November 8. The
doctor accordingly gives us, on the spot, on that day,
November 8, the account reproduced above as far as
and including paragraph 14. The physicist took the
photographs that you see here. In answer to our
questions, Dr. X gave the following fuller details:

His impression from the point represented by photo-
graph No. 1 to photograph No. 7 were, successively,
first astonishment, then perplexity, and then, at the
moment when the object approached him directly, fear.
He said: ““I had the feeling that, if it did not stop, the
object would, at the very least, knock the roof off the
house.”” However, his self-control at that point was still
complete.

It was a different state of affairs after the object took
up its stationary position. Not only was its gigantic size
impressive, but the play of the moving lines in the red
portion had a sort of fascination for him. Several times
he wanted to shout and call his wife, and to run and get
his ciné and photographic cameras, which were loaded.
But he did not do it. He did not dare to call out, nor to
break off his observation of the object even for an
instant, for fear lest something might happen in his
absence, and also perhaps because of other reasons that
he is not able to explain to himself.

We were able to satisfy ourselves that Dr. X had a
precise and detailed recollection of the course of the
events, and notably of their sequence in time and their
apparent duration. Thus we took down a preliminary
account, which I then got him to repeat on two occa-
sions later, in a different fashion, with a two-month
interval between them. Since November 8, 1968, we
have remained in frequent communication with each
other, and I have followed the development of the
further phenomena that have occurred during the
succeeding months—phenomena of a physiological,
psychological, and psychic nature.

In March 1969, having already completed a pretty
full dossier on the case, I gave a talk about it before a
group of astronomers from the Meudon Observatory,
who gave me a number of useful suggestions. I also
consulted professional psychologists and biologists in
Paris. One of the most eminent of French specialists in
hypnosis came from Bordeaux to spend two days with
me in Dr. X’s town, and got Dr. X to talk three times
under deep hypnosis, with pins deeply embedded in the
tips of his fingers. These latter experiments are not yet
concluded. All statements have been tape-recorded.

Finally, having taken the most enlightened advice,
and having respect for Dr. X’s desire to remain anony-
mous, I decided to publish, in France and England, only
the physical part of my investigation. Dr. X, my research
assistants, and I myself all hope that the publication of
this material will encourage students of Ufology to
investigate similar cases that may already have occurred,
and to send them to the Editor of Flying Saucer Review
for publication. We think indeed that great progress
could be made by the method of classification and
comparison which yielded such valuable results in the
beginning of the study of Natural History.
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17. Measurements, Evaluations, and Calculations

The attentive reader will have observed that, by a good
fortune which is exceptional in Ufology, Dr. X’s
account permits us to arrive at a pretty exact evaluation
as to the size of the object and its movements.

(a) Dimensions

From the ridge of the roof of the first house on the
left, to the right-hand extremity of the house with the
three small windows, measures 64 metres. The length
of the object, exclusive of the horizontal antennae, was
thus about 65 metres.

Its thickness, exclusive of the vertical antenna, is
estimated by the witness at one-quarter of its length,
i.e. about 16 metres.

The spotlight can be measured on the ground on the
landmarks given in photograph No. 7: its diameter
equals 17 metres.

The lengths of the antennae, vertical as well as
horizontal, were, in the opinion of the witness, percep-
tibly about equal to the thickness of the object.

(b) Distance from Witness to Stationary Object
(Photograph No. 7)

From the centre of the spotlight to the terrace of the
house is 240 metres. The object was at a height level
with the terrace. The distance from the centre of the
object to the terrace was thus equal to the product of
240 metres and the cosine of the slope (12°), i.e. 240 x
0-97 (a more exact estimate would be illusory) = 232
metres. If the object was circular, the nearest edge to
the witness was at 232 — 65 = about 200 metres.

2

Before taking these measurements and making these
calculations, I had asked Dr. X to estimate at arm’s
length, with a marked ruler, the length of the object
when it stopped (position in photograph No. 7). He did
as I suggested, and showed me, on the ruler, 152 milli-
metres. I then measured the distance from his eye to the
ruler while he looked, and it was 670 millimetres.

