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a significant number of fairly complete reports by reliable observers re-
mained unexplained, Although no evidence existed that unexplained reports
of sightings constituted a physical threat to the security of the U, S,, in
March, 1952, the Air Force decided that all reports of unidentified

aerial objects should be investigated and evaluated to determine if '""{lying
saucers' represented technological developments not known to this country,

Originally, the problem involved the preparation and analysis of about
1,300 reports accumulated by the Air Force between 1947 and the end of
March, 1952, During the course of the work, the number of reports sub-
mitted for analysis and evaluation more than tripled, the result of the un-
precedented increase in observations during 1952, Accordingly, this study
is based on a number of reports considered to be large enough for a pre-
liminary statistical analysis, approximately 4, 000 reports,

This study was undertaken primarily to categorize the available
reports of sightings and to determine the probability that any of the reports
of unidentified aerial objects represented observations of '"flying saucers'',
With full cognizance of the quality of the data available for study, yet with
an awareness of the proportions this subject has assumed at times 1n the
public mind, this work was undertaken with all the seriousness accorded
to a straightforward scientific investigation, In order to establish the
probability that any of the reports of unidentified aerial objects represented
observations of "flying saucers', it was necessary to make an attempt to
answer the question '""What is a 'flying saucer'?'", However, it must be
emphasized that this was only incidental to the primary purpose of the
study, the determination of the probability that any of the reports of un-
identified aerial objects represented observations of '""flying saucers', as
defined on Page 1.

The basic technique for this study consisted of reducing the available
data to a form suitable for mechanical manipulation, a prerequisite for the
application of preliminary statistical methods. One of International
Business Machine Corporation's systems was chosen as the best available
mechanical equipment,

The reduction of data contained in sighting reports into a form suit-
able for transfer to IBM punched cards was extremely difficult and time
consuming,

For this study a panel of consultants was formed, consisting of both
experts within and outside ATIC, During the course of the work, guidance
and advice were received from the panel, The professional experience

availlable from the panel covered major scientific fields and numerous
specialized fields,

All records and working papers of this study have been carefully
preserved in an orderly fashion suitable for ready reference. These
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(3) Case 1II does not satisfy Condition 1, It also does not

satisfy Condition 4 when Case Il is eliminated as a
good UNKNOWN,

(4) Case IV does not satisfy Conditions 1 or 2. There are
few cigar-shaped or rocket-shaped objects reported in
the literature. In addition, this observer is not con-
sidered to be well-qualified technically.

(5) Case V does not satisfy Condition 1. It also does not

satisfy Condition 4 when Case IV is eliminated as a
good UNKNOWN.,

It might be argued here that many of the UNKNOWNS might actually
have shapes similar to these good UNKNOWNS. It will be noted, however,

that each of these five cases does not satisfy one of the other three condi-
tions.

(6) Case VI does not satisfy Condition 2. In the description
of the object, it was stated that at certain times there
was no light seen from the object. Apparently, the
""band of no light'', as diagrammed by the observer, was
an attempt to explain this, However, if the object were
constructed as shown in the diagram, light should have
been seen at all times. Because of this conflict the
drawing is not considered reliable, and without the draw-
ing, there is not enough detail in the description to make
it useful for this study.

(7) Case VII violates Conditions 1 and 4. Although the shape
is disc~like, the maneuvers performed by the object are

unique both among the UNKNOWNS and among the good
UNKNOWNS.,

Cases VIII to XII satisfy Conditions 1 through 3, but they do not

satisfy Condition 4, The features which make them different from each
other are as follows:

(8) Case VIII. The object is smooth, with no protrusions
or other details,

(9) Case IX. The object had rocket or jet pods on each
side that were shooting out flames,

(10) Case X. The object had a fin or rudder,

(11) Case XI. The object had a series of portholes, or
windows, on its under side,
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(12) Case XII. The object had windows in its top and front

and its top midsection. It also had a set of propellers
around its waist,

It is not possible, therefore, to derive a verified model of a "flying
saucer' from the data that have been gathered to date., This point is im-
portant enough to emphasize. Out of about 4,000 people who said they saw
a '"flying saucer', sufficiently detailed descriptions were given in only 12
cases, Having culled the cream of the crop, it is still impossible to develop
a picture of what a '"flying saucer' is.

