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ABSTRACT: Budd Hopki ns has made a nunber of public presentations
of a purported UFO abduction case with nmultiple wtnesses. The
pri mary abductee is Linda Napolitano, who lives in an apartnent
buil ding on the | ower east side of Manhattan (New York City). She
clains to have been abducted by extraterrestrial aliens from her
12t h floor apartnment in Novenmber 1989. It is clainmed that three
Wi tnesses in a car two bl ocks away observed Linda and alien beings
float out of a wi ndow and ascend into a craft. One alleged

Wi tness was United Nations Secretary CGeneral Javier Perez de
Cuellar. It is also clained that a woman on the Brooklyn Bridge
observed the abduction. Linda has reported nose bl eeds, and one
X-ray displays an inplant in her nose.

To date, Hopkins has provided no full, detailed witten report,

but he did publish a couple five page articles in the Septenber
and Decenber 1992 issues of the Muf on UFO Journal and nmade a
presentation at the 1992 MJFON synposi um W have nmade use of
that information as well as records from other presentations, and
we have interviewed the abductee. A nunber of serious questions
arose fromour exam nation. The case has many exotic aspects, and
we have identified a science fiction novel that nay have served as
the basis for elenents of the story.

Several prom nent |eaders in ufology have becone invol ved, and
their behavi or and statenents have been quite curious. Sone have
aggressively attenpted to suppress evidence of a purported
attenpted nurder. The inplications for the understandi ng of

uf ol ogy are di scussed.

Budd Hopkins is the person nost responsible for draw ng
attention to the problemof the extraterrestrial (ET) abduction
experience. H s efforts have been instrunental in stinulating
both nedia attention and scientific research devoted to the
problem He has witten two popul ar books (M ssing Tine, 1981,
and I ntruders, 1987), established the Intruders Foundation, and
has made i nnunerabl e appearances at conferences and in the nedi a.



Al t hough Hopkins is neither a trained therapist, an academ c,
nor a scientist, he has involved such people in his work. John E
Mack, MD., a Pulitzer Prize wnner and former head of the
psychi atry departnent at Harvard Medical School, has praised
Hopki ns’ work and acknow edged his i ndebtedness to him ( Mack,
1992a, 1992b). Hopkins has col |l aborated with university
professors in co-authoring an article in the book Unusual Personal
Experiences (1992), which was sent to 100,000 nental health
professionals. He has testified as an expert witness at a hearing
regardi ng the nedi cal conpetence of a physician who clains to have
been abducted (McKenna, 1992). Because of such strong
endorsenents and inpressive affiliations, and because of his
untiring work on behal f of abductees, Hopkins has becone the
single nost visible figure in the UFO abduction field. His
contributions, positive or negative, wll be quickly noticed by
t hose inside and outside ufol ogy.

Last year, Hopkins made a nunmber of public presentations about
a spectacul ar UFO abduction case occurring in Novenber 1989 and
having nultiple witnesses. The primary abductee was Linda
Napolitano, a woman living on the 12th floor of a high-rise
apartnment building in | ower Manhattan (New York G ty) [ Hopkins has
previ ously used the pseudonym "Linda Cortile" in this case]. It
is clained that three witnesses in a car two bl ocks away observed
Linda and three ET aliens energe froma w ndow and ascend into a
craft. Further it is clained that a woman who was drivi ng across
t he Brooklyn Bridge al so saw t he event.

The case has generated enornous interest and drawn
international attention. |t has been discussed in the Wall Street
Journal (Jefferson, 1992), Omi (Baskin, 1992), Paris Match (De
Brosses, 1992), the New York Tinmes (Sontag, 1992), and Hopki ns and
Napol i t ano have appeared on the tel evision show I nside Edition.
The Muf on UFO Journal |abeled it "The Abduction Case of the
Century" (Stacy, 1992, p. 9). Even the technical magazi ne ADVANCE
for Radi ol ogi c Sci ence Professionals carried a discussion of
Linda’s nasal inplant (Hatfield, 1992). W should expect
continuing coverage of the affair not only in the UFO press but
al so in the major nedi a.