Knowing these values and the results of the foregoing
calculations, we can proceed now to a first check.
Leaving out of consideration the tangent effect, and
taking 152 mm. to be the diameter, we can calculate the
apparent diameter that Dr. X ought to have seen at arm’s
length. We get:

d 64, i.e. d = 184 millimetres
67 232

It is a pretty good approximation, but which never-
theless shows either that the apparent diameter has
been underestimated, or that the witness’s description
contains a slight discrepancy.

It is interesting to make the same calculation for all
the positions of the object, the latter’s distance being
directly known. These are the positions where it has
been able to localise the spotlight on the map, i.e. the
positions of photographs 3, 4, 5, and 6.

(¢) Comparison between Estimated and Calculated
Apparent Diameters
On photograph No. 3, both the spotlights are at
1,625 metres from the witness. Let us note in passing
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KEY TO CHART. The mean speeds being alone known with a sufficient degree of certainty, it is only the horizontal strokes, representing
the space traversed by each object and its mean speed during each of the six periods of time, A (from 1 to 2), B (from 2 to 3), € (from 3 to 4),
D (from 4 to 5), E (from 5 to 6), and F (from 6 to 7), that must be considered. The extended hypothetical curves only enable us to visualise the
successive manoeuvres of each object. Bearing in mind the fact that UFOs can accelerate and slow down instantaneously, we cannot be
sure that this continuity of the graph corresponds to any sort of reality.

It will be noted that:

(1) As soon as the witness sees the first spotlight, the two objects accelerate.

(2) When he sees the two spotlights, another manoeuvre starts, corresponding, more particularly, to a slowing down in speed.

(3) The two objects then speed up again until they join.

(4) The acceleration of the combined object continues until its trajectory intersects the perpendicular from the facade of the witness's
house.

(5) Atthis moment the object finally slows down and approaches. The structure of these variations is as complex and as coherent as the
topography (shown on the map) of the movements. It shows a feed-back by what the witness sees on to the behaviour of the obiects.

that the map confirms the manoeuvre described: the On photograph No. 4, the estimated apparent dia-
right-hand object has come nearer and is, as Dr. X says, meter is 22 millimetres. The actual distance being 1,500
at the same distance as the one on the left. Now this metres, we get for the calculated apparent diameter d:

does not appear at all evident in the landscape, which is d = 64 ,ord = 28 (instead of 22)
deceptive to the eye. The right-hand spotlight seems : 670 1500

much further away. However such is not the case. The The relationship is 28 = 127

doctor here gives the object an apparent diameter of EPR

IT.mi]limetres. The calculated apparent diameter would On photograph No. 5, the distance being 1,425

be: oty j metres, and the estimated apparent diameter 24 mm.,
d = 64 ,thusd =25 millimetres (instead of 17 mm.)  we get:
670 1625 d = 64, ord = 30, and a relationship of 1-:26: we

Here still we end up with an underestimate. Between 670 1425
the estimated diameter and the anticipated diameter, find that the underestimation of the apparent dimen-
the relationship was 1-21 for photograph No. 7. It is sions is constant and perceptibly identical since the
1-47 for photograph No. 3. start of the phenomenon.
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This is still true of photograph No. 6, where the actual
distance is 875 metres and the estimated apparent

diameter is 32 millimetres. Whence we get: d = 64,
67 875
which gives 4 49 mm., or a relationship of 49 = 1-5.
32

These calculations thus show a systematic under-
estimation between 1-50 and 1-21, the constancy of which
is quite remarkable. To grasp the experimental implica-
tion of this, let the reader look successively at the same
book at distances of 12 metres 10, 12 metres 70, 12
metres 60, 14 metres 70 and 15 metres, and let him
estimate the apparent diameter each time. He will find
that the variation is imperceptible. This absence of
variation shows the coherence of the account insofar as
the alleged movements are concerned.

(a) Calculation of Speeds of Object’s Evolutions

As we have said, Dr. X is a very gifted musician. 1
wanted to know whether we could trust his sense of
duration (tempo) in order to establish the detailed
chronology of the phenomenon and thereby determine
by calculations the speeds of the object’s evolutions, as
we know precisely the distances covered from photo-
graph 3 to photograph 7.

