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Conditioned reflex

T is given to few of us to recognise the conditioning to which
Iour minds may be subjected. Pavlov experimented with dogs,

but he could as easily have proved his point with human beings
and their reactions to current events. In over fifteen years of intensive
study of the flying saucer mystery, while we may not have advanced
deep into its heart, we can claim to have learnt something about
the human mind and how it reacts to the stimulus of a new idea.
What we have learnt may be of importance to the problem of the
contact claims, undoubtedly the most difficult brancﬁ of our study.

In 1950 the peoples of America and Great Britain were told for
the first time of the existence of alien craft in our skies and were
offered the hypothesis that they came from one or other of the
planets in our solar system. It was this hypothesis which split these
countries—and later the whole world—into opposing camps. Hence-
forward there were believers and sceptics. Three years later the first
of the contact claims was widely publicised and this split the
believers into two.

The only way of dealing with the die-hard is to attempt to con-
vince him, as a first step, ogﬁthe reality of the saucers. Should we then
ask our convert to believe in at least some of the contact claims?
Or should we just mention them and laugh them off in order to
impress our audience that we are sane and sensible? Before we make
any attempt to resolve this problem it is necessary that we should
re-trace our steps and review the history of the movement and note
how and when the division of opinion occurred.

In 1950, when the saucers were first introduced to a wide public
by means of books and newspaper serials, the interest was centred
mainly on the now classic sightings. The evidence was so good and
so strong that those who were later to prove themselves sceptics
were taken by surprise. It was almost impossible to destroy the
evidence: only the hypothesis that the saucers might be inter-
planetary offered a target for attack. The scientists and “ experts ”
soon recovered from their surprise and declared almost with one
voice that there was no planet except Earth that could possibly
support intelligent life. It was on this basis that the pundits tried to
“bury ” the flying saucers.

But it was not only the downright sceptic who was worried about
the absence of human life in outer space. Gerald Heard, one of our
pioneers, argued in his book The Riddle of the Flying Saucers that
only Mars could support life, and then only vegetable life. To over-
come his intellectual difficulty he peostulated that if vegetable
life existed, then there must be insects. Therefore, he concluded, the




saucers might be piloted by intelligent bees!
This conclusion, by the way, also offered him a
way out of the objection that nothing human
could survive the violent twists and turns of the
saucers when in flight, The point to note is that
even Gerald Heard, who had begged us to open
our minds, refused in 1950 to believe in men from
Mars or Venus. The late Lord Nelson reflected,
as late as 1955, the view of conventional astro-
nomers when he wrote in There Is Life On Mars
concerning the claims made by Adamski and
Allingham: “Now, limited as is the knowledge
we have regarding conditions on Mars and Venus
. . . the only conclusion one can come to is that
the authors were the victims of (a) a hoax or
practical joke on the part of someone, or (b) that
they suffered from hallucinations.” These claim-
ants were either fraudulent or deluded not be-
cause they had been confounded by terrestrial
evidence or argument, but because they were
both stating something that was demonstrably
false. As for beings from other galaxies, well,
they were so far away that twelve years ago
everybody ignored the possibility that they could
ever reach our shores.

Now, let us assume that the astronomers in
1950 were wrong. We suspected this at the time,
but the evidence, it must {)e admitted, seemed to
go against us. Certainly it was true that during
the nineteenth century and the first half of the
twentieth, human life as on the Earth was held
to be unique. It was to this concept that our
minds, and the minds of our fathers, had become
conditioned. This was the barrier to the belief in
inter- ]anetary saucers: this was the barrier to
belieF[J in human pilots. Today, however, we are
encouraged to challenge this assumption. Noted
astronomers are beginning to doubt the accuracy
of the instruments which were used to probe
into outer space. Our readers will recall that
V. A. Firsoff, in an excellent article which we
reprinted in our July-August, 1961, issue, claimed
that Venus may indeed have a climate very much
like our own. He would not have dared to write
that in 1950.

If Firsoff is right, what follows? Well, to begin
with, the careful conditioning to which human
minds have been subjected will persist for some
time even after it has ceased. The mouths of
Pavlov’s wretched dogs went on watering at the
sound of a bell that was no longer followed by
the customary meal. Even if it were to be authori-
tatively stated that all the planets had climates
exactly the same as ours, the public would not
for quite a time come round and re-examine the
wllofe saucer mystery. Also, the attitude adopted
by many saucer believers to the claimants would
similarly persist,

What we can say today is the astronomers are
allowing the possit:ility of intelligent life almost
everywhere in the universe. The barrier to our
thinking is down, but we do not yet realise that
we are free. The sceptic has no case left and it
is up to us to make him realise that he has lost
the argument. But what of our own supporters?

If we are to demand—as we do—that the
sceptics should at last open their minds, should
we not—all of us—be prepared to open our own?
There are many believers in saucers who reject
most, if not all, of the contact claims. What was
the real reason for this rejection? Was it solely
because the saucer occupants were alleged to be
human? If so, is this a valid objection any longer?
Did we expect something so different from our-
selves that we were as thrown out as the most
reactionary of astronomers? If we persist in dis-
believing, is it because when the claims were
originally made we were conditioned against
them? When Adamski’s claim was first public-
ised, many people told us that they could have
believed in it but for the human pilot. Was that
reaction caused by the ideas of H. G. Wells and
the cartoonist’s pictures of bug-eyed monsters
from Mars?

The early claimants, if they were all frauds,
chose the most difficult path of deceit in the
climate of opinion in the early fifties: they flatly
opposed the tenets of the day. We must allow
that this, in fact, is a telling point in their favour.
FFurthermore, if conditions on other planets, or
even on one of them, were to prove exactly
similar to ours, then it might be vain to demand
from the claimants any evidence of a material
nature that would in itself, by its dissimilarity to
an earthly counterpart, prove its extra-terrestrial
origin. Nor should we smile if one of the human
occupants of a saucer is alleged to have behaved
like a human being. Why should they not feel
hunger and cook themselves a cake or ask for
water when they are thirsty? Need it surprise us
if they are caught in a sportive mood as on one
occasion reported some years ago in Brazil?
Would the claimants be better received if the
visitors behaved in some other way? If so, per-
haps the disbelievers might care to describe how
the occupants of saucers should in future conduct
themselves in order to become more credible.

Father Gill seems to be believed by the
majority of our readers. It is worth remembering
that the saucer described by him contained four
human pilots who responded to the human
approach of a waving salute. On the basis of this
story alone, might we not discard the out-of-date
conditioning that has plagued our thinking for
a century and a half?



































































