In a short article previewing his 1992 MJFON synposi um
presentation, he wote: "I will be presenting what | believe to be
the nost inportant case for establishing the objective reality of
UFO abductions that | have yet encountered" (Hopkins, 1992, p
20). During his lecture at the synposiumhe stated: "This is
probably the nost inportant case |’ve ever run into in ny life"
(tape recorded, July 1992). 1In his abstract for the Massachusetts
Institute of Technol ogy Abduction Study Conference held in June
1992 he wote: "The inportance of this case is virtually
i mreasurable, as it powerfully supports both the objective reality
of UFO abductions and the accuracy of regressive hypnosis as
enpl oyed with this abductee." Because of Hopkins' renown, and
because of his evaluation, this case warrants our careful
scrutiny.



THE AUTHORS | NVOLVEMENT

The first two authors had | earned of the case before Hopkins
had spoken publicly of it, and they decided to nonitor its
progress. They regularly briefed the third author as their
i nvestigation progressed. As the affair becane publicized, al
t hree becane concerned about the long termeffect it m ght have on
abduction research.

For several years Richard Butler attended Hopkins' infornmal
nmeeti ngs organi zed for abductees and abduction researchers.
Butl er becane famliar wth the case during those neetings, and he
invited Stefula to a gathering in early Cctober 1991. At the
nmeeti ng, Hopkins outlined the case, and afterward, Stefula had a
chance to chat with Linda about her experiences. Butler and
Steful a gave Linda their tel ephone nunbers. She was advi sed that
i f she needed any assistance she could contact them Stefula told
her that he had nunerous contacts in federal and state | aw
enf orcenment agencies that could be of aid to her. The sane
i nformati on was provided to Hopkins.

On January 28, 1992, Linda requested a neeting with Ri chard
Butler, and on February 1, 1992, Linda, Stefula and Butler net in
New York City, and Linda provided additional details about her
experiences (described below). During that neeting, she asked
them not to inform Hopkins of their discussions. At the 1992
MJUFON convention in Al buquerque, New Mexico in July, both Hopkins
and Li nda appeared on the podium and presented the case. Stefula
attended the convention and heard the tal k, and di sturbing
guestions arose. Sonme of the statenents directly contradicted
what Linda had earlier told Stefula and Butler. W contacted
Hopkins in an attenpt to resolve these matters, but he declined to
meet with us, saying that he didn't want to di scuss the case until
hi s book manuscript was submtted. Despite his initial
reluctance, eventually a neeting was arranged on Cctober 3, 1992
at Hopkins’ hone, and a few nore details then energed.

SUMVARY OF CASE

In order to conpile this summary of all eged events, we have
relied upon Hopkins’ and Linda's talks fromthe podium of the 1992
MJFON synposi um on our interviews with Linda, on Hopkins’ talk at
t he Portsnmouth, New Hanpshire UFO conference, Septenber 13, 1992,
and Hopkins’ two five-page articles in the Septenber and Decenber
i ssues of the Mufon UFO Journal .

In April 1989 Hopkins received a letter from Linda Napolitano,
a resident of New York City. Linda wote that she had begun
readi ng his book Intruders and had renmenbered that 13 years
earlier she had detected a bunp next to her nose. It was exam ned
by a physician who insisted that she had undergone nasal surgery.
Li nda cl ai med that she never had such surgery, and she even
checked with her nother, who confirned that inpression.



Hopki ns took an interest in the case because there was a
potential for nedical evidence and because Linda lived relatively
cl ose to Hopkins, which facilitated their nmeeting. Linda visited
Hopki ns and di scussed her past experiences with him She recalled
sone pertinent earlier events in her life but believed that she
was no longer directly involved with any abducti on phenonena.

