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The UFQO problem does not exist
in a vacuum. |t competes for eco-
nomic and scientific attention with
many other problems whose impor-
tance to society fluctuates with pub-
lic opinion. In this rude market-
place, many scientists see the need
for a new approach to the UFO con-
troversy — an approach based not
on publicity and speculation but on
serious dialogue. As each vyear
passes that the problem goes unre-
solved, the need becomes greater
for a medium of discussion that has
scientific credibility as welt as popu-
lar appeal.

With publication of UFQ Quar-
terly Review, NICAP hopes to con-
tribute toward a more sober ex-
change of ideas and data on UFQs.
Papers will be presented from quali-
fied researchers, along with other
material relating to the history and
investigation of the problem.

Through a publication of this
kind, we hope to offer an alter-
native voice to the customary din
of sensationalism and extravagant
claims that have dominated the
UFO field, We would like the
Quarterly to serve both as a scienti-
fic journal and a source of informa-
tion for everyone who is seriously
interested in the UFO subject.

With your support, we will make
UFQO Quarterly Review an impor-
tant addition to the UFQ literature.

o

FS e




e BTl B ST e,

L e

2 / UFO QUARTERLY REVIEW / JANUARY-MARCH 1873

W.B. SMITH:

THE MAN
BEHIND

PROJECT
MAGNET

by Stuart Nixon

If you know someone who thinks he is an authority on UFOs, make
him the following bet:

For a one-year membership in NICAP, he cannot identify or otherwise
describe an official UFO study called Project Second Storey.

You'll win the bet.

In fact, you'll win twice if you bet him he can't even tell you the
country that conducted Project Second Storey.

Of all the titles and codenames associated with the UFQ subject, one of
the least known is this once-classified program, carried out within the som-
ber chambers of highly placed government officials 20 years ago.

Like many governmeant studies, this one had a name that bore nc logi-
cal connection to the nature of the project. in fact, the study was orig-
inally assigned another name —Project Theta— until the secretary of the
group, a defense official named Harold C, Oatway, pointed out that Theta
was not on the approved list of codewords. Also, since single-word code-
names were normally regarded as confidential, it was necessary to find a
two-word name that could be used on public documents, even though the
actual deliberations of project members were to be kept secret.

Project Second Storey had its genesis in the early months of 1852 in
Ottawa, Ontario, capital city of Canada. Members of the Canadian govern-
ment's Defense Research Board (DRB) had been alerted to the increasing
frequency of UFO reports reaching official agencies, and to growing pub-
lic interest in these sightings. Since the accumulation of evidence appear-
ed to suggest that something other than ordinary “fadism” was occurring,
the DRB, in consultation with other government departments, decided to
convene a meeting of interested officials 1o discuss whether some formal
action was required to deal with these reports on an active basis.
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In the first week of April 1852, while these preparations were being
made, L/fe magazine published an article supporting the view that UFOs
were extraterrestrial spacecraft. Public reaction to the article was dra-
matic, bolstered by Life’s reputation for serious reporting and the
article’s reference to renewed American interest in UFQ sightings.
While letters poured into U. S. Air Force headquarters, news media in the
United States, Canada, and parts of Europe picked up the story and siarted
asking what was being done by government authorities to probe these
observations.

On April 22, two weeks after the Life article appeared, the DRB held
its meeting. The session was secret, attended by 11 men, under the chair-
manship of Dr. Q. M. Solandt, DRB head. Solandt briefed the group on
rising trends in UFO reports and noted that Canada had no officially
organized program to investigate or evaluate these incidents. The group
reached agreement that a more active approach was indicated and named &
committee o develop standardized procedures for collection and analysis
of sighting data.

Within 48 hours, the committee met to begin its work, under the eve of
government scientist Dr. Peter M. Millman, an astrophysicist with the
Dominion Observatory. When he arrived at the meeting, Millman had with
him three books on UFQs, ane of which was The Flying Saucers Are Real
by Major Donald Keyhoe. Another member of the committee, Lieutenant
L. P. Bing, brought a copy of a Royal Canadian Air Farce report on Pro-
ject Blue Book, the U. S. UFQ program, whose codename had been
changed from Grudge just a month earlier. The commitiee discussed
security classification for their study and decided that ‘‘Confidential”
was sufficient, even though members were cleared ta “’Secret” for the pur-
pose of dealing with other governments. They also decided to approach
U. S. Air Force officials through the DARB representative in Washington to
seek an exchange of information.

By May 18, when the committee met for the second time, a number of
significant developments had occurred. Committee secretary Oatway had
discovered the need to drop Theta in favor of Second Storey as the pro-
ject codename, and a decision had been made to maintain tight security on
release of information to the public concerning project activities. A
meeting had also been held, on May 14, at Wright-Patterson Air Force
Base in Ohio between two DRB agents and Captain Edward Ruppelt of
Project Blue Book. In a secret report that would not he declassified until
1260, Ruppelt described the mesting in dry officialese:

“Two RCAF persannel, members of the Directorate of Scientific

inteffigence, Defense Research Board of Canada, visited Project

Biue Book at ATIC on 14 May 1852, Canada is setting up a pro-

fect very similar to the U. 8. Air Force project for the investigation

of reports of unidentified aerial objects, The RCAF psople were

briefed on the operations of the project and the difficulties that

have been encountered, and the proposed future plans were dis-
cussed. Action is being taken to establish channels for communica-
tion between the Canadian and U. S. project personnel.”

