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62, It is well for us to bear in mind that Science, by its very nature, is.

forever prevented from solving some prodlens. Although science assists us in

controlling nature, it is unable to guide us in deternining in what direction

we should exercise such control. With respect to the external world, science

is our guide to a means to an end, but it has no part in determining the ends

to which means should be directed,

63. It is in this regard that I state that the decision to whether a

thorough, complete and objective study of the UR enigna is to be carried out

4s & governmental decision and should be based upon the possible benefits or

otherwise, to husanity, which might accrue from the solving of the mystery.

a definite part of the overall study are: aeronautics, astronautics, cosmo=

logy, evolution, biology and exobiology, history, philosophy, and scientific”

nethod (methodotogy). No UFO Study can be completely objective and thorough

without the inclusion of all these fields, as I clearly show in ry book.

$0. With respect to scientific nethod, I can illustrate the inconsisten-

cies that arise by the following example:

“Unti2 about four centuries ago, it was thought that the sun revolved

around the carth, and this was a firn belief because of the sun's apjarent

novenent through the sky, A very satisfactory systen of celestial mechanics

Was developed on this assuaption which pernitted highly successful prediction

of heavenly phenonena. As there is no motion felt of the earth through space,

our sixteenth century forebears can hardly be blared for their views. How=

ever, let it be borne in mind that no physical experinent has ever proved

that the earth actually is in motion, "?9

Si, That is a good example of the inconsistency of scientists -~ they tel!

us that scientific nethod must be enployed, that unless a hypothesis can be

tested, it cannot be proved to be true. The foregoing example, it seens,

cannot be proved by any experiments. Everyone agrees today that they hypo-

thesis is true, and no one argues it, But the fact remains that it has not
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