Li nda t hen began attendi ng neetings of Hopkins support group for
abduct ees.

On Novenber 30, 1989, Linda called Hopkins and reported that
she had been abducted during the early norning hours of that day,
and she provided sone details. A few days |ater, she underwent
regressi ve hypnosis, and Linda renenbered floating out of her
apartnment wi ndow, 12 stories above the ground. She recalled
ascending in a bluish-white beamof light into a craft which was
hovering over the buil ding.

Ri chard and Dan

Over a year later (February 1991), Hopkins received a letter
signed with the first names, R chard and Dan. (W have no hard
evi dence that "Richard" and "Dan" actually exist. 1In order to
avoi d overburdening the reader, we wll typically omt the word
"al | eged" when nentioning them) The letter clainmed that the two
were police officers who were under cover in a car beneath the
el evated FDR Drive between 3:00 and 3:30 a.m in |ate Novenber
1989. Above a high-rise apartnment building, they observed a
| arge, bright reddi sh-orange object with green lights around its
side. They wote that they saw a woman and several strange
figures float out a window and up into the object. R chard and
Dan said that they had conme across Hopkins’ name and decided to
wite to him They went on to say that they were extrenely
concerned about her well being, wanted to | ocate the woman, talk
to her, and be assured that she was alive and safe. The two al so
menti oned that they could identify the building and wi ndow from
whi ch she energed.

After receiving the letter, Hopkins pronptly called Linda and
told her that she m ght expect a visit fromtwo policenen. A few
days later, Linda tel ephoned Hopkins to tell himthat she had been
visited by Richard and Dan. When they had knocked on her door,

i ntroduci ng thensel ves as police officers, she was not too
surprized because she reports that police frequently canvass her
apartnent conplex |ooking for witnesses to crinmes. Even with
Hopki ns’ prior call, she did not expect Richard and Dan to
actually appear. After they arrived and entered her hone, there
was an enotional greeting, and they expressed relief that she was
alive. However, R chard and Dan were disinclined to nmeet with or
tal k to Hopkins, despite the fact that they had witten him
earlier and despite Linda's entreaties to do so. Richard asked
Linda if it was acceptable for themto wite out an account of
their experience and then read it into a tape recorder. She
agreed, and a coupl e weeks | ater Hopkins received a tape



recording from R chard describing their experience.

Sonme time thereafter, Hopkins received a letter from Dan
giving a bit nore information. The letter reported that R chard
had taken a | eave of absence because the cl ose encounter had been
so enotionally traumatic. Dan also nentioned that Richard
secretly watched Linda. (This information is from Hopkins’ oral
presentation at the 1992 MJFON synposi umin Al buguerque. At the
Por t smout h, New Hanpshire conference, Hopkins said that he had
received a letter from Ri chard saying that Dan was forced to take
of | eave of absence. It is not clear if Hopkins m sspoke at sone
poi nt, or whether both individuals took | eaves of absence.)

Hopki ns recei ved another letter from Dan which said that he
and Richard were not really police officers but actually security
of ficers who had been driving a very inportant person (VIP) to a
helicopter pad in | ower Manhattan when the sighting occurred. The
letter claimed that their car stalled, and R chard had pushed it,
parking it beneath the FDR Drive. According to Dan, the VIP had
al so witnessed the abduction event and had becone hysterical.

The Ki dnappi ngs

Linda claimed that in April of 1991 she encountered Ri chard on
the street near her apartnment. She was asked to get into a car
that Dan was driving, but she refused. R chard picked her up and,
wi th sonme struggle, forced her into the vehicle. Linda reported
that she was driven around for 3 1/2 hours, interrogated about the
al i ens, and asked whet her she worked for the governnent. She al so
said that she was forced to renove her shoes so they could exam ne
her feet to determ ne whether she was an ET alien (they later
clainmed that aliens lack toes). Linda did renenber another car
bei ng i nvolved with the kidnapping, and under hypnotic regression
she recalled the |license plate nunber of that car, as well as part
of the nunmber of the car in which she rode. Hopkins reports that
t he nunbers have been traced to particular "agencies" (he gave no
further details).

