64 Prospect St.
W4hite Plains, N.Y.
May 13, 1958

Mr. Edward J. Ruppelt

1911 Josie Ave.

Long Beach 15, Calif.

Dear Mr. Ruppelt:

I greatly appreciate your letter of May 7th, and plen to write you
at greater length in a few weeks (when I take several days of vacation to
catch up on my correspondence). Meanwhile, I'd like to cover the
following points.

(1] Would you have any objection if I forwarded your letter to Keyhoe
or some of the other reputable saucer publishers or editérs, for possible
publication, perhaps as part of an article which I will write about

the "Scientific Panel Incident"?

(2] Would you care to confirm or deny that the "other Government Agency",
which eet up and carried out the Psnel meeting, was the C.I.A.? [If there
is still a security pledge binding you to silence on identification of
the agency, I withdraw thc question, but I have learned this from another
source, unofficially, and thus I am not positive of it.]
[3] Do you care to say how reasonable or unreasonable my thesis sounds
to you, that the "saucer story", starting in 1951, was taken up and used
by the "AAAEIEAL covernment agency!, for psychological warfare purposes?
"unnamed
I would be very happy to send you a listing of the chronology of events,
as recounted in your book, which showshow this "agency" was active in set-
ting up the revitalized Brudge project in 1951, shortly before you took
over, gnd how it then "mecnaged" the significant sightings, arrsnged for
the top brass "behind doord that would shut tight" to help build up the
story, predicted the Washington sightings fg put saucers on the map for
good, and even planned the which
Scientific Panel at the very start of Bluebook in 1951jProject Bluebook's
sole function being to amass the sightings for panel study, not to analyze
the cases itself.

(4] I am not sure of what you mean near the end of your letter when
youubay that the A.F. in 1952 "released everything", but some people mis-
construed it. I was following things very closely at that time, and I
think you will agree that "everything" was not released. For instance,
the Grugge report of August 1949 (which I had read in secret version at
Los Alamos, and in parsphrased version, declassified, at the Pentagon in
1952) was not fully released in 1952; Hynek's interesting remarks that
the Green Lights misht be U.S. research devices was omitted, also the
letter from Rand requesting the files on the Tacoma Incident, which they
had not been given,also the letter from General ? (I've regretted not
noting his name at the time) which chhnged the nrme from Project SIGN
to Project GRUDGE , and told A¥Z AMC to close out the project in 1949.

Cettainly, also, the details of the early good Grudge Cases have not been
made available to the oublic, such as the Greenwich times of the Azores
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and Labrador sightings of 10/31/48 and 11/1/48, etc. I'd love to be able
to see the full description #f snd statement by the observers in the 34
unknown cases at the end of the Grudge Report, yet this was never released.

As for the misconstruction by the public, what reaction do you have
in mind? “hen Gen. Samford daid "We have nothing that has no mass and
unlimited powerl" at his press conference on July 29, 1952, at the
Pentagon, you yourself were presentj did you construe his statement ag
a denial that flying saucers are American? You and I have both been
through enrineering school; we'W®e both studied physics, mechinics, and so
forth. I'm sure you know exactly what that statement of Sanford is worth,
as a denlal. Nothing. Yet the New York Times and other reputable papers
used that statement to support news stories which said that Samford "denied
saucers were American'l.

I have to say to you that I personally do not think that the Air
Force was acting in good faith at that time. Perhaps what was done was
for the goodcof the country, and the Air Force may turn out to have been
justified, when the full story is unfolded. But as of now, it aonesrs
that the Air Force has withheld informstion continuously and that never yet
at any time has it made "all information available'.

[5] More personally, the last paragraph of your letter refers to my
interview at the Pentagon #n Nov. 5, 1952, with Col. W. A. Adams and Maj.
Dewey J.J.Fournet. This meeting, which lasted about four hours, was
highly valued by me, and I took with me four pages of questions, most of
which I got answers to, in more or less detail.

Therefore, I am truly at a loss when you say,f#ff concerning my
attitude (?) about this meeting, "...Fournet went to great trouble to
get #¢¥ permis:ion to give you a briefing and it was, shall ve say,
rather poorly received."”

