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G THE WAY;
f‘%encﬂ Agency, ﬁessdalen Project

The Sturrock-Rockefeller panel was able to assess some
examples of UFO data collection and examination outside of
the U.S. What they found might in some ways serve as fit-
ting models for efficient—and official—American efforts.

n reviewing the possibilities

for improving the U.S.

study and investigation of

UFOs, the Panel took spe-
cial note of two foreign operations
that have effectively implemented
UFQO research in their respective
countries.

In France, the space agency
CNES has a specialized branch of
service that investigates aerial
phenomena, including UFOs.
Established in 1977, GEPAN
(Groupe d'Etudes des
Phénomenes Aérospatiaux Non-
identifiés) originally worked
toward coordinating collection
procedures and analysis of

The following excerpts from the
Panel report add further details
about these exceptional—and offi-
cial—UFO projects.

GEPAN/SEPRA

The initial steps taken by
GEPAN led to the following con-
clusions:

* Those events that remain unex-
plained after careful analysis are
neither numerous or frequent.

* The appearance of some report-
ed phenomena cannot readily be
interpreted in terms of conven-
tional physical, psychological or

physical nature and the psychologi-
cal nature of the phenomenon. In
order to fully understand a wit-
ness’s narrative account, it was nec-
essary to consider not only the
account but the psychology and
personality of the witness, the
physical environment in which the
event occurred, and the witness’s
psycho-social environment.

GEPAN negotiated agreements
with the Gendarmerie Nationale,
the Air Force, the Navy, the meteo-
rological offices, police, etc. These
organizations provided GEPAN
with relevant reports, video tapes,
films, etc.,which were then
processed and analyzed either by
GEPAN or by associated laborato-
ries. However, from 1979 on,
GEPAN worked mainly with
reports from the Gendarmerie since
these reports proved to be best suit-
ed for GEPAN’s purposes.

After 21 years of activity,

&
-

UFO reports with French
civil, military and law
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the GEPAN /SEPRA files
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decade later, in 1988,
GEPAN was replaced by
SEPRA (Service d'Exper-
tise des Phénomenes de
Rentrées Atmosphériques),
widening its mission to the
investigation of re-entry
phenomena, including

H d 1 h debri e December < g e
satellite and launch debris Pludituate T SN raed s & fn ool '*;,mg@,mmwm,ﬁgum
looks Hike a big light with different ‘the valley. 11 can stend 54l for more

and the like. Budget
restrictions have lessened
the resources for investi-
gating UFO reports.

In Norway, a small group
set up the Hessdalen Project
in 1981, using specially-outfitted
cameras and other scientific
equipment to monitor increasing
UFO activity reported in the Hess-
dalen Valley. The Project’s five

~members were assisted by the
Norwegian Defense Research
Establishment, the University of
Oslo and the University of
Bergen.
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psycho-social models.

* The existence of a physical com-
ponent of these phenomena
seems highly likely.

Following these initial steps,
GEPAN undertook to develop a
more theoretical but rigorous
approach to these studies. It was
clear at the outset that it would be
necessary to consider both the

south-east of Trondheim, about 30 ki pocthwestof e | |
people live there. You can Jook ot some pictuies of the panme. | |

http:/lwww.hiof.no/crulp/prosjekter/hessdalen

Gendarmerie. About 100 of
these reports were found to
justify specific investiga-
tions. Of this number, only a
few cases remain unex-
plained today. There have
been attempts by SEPRA to
increase the scope of the
project at least to a European
level, consisting of detection
stations set up with a range
of cameras, computers and
other necessary technical
devices, but this has not yet
been successful.

During the GEPAN phase, the
project produced many reports and
investigations and technical docu-
ments concerning topics related to
the study of UFO events. These
reports were made publicly avail-
able. These reports are no longer
being disseminated, but some
information can still be requested
from http:/ /www.hiof.no/




PROJECT HESSDALEN
SEQUENTIAL ORBS—Hessdalen lights caught on film. ;

crulp/prosjekter/hessdalen

Hessdalen is a valley in central
Norway, 120 kilometers south of
Trondheim. The valley is 12 kilome-
ters long and a maximum of 5 kilo-
meters wide. The hills to the west
and to the east rise to about 1,000
meters above sea level. Most people
in the valley live at a height of about
800 meters.