At the MJFON synposium Linda was asked if she had reported
t he kidnapping to the police. She said that she had not and went
on to say that the kidnapping was | egal because it had to do with
national security.

In conversations with Butler in early 1992, Linda had
expressed concerns about her personal safety. A neeting was
arranged with Steful a because of his background in | aw
enforcenent. During the afternoon and early evening of February
1, the three net in New York G ty, and Linda described further
details of the ki dnappings.

She reported that on the norning of Cctober 15, 1991, Dan
accosted her on the street and pulled her into a red Jaguar sports
car. Linda happened to be carrying a tape recorder and was able
to surreptitiously record a few mnutes of Dan’s



guestioning, but he soon discovered and confiscated it. Dan drove
to a beach house on the shore of Long Island. There he demanded
that Linda renove her clothes and put on a white ni ghtgown,
simlar to the one she wore the night of the abduction. He said
he wanted to have sex with her. She refused but then agreed to
put on the nightgown over her clothes. Once she did, Dan dropped
to his knees and started to tal k incoherently about her being the
"Lady of the Sands." She fled the beach house, but Dan caught her
on the beach and bent her arm behind her. He placed two fingers
on the back of her neck, |eading Linda to believe that it was a
gun. He then forced her into the water and pushed her head under
twce. He continued to rave incoherently, and as her head was
bei ng pushed under for the third tinme, she believed that she woul d
not come up again. Then, a "force" hit Dan and knocked hi m back
onto the beach. She started to run but heard a sound |ike a gun
bei ng cocked. She | ooked back and saw Dan taking a picture of her
(Li nda nentioned that pictures fromthe beach were eventual ly sent
to Hopkins). She continued running, but Richard appeared beside
her, seem ngly out of nowhere. He stopped her and convi nced her
to return to the beach house and told her that he would control
Dan by giving hima Mckey Finn. She agreed. Once inside,

Ri chard put Dan in the shower to wash off the nud and sand from

t he beach. This gave Linda a chance to search the prem ses; she
recovered her casette tape and di scovered stationery bearing a
Central Intelligence Agency | etterhead.

In a brief conversation on Cctober 3, 1992, Hopkins told
Hansen that Linda cane to himshortly after she arrived back in
Manhattan after the ki dnapping. She was di shevel ed, had sand in
her hair, and was traumati zed by the experience.

Further Contacts with Ri chard and Dan

During the February 1 neeting with Butler and Steful a, Linda
reported that she had net Richard outside a Manhattan bank on
Novenber 21, 1991. He told her of Dan’s deteriorating nental
condition. During the Christmas season, Linda received a card and
a three page letter fromDan (dated 12/14/91). The letter bore a
United Nations stanp and postmark (the UN building in New York has
a post office which anyone can use). Dan wote that he was in a
mental institution and was kept sedated. He expressed a strong
romantic interest in Linda. Sone of his remarks suggested that he
wanted to ki dnap her, take her out of the country, and marry her;
Li nda seened alarnmed by this (she gave a copy of the letter to
Stefula and Butler).

Li nda al so asserted that on Decenber 15 and Decenber 16, 1991,
one of the nmen had tried to make contact with her near the
shoppi ng area of the South Street Seaport. He was driving a |arge
bl ack sedan with Saudi Arabian United Nations |icense plates.
During the first incident, to avoid him Linda reported that she
went into a shop. The second day a simlar thing happened, and
she stood next to some businessnmen until he |eft



t he area.