On July 31, Project Second Storey met for the third time in the DRB
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Board Room and reviewed the work of the previous two months. Al-
though not recorded in the minutes of the meeting, their conversation
touched on events of four days earlier when strange targets made their
second appearance in one week on Washington, D. C., radars, setting off
an official furor that Ruppelt later described in his book as a “monumen-
tal mess.”” Two days later, a press conference was called at the Pentagon to
reassure clamaring news reporters that the''saucer invasion” of the Ameri.
can capital had been caused by *“temperature inversions.”

With news of these events ringing in their ears, Second Storey members
discussed their agenda and got down to serious consideration of investiga-
tive problems. Two items of particular importance were on the agenda:
a proposal to conduct an experiment in the accuracy of reports, and a pro-

- posal to develop a “‘weighting factor system’ for assessing reports. Both

suggestions had been made by a 42-year-old slectrical engineer who was
serving on the committee as a representative of the Canadian government's
Department of Transport {DOT). Interested in UFQs since the beginning
of 1950, this man had a background in radio communications and a curi-
osity about technical subjects that was to eventually make him the best
known Canadian researcher in the UFO fiald.

His name was Wilbert B. Smith.

Sparetime Project Makes Smith Famous

Smith is a curious figure in the history of UFQOs, a man now remem-
bered chiefly for his theories of space propulsion, particularly those based
on gravity and electromagnetic energy. Since his death in 1962, and
even beforehand, his name has been linked with various rumors of undis-
closed activity concerning the UFO problem. This is partly due to a
general misunderstanding about his early involvement with the UFQ sub-
ject and partly due to his own enigmatic statements. Frank Edwards, in
his first book on UFOs, quotes a 1981 interview with Smith in which the
congenial engineer alludes to an alleged contact with a U. S, agency “much
higher than the Air Force.” When asked if he means the ClA, Smith
evades the question by saying, *’ don't care to go beyond that point.”

Probably the one factor thai contributed most to the vague air of
mystery surrounding his name is the UFQ study he organized in 1950
called Project Magnet. Magnet was not an official government project,
despite its close association through Smith with various bureaucratic de-
partrnents, Smith’s invitation to sit on the Second Storey committee came
from Harold Qatway, who was familiar with Magnet and Smith’s personal
interest in UFQs. Magnet had begun in late 1950 and was due to continue
for four years, a parttime project involving Smith and a number of his
colleagues at DOT. During the 12 months Project Second Storey actively
met (April 1952 to March 1853}, the two projects ran concurrently — one
a quasi-official, semirestricted study, the other a high-level, classified pro-
gram. In a letter to Keyhoe dated April 6, 1953, Smith comments:

“As far as making the [Magnet] report or portions of it public, 1

haven’r much hope. | mentioned it unofficially but the reaction

was quite definite to maintain the classification. As you know,
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there are two saucer projects in Canada, and even though there is

considerable overlap of personnel, they function rather separately

and towards quite different ends. One of them, being a national
defense effort, is automatically tangled in security and drags the
other in too.”

The idea for Project Magnet grew out of the controversy over UFQOs
that erupted in early 1950 following release of Keyhoe's classic article in
the January issue of True magazine. This, plus such books as Frank Scully’s
Behind the Flying Saucers and Keyhoe's The Fiying Saucers Are Real, both
of which appeared in 1950, sent shock waves to almost every populated
sector of North America. By July of that year, a poll taken by the Cana-
dian Institute of Public Opinion showed “that half the adult people of
Canada believe...these mysterious disks are not just imagination and...not
just a natural phenomenon.”

Caught up in this climate of growing curiosity, Smith began clipping
flying saucer stories from the newspapers and contacting people who
shared his interest in the UFQ subject. As chance would have it, a busi-
ness trip took him to Washington, D. C., in the Fall of 1880, where he
met Keyhoe and spent most of his spare moments outlining his propul-
sion theories o just about anybody who would listen, including his boss at
DOT, John Baldwin, who had accompanied him on the trip. Baldwin
agreed that something unusual seemed to be going on and that perhaps the
Canadian government ought to make some effort to find out what. With
Baldwin's support and that of other engineers in the DOT office, Smith
worked out a plan whereby the far flung facilities of DOT could be
utilized on an off-hours basis to collect sighting reports and stay on the
alert for any important evidence that might turn up, such as radio signals
ar atmospheric anomalies. Smith was convinced that if UFOs were space-
craft, they were using a form of eiectrical energy obiained through genera-
tion of “magnetic sinks.” With sufficient research, he believed it possible
to duplicate such force fields and zctually construct a prototype saucer
device.

Shortly after his trip to Washington, Smith applied 10 his supervisors
for permission to use government property for his project, and received
the necessary clearance in December 1950 from Commander C. P. Edwards,
Deputy Minjster of Transport for Air Services. In specific terms, he was
authorized to solicit assistance from personnel in the Broadeast and
Measurements Section of DOT's Telecommunications Division, and from
such other agencies as he might interest in the study, including the DRB.

