
Itazuke Air Base, Japan, Dec 17 1956 (a/c location near Tsushima)

Martin Shough

The  AFR  200-2  telex  contains  limited  information.  There  is  no  follow-up  IR-112  in  the  file, 
although  this  is  promised  (and  required  by  AFR  200-2  regulations),  which  is  fairly  typical. 
Amusingly, however, included among summary accounts from NICAP and Keyhoe is a NICAP 
article quoting from the AIR-112 obtained by them via a FEAF source. This is useful, but we don't 
have  first-hand  statements  from  the  observing  pilot  or  the  detailed  interrogation  by  FEAF 
intelligence.  Neither  do  we  have  first-hand  statements  from  the  wingman,  or  anything  from 
INTAKE GCI. It's not the most information-rich case in the files (but not the least, either).
 
The AFR 200-2 telex contains several errors. 
 
The AI radar is given as "the 3-4 radar". This is a typo. The F-86D at this date was fitted with the E-
4 weapons control avionics system (very advanced for its day), so "3-4" should obviously read "E-
4", and the associated radar set was the APS-6.
 
The AFR 200-2 questions 2.A, B & C ask respectively what first drew observer's attention, object 
position on first sighting, and object position on last sighting. Here 2.B gives first visual azimuth as 
"2 O'CLOCK" which doesn't  make sense since at the time of visual acquisition the F-86D was 
locked on and "on a 270 deg heading throughout the chase" so headed straight at the target, which 
was lost at "12 O'CLOCK" (2.C). Presumably the visual pick-up is another typo and should also 
read "12 O'CLOCK" not "2 O'CLOCK". 
 
Thus corrected the figures then give a consistent picture. Initial radar pick-up is to the left of the 
nose. The a/c turns from 330 deg to pursue on 270deg heading, with the reported relative 10 o'clock 
sun position then matching the known sun azimith (about 225 deg in the SW), and the visual occurs 
dead-ahead.
 
A further insignificant typo is the "GIZZLE BAND". This should read "jizzle band", which is the 
slang name for the bright cursor on the C-scope display of the APS-6 radar, which is positioned 
over the target to establish lock-on by the pilot turning a knob. The locked-on band then follows the 
target blip. This is relevant to the AF explanation.
 
Finally, the telex describes the jizzle band as the "RANGE GAGE". The correct term is the range 
"GATE".
 
Such as it  is,  the report  is  intriguing. I  don't  see an immediately plausible explanation. Miley's 
"weather balloon" analysis of the visual is risible. The F-86D was approaching at 6-700kt. At this 
rate of closure it would have travelled about 40 statute miles relative to any balloon during the 3 to 
4 minutes of visual observation (obviously the 130kt wind at 25,000ft cancels out for balloon and 
plane). 
 
Visual subtense was not insignificant if the eye could resolve colour and shape, but this isn't given 
in  the  telex.  The  NICAP "leak"  from FEAF quotes  the  pilot  as  estimating  about  1/4"  on  the 
windscreen, which would be about 0.5 deg. A 20' weather balloon subtending 0.5 deg would have 
been about 2,500ft ahead of the jet and would have disappeared behind it in only about 1.7 sec.
 



Miley also suggests that the report of the target moving rapidly to the "top" of the radar display 
indicates a rising balloon. This fatuous suggestion betrays Miley's ignorance in his own supposed 
area of electronic expertise. The APS-6 display is a small circular tube (only a couple of inches 
across) which in the mode described shows target bearing and target range, not target elevation. The 
top of the display is greatest range, not height. This ought to have been perfectly obvious to Miley 
from the report even if he knew nothing about the APS-6 or similar radars.
 
Note an insignificant  error  by Miley who says  that  "wind was from the west  northwest  at  the 
altitude of the observation" and then lists possible balloon release sites northwest of the area in S 
Korea. In fact the wind at the observation altitude (25,000ft) was recorded exactly due West (270), 
but low level winds were indeed blowing from a more NW direction.
 
On first sight of a summary of the case I didn't notice the time of day and the first thing that leapt 
into  my mind  to  explain  this  tan  hemisphere  was  the  moon  on  the  horizon.  Obviously  that's 
impossible so near the sun in broad daylight. Just to underscore that, whilst the moon was near full 
it was below the horizon on the opposite side of the sky (see below).
 
I have no idea what the pilot saw, but he is described by the preparing officer as "alert and very 
reliable" and whatever it was he saw it subtending a significant angular size with resolvable shape 
and colour for 3-4 mins. It ought to be noted that this radar in F-86D was redesigned into the E-4 
weapons control system to allow use in single-seat fighters with no radar observer. As such the fit 
was state of the art and the radar operation and display much simplified, but it still required more 
than the usual amount of attention from the pilot to cope with flying the plane and operating it. It 
could be argued that this reduced the amount of attention he had available for the Mark One eyeball. 
But this is weak argument. There was no tricky evasive flying or need to make repeated search and 
pick-up for an evasive target, and 3-4 minutes is a long time in the circumstances.
 