With this aim, I made time-recordings of various
mental experiments, the real duration of which could be
known. For example, Dr. X being seated in an armchair.
and not forewarned, 1 asked him to close his eyes and to
imagine the time that had elapsed between the first call
from his son up to the moment when, for the first time,
he saw the objects from the terrace. Result: 4 minutes
9 seconds, clocked by me with a stopwatch showing
tenths of a second.

Then I invited him to do the same experiment again,
but this time in reality, performing all the movements
and taking all the steps. Result: 4 minutes 17 seconds,
or an error of 8 seconds on 257 seconds, i.e. of 3 per cent.

All the experiments like this having given results of
the same order, I then clocked several times, in tenths
of a second, the time that elapsed from photograph No.
1 to photograph No. 2, and then from photograph No. 2
to photograph No. 3, and so on. I found that from one
experiment to the next the variations generally did not
exceed a few tenths of a second. Finally I took, for each
interval of time, the mean of these measurements,
which we can therefore regard as very near to the
reality. Here are these measurements:

From photo 1 to photo 2 = 89 secs.

” 2 » 3 = 6‘1 "

. 3 . 4=58 ,

5 4 - 5=36 ,

.5 5 s 6=31 ,,
6 =99

32 tE

We do not know directly the position of the objects
in photographs 1 and 2 (but it can be estimated, as will
be seen below).

On the other hand, we do know it for photographs
3,4, 5, 6, and 7. On the map, the measurements give the
following results (distance covered and mean speed) as
in Table 1.

2
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TABLE 1
Photo-
graphs 3to4 4to5 5to 6 6to7
right-
hand 287m. + 10 462m. + 10 675m. + 10 712m. + 10
object 49 m/s 128 m/s 218 m/s 71 m/s
left-
hand 200m. + 10 312m. + 10 — —
object 34 m!s 86 m/s

From this table the distances and the speeds corres-
ponding to the first images (Nos. 1 and 2) are lacking.
But the witness estimates at 16 millimetres the apparent
diameter of the images on photograph 2 and at 11
millimetres that of the left-hand object on photograph 1.
If, in conformity with what has been observed about his
estimates in photographs 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, we assume a
coefficient of underestimation of 1-3, we must accept
that the real distances were respectively 2,000 metres in
photograph 2 and 2,140 metres in photograph 1, with
possible errors that it is wise to accept as fairly wide.

In these circumstances, the map gives a further table
(Table 2).

"

TABLE 2
Photographs 1to2 2103
right-hand 650m. 700m.
object 73 mfs 114 m[s
left-hand 500m. 825m.
object 56 m/s 135 mfs

The overall picture of these results is shown in the
table of the speeds between the seven successive
positions.

(e) Diagram of Movements

Another diagram needs to be set beside this table.
This is the diagram of the actual movements of the two
objects over the terrain (figure 2).

18. Brief Discussion

Comparison of the table of speeds with the diagram
of the actual movements enables us to probe the meaning
of a manoeuvre that is incomprehensible over the terrain.
This meaning did not become apparent to the investi-
gator (and from the investigator to the witness) until
several months after the sighting when, the fine weather
having returned, I was able to proceed, on the spot, to
make all the necessary triangulations and measurements.
Let us go back to the description given by the witness
of the apparent movements and positions, and follow
them on the diagram.

In (1) the two objects are moving towards the left,
1 right being a little to the right of and behind 1 /Jeft.
Let us remember that at this moment the witness appears
on the terrace.

Between (1) and (2), the two objects execute a primary
manoeuvre which brings them into such a position that
they are equidistant from the witness and that each of
them alike is facing him with its lateral antennae.

In (2) the left-hand spotlight becomes visible. We
find that another manoeuvre starts at once: the two
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objects begin to move in a parallel fashion towards the
left.

In (2) the left-hand spotlight becomes visible. We
find that another manoeuvre starts at once: the two
objects begin to move in a parallel fashion towards the
left.

But we now find in addition that in this parallel
progress the left-hand object accelerates sharply, not
only in order to follow the right-hand object which too
is accelerating, but in such a way that the two objects are
always equidistant from the witness.