In the course of implementing Project Magnet, Smith developed various
ideas for arganizing UFO reports and using the data to derive new physical
principles. His program, as he put it, was to “‘systematically question all
our basic concepts in the hope of turning up a discrepancy which might
prove to be the key to new technology.”” He also developed ideas for
measuring the reliability of observational data and using these measure-
ments to rate the probability a given report could be accepted as a real
observation. This was the thinking that led him to his two proposals at
the Project Second Storey meeting in July 1952,

The first of these proposals — a controlled experiment to check the
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accuracy of reports — was passed by the Second Storey committee with
the clear stipulation that it be conducted “independently and without
public reference to the Committee or the [military] Services.” The reason
for this caution was that Smith wanted to launch a mock UFO over the
city of Ottawa to see what wouid happen. 1t was an idea later to be
copied by hundreds of high school and college students whose motives
were not always on the same high plane of scientific curiosity as Smith’s,

Smith and his associates at DOT carried out this plan on September 8,
1952, at approximately 10 o'clock in the evening. They chose one of the
government’s “experimental farms” as the launch site and used a large
meteorological balloon, 12 feet in diameter, to which they attached a 30-
second magnesium flare. With the wind blowing in the direction of a
baseball game and two drive-in movies, the balloon was sent aloft while
Smith’s group stood by to observe its flight for themselves. Thanks to a
25-foot fuse, the flare didn’t ignite until the balloon reached an estimated
5000 feet, which should have made it visible to almost anybody who
happened to be on the streets of Ottawa. To assure that nobody recog-
nized the balloon as a balloon, Smith had devised an aluminum cone that
he fixed to the bottom of the balloon with picture wire, creating the
general appearance of a “flying saucer.”

As it turned out, the results of all this hard work were not exactly what
Smith had expected. Although the sight of the flare reflecting off the
aluminum cone was enough to convince Smith and his partners that a
Martian scout ship might indeed be patroliing Canadian skies, apparently
ho one else in Ottawa shared this impression, On November 17, Smith re-
ported to Second Storey that Project Magnet was stiil waiting its first
report of the counterfeit UFQ. “It would seem,” mused the melancholy
researcher, *‘that people just don‘t watch the sky.”

Smith’s second project met with a happier fate, the conseguence per-
haps of better luck and a lower profile. He had developed a system of
“weighting factors for analysis of sighting reports,” based on assigning
mathematical values to various kinds of information obtained from both
@ witness and the investigator. The Second Storey committee liked the
proposal and asked Smith to put it in a formal draft. The draft was
tableq at the November 17 meeting and appended to the minutes of the
meeting for detailed review. It deseribed three basic parsmeters —
reliability, confirmation, and lucidity — each of which was expressed as a
number derived from “scoring” certain questions on an interrogation
form. A perfect score in each category was 100. By integrating the three
scores through use of a special formula, a single “weight” or “proba-
bility” was obtained, expressed as a percentage. The formula —
W = cube root of R x C x L — was based on a standard mathematical
method for determining probable error, called Peter's Farmuia.

Magnet used this technigue during much of its lifetime and applied it
o many of the sightings for which sufficient data were available.
Simply put, it allowed an investigator to state for any particular report
that it had a certain probability of being reliable (regardless of how it
might best be explained). In 1952, Magnet rated 25 reports according to
this method, ten of which proved to be unconventional structured object
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reports with a high probability of accuracy. Some of the other 15 were
unidentified cases with good scares, but they were weak in observational
detail.

In the early months of 1953, events behind the scenes at Second Storey
took a critical turn for the future course of UFO research in Canada. Four
hundred and fifty miles to the south, in Washington, D. C., the ClA con-
vened a secret conference of U. S. scientists under the chairmanship of
Cal Tech’s Dr. H. P. Robertson. After meeting for five days {January 14-
18), the Robertson Panel conciuded that UFQOs do not “constitute a
direct physical threat to national security” or indicate a “need for the re-
vision of current scientific concepts.” It was a judgment destined to
virtually reverse the direction of Blue Book and indirectly affect the
official policy of other governments in their handling of the UFO problem.

For the DRB, whose interest in UFOs was primarily a guestion of
security, an active pragram to investigate UFO reports could not be
justified unless there was some clear requirement of a defense nature.
What the American government did in its own UFO program was particu-
larly relevant to the Canadian effort because the two countries shared a
common geographical border and were faced with protecting interrelated
argas of air space.

During January and February, as it became evident the U. S. was not
mounting an all-out investigation of the thousands of observations re-
ported during the “fiap’* of 1962, the DRB reassessed its own approach
to the problem and the general situation in Canada. Second Storey chair-
man Mitlman and DRE chief Selandt conferred on several occasions as to
the appropriate action their government should take, and word was passed
to the DRB representative in Washington to arrange for Blue Book's
Ruppelt to visit Ottawa to brief the Second Storey committes on the
status of the U. 8. program. On March 9, Millman told the fifth session of
Second Storey that evidence collected to date did not appear to warrant a
full-scale study by the military, but the committee should continue to
operate and data should continue to be gathered at a central location for
whatever fater use might be made of them. WMillman added that other
government offices would be free to initiate their own program if they
felt such a requirement existed, This included Project Magnet, which was
nearing completion of its sighting analysis and working 1o produce a report
on its findings.

