WHY UFOs ARE HOSTILE

by Jerome Clark

ON a day in late summer 1939, a military transport
left the Marine Naval Air Station in San Diego,
California, for a routine flight to Honolulu. About
three hours afterwards, several urgent distress signals
sounded from the plane, and then silence. Later, the
craft came limping back to execute an emergency
landing. When Air Station personnel entered the
plane, they found every man on the crew, including
the co-pilot, who had lived long enough to pilot the
craft back to its base, dead of unknown causes.

Each of the bodies carried large, gaping wounds,
and the outside of the ship was similarly marked.
Air Station men who touched parts of the craft
came down with a mysterious skin infection.

One of the most puzzling aspects of the whole
affair was that the '45 automatics carried by the
pilot and co-pilot as service pieces had been emptied
and the shells lay on the floor. A smell of “rotten
eggs” pervaded the atmosphere inside the plane,

Was this 28-year-old air disaster an early case
of UFO hostility? “Mysterious skin infections™
and “rotten egg” odours® are phenomena familiar to
all UFO researchers. It would seem that the trans-
port was attacked—apparently without provocation
—by some sort of strange aerial intruder.

On the basis of incidents similar to this one, Brad
Steiger and Joan Whritenour, in their recent Flying
Saucers Are Hostile (Award Books), have concluded
that at least some UFOs are visiting the earth for
malevolent ends. “There is a wealth of well-
documented evdence,” they write, “that UFOs have
been responsible for murders, assaults, burnings with
direct-ray-focus, radiation sickness, Kkidnappings,
pursuits of automobiles, attacks on homes, disrup-
tions of power sources, paralysis, mysterious crema-
tions, and destruction of aircraft.”

A bit strong? Perhaps. But the material they have
gathered is certainly unsettling, more than enough
to expose the fallacies inherent in sentiments like
those expressed by a recent contributor to these
pages: “The extraterrestrials, although they may
have badly frightened us, have not, so far as we
know, deliberately caused any of us serious bodily
harm, nor have they used lethal weapons against
us. This cannot be said, alas, on our side. Unavoid-
able accidents may have occurred but no
deliberate act of aggression causing death has been
made against us.”™®

From Hostile and the independent research I have
done on the question, I dare say that a case might
be made for the remarkable restraint on our part.
Although on a number of occasions jet interceptors
have been scrambled to check on UFOs, there are
very few instances in which these aircraft have
fired on the saucers, and then only because some
action of the ufonauts frightened the pilots. Keyhoe,
for example, cites an incident wherein a UFO
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abruptly switched direction and seemed to be trying
to ram the jets which were pursuing it, forcing them
to open up with rockets—to no avail, evidently.*

There is, of course, the inane “self-defence” plea
of certain apologists, who maintain that, because the
UFOs are somehow menaced by us and our weapons
(puny in comparison with those the UFOs possess),
they must strike back to save themselves. Thus, the
F-89 at Kinross Air Force Base was abducted
because the UFO had to “defend itself”—a curious
notion since—rather than fleeing, which it could
easily have done—the saucer flew directly rowards
the aircraft.

We should also remember that, while flying saucers
have ostensibly downed more than a few of our
planes, we have never, so far as is known, forced a
UFO to crash, nor often tried to knock one down.
I am inclined to think that we are treating our
visitors with more respect that they deserve.

On the other hand, I find it very difficult to
believe that the ufonauts are in the early stages of
an invasion plan, as Steiger and Mrs. Whritenour
profess to feel. The UFOs may be “hostile”, but
that is not all that can be said about them. After
all, 'they are “indifferent” and, indeed, even
“friendly” when the occasion calls for it.

What it comes to is this: because UFOs have
killed and injured seemingly innocent persons, we
should not conclude that the saucers have sinister
motives (at least, I mean, on those grounds alone),
Because UFOs usually do not bother us, we should
not conclude that they are indifferent to us. Because
UFO beings are sometimes kind to us (as in some
contact claims), we should not conclude that they
like us. We should conclude, though, that they are
intimately concerned with us—to the extent that
they have gone to fantastic lengths to prevent us
from knowing what they are doing.