In addition to this study of the good UNKNOWNS, an attempt was made
to find groups of UNKNOWNS for which the observed characteristics were
the same. No such groups were found.

On the basis of this evidence, therefore, there is a low probability
that any of the UNKNOWNS represent observations of a class of '"flying
saucers'. It may be that some reports represent observations of not one
but several classes of objects that might have been 'flying saucers'';
however, the lack of evidence to confirm even one class would seem to make
this possibility remote, It is pointed out that some of the cases of KNOWNS,
before identification, appeared fully as bizarre as any of the 12 cases of
good UNKNOWNS, and, in fact, would have been placed in the class of good
UNKNOWNS had it not been possible to establish their identity,

This is, of course, contrary to the bulk of the publicity that has been
given to this problem. The reason for the nature of this publicity was
clearly brought out during the re-evaluation study. It is a definite fact that
upon reading a few reports, the reader becomes convinced that '"flying
saucers' are real and are some form of sinister contrivance, This reaction
is independent of the training of the reader or of his attitude toward the
problem prior to the initial contact, It is unfortunate that practically all of
the articles, books, and news stories dealing with the phenomenon of the
'""flying saucer' were written by men who were in this category, that is,
men who had read only a few selected reports. This is accentuated by the
fact that, as a rule, only the more lurid-sounding reports are cited in these
publications., Were it not for this common psychological tendency to be
captivated by the mysterious, it is possible that no problem of this nature
would exist.

The reaction, mentioned above, that after reading a few reports, the
reader is convinced that "flying saucers' are real and are some form of
sinister contrivance, is very misleading. As more and more of the reports
are read, the feeling that '"'saucers'" are real fades, and is replaced by a
feeling of skepticism regarding their existence. The reader eventually
reaches a point of saturation, after which the reports contain no new infor-
mation at all and are no longer of any interest. This feeling of surfeit was
universal among the personnel who worked on this project, and continually
necessitated a conscious effort on their part to remain objective,
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CONC LUSIONS

It can never be absolutely proven that '"flying saucers' do not exist,
This would be true if the data obtained were to include complete scientific
measurements of the attributes of each sighting, as well as complete and
detailed descriptions of the objects sighted. It might be possible to demon-
strate the existence of "flying saucers' with data of this type, IF they were
to exist.

Although the reports considered in this study usually did not contain
scientific measurements of the attributes of each sighting, it was possible
to establish certain valid conclusions by the application of statistical
methods in the treatment of the data. Scientifically evaluated and arranged,
the data as a whole did not show any marked patterns or trends. The in-
accuracies inherent in this type of data, in addition to the incompleteness of
a large proportion of the reports, may have obscured any patterns or trends
that otherwise would have been evident. This absence of indicative relation-
ships necessitated an exhaustive study of selected facets of the data in order
to draw any valid conclusions.

A critical examination of the distributions of the important char-
acteristics of sightings, plus an intensive study of the sightings evaluated
as UNKNOWN, led to the conclusion that a combination of factors, prin-
cipally the reported maneuvers of the objects and the unavailability of
supplemental data such as aircraft flight plans or balloon-launching records,
resulted in the failure to identify as KNOWNS most of the reports of objects
classified as UNKNOWNS,

An intensive study, aimed at finding a verified example of a "flying
saucer' or at deriving a verified model or models of '"flying saucers' (as
defined on Page 1), led to the conclusion that neither goal could be attained
using the present data,

It is emphasized that there was a complete lack of any valid evidence
consisting of physical matter in any case of a reported unidentified aerial
object,

Thus, the probability that any of the UNKNOWNS considered in this
study are '"flying saucers'" is concluded to be extremely small, since the
most complete and reliable reports from the present data, when isolated
and studied, conclusively failed to reveal even a rough model, and since
the data as a whole failed to reveal any marked patterns or trends.