At this time, Keyhoe was putting the final touches to a second book on
UFOs and corresponding with Smith in hopes of getting the Magnet report
t0 include in the manuscript. Smith was anxious to comply but doubtful
that DOT wanted to make the report public, assuming it was ready before
the book went to press. ln a letter to Keyhoe, Smith said, “! am afraid
that there s a great deal hiding behind the cloak of security which would
be out in the open if the sponsors had the courage of their conviction...|
realize that it must be quite exasperating to you to have a finger on this
type of material and not have a clear go-ahead to use it, but you can appre-
ciate my position.”

In the end, Keyhoe devoted an entire chapter to the Canadian pro-
ject and described a meeting with Smith in 1953 In which Smith claimed
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the DRB was “analyzing reports very carefully.” However, nathing was
mentioned in the book about Second Storey or the Magnet report,

Smith Ventures on New Experiment

As the summer of 1953 approached and the report was finally com-
pleted, a new idea began to take shape in Smith’s mind. If the DRB did
not want to pursue an active research program, perhaps Magnet, acting
through DOT, could. Specifically, perhaps an instrumented approach
could be developed to go beyond the report-analysis stage and search for
cancrete evidence. In the final paragraph of the Magnet report, Smith con-
cluded, "it appears...that we are faced with a substantial probability of
the real existence of extraterrestrial vehicles.... Such vehicles of neces-
sity must use a technology considerably in advance of what we have. [tis
therefore submitted that the next step in this investigation should be a
substantial effort towards the acquisition of as much as possible of this
technology....”

This was the recommendation Smith took to his superiors at DOT,
where it met with a surprisingly sympathetic reception. As the summer
passed, plans were drawn up to deploy a small electronic station in a re-
mote area near Ottawa to maintain a **24-hour watch for flying saucers.”
The idea was 1o monitor gamma ray activity, magnetic radiation, gravity
fields, and radio noise, on the assumption that radical changes in at least
one of these areas would signal the approach of a UFQ. Alarm bells
would be wired to detection equipment to alert on-site personnel wha
hoped to observe the UFO directly. Smith admitted the scheme was 3
“shot in the dark” but expressed confidence that it represented a viable
approach to the problem. "All we need,” he said in a letter to Keyhoe,
“is 10 have our noses directed onto the scent and | feel sure that we can do
the rest.... Our big weakness is getting scientific people interested enough
to take the first step into a region where the way is not marked out by
textbooks."” ’

While these preparations were underway, Keyhoe's book, Flying
Saucers from Outer Space, was published, touching off a new round of
controversy over the UFO mystery. A few weeks later, on November 11,
Canadian news reporters found out about the “saucer observatory” and
broke the story to wire services. A number of published accounts —
quoting Smith - incorrectly linked the experiment to the DRS, putting
Smith in an awkward position since he was still officially a member of the
Second Storey committee. “My neck was out,” he said later. Solandt
denied the claimed link, and the situation simmered, giving Smith the
chance to move ahead with the project without further hassle.

The detection equipment was set up on DOT property at Shirley’s
Bay, Ontario, 10 miles west of Ottawa, in an unused research hut that
Smith had dragged through the fence from a neighboring government
site. As Smith commented to Kevhoe, “It isn't very spectacular, but it
contains some interesting instruments, So far as | know, our recording
gravimeter is the only one of its kind in captivity.”

On August 9, 1954, Smith had an unexpected chance to find out what
the gravimeter could do and its limits in connection with the purpose of
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the station. At 3 o'clock in the afternoon, the device went off, indicating
a greater deflection in the gravitational field than could be explained by
any conventional source of interference such as a passing aircraft. Smith,
who happened to be present, ran outside to take a look, but heavy cloud
cover blocked his view of the sky. No explanation was ever found for the
gravimeter’s reading.

While Smith and his assistants were manning their post at Shirley’s Ray,
other forces were at work that would shortly intersect the affairs of Pro-
ject Magnet and, most importantly, the personal life of Wilbert Smith.
in October 1983, at the same moment the Shirley’s Bay station was being
readied, a book by contactee George Adamski, Fiying Saucers Have
Landed, was released. Essentially a rewrite of an earlier novel by Adamski
that never sold, the book set off a wave of cultist fervor that gained suffi-
cient strength in 1954 to support Adamski while he and his co-author,
Desmond Leslie, wrote a sequel, Smith picked up a copy of Flying Saucers
Have Landed in late 1953 and wrote to Keyhoe the following January to
ask his reaction. “If true,” said Smith, “it is reaily most astounding....
Quite a bit of it is scientifically...correct and in line with our work.”

Adamski's popularity was the froth on a rising sea of contactee activity
that was to eventually embrace everything from telepathic communication
to machines allegediy capable of curing rheumatism. I the news media
thought the idea of a “flying saucer station” was more amusing than
practical, the scenario of Adamski meeting golden-haired women from
Venus was too much to bear. As sensational stories began to shara space
with serious UFO articles and no conclusive evidence was produced 1o re
solve the controversy scientifically, certain government officials began to
get nervous about Magnet's close association with DOT and its continuing
drain on federal personnel and money. In what may have been an un-
witting moment of pragmatic vision, Second Storey’s Millman drafted a
short report on November 21, 1853, noting that the DRB’s role in UFQ
study was “mainly advisory”™ and “most of the observational material does
not lend itseif to a scientific method of investigation.” On this note,
Second Storey effectively bowed out of the UFQ business, leaving the
field to Smith and his colleagues and their electronic equipment at
Shirley’s Bay.