In earlier articles® 1 approached the issue from
the opposite corner: those claims in which ufonauts
have evinced “friendliness”. lLet me restate my
arguments briefly. In contact claims (such as those
of George Adamski, Sid Padrick, and Professor
Guimaraes) the ufonauts have planted a fairly con-
sistent image of themselves, relative both to their
origins and to their purposes. In communication
with human beings in post-Arnold times, the entities
usually pass themselves as benevolent beings from
Venus (or other planets) whose coming is stimulated
by a desire to save the human race from destroying
itself. Yet there is absolutely no objective evidence,
other than the contact stories, that the UFQs are
either interplanetary or “friendly” in the human
sense; but their is objective evidence that some of
these contacts took place as described. The implica-
tion, then, is that the ufonauts are lying.

In the 1896-97 American flap, the UFO occupants



flew crafts that resembled in structure, if not in
performance, “airships” that the technology-oriented
people of the late Nineteenth Century expected to
see built in a very few years. Consequently, it was
widely assumed that the ships had been invented
and constructed by an American engineering firm.
Now, of course, we know this was not the case, and
that the “airship” is related to the “flying saucer”
phenomenon of today.

So how does “hostility” fit into the pattern?
Hostile actions are affected, the evidence hints, to
cover up the “loose ends”, to keep us from seeing
behind the veil—to prevent anyone from exposing
(if Mrs. Lorenzen will forgive me) the Great Flying
Saucer Hoax.

Dr. Jacques Vallée, in his books and articles, has
assigned “weight” to UFO reports. The best-
authenticated are assigned ‘“heavy” weight; the
most poorly-authenticated, “low” weight. | suppose
that some such classification system is necessary, and
[ certainly do not presume to criticise his approach.
But I think that, as we come more and more to
realise what the UFO mystery involves, ufologists
will develop a different “weight” concept, to sepa-
rate significant and insignificant reports—and this
will have very little to do with the quantity or
quality of witnesses. We will eventually decide, no
doubt, that the account of a peasant who witnesses
a landing will “weigh” more than the account of a
physicist who seeks a peculiar light high in the sky.
As John A. Keel has pointed out,’ some reports
are merely of “cross-overs,” i.e., movements from
point to point; but more ominously, other sightings
are diversions, designed to draw attention away from
the real object of ufonaut interest. In the Ravenna,
Ohio, case—which Keel mentions specifically—the
sighting at the arsenal would be the “heavy”, under
the new system, while the police chase, despite the
quality of the witnesses, would be the “low™.”

It ought to be very evident that the “hostility™
incidents deserve the greatest weight of all. For in
them we can see the ufonauts desperately covering
up activity that reveals more about them than they
dare reveal. Apparently certain actions of theirs are
not meant to be observed, and seeing what should
not have been seen has proved fatal to hundreds,
possibly thousands, of persons around the world.
Consider a tragic incident recounted by Steiger and
Whritenour :

In June 1954 an 11-year-old African boy named
Laili Thindu and several companions watched odd
lights flying over and landing on Mt. Kenya. The
UFOs appeared to be involved in intense activity
of some kind.

One night a short while later, a fleet of glowing
objects swooped over a nearby village, beaming down
bright rays of light. Laili Thindu witnessed the
spectacle in astonishment, but not until the next
day did he learn that the entire population of the
village had been seared to death.

A brutal, vicious attack, surely, but not pointless.
Whatever was being done on Mt. Kenya was of
sufficient importance to the UFO beings to cause

them to destroy all the witnesses. The boy survived,
however, and carried his story to the authorities in
Nairobi.®

The two young Swedes Hans Gustavsson and Stig
Rydberg were more fortunate. Returning from a
dance at 2.55 a.m., they saw a light shining through
an opening in the trees, where a UFO was not
quite successfully concealing itself. As they walked
toward the craft, according to Rydberg: “All of a
sudden we were attacked by four lead-grey creatures
about four feet tall and about fourteen inches in

- breadth.” The beings attempted to drag the men
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into their craft, but Rydberg escaped to the car
and began to blow the horn. Frightened, they let go
of Gustavsson, retreated to their ship, and flashed
away.’

Again, the witnesses seemed to have stumbled
upon a secret operation. Determined to keep them
quiet, the ufonauts attempted to steal them away, but
the blowing of the car horn (which might have
brought more people to the scene) forced them to
flee before even more damage could be done.