We note moreover that from this moment onwards
and right up to the fusion at (5), the right-hand object
traverses a rectilinear course (which is not discernible
on the terrain and even less so from the witness’s
terrace). Indiscernible too is the parallel movement of
the two objects from (2) to (3).

At (3) the two spotlights become visible to the witness.
The left-hand object at once changes course and converges
with the trajectory of the right-hand object. This change
of course is not seen by the witness, who notices nothing.
And yet the course taken at (3) will be held until the point
of fusion at (5).

At (4) the witness notes a pronounced drawing to-
gether of the two objects, as well as the manoeuvre of
the spotlights which draw closer together until they
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combine. This manoeuvre is accompanied by an
acceleration of the right-hand object which will remain
constant until (6), beyond the point of unification. This
too could not become apparent except in the calcula-
tions. The right-hand object, the trajectory of which
was already serving as a reference for the movement of
the two objects taken together, thus serves likewise as a
reference for speed, since at (5) the two objects, fused
into one, continue with the same acceleration as the
right-hand object had done.

At (5) the single object changes course, but still
continues to accelerate as far as (6).

At (6) the object cuts the perpendicular drawn from the
facade of the house at the point where the witness is. At
once a rapid deceleration is observed while at the same
time there is a final change of course, the object now
heading straight for the witness, slowing down as it does
SO.

19. Conclusion

All these facts present a picture of highly complex
mutual coherence, no element of which was detectable
by the witness since the coherence only appeared
through the calculations and despite the errors in
estimation made by the witness himself. As a matter of
fact these errors are of small account compared with



the admirable self-awareness and precision with which
Dr. X noted all his impressions there and then and
which should serve as a model to others. Twenty cases
as well observed as this one would teach us more about
the UFOs than the thousands of cases “‘studied” by
“Commissions”™ and “Committees”.

This coherence is disposed around a certain number
of facts.

Indeed it all happens as though, from the moment
that Dr. X appeared on his terrace, the entire manoeuvre
was organised with reference to him and his house. In
fact:

(i) From (2) onwards, the two objects never stop
facing him regardless of their marked angular movement.

(i) They maintain their equidistance from him.

(iii) They accelerate until the moment when the
combined object is precisely opposite his house. From
that moment onwards, the object heads straight for him.

(iv) Also very interesting is the behaviour of the
objects as regards the view the witness has of the spot-
lights: as soon as he sees one spotlight, the right-hand
object assumes a rectilinear course towards the point
where the fusion will take place, while the left-hand
object assumes a course parallel to that of the other; so
soon as the witness sees the two spotlights, the manoeuvre
of drawing closer begins which is to end 94 seconds
later in the fusion.

Unfortunately this analysis teaches us nothing about
the behaviour of the two objects during the time that
elapsed between the first cry of the child (and perhaps
before that) and the appearance of the doctor on the
terrace. Now, this time interval is long: we have seen
that it is over four minutes. Whence comes the triangle
on the child’s abdomen?

Finally, we would mention that, at the moment when
this report is being written (May 30, 1969) Dr. X has,
for six months past, been totally healed of the sequelae

of his Algerian War wound. Since the night of November
1-November 2, 1968, no trace of any kind whatever
remains of this wound, the effects of which had been
felt, and without any change, from May 13, 1958, right
up to November 2, 1968.

Perhaps it would be as well to mention, by way of
conclusion, the following Reuter message which was
published by the French newspapers on Wednesday,
December 18, 1968 (quoted here from France Soir of
December 19):

“Lima, Peru. Wednesday 18. The ‘rays’ from a flying
saucer have cured a Peruvian Customs official of his
myopia and rheumatism. The Customs Official stated
that he had seen the saucer last Wednesday from the
terrace of his house and that ‘the violet rays that it
emitted’ had shone on his face. Since then, the myopia
that obliged him to wear thick glasses has disappeared, as
well as his rheumatism.”

The Peruvian engineer Ermanno Maniero, APRO
correspondent in Lima, very kindly sent me, on January
14 of this year, the following further details on this case
which is so strangely similar to the case of Dr. X:

“The incident occurred on December 9, 1968, at 3
o’clock in the morning. The object, which was emitting
a light that fluctuated between dark red and violet, was
at a distance of 2 or 3 kilometres from the witness.