Therefore, on the basis of this evaluation of the information, it is
considered to be highly improbable that any of the reports of unidentified
aerial objects examined in this study represent observations of technologi-
cal developments outside the range of present-day scientific knowledge.
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APPENDIX A

TABULATIONS OF FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE
DISTRIBUTIONS BY CHARACTERISTICS
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records include condensations of all individual sighting reports, and the
IBM cards used in various phases of the study,

ORIGIN AND NATURE OF DATA

Reports of sightings were received by the U, S. Air Force from a
representative cross section of the population of the U, S.,, and varied
widely in completeness and quality. Included were reports from reputable
scientists, housewives, farmers, students, and technically trained mem-
bers of the Armed Forces. Reports varied in length from a few sentences
stating that a '"flying saucer' had been sighted, to those containing thou-
sands of words, including description, speculation, and advice on how to
handle the '"problem of the 'flying saucers'', Some reports were of high
quality, conservative, and as complete as the observer could make them;
a few originated from people confined to mental institutions. A critical
examination of the reports revealed, however, that a high percentage of
thern was submitted by serious people, mystified by what they had seen and
motivated by patriotic responsibility,

;

Three principal sources of reports were noted in the preliminary
review of the data, The bulk of the data arrived at ATIC through regular
military channels, from June, 1947, until the middle of 1952,

A second type of data consisted of letters reporting sightings sent by
civilian observers directly to ATIC, Most of these direct communications
were dated subsequent to April 30, 1952, and are believed to be the result
of a suggestion by a popular magazine that future reports be directed to the
Air Technical Intelligence Center. As could be expected, a large number

” of letters was received following this publicity,

A third type of data was that contained in questionnaire forms com-
pleted by the observer himself. A questionnaire form, developed during
the course of this study, was mailed by ATIC to a selected group of writers
of direct letters with the request that the form be completed and returned.
Approximately 1,000 responses were received by ATIC,

In general, the data were subjective, consisting of qualified estimates
of physical characteristics rather than of precise measurements. Further-
more, most of the reports were not reduced to written form immediately.
The time between sighting and report varied from one day to several years,
Both of these factors introduced an element of doubt concerning the validity
of the original data, and increased its subjectivity, This was intensified by
the recognized inability of the average individual to estimate speeds, dis-
tances, and sizes of objects in the air with any degree of accuracy. In
spite of these limitations, methods of statistical analysis of such reports in
sufficiently large groups are valid, The danger lies in the possibility of

-
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forgetting the subjectivity of the data at the time that conclusions are
drawn from the analysis, It must be emphasized, again and again, that any
conclusions contained in this report are based NOT on facts, but on what
many observers thought and estimated the true facts to be.

Altogether, the data for this study consisted of approximately 4, 000
reports of sightings of unidentified aerial objects. The majority were re-
ceived through military channels or in the form of observer-completed
questionnaires; a few were accepted in the form of direct letters from un-
questionably reliable sources. Sightings made between June, 1947, and
December, 1952, were considered for this study. Sightings alleged to have
occurred prior to 1947 were not considered, since they were not reported
to official sources until after public interest in '""flying saucers' had been
stimulated by the popular press,

REDUCTION OF DATA TO MECHANIZED COMPUTATION FORM

As received by the Air Technical Intelligence Center, the sighting
reports were not in a form suitable for even a quasi-scientific study. A
preliminary review of the data indicated the need for standardized interro-
gation procedures and supplemental forms for the reduction of currently
held and subsequently acquired data to a form amenable to scientific
appraisal,

The plan for reduction of the data to usable form consisted of a pro-
gram of development comprising four major steps: (1) a systematic listing
of the factors necessary to evaluate the observer and his report, and to
identify the unknown object observed; (2) a standard scheme for the trans-
fer of data to a mechanized computation system; (3) an orderly means of
relating the original data to all subsequent forms; and (4) a consistent pro-
cedure for the identification of the phenomenon described by the original
data,

Questionnaire

The first reports received by ATIC varied widely in completeness
and quality, Air Force Letter 200-5(2) and Air Force Form 112(1) were
attempts to fix responsibility for and improve the quality of the reports of
sightings. To coordinate past efforts and to provide standardization for the

(1) A modified Air Force Form 112 lists pertinent questions to be answered in regard to an unidentified-object
sighting.