During 1954, Smith had increasing difficulty keeping the interest of
DOT personnel at their various field bases throughout Canada, and coun-
tering adverse publicity created in part by what he later described as “well
meaning but misguided journalists.”” Except for the incident on August 9,
nothing occurred at Shirley’s Bay that could be regarded as unusual, and
as the year progressed, sighting activity showed no sign of repeating its
1952 excursion to 'statistical heights. The final blow came on August 31
when John Baldwin, deputy DOT minister, announced the Shirley’s Bay
experiment was being abandoned to save the government further expense,
Within weeks, DOT formally withdrew support for Project Magnet,
offering only to permit Smith to continue using government facilities as
long as he could do so without costing the public any more money.

It was a grim development for Wilbert Smith. The demise of Magnet
meant, as he put it, that he had to “go underground.” Personally con-
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vinced that his mathematical equations and organizational charts repre-
sented a valid approach to the UFO problem, he was determined to
follow his intuition and find the one piece of evidence that would prove
him right. As he had said two years earlier, *It takes only one black sheep
to prove that all sheep are not white.”

Strangely enough, the route Smith chose for his post-Magnet work was
the one route experience should have told him was to be religiously
avoided, During 1955, as events of the previous year wore on in his
memaory and more books appeared to fuel the arguments of believers
against official skepticism, some dark power of imagination slowly started
to act on his mind, producing a mutation in his view of the UFO subject
that was to remove him from the mainstream of serious research for the
remainder of his life. His correspondence with Keyhose stopped, and he
entered a period of uncertain communication with himself, made more
difficult perhaps by the frustration of what he once deseribed as the many
“blind alleys we have explored,”

In December 1955, the same month Keyhoe's third book appeared,
Smith emerged from his self-imposed hiatus and revealed the nature of his
inner turmoil. In a letter to Keyhoe that he requested be kept confiden-
tiail, he said:

“As you are no doubt aware, | refrained from writing to you during
the time that your latest book was under preparation. This black-
out was not at the request of the Canadian Government. who no
longer have anything to do with the saucer research, but at the re-
quest of the saucer people themselves. Certain officials in my
government are aware of my contact with these people and are
willing to let me play it my way. | am convinced that this will be in
the best interests of the human race. | have learned a great deal, but
{ am as a small child attempting to assimilate a college course. Be-
fieve me, | have been shown glimpses of a philosophy and technology
almost beyond comprehension. Nor am | alone, as there are quite a
few people who have gained the confidence of these beings and are
being instructed. [ received a copy of your book from the publisher
and, after reading it, sent a short review, a copy of which will no
doubt reach you in due course, | am surprised how close to the
truth you and others have come without actually hitting it.”

Exactly what this truth was was never to he clearly explained in the
seven years Smith would continue his personal crusade for acceptance of
UFOs as alien craft. He expressed sundry opinions to news reporters,
lecture audiences, and others who would listen, but somehow these con-
cepts never found unity in one comprehensible point of view. Many of his
later ideas were variations on the familiar contactee theme of a benign
extraterrestrial race contemplating man from a sympathetic distance and
seeing his multiple failings. Like Adamski and hundreds of others after
him, Smith sought a marriage of science, religion, and philosophy — a tri-
angle that has always held peculiar fascination for the contact fringe. In
1956, he started a group called the Ottawa Flying Saucer Club, whose
newsletter (now defunct) was named Topside after Smith’s idiom for his
alleged space friends, the “boys from topside.” The club later changed its
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As the years passed, Smith contributed articles to UFO publications,
kept up his correspondence, and eventually put some of his ideas into a
short manuseript entitied, “Why | Believe in the Reality of Spacecraft.”
In 1957, using information he supposedly received from his extraterres-
trial contacts, he invented what he called a “binding meter,” which he
claimed was capable of detecting atmospheric “vortices” dangerous to
aircraft. He tried to interest civil aviation officials in testing the device
but found no takers. In 1962, when illness forced him to discontinue most
of his work, he still maintained his association with the UFO subject and
freely expressed his views to the occasional writer or reporter who in-
guired. Finally, on December 27, 1962, he died at a hospital near Ottawa,
the victim of cancer at age 52.

It was a premature and anticlimatic end for a man who had once sat in
the high chambers of Canada’s best scientific manpower, confident that he
was sharing in a major human endeavor. )

The Sighting Analysis Charts
of Project Magnet

As part of his report on Project Magnet, Wilbert Smith devised nine charts
on the analysis of UFQ sightings. These charts represent, in simplified
form, the total conceptual framework of his appreach to UFO study.
Each chart relates to the one before it or to the first. Beginning on the
next page, the nine charts are reproduced in their ariginal form, just as
they appeared in the report. Below are their titles.

Chart | -- General Nature of Sightings
I - Origin of Vehicles
/1t - Technology of Vehicles
fV -- Mature of Vehicles
V' - Optical and Radar Considerations
Vi ~ Observations and Physical Laws
VIl - Electrical and Thermal Phenomena
Vi -- Life Forms
IX - Astrenomical Bodies
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POSTSCRIPT ON THE
OREGON PHOTOGRAPH

Full-frame exposure shows object against panoramic sweep of mountains. Note

placement of object near center of format.