In December 1981, the inhabitants
of the Hessdalen valley began to
report seeing strange lights. They
were sometimes visible three or four
times a day. There were hundreds of
reports during the period 1981 to
1985, but the phenomenon began to
decrease during 1984, and since
1985 there have been comparatively
few sightings. Witnesses reported
observations that seemed to fit into
three different categories: Type 1: A
yellow “bullet,” with the sharp end
pointing down. Type 2: A strong
blue-white light, sometimes flash-
ing, always moving. Type 3: A pat-
tern comprising many light sources
with different colors that moved as
if they were physically connected.

Field work was carried out in the
Hessdalen valley from January 21,
1984 to February 26, 1984, when up
to 19 investigators were in the field
at the same time. The project then
involved three stations with
observers and their cameras, some

. observers

cameras fitted with
gratings to obtain
spectroscopic
information.
At the princi-
pal station,

used the fol-
lowing equip-
ment: cameras,
some fitted with
gratings; an
infrared viewer; a
spectrum analyzer; a seis-
mograph; a magnetometer; radar
equipment; a laser; and a Geiger
counter.

Lights that were recorded to be
below the contours of the moun-
tains must have originated in the
Hessdalen region, but lights that
were recorded to be above the crest
line may have originated at a great
distance. Without triangulation or
other information, it is impossible
to determine the distances of the
lights. However, some of the
events that were seen as lights
were tracked also by radar. If taken
at face value, the radar measure-
ments would imply speeds up to
30,000 kilometers per hour. (Tech-
nical notes presented in the
Appendix suggest the possibility of
natural explanations.)

Observations continue to be

Observations
continue tobe
reported from the
Hessdalen valley;
the rate is now about 20
reports per year.

reported from the Hessdalen
valley; the rate is now about 20
reports per year. An automatic
measurement station, for installa-
tion in Hessdalen, is now being
developed and prepared at
Ostfold College (Norway), which
is the present base of Project
Hessdalen.

PANEL SUMMARY RESPONSE:
The panel notes that in cases that
involve repeated, semi-regular
sightings of lights (such as are said
to occur at Hessdalen in Norway
and at Marfa in Texas), it is diffi-
cult to understand why no rational
explanation has been discovered,
and it would seem that a small
investment in equipment and time
should produce useful results. <i»
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4 o~ That this report
p ‘ could stir the kind of apoplectic

o reaction from professional UFO
e debunkers is an indication of just how
hostile many scientists are
toward the subject.

rock-Rockefeller

by Scott S. Smith

ri
FORRESTSCAPES

onceivably the most

important event in the
history of the study of
the UFO phenomenon

was not Roswell in

Anticipating a New Millennium of
| ! 711 July 1947—whose UFO f
1 1’6(11 Ob] eCtlvlty and Op enress on connection is stiﬂ being cﬁbz:eed——

. . but the rel f rt £
the part of Big Science, the  paneofndependent scentists

sponsored by the Society for Scien-

StuTTOCk Pand Report b?’(—?aks new tific Exploration on June 29, 1998.

The radical conclusion of this distin-

ground for an honorable pursuit  suished panel after considering

s evidence for the reality of UFOs
tOO lon g 1 gnored b UFO ]’esearch. presented by investigators: “(T)here
was no convincing evidence point-
ing to the involvement of extrater-
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restrial intelligence. The panel nev- |
ertheless concluded it would be
valuable to carefully evaluate UFO
reports since, whenever there are
unexplained observations, there is

the possibility that scientists will

learn something new by studying
these observations.”

That this could stir the kind of
apoplectic reaction from professional
UFO debunkers (see related story,
“The Debunkers’ Response”) is an
indication of just how hostile many
scientists are toward the subject.
They’ve acted as if a Trojan Horse
had been hauled inside the sacred
citadel of academia, declaring that
there has never been any UFO event
worth investigating and decrying
any further effort. This attitude was
set 30 years ago with the Colorado
Project, headed by Dr. Edward Con-
don, a skeptic who was (as Kevin
Randle documented in Conspiracy
of Silence) asked by the U.S. govern-
ment to put an end to public and sci-
entific interest in the phenomenon.
The conclusions in the Condon
Report were actually at odds with
the information in it, and some of the
investigations were, as with the Blue