(2) Air Force Letter 200~5 places responsibility with the Air Force for the investigation, reporting, and
analysis of unidentified aerial objects. This letter is dated 29 April 1952,
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future, it was imperative to develop a questionnaire form listing the factors
necessary for evaluation of the observer and his report, and identification

of the unknown objects, In addition, it was decided that such a questionnaire
should be designed to serve as an interrogator's guide, and as a form for
the observer himself to complete when personal interrogation was not possi-
ble or practicable,

Ideally, a questionnaire for the purposes required should contain
questions pertaining to all technical details considered to be essential for
the statistical approach, and should serve to obtain a maximum of informa-
tion from the average individual who had made a sighting in the past or
would be likely to be reporting sightings in the future, DBesides these dis-
crete facts, an integrated written description of a sighting would be re-
quired, thus enabling the reported facts of the sighting to be corroborated.
Also, a narrative description might allow subtle questions to be answered
concerning the observer's ability, such as indirect questions that would
reveal his reasoning ability, suggestibility, and general mental attitude.
As a whole, then, the information contained in a questionnaire should make
possible the classification and evaluation of the sighting, the rating of the
observer, the probability of accuracy of reported facts, and the identifica-

tion of what was reported by the observer as unidentified,

During the course of this project, three questionnaire forms were
developed, each intended to be an improved revision of the one preceding.
The improvements were suggested and confirmed by members of the panel
of consultants connected with this project.

The original form was evolved by the panel of consultants as their
first work on this project, It was intended to allow the start of the reduc-
tion of reports to discrete data, and was immediately subjected to exten-
sive review and revision by the panel., The revised (second) form was
subjected to a trial test before adoption. ATIC sent a copy to observers
reporting sightings, with the request that the form be completed and re-
turned. Of the first 300 questionnaires returned during July and August,
1952, 168 were analyzed by a consulting psychologist. On the basis of this
analysis, plus the experience gained in working with past reports, the final
form of the questionnaire — the U, S, Air Force Technical Information
Sheet — was evolved, Copies of the three forms of the questionnaire, in
the order of their development, are shown as Exhibits Bl, B2, and B3 in
Appendix B,

In order to implement the transcription of data from past sighting
reports, each succeeding form was put to use as soon as it was developed
and approved, Accordingly, experience was obtained with each form in
relation to past data, an important factor in the improvement of the quality
and completeness of the later reports included in this study,
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Coding System and Work Sheet

The reduction of non=numerical data to numerical form is mandatory
in the machine handling of data, Thus, the selection of the IBM punched-
card system for analysis of data forced the adoption ~f a master coding
plan, Since it was impracticable to transfer detailed data of an exact
nature from the questionnaire to the IBM card, an intermediate transfer
form, coordinated with the master code, was necessary,

The master coding plan was evolved during the early stages of the
preliminary analysis of data, and was reviewed by the panel of consultants
before use, It was recognized that this system of coding would be the
heart of the analysis, that is, the completeness of the facility for trans-
lation of data could make or break the study. Accordingly, every conceiv=-
able factor that might influence the identification of unidentified aerial
objects was included, together with a wide range of variations within each
factor. The original coding system (with minor corrections) was used

throughout the translation of the original data with marked success. A copy

of this system, called CODES, is enclosed as Exhibit B4, Appendix B.

To facilitate the preparation of the punched-card abstract, an inter-
mediate form called the WORK SHEET (later, the CARD BIBLE) was
developed. Referenced to both the data from the questionnaire and the sys-
tem of report identification, the WORK SHEET permitted an orderly
transcription of data simultaneously by several people. In conjunction
with the CODES, the WORK SHEET was used during the reduction of the
original data to code form necessary for transfer to punched cards., A
sample is included as Exhibit B5, Appendix B.

After the analysis was under way, it became apparent that the me-
chanics of machine processing could be improved by incorporating in the
IBM card system group classifications of certain factors requiring more
than one column for discrete expression, In addition, the inclusion of
certain data relating to the evaluation and bearing of the sun with respect
to the observer was considered necessary, Finally, a critical examination
of certain segments of the data indicated the need for the definition of a
new factor relating to the maneuvers of the object or objects sighted.,

Prior to the start of the analytical study, it had been assumed that a com-

bination of stated factors would, by inference, define the maneuver pattern,

All these additions have been incorporated in a revised set of CODES
and CARD BIBLE that are illustrated as Exhibits B6 and B7, Appendix B,
However, at the time that the maneuver factor was determined to be criti-
cal, it was physically impracticable to make the required definitions and

re-evaluate the original data, Therefore, no code for maneuverability has
been included in the CODES, CARD BIBLE, or IBM cards.
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