I sincerely hope that ¥gf{ neither you, nor Fournet, nor the Air Force
in general got any impression that I was unappreciative of the briefing I
got. They even showed me the Tremonton films, which were the final and
convincing item of evidence which convinced me that saucers were real solid
objects. [Now that I can see the possiblity that these Gove:-nment-made
films were verhaps not as "innocently" created as I assumed at the time,
I beg leave to reconsider.] The briefing was very valuable, and Fournet
even showed me, guardedly, some parts of his never-nublished report, and
some copies of the monthly intelligence letter, etc. I do not wish to be
thought ungrateful for all this courtesy.

It is tme, of course, that I had naively assumed that Adams and
Fournet were going to tell me facts which I wanted to know, such as,
exactly vhich saucer reports had been definitely proven to be U.S. misziles
or secret aircraft} What was Cambridge Research L.bs doing in Wew Mexico
at Vaughn, Datil, ond Holloman? (A fifty-mile-base-leg triangulstinz chain
is aiming at the high reaches of the air.) Yere the green lights reslly
artificial meteors a la Zuicky, or high velocity pellets a la U. of Mich.
Haval Ordnance experiments on hypervelocity armsments for killing supersonic
targets? OUr were they experiments for obtai-ing data on air drasg,etc., in
the upper stmosvhere in situ rather than in vitro?

Naturslly, I got no answers to this line of questioninz; in fact
I was told that the AF saucer investigators did not know anything about



the current status of Navy flying wing work, and did not keep in touch
with such work. [How then could they identify and eliminate reports on
such objectsy wouldn't they remain "Unknown", or in Blue Book terminology,
"Insufficient Information"?]

Although I could now (and will in a future letter if you have the
patience) go on at lenghh about the weaknesses in the Air Force cleim to
have done a through job of investization, I will summarize my moain
point as follows:

Major Fournet did not know, or seem to care, about U.S. upper
atmosphere research which was centered in the Southwest military instal-
lations, and which had obvious potential causal connection with the
Green Lights, both in chrpfonological and in geographical relation.
Therefore, this aspect of solid physical sources for flying saucer
reports whnt uninvestigated; as far as the public is concerned, however,
it is presumed that all these possible causes were looked into in great
detail, and found not to be involved with the zreen light sightin-s.
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The public also did not know, until your book was published,
that this "other unnamed agency" was so closely involved with the
revitalization of the saucer investization in 1951--1955, and that it
managed the Scientific Panel. My investigations of the John Otto-}fildred
Maier tape recording incidené in Chicago %which you may have seen written
up in Saucer News (Moseley) earlier this year) showed undisputed involve-
ment of the CIA in the story, as well as a still-more-secret cryptanalytic
agency. Therefore, and in light of the Ademski case involvement of the
CIA (Stringfield, "Saucer Post 3-0 Blue", p. 42), I feel that there should
be a public airing of the activities of the CIA in the saucer field.

(6] I presume that it is correct to say that you, personally, tend to
believe that flying saucerf/Ar¢/dgf/ sightings are not caused by U.S.
psychological warfare or research activities. Would you, however, be

in a position to state, with some definiteness, that such an explanation
is entirely out of the question? Or is it a possibility that you might

admit into arsument?

I hone to hear from you, at your early convenience, whether I have
vermission to let Keyhoe or others publish your letter to me of May 7th.
That letter is of importance in clearing up the controversy be:teen ieyhoe
and the Air Force as th the existence of the "Panel Report" which recom-
mended expanding Blue Book, etc. 4s you may be aware, Keyhoe was in cessence
called a "liar" for steting, on the air, that the report which you deemed
to describe in your book, existed in Air Force files. According to your
letter, a vbluminous report does not exist, BAf so the Air Force is technically
correct in denying its existencé. DBut your confirmation of the more
extensive two page document ( from which the Summary which I was given, and
wvhich I myself had published, was extracted) will vindicate Keyhoe and
perhaps will lead to its exhumation from Air Force files, for full
publication. Your cooperation and courtesy in sending me the Moy 7 let-
ter is very much appreciated, I assure you, and I hope it will lead to an
early break in the story. Thanks very much.

Sincerely yours,

Z L i / /
monfa, U (Tl msmema ) Leon Davidson . .
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