The Third Man

At the February 1 neeting, Linda nentioned that Hopkins had
received a letter from"the third man" (the VIP), and she was abl e
to repeat entire sentences fromthis letter, seem ngly verbatim
It discussed ecol ogi cal danger to the planet, and Linda indicated
that aliens were involved in ending the Cold War. The letter
ended with a warning to Hopkins to stop searching for "the third
man" because it could potentially do harmto world peace.

Linda also related a few nore details of her Novenber 1989
abduction. She said that the nen in the car had felt a strong
vibration at the time of the sighting. Linda also clained that in
subsequent hypnotic regressions she recalled being on a beach with
Dan, Ri chard, and the third man, and she thought sonehow she was
being used by the aliens to control the nen. She conmmuni cated
with the nen telepathically and said that she felt that she had
known Richard prior to the Novenber 1989 abduction, and she
suggested that they possibly had been abduct ed together
previously. W also learned that the third man was actually
Javier Perez de Cuellar, at that tinme Secretary Ceneral of the
United Nations. Linda clainmed that the various vehicles used in
her ki dnappi ngs had been traced to several countries’ mssions at
t he UN.

At the Portsnouth, New Hanpshire conference, Hopkins spoke of
the third man saying: "I amtrying to do what | can to shane this
person to conme forward."

Wt ness on the Brooklyn Bridge

In the sumer of 1991, a year and a half after the UFO
abducti on, Hopkins received a letter froma wonman who is a retired
t el ephone operator from Putnam County, New York (Hopkins has given
this woman the pseudonym of Janet Kinble). Hopkins did not bother
to open the letter, and in Novenber 1991, he received another one
fromher marked on the outside "CONFI DENTI AL, RE: BROOKLYN
BRIDGE." The odd outside marking and the fact that she had
witten two letters, seemto have raised no suspicions in Hopkins’
m nd. The woman, a w dow of about sixty, clained to have been
driving on the Brooklyn Bridge at 3:16 a.m, Novenber 30, 1989.
She reported that her car stopped and the lights went out. She
too saw a large, brightly lit object over a building; in fact, the
[ ight was so bright that she was forced to shield her eyes, though
she was over a quarter mle away. Nevertheless, she clained to
have observed four figures in fetal positions energe froma
w ndow. The figures simultaneously uncurled and then noved up
into the craft. M. Kinble was quite frightened by the event, and
people in cars behind her were "running all around their cars with
theirs (sic) hands on their heads, scream ng from



horror and disbelief" (quoted in Hopkins, 1992d, p. 7). She
wote: "I have never travel ed back to New York City after what
saw and | never will again, for any reason" (Hopkins, 1992d, p.
5). Despite her intense fear and all the commotion, she had the
presence of mnd to runmage through her purse to find her
cigarette lighter to illum nate her watch in order to determ ne
the tine.

Hopki ns has interviewed this woman in person and over the
phone. The woman cl ained to have obtained his nane in a
bookstore; she called the Manhattan directory assistance for his
t el ephone nunber and then | ooked up his address in the Manhattan
Wi te Pages. She alleges that she was reticent about speaking of
the incident and had only told her son, daughter, sister, and
brot her-in-law about the event.

The Nasal X-ray

I n Novenber 1991 a doctor, whom Hopki ns descri bes as "closely
connected with Linda," took an X-ray of Linda’ s head because she
knew about the story of the nasal inplant and because Linda
frequently spoke of the problemw th her nose. The X-ray was not
devel oped i medi ately. A few days l|later the doctor brought it to
Li nda but was very nervous and unwilling to discuss it. Linda
took it to Hopkins, who showed it to a neurosurgeon friend of his.
The neurosurgeon was astounded; a sizeable, clearly non-natural
obj ect could be seen in the nasal area. Hopkins has shown a slide
of the X-ray during his presentations, and the inplant is
strikingly apparent, even to a |lay audience. The object has a
shaft approximately 1/4 inch long with a curly-cue wire structure
on each end.