One of the most unusual and
controversial photographs recently
presented of an alleged UFO is the
pictura taken in November 1966 at
Willamette Pass, Oregon, by a
45-year-old chemist who had stop-
ped with his wife at a scenic over-
look to photograph the mountains,
NICAP's anaiysis of the picture,
first discussed in the November
1971 issue of the UFQ [nvestigator
and again in the August 1972 issue,
drew various complaints that cer-
tain factors had been overlooked
which could lead to a different
interpretation than NICAP's.

In evaluating these objections, it

is necessary to ask two basic ques-
tions: 1) What criteria does NICAP
use in judging pictures? 2} What
conclusions did NICAP reach con-
cerning the Oregon photograph?

it is often assumed that analysis
of UFO photographs is a relatively
simple process whereby the investi-
gator asks: Is it real or is it fake?
Actualty, the problem requires a
much different approach, since the
concepts of “real” and “fake” can
be defined in multiple ways, not all
of them equally useful or equally
acceptable from a scientific point
of view. QOne reason for this is that
the concept of UFQ s itself vague,

ey o
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differing from investigator to in-
vestigator. Without a theoretical or
actual model, we must make certain
assumptions about what constitutes
an authentic UFQO, then develop
our approach to photographic
analysis on this base line. If the
assumptions are in dispute, the
method of analysis will likely be
also.

One place we can start with the
least chance of creating an argu-
ment is fo stipulate that a UFOQ
should have properties that make it
recordable on photographic film.
This is not the same as saying it is a
physical phenomenon, but only
that It produces or reflects light in
such a way as to obey certain
known physical laws. Because these
laws have been tested and are well
understood, we can reasonably as-
sume that a true picture of a UFO
will possess characteristics con-
sistent to sorme degree with pictures
of other things. !f we don't make
this assumption, we must forego
photographic analysis altogether,
since there would be no basis on
which 1o exclude any kind of
imagery, no matter how inharmoni-
ous it was with the world as we
perceive it.

A second assumption we might
make about UFQOs is that if they are
photographed, they will most likely
be photographed under circum-
stances not significantly different
from those under which they are
otherwise observed. This assump-
tion may bother a few followers of
the subject who see in UFQOs a
phenamenon of an especially
esoteric nature {which it may be),
but most researchers will probably
agree that a genuine picture will
most likely be obtained by a photo-
grapher who fortuitously observes
the object and is lucky enough to

have a camera on hand, which he
uses in a conventional manner. This
assumption does not rule out the
possibility of an “accidental’
picture or a picture tzken under
abnormal conditions, but it does
help us delimit the probabilities we
are faced with in dealing with
pictures of purported UFQs,

Following these two assump-
tions, NICAP evaluates a photo-
graph in six basic steps:

1. First, we ask whether the
picture is consistent with what we
know about the behavior of light
and the nature of the photographic
process.

2. If the answer is yes, we ask
whether the picture is consistent
with what the photographer said
happened at the time and place he
took the picture.

3. If the answer is ves, we ask
what kinds of objects or phenome-
na could have produced the image-
ry in question.

4. 1T the answer is what the
photographer said he ohserved, we
ask whether his report is a good
UFQ report.

5. If the answer remains yes, we
ask whether the picture is useable
as scientific evidence {regardless of
how sure we may be that it shows a
UFQ).

8. If again the answer is vyes,
NICAP is willing to accept the
picture as authentic, meaning it
shows a clearly defined aerial object
with no ordinary explanation.

These may seem like unreason.-
able requirements to impose on a
photograph. lIsn‘t it possible, for
example, that a picture could be
inconsistent with light behavior but
still show a strange object that was
observed visually? Suppose the
answer to our first question is no
but yes to our second? Can a
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camera, or a photo-interpreter, be
focled in such a way as to support a
wrong conclusion even though most
of the “facts” seem to agree with
that conclusion?

The answer to this liss in our
first assumption, that UFQOs will
record on film In 2 manner similar
{(though not necessarily identical}
to other kinds of subjects. With this
as our constraint, we are obliged to
find an explanation for why a
picture would appear to confirm
the photographer’s report but con-
tradigt known physical laws. 1f we
can find such an explanation with-
out stretching our practical sense of
order and probability too thinly,
we may be able to retain the
opinion the picture is authentic,
assuming it meets whatever addi-
tional criteria we may want 1o

apply.

o P

Z
N

Photographer reported black disc with
yaliow dome.

In the case of the Oregon photo-
graph, the central problem arises at
the second of our six questions.
The photographer reported that he
briefly giimpsed, and chanced to
photograph, a “saucer- or cymbal-
shaped” object with a “domelike
structure ia the middle, which was
the color of gold anodized alumi-
num.” The lower section, or disc,
he said, was black. He admitted his
observation was extremely short
and he took the picture “reflexively
as [the oblect] entered the viewing
field.”

The three men who examined
the picture for NICAP-Willard
Melntyre, a professional photo-
grapher; Albert Jacobs, a photo-
grammetrist; and Dr. William
Bickel, a physicist—agree that the
picture satisfies the first require-
ment; it is consistent with our
knowledge of photography and the
physical sciences. However, at the
second question, we are faced with
a fundamental discrepancy; the
picture does not show what the
photographer reported. Instead, it
shows three images of the reported
object, each overlapping and
aligned in a vertical series, like a
stack of dishes.