Book Project before it, less
objective than many of those
conducted by amateur ufolo-

gists. The Sturrock-Rocke-
feller Report, as the SSE-spon-
sored project is known, is kind
to Condon, only saying that sci-
entific advances since then
argue for reopening the issue.
The amusing reaction from

the puppets in the media was epit-
omized by the criticism of the The

Washington Post for running even

news about the Report by—don’t

laugh—The New York Post, which
raved on about how the other
paper had been “taken for a good

w File Edit Services Windows AOL

long ride” by the “lunatic fringe” of
credulous academics “who over-
dosed on science fiction as a teenag-
er, is a sucker for ESP and Eastern
mysticism and is drawn to the kind
of crank who claims that Martians
built the pyramids.” Even more
amazingly, the editor declared the
idea that scientists might be afraid
to speak out about UFOs because of
fear of ridicule was “a big lie.”
Funded by Laurance Rockefeller,
the SSE administered the panel’s
work, which was published in the
12:2 issue of its Journal of Scientific
Exploration.The director of the Pro-
ject was Dr. Peter Sturrock, Profes-
sor of Applied Physics at Stanford
University, winner of the 1986 Hale
Prize in Solar Physics from the
American Astronomical Society, the
Arctowski medal in 1990 from the
National Academy of Sciences, and
the 1992 Space Sciences Award
from the 40,000-member American
Institute of Aeronautics and Astro-
nautics for his “major contribution
to the fields of geophysics, solar
physics and astrophysics, leader-
ship in the space science communi-
ty, and dedication to the pursuit of
knowledge.” Not quite the crank
that CSICOP would have everyone
believe, although he founded the

~ Society for Scientific Euploration =

Home (€3] Back || Forward [BD)] Relosd | -

Load Images

Stop Load Original

ey

Link URL: {

Page complete

Join The Soc/ely for Sclientific Exploration

The Journal of Scientific Exploration’s home page, which has full
details of the Sturrock Report and related documents, can be reached

at http:/lwww.jse.com
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Dr. Richard Haines made a case to
the panel for this Vancouver Island
shot (above) taken in 1981.

At right: closeup of the image
printed on Panchromatic paper
(top) and blue-green sensitive
paper (bottom).

SSE, a group of academics interested
in researching controversial issues at
the fringes of conventional science.
The co-chairs of the panel were Dr.
Thomas Holzer of the High Altitude
Observatory of the National Center
for Atmospheric Research in Boulder,
Colorado, and Dr. Von Eshleman,
Emeritus Professor of Electrical Engi-
neering at Stanford. Two other panel
members were Dr. J. R. Jokipii and
Dr. H. J. Melosh, professors of plane-
tary science at the University of Ari-
zona in Tucson, alma mater of the
late Dr. James McDonald, one of the
most famous astrophysicists ever to
tackle the matter of UFOs. The oth-
ers: Dr. James Papike, director of the
Institute of Meteoritics and Professor
of Earth and Planetary Sciences at the
University of New Mexico in Albu-
querque; Dr. Charles Tolbert, Profes-

sor of Astronomy at the University of |

Virginia; Dr. Francois Louange, Man-
aging Director of Fleximage in Paris;
Dr. Guenther Reitz of the Germany
Aerospace Center, Institute for Aero-
space Medicine in Cologne, Ger-
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many; and Dr. Bernard Veyret of
the Bioelectromagnetics Laboratory
at the University of Bordeaux,
France. Serving as the panel moder-
ators were two scientists with pre-
vious interest and involvement in
cutting edge, if controversial, sci-
ence: David Pritchard and Harold
Puthoff.

The Report first looks at photo-
graphic evidence, the most contro-
versial because the circumstances of
filming are rarely independently
observed and detection of fraud, let
alone identification of a distant
object in a photograph, is always

difficult. Highly-regarded
researcher Dr. Richard Haines
made the case to the panel for a
picture taken in 1981 in British
Columbia, using highly techni-
cal analysis to rule out mun-
dane explanations.

But the Panel recognized that
it would take more than this to
convince the scientific commu-
nity of the reality of a strange
new phenomenon and noted
that advances in digital tech-
niques would make detection
of photographic hoaxes even
more difficult in the future.

Haines and Jacques Vallee, an
astrophysicist by training and
one of the most innovative
thinkers in UFO history, ana-
lyzed impressive photos taken
from a Costa Rican government
mapping aircraft in 1971, but these
and the commentary appear only on
the SSE website.