Mr. James Flynn of Florida, s'eeping in a swamp,
was awakened by his dogs, and saw a lighted object
in the distance. When he approached it and tried to
communicate, something or someone knocked him
unconscious for over 24 hours. “A dismal swamp”,
the good Dr. Hynek assured us when he visited
Michigan in March 1966, “is a most unlikely place
for a visit from outer space.” (How he knows this
is a mystery). A “dismal swamp”™ is, quite to the
contrary, a most likely place for a visitor who does
not care to be seen or disturbed.

There are many similar cases. They usually occur
in secluded areas in the darkness, and the witnesses
are often paralysed, as was Marius Dewilde; injured,
like Flynn, or Jesus Paz; killed, as were Miguel José
Viana, and Manuel Pereira da Cruz; kidnapped, like
Rivalino Mafra da Silva. Some incidents have special
twists: José Viana and Pereira da Cruz apparently
established contact with ufonauts and learned so
much that they were lured to a Brazilian hillside and
done away with.'® Mafra da Silva, three days before
his disappearance, saw two little men digging a hole.
Suddenly aware of his presence, they fled into their
craft and flew away.'" Mr. S at Cisco Grove, Cali-
fornia, stumbled on to a night-time UFO operation
in the middle of a deep forest. Appearing to fear
he had seen to much, several ufonauts went to
incredible effort in an abortive abduction try.!*

The Barney and Betty Hill encounter adds a new
dimension to the problem, with the erasing of the
participants” memory of a UFO experience. '* A
similar incident, which allegedly took place in Brazil
in November 1961, has recently come to light.'*
A little-known contact has it that an American work-
ing in Austria in 1951 had his memory preserved
only because a dog’s barking frightened the ufonaut
away at the last minute.’® Ufologists are investigat-
ing other “memory lapses” right now.

Air disasters like the one described at the begin-
ning of this article might be explained not as random
attacks but as strikes necessitated by the aircrafts’



crew and passengers having come upon secret UFO
activities which, if reported, could provide valuable
clues to informed terrestrials.

I feel that I should mention in passing the rather
startling work of an American investigator who has
discovered that mysterious individuals of decidedly
odd physical appearance are threatening and some-
times attempting to kidnap witnesses to certain UFO
sightings. These men, whoever they are, do not seem
to be government agents, but they are determined to
keep some people from talking.

As 1 have said, “hostile” incidents do not in them-
selves prove that the over-all plan of the UFOs is
dangerous to us. But neither do they show that our
visitors are the patient, all-wise, god-like figures in
whom some UFO students (perhaps victims of the
breakdown of traditional religion) insist on believing
despite all the evidence to the contrary.

The UFQO, as the works of Paul Misraki'® and
W. R. Drake'” have indicated, is a phenomenon at
least as old as civilised man. The UFO holds a
highly significant place in the history of humanity,
and some imaginative theorists have suggested that
these extra-mundane intelligences have secretly
guided us—or used us.

Who knows? It is too early for us to speculate
intelligently on the nature of the UFO mission.
But we are involved in it to the extent that it would
be to the ufonauts’ detriment for us to know about
it. So they act positively and negatively in their
dealings with us. Positively, they seek contact with
human beings and deliberately mislead those daring
and presumptuous enough to believe in their exis-
tence to start with. (They don’t have to bother with
the sceptics, of course!) Negatively, they destroy
or drive away those who, however briefly and
imperfectly, have seen through the facade. The ufo-
nauts could behave in this manner whether their
motives happen to be “good” or “bad” for us
(probably only an incidental question to them)—just
so long as their purposes are concealed from us.

All of which makes UFO research infinitely more
difficult. But we can learn. We can reject the

“obvious” conclusions, i.e., what we are supposed to
conclude, and we can begin all over again, paying
special attention to the cases that don’t “fit”, which
will be a tiny minority of reported sightings—and
the most important. Particular attention should be
paid to incidents that occur in backwater areas,
where encounters with ufonauts are accidental and
where the ufonauts probably do not expect to find
human beings. The Cisco Grove story is a prime
example, and so is Flynn’s Florida report.

The results of this new approach to UFO study
should bring us closer to the truth than we have ever
been before.
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A “SMALL” EXPERIMENT (continued from page 17)

and insanely dangerous oversimplifications of the
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that “They” (the beings) are all benevolent, and that
all is Sweetness and Light. Whence, we may ask,
does this certainty spring?

Are brainwashing and mental
already occurring?

Has the great Take-over already begun? If so,
by what?

manipulation
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