The photographer’s explanation
for this curious state of affairs is
that the UFO occupied three differ-
ent positions while the camera lens
was open—presumably by accelerat-
ing and decelerating in two exceed-
ingly quick jumps or bursts, An-
other source has suggested that the
object disappeared and reappeared
twice, rather than moving between
locations,

As a practical matter, we might
doubt that an aerodynamic device
of any kind could change position
at least twice within the fraction of
a second the chemist triggered his
camera. To perform such a ma-
neuver, a rather remarkable power
systemy would be needed. Even if
such a capability existed, however,
we need to ask what would have
happened photographically if in
fact this occurred. Is the photo-
graph consistent with a single
object photographed three times in
one exposure?

In the judgment of NICAP's
analysts, the answer is no. To
understand why, it is necessary fo
remember that a single object could
not have occupied more than one

O LT
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position at any one moment. If the
abject had been in position A for
part of the exposure, backaround at
positions B and C would have been
exposed to the film for that inter-
val. Likewise, when the object
moved to B and C, background at
the other two positions would have
been photographed. As a conse-
quence, the background would have
“printed through” the three images
of the obisct, producing what is
called “residual imagery.”

As a demonstration of this well
known principle, NICAP devised a
small model of the Oregon object,
which was mounted on a vertical
rod and moved twice during a
three-second exposure to obtain a
triple image. The results, shown on
this page, are a simplified, but
accurate, iliustration of residual
imagery.

From an enlargement of the
Oregon picture, it is apparent that
almost no residual imagery is pres-
ent. The black areas of the object
are uniformly black, except at the
outer edges, and the white “dome”
Is equally distinct, with none of the
background printing through. Such
an image is consistent with the
assumption that a single object with
three sections was photographed in
one position. Even ailowing for a
moderate degree of overexposure,
which some sourcas ¢laim occurred,
the solid black areas and homeo-
geneous white area are indicative of
a single exposure, not three.

This brings us back to the ques-
tion of whether an inconsistent
report from a photographer can be
reconciled with a picture in a way
that still permits an affirmative
evaluation of the photograph, What
assumptions do we need to make to
explain why the photographer
would report one thing and the

H

ONE IMAGE OR THREE?

Although the photographer said this pic-
tureé shows one object exposed in three
different positions, it actually shows one
object exposed once. Here's whyt
1. If one subject changes position
during one exposure, it will expose
the film for a shorter period at
each position thanthe background.
This will produce residual imagery
of the backaround through images
of the ohject. No such residual
imagery is evident.
2. If one objest changes position
in the sequence indicated [A to C},
images of the object will overprint,
white on black. This is hecause
film reacts to white, not hlack,
Mo such overprinting is evident.
Both these principles are demonstrated
in the picture below, which was made by
moving a single obfect to three positions
during one exposure. The object had
been painted to match that in the UFQ
picture,




22 / UFO QUARTERLY REVIEW / JANUARY-MARCH 1973

picture show another? For the
Oregon photograph, there are sever-
al possible answers to this question:
1. The photographer was mis-
taken, If we assume the wit

ness actually observed a single
object with three sections,

the picture meets the first

twao of our six requirements.
However, it is difficult to
imagine how this could have
happened at the range esti-
mated for the object (300
feet) and with no visual ob-
structions. Also, the witness
denies he made such an error,
2. The object changed con-
figuration during the time of
exposurz. If we assume the
object somehow aftered its
appearance during the brief
moment it was photographed,
the failure of the witness to
see more than a single disc
becomes plausible. However,
this again reduires a me-
chanical ability of such extra-
ordinary nature that we are
desling with the same magni-
tude of improbability repre-
sented by the theory of a
magical stop-start capability,

3. An optical phenomenon
caused the multiple images. 1f
we assume light from the
obiget was somehow “mir-
rored” so as to expose the
film three times instead of
once, we have resolved our
discrepancy between report
and picture. What mecha-
nism, however, could accom-
plish such a feat? The bend-
ing and scattering of light are
wefl understood phenomena,
for which mathematical equa-
tions exist. No manipuiation
of these formulas yields tra-
jectories that could account

-

for three overlapping images.

At this point we come to a ~

critical step In our analysis. Without
additional evidence, we are forced
to acknowledge that no final con-
clusion is possible, since we cannot
satisfactorily answer our second
question solely on the basis of one
of these three possibilities. Any of
the three could contain the solution
{or none of them], yet each, as it
stands, is unsupported conjecture,

in a situation of this kind, scien-
tists generaily apply what is called
the principle of Occam’s razor. This
means choosing the least compii-
cated explanation. In his paper
“The Natural Philosophy of Flying
Saucers” {reprinted in the Condon
Repart}, R.V. Jones explains why:
“Qf all the possible explanations
for a set of observations, the one
with the minimum of supposition
should he accepted, until it is
proved wrong. Otherwise one lives
in a fearsomely imaginative world
in which rational conduct becomes
impossibte.”

For the Oregon photograph, we
know a single object was photo-
graphed in one position. What we
don't know—at least with any cer-
tainty—is why the phaotographer
failed to report this. Of the three
explanations that seern at all possi-
ble, the simplest is the first, that
the photographer made a mistake,
However, aside from the improbabil-
ities already mentioned, this hypo-
thesis presents us with another
problem: the factor of chance.