Vallee, also a professional com-
puter scientist, discussed the phe-
nomenon of luminosity. Examining
a 1956 Royal Canadian Air Force
report of a “bright light which was
sharply defined and disk-shaped,”
he and Navy optical physicist Bruce
Maccabee argued that it could not
have been lightning or a reflection
of sunlight by clouds. Vallee then
presented information reported by
300 witnesses on a French subma-
rine in 1965 near Martinique. They
observed a luminous disk which
maneuvered 10 kilometers away
and left a white trace in the sky. In
1976, there was another luminous
disk seen by the director of a
physics lab in Grenoble, France. The
fourth case occurred in 1978 at
Gujan-Mestras, France. A few others
were briefly mentioned. The panel
was dubious about distance esti-
mates involved, but called for fur-
ther research.

Jean-Jacques Velasco of the French
space agency CNES talked about one
of the 175 cases involving radar
reports and visual observation of the
same object which CNES and the
USS. Air Force’s Project Blue Book
collected. This occurred near Paris on
January 28, 1994, when the crew of




1998 Science Panel Reports On UFOs

Even without plaudits
from the scientific commu-
nity at large, the value of
this special panel report is
unmistakable. In his intro-
duction, Panel Coordinator
Peter Sturrock makes a
point of orienting other
scientists to the possibility
of enlightenment regarding
UFO research.

ver the last fifty years,
people throughout the
world have become
familiar with UFO
reports. These reports have been
attributed to a wide range of
causes including hoaxes, halluci-
nations, planets, stars, meteors,
cloud formations, ball lightning,
secret aircraft, and extraterrestri-
al spacecraft. Despite the abun-
dance of such reports, and
despite great public interest, the
scientific community has shown
remarkably little interest in this
topic. This may be due in part to
the fact that there are no public
funds to support research into
this issue, in part to the assump-
tion that there are no data worth
examining, in part to the belief
that the Colorado study that led
to the Condon Report (Condon &
Gillmor, 1969) has effectively set-
tled the question, and possibly in
part to the perception that the
topic is in some sense “not
respectable.” The relative impor-
tance of these four causes is
unclear, but it seems likely that
each has had some impact in
dampening the interest of the sci-
entific community in this subject.
The general perception in the
scientific community is that, if
UFO reports pose a scientific

by Peter A. Sturrock

problem at all, it has more to do
with psychology and the science of
perception than with physical sci-
ence. Indeed, most reports simply
comprise narrative accounts of
what someone saw or thought he
saw in the sky. Sometimes the
reports involve more than one wit-
ness, and sometimes an event is
witnessed from two or more differ-
ent locations. However, the fact is
that physical scientists cannot get
involved in the UFO problem
unless there is physical evidence.
The purpose of this workshop was
to assess whether or not there is
any such evidence. If the answer is
no, then there is no way that phys-
ical scientists can contribute to the
resolution of this problem. If, on
the other hand, the answer is yes,
then it should be possible for phys-
ical scientists to contribute to the
resolution of this problem.

It should perhaps be stressed
that it would be unreasonable to
ask a panel of nine scientists, meet-
ing for only a few days, to do

much more than make a
preliminary assessment
of some limited category
of evidence related to
this complex and contro-
versial topic. It would
certainly be highly
unreasonable to expect
such a panel to solve, in
only a few days, a prob-
lem that has remained
unsolved for 50 years.
Science advances by the
development of an
informed consensus on
well-defined questions
(see, for instance, Ziman,
1968), but scientists can
arrive at an informed
consensus only if (1) suf-
ficient research has been
carried out, and (2) the
results of that research
have been presented to
and evaluated by the scientific
community. For the UFO prob-
lem, these first two essential steps
have yet to be taken.

Of course, this unofficial work-
shop that lasted only three days
is a very modest undertaking
compared with the two-year-
long Colorado Project that was
supported both by the Air Force
and the Central Intelligence
Agency. Nevertheless, the intent
and spirit of the workshop was
such that all the participants
would join with me in echoing
the same aspirations as those
articulated by University of Col-
orado President Dr. ].R. Smiley
almost 30 years ago: “We hope
and believe that [this report] will
have the effect of placing the con-
troversy as to the nature of
unidentified flying objects in a
proper scientific perspective. We
also trust that it will stimulate
research along lines that may
yield important new knowl-

edge.” o

UFO 33




	ufomag-007
	ufomag-001
	ufomag-002
	ufomag-003
	ufomag-004
	ufomag-005
	ufomag-006