The  AI  radar  blip  is  described  as  unusually  large  (1/2"  across)  for  a  normal  skin  paint.  In 
combination with the apparent ECM this might be diagnostic of a noise or interference artefact. 
This is apparently the BB position, supported by the fact that neither the wingman nor GCI made 
any radar or visual contact.
 
Considering the lack of visual first: The wingman was said to be 6NM "behind" the observing 
plane. Since the latter never approached to less than 5NM from the target this presumably means 
that the wingman was never less than 11NM from it. According to the lead pilot, the object only 
became visible to the eye when at 8NM. Therefore the absence of a visual from the wingman may 
not be significant.
 
Considering the lack of AI contact by the wingman: If he was indeed 6NM miles directly behind the 
lead a/c, and if as the report states the UFOB target remained directly ahead of the lead a/c and 
"level" (i.e., at zero degrees relative elevation off its nose) then the UFOB target could have been in 
the radar shadow of the lead a/c. The fuzzy blip of the lead a/c could represent several degrees of 
arc on the wingman's radar, and even if the alignment of the two a/c and the UFOB was not precise 
the latter might be obscured, or only be revealed as an enlargement or fluctuation in the blip of the 
former. This might or might not have been noticeable (we have no info from this pilot). Certainly 
even if the wingman could have glimpsed or inferred the presence of another target ahead of his 
leader from the unusual stringth or variation of the superimposed blip(s), his radar would simply 
lock on the nearer a/c so he would be unable to check it that way.
 
Considering finally the the absence of ground radar detection: According to the follow-up IR-112 
report quoted by NICAP (but not otherwise referenced by BB):



"The fact that no unidentified tracks were observed by ground radar should not be given much 
weight  in  evbaluating this  report.  Both  the  jet  aircraft  involved required IFF in  order  that  the 
controlling GCI radar could plot them."

The reason for this is not made explicit. But generally IFF transponder signals are much stronger 
than skin-paint returns. There are two possible implications: One is that the aircraft were flying at a 
range and/or altitude from INTAKE GCI that placed them close to the radar horizon and thus made 
them weak or marginal targets for normal skin paints; a second is that they were flying in an area of 
ground- or sea-clutter that made raw returns difficult to discern. Or a combination of these two. 
Even if a UFOB had a large radar cross section at the "tail-on" aspect presented to the pursuing 
radar,  and  at  the  frequency of  that  radar  (3cm X-band),  it  does  not  as  Col  Hoffman  assumes 
automatically follow that it will have a large cross-section "side on" at the frequency of the GCI 
radar (unknown; at least 10cm, possibly 23cm). Cross-section variation with aspect even in ordinary 
aircrames is as much as three orders of magnitude. In this case nothing would be known a priori 
about the geometry or materials.
 
Another factor to bear in mind is the significant difference between jamming and interference. If 
there was just  random interference then its  origin could in principle be anywhere and have no 
connection to the UFOB pursuit. But the repeated defeating of the anti-jammer with a 10-sec lag 
strongly suggests active frequency agility by something capable of detecting the change in radar 
output frequency and reacting. 
 
We can try to ignore the visual completely and say there was no real object at all. Techniques for 
generating phantom radar  blips were in early concept  phase at  this date.  The well-known CIA 
Palladium programme under Gene Poteat is not known to have got underway until about 1960, and 
even in its developed form was a cumbersome ground-based system requiring a van-load of gear 
and technicians to operate. What would something like that have been doing in the Sea of Japan in 
1956?
 
And  anyway,  the  active  jamming  implies  some  airborne  system  that  needs  protect  itself.  A 
Palladium-style spoofing operation down on a ship or a coastline is not trying to make it difficult 
for the "victim" plane to detect its spoof "blip", it is trying to make it easy. Sensibly, our source 
needs  to  be  in the  part  of  the  sky illuminated by the  AI  radar,  which is  a  narrow cone (max 
horizontal scan limit IIRC is 120 deg. in a pre-pick-up search mode, 60 either side of the nose, but 
in close pursuit and lock-on this would be contracted to a very much tighter cone of a few degrees). 
 
It would seem ludicrous to deny that the most likely source of such countermeasures is the object 
seen and tracked on the radar. We could always suppose that there was yet another object further 
ahead,  generating  this  false  blip  without  itself  being  detected,  but  this  seems  grotesquely 
uneconomical. 
 
Martin Shough
----
Sun and moon at 0620Z Dec 17 1956,  from approximate sighting position off SE tip of S Korea:
 
Name: Moon
Phase: 0.996
Observed at 15:20:58  Dec 17 1956
RA   5h  8m 44s  DEC  21° 11' 34”
Alt -14° 42'  6”   Az  52° 44' 43”
 
Name: Sun



Observed at 15:20:11  Mon  Dec 17 1956
RA  17h 39m 31s  DEC -23° 21' 30”
Alt  17° 32'  8”   Az 225°  4' 39”
Rises  7:12:10   Sets 17:12:52
Winter time
Astronomical dawn:  5:39
Astronomical dusk: 18:45
Dark for 10h 53m 