We must recall that the photo-
grapher had stopped his car at a
roadside lookout and gotten ocut to
take a few pictures while his wife
waited. According ta his report, he
took two shots, then prepared to
take a third. As he was looking
through the rangefinder, something

froe— v
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moved into his field of view. In-
stinctively, he snapped the shutter,
then lowered the camera to see
what the object was. The object
immediately began to accelerate up-
ward, giving him only a quick look
before it disappeared in the dis-
tance,

In itself, this account is suf-
ficiently plausible that we cannot, a
priori, deny it happened. By defini-
tion, a UFO is a phenomenon that
can exhibit unusual capabilities,
such as rapid movement, We might
object, however, to the number of
coincidences we must accept if we
are to believe the object moved
with the precision and speed the
photographer claimed. These coin-
cidences may be stated as follows:

1. The object moved into view
at the exact moment the
nhotographer had his eye to
the camera—not a second too
soon or too late.

2. Rather than speed past the
photographer, the object
siowed or stopped just long
enough to be photographed—
and no tonger,

3 The obiect's motion was stop-
ped at almost the exact cen-
ter of the picture, not off to
one side or half way out of
the picture,

4, The photographer snapped
the shutter at precisely the
right moment—not a second
off and not after first lower-
ing the camera to see what
was interfering with his shot,

None of these coincidences, by

itself, is inherently impossible. To-"

gether, however, they require us to
suspend our customary sense of
probability. If we apply Occam'’s
razor, we must question the likeli-
hood of such a remarkable series of
events, Supporting this is the added

piece of information that the
photographer did not mention the
observation to his wife when he
returned to the car. “The sighting
was so brief,” he later explained, *'|
discounted actually seeing any-
thing.”” Without knowing more
about the personality of the photo-
grapher and his relationshin with
his wife, we cannot judge this reac-
tion with any confidence; it does
seern unlikely from the point of
view of what people generally do
when they are surprised.

None of this disproves that the
chemist observed and photographed
a UFO. It only suggests that a
simpler explanation should be con-
sidered. T we retain our assumption
the photographer made an errone-
ous report but we reject the conten-
tion the error was excusable, we are
left with the possibility the witness
misrepresented what actuzlly occur-
red. This view has the advantage of
satisfying Occam and removing any
discrepancy between the picture
and the report, Unfortunately, it
introduces yet another improbabil-
ity that is difficult to assess.

If we suppose the photographer
actually observed what the picture
seems to show {i,e. @ UFO) and
photographed it deliberately, not
by remarkable coincidence, we are
faced with the question of why he
didn"t tell his wife and why he
chose to make up a fictitious report
rather than tell the truth, which
would certainly have been no less
difficult to accept than the story he
presented. Perhaps it could be
argued that the photographer had
never heard of a three-tiered UFQ
and therefora felt he had to report
the wsual saucer-type object to be
believed. Perhaps, further, he de-
cided he would wait to see how the
picture turned out before he admit-
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ted the observation, on the assump-
tion his report would only be
accepted—evenr by his wife—if he
had the picture as evidence. This is
a possible explanation for what
happened,

To aceept this scenario, how-
gver, is to admit our analysis has
reached an impasse, since there is
no way to satisfy our last four
requirements for photographic
authenticity, The image could have
been produced by an object other
than a UFQ, especially a small
object at close range. The only
diffieulty with this assertion is the
apparent lack of a solid connection
between the object and ground. As
a UFO report, the case is inherentty
weak, since we must assume the
witness is lying {or in substantial
error) befors we can accept the
possibility he saw a UFQ,

Some abservers might want to
argue that the man photographed a
UFQ completely by accident and
did not realize It until he saw the
picture. To support this view, we
must assume the man made up his
entire report to add credibility to
the picture. The only problem is
that his report does not describe
what the picture shows, To account
for this inconsistency, we must
resort ance again to the assumption
he regarded the object in the
picture as too unconventional In
terms of the typical “flying saucer”
1o be accepted. That in turn would
presurnably have forced him to
adopt his wiple-exposure theory to
explain the imagery. The drawback
to this is that it puts us back where
we Started: an authentic picture but
a fake report—hardly thes kind of
evidence likely to win scientific
favor,

A final view—and actually one of
the simplest—is that the photo-

el R o d—————
Possible, though improbable, explanation
of object in picture is outdoor light fix-
ture similar to this one. Precise separa-
tion and alignment of sections support
this view,

grapher knew what he photo-
graphed and chose to misrepresent
it. Perhaps he deliberately taok the
picture hoping it would look like a
UFQ, or perhaps he only noticed
the resemblance of the object to a
UFOQ after he saw the picture. In
either case, it would be an attempt
to deceiva. Against this is the ques-
tion of what was photographed and
why the photographer elected to
report something other than what is
shown in the picture. Since these
are the same problems encountered
with earlier explanations, we can
only formulate the same hypotheti-
cal answers with no way to resolve
the question to our satisfaction.

If it were necessary to choose
among all the explanations we have
examined, we wouid probably
come closest to the truth If we
eliminated all but two hypotheses:
Either the photograph is authentic
and the witness badly mistaken
about what he saw, or the picture is
a hoax. Since both these possibili-
ties take us only as far as our
second requirement, it is NICAP's
judgment that the photograph must
remain in doubt and cannot be
offered as scientific evidence for
UFOs. All we can say with certain-
ty is that the picture shows one
object in one position.
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