“The witness remained ‘in ecstasy’ for two or three
minutes, due to the effects of a paralysing fear.”

* * * *

*

[Translated from the French by Gordon Creighton.]
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SOME USES OF HYPNOSIS
IN UFO RESEARCH

R. Leo Sprinkle, Ph.D.

Dr. Sprinkle, Counsellor and Associate Professor of Psychology at the University
of Wyoming, has had a long association with this field, and is consultant to both

NICAP and APRO.

SINCE 1947 there have been increased numbers of
people who report the observation of unidentified
flying objects (UFOs). These claims from thousands of
persons in many countries have been met with mixed
reactions from other persons. Various governmental,
military, and civilian agencies have been formed to
investigate, analyse, and disseminate information about
UFO reports.

Brief Review of UFQO Literature

The serious literature of UFO investigation is large
and continuing to increase (Sable, 1967). Bulletins are
issued which describe and evaluate the reports which are
submitted. Three well-known organisations which issue
bulletins six times a year are the Aerial Phenomena
Research Organisation (APRO, 1969), Flying Saucer
Review (FSR, 1969), and National Investigations Com-
mittee on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP, 1969). (See
References.) In recent years, more scientists and profes-
sional persons have expressed interest in the physical
(Vallée and Vallée, 1966), biological (Sanderson, 1967),
psycho-social (Jung, 1959), and spiritual (Downing,
1968) implications of UFO phenomena. Recently, a
UFO symposium was conducted by the Committee on
Science and Astronautics, U.S. House of Representa-
tives (Roush, 1968). Many persons are hopeful that the
report of the Condon Committee (Condon and Gillmor,
1969), will settle the issue; however, the issue is so
complex and controversial (Saunders and Harkins,
1968) that it is unlikely that one agency or one report
can deal with all of the questions about UFO pheno-
mena. Schwarz (1968) conducted psychiatric evaluations
of persons who claimed UFO observations in four
separate sightings; he concluded (p. 979): *. . . in none
of these examples was there any clinical evidence for
current or past emotional illness or excessive phanta-
sising.”

Salisbury (1967) has discussed the five basic hypo-
theses which might account for UFO phenomena:
extraterrestrial spaceships or other machines, conven-
tional phenomena misinterpreted, psychological pheno-
mena, hoaxes or lies, secret weapons. This investigator
believes that the psychological implications are an im-
portant factor in UFO sightings (Sprinkle, 1967);
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however, the reader should be aware of the personal
bias of this investigator: I believe that there is sufficient
evidence to accept the hypothesis that the earth is being
surveyed by spacecraft which are controlled by intelligent
beings from an alien civilisations or civilisations:
apparently, the purposes and powers of these persons
are not known, but I believe that investigations should
be continued in the hopes of gaining more information
and knowledge about UFO occupants.

Some Uses of Hypnosis

In accepting the ‘‘spacecraft hypothesis”, this
investigator takes the position that all psychological and
parapsychological phenomena associated with UFO
reports should be studied for the purpose of gaining
more understanding of these complex events. One aspect
of this approach is the question of using hypnotic
techniques to gain further information from UFO
observers and other interested persons.

Of course, there are possible disadvantages in using
hypnotic techniques, including the possibility that a
hypnotised subject may distort or fabricate information.
Also, there is the difficulty which arises from the general
misconceptions about hypnosis, which may increase the
doubts and fears of persons who are not familiar with
the nature and uses of hypnosis (Cheek and LeCron,
1968).

Despite the possible disadvantages, there are possible
advantages in using hypnotic procedures in studying
UFO phenomena. The primary advantage seems to be
the facilitation of physiological and psychological
relaxation, and the possible release of subconscious
information—including recall of apparent experiences
of UFO observation.

A list of some uses of hypnosis in UFO research
might include the following:

1. Assisting UFO observers to relax and to reduce

anxiety which may be associated with their UFO
observations.

2. Interviewing UFO observers, eliciting ideomotor
responses and using other techniques for gaining
more information about their UFO sightings.

3. Checking the reliability of previous informatio

from observers about their UFO sightings.