O her Unusual Aspects of the Case

During our neeting wth Linda on February 1, she gave us
addi tional m scell aneous details that m ght be pertinent. W were
told that she believed that she was under surveillance and
described a light silver-gray van that had parked near her
apartnment. She also clained that she had once been a professional
singer and the lead on a hit record, but she had | ost her singing
voi ce one day while in the shower. Linda nentioned that she was
given to understand that her blood was quite unusual. A doctor
had i nfornmed her that her red blood cells did not die, but instead
t hey rejuvenated. She wondered whether this m ght be due to an
alien influence; sone tine |ater she attenpted to |locate the
doctor but was unable to do so. Linda seened to inply that she
now bel i eved that she was part alien or sonehow worked with the
al i ens.

Linda also told us that she had an agreenment wth Budd Hopki ns
to split equally any profits froma book on the case.



| NI TI AL PROBLEMS W TH THE CASE

There are a nunber of obvious but unanswered questions that
rai se i nmedi ate doubts about the credibility of the case.

The nost serious problemis that the three alleged principal
corroborating witnesses (Richard, Dan, and Perez de Cuel |l ar) have
not been interviewed face-to-face by Hopkins, although it has been
over a year and a half since initial contact with Hopkins and over
three years since the abduction.

Ri chard and Dan allegedly nmet with Linda and have witten
letters to Hopkins. Linda has a picture of Dan. Yet Dan and
Ri chard refuse to speak directly with Hopkins. No hard evidence
confirms that Richard and Dan even exi st.

Though they initially expressed extrenme concern over the well
bei ng of Linda, the alleged "Dan" and "R chard" waited nore than a
year before contacting Linda and Hopkins. Wy? Furthernore, they
cont act ed Hopkins before they visited Linda. How did this cone
about? After all, they knew the | ocation of Linda s apartnent, so
it wuld seemthat they woul d have had no reason to contact
Hopkins. Wiy did they bother with himat all?

The woman on the bridge said that before contacting Hopkins
she only discussed the matter with her son, daughter, sister and
brother-in-law. Wy didn't she contact other UFO investigators?
Way only Hopkins? |If there is sone unclear reporting on this
point and she did actually contact others, can such be verified?
Has there been any investigation of this woman such as checki ng
wi th her neighbors, friends, famly, or previous enployers? Wat
i s her background? Has she had any previous relationship with
Li nda? These questions have not been addressed, and thus the
credibility of the only directly interviewed, corroborating,
first-hand witness remains in doubt.

Dan has spent tinme in a nental institution. R chard suffered
extrenme enotional distress, forcing himto take a | eave of absence
fromhis job. Assum ng that these two people actually exist, one
must now be careful in accepting their clains (even if offered in
good faith). Despite their debilitating nental problens, at |east
one of themwas allowed to drive a car with UN |icense pl ates.

Are we really to believe that they returned to active duty in a
sensitive position (presumably carrying firearns) and were given
use of an official car?

Who was the doctor who took the X-rays? W are only told that
this person is closely connected with Linda. Wy isn't a forma
report available? Gven the alarm ng nature of the outcone, why
wasn’t there an innmedi ate exam nation? Linda said that the doctor
was "nervous" and didn’t want to talk about the X-ray. It is not
cl ear whet her Hopkins has ever net this alleged doctor. |nstead,
Hopki ns showed the X-ray to a friend of his.
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Sonme have specul ated that Linda may have sinply put sone snal
object in her nose and had a friendly X-ray technician assist. W
have seen no evidence to exclude this possibility.

Linda clainms that she was ki dnapped tw ce, nearly drowned, and
further harassed. Yet she refuses to contact the police, even
after Hopkins’ urging. During the February 1, 1992 neeting with
Stefula and Butler, Linda asked if she had | egal grounds to
"shoot" Dan if he attenpted anot her abduction of her by force.
Steful a advi sed against it and recomended that she go to the
police and make an official conplaint. She declined. If she was
afraid, why didn't her husband contact authorities? The nost
pl ausi bl e reason is that if a report was filed, and her story
proved fal se, she could be subject to crimnal charges. Linda s
failure here raises enornous questions of credibility.

OUR | NVESTI GATI ON

Despite the numerous problens outlined above, we believed it
worthwhile to gain additional information because so many peopl e
had contacted us with questions. On Septenber 19, 1992, Steful a,
Butl er, and Hansen traveled to New York City in order to visit the
site of the alleged abduction. W found that Linda s apartnent
conplex has a large courtyard with guard house manned 24 hours a
day. W talked with the security guard and his supervisor and
asked if they had ever heard about a UFO encounter near the
conpl ex. They reported hearing nothing about one. W also asked
if the police routinely enter the conplex and undertake door-to-
door canvassing in order to find witnesses to crines. They said
that this was a very rare practice. W obtained the nanme and
phone nunber of the apartnent manager and called hima few days
|ater. He reported know ng not hing about the UFO sighting, nor
had he heard anything about it fromany of the approximately 1600
residents in the conplex.

We also visited the site under the FDR drive where Richard and
Dan purportedly parked their car. This was in a direct |line of
sight and nearly across the street fromthe | oadi ng dock of the
New York Post. W spoke with an enpl oyee of the Post, who told us
that the dock was in use through nost of the night. A few days
|ater, we called the New York Post and spoke to the person who was
the | oadi ng dock nmanager in 1989. He told us that the dock is in
use until 5:00 a.m and that there are many trucks that cone and
go frequently during the early norning hours. The manager knew
not hi ng of the UFO which supposedly appeared only a coupl e bl ocks
away.

Al'so in Septenber, a colleague of ours contacted the Downtown
Hel i port, on Pier Six on the East R ver of Manhattan. That is the
only heliport on the east side of Manhattan between Linda s
apartnment and the lower tip of the island. Qur coll eague was
informed that the normal hours of operation of the heliport are
from7:00 aamto 7:00 p.m The Senior Airport Operations Agent
researched the records and found that there were no helicopter
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novenents on Novenber 30, 1989 before normal hours. Qur coll eague
was also told that about six nonths previously, the heliport
authorities had been approached by a man in his fifties with white
hair who had nade a simlar inquiry. That man had asked about a
UFO that had crashed into the East River

The Meeting of COctober 3

On Cctober 3, 1992, we net with Hopkins and his coll eagues at
his residence in Manhattan. Anong those in attendance were David
Jacobs, Walter H Andrus, and Jerome Clark. During our neeting a
nunber of questions were raised, and sone of Hopkins answers
reveal ed a great deal about his investigations as well as the
attitudes of Jacobs, Andrus, and Cark. Linda s statenents also
told us nuch.

We inquired if Hopkins had asked the guards of the apartnent
conpl ex whether they had seen the UFO. He indicated that he had
not done so. This is quite surprising, considering that the UFO
was so bright that the woman on the bridge had to shield her eyes
fromit even though she was nore than a quarter mle distant. One
woul d have thought that Hopkins would have made inquiries of the
guards considering the spectacul ar nature of the event.

We noted that Linda had clainmed that police canvassing of her
apartnent conplex was a common occurrence. W asked Hopkins if he
had attenpted to verify this with the guards or the building
manager. He indicated that he did not feel it necessary.

Al though this is a mnor point, it is one of the fewdirectly
checkabl e statenents made by Linda, but Hopkins did not attenpt to
confirmit.

We asked about the weather on the night of the abduction.
Amazi ngly, Hopkins told us that he didn’t know t he weat her
conditions for that period. This was perhaps one of the nost
reveal ing nonents, and it gives great insight into Hopkins’
capabilities as an investigator. |If the weather had been foggy,
rainy, or snowing, the visibility could have been greatly
hanmpered, and the reliability of the testinony of the w tnesses
woul d need to be eval uated accordingly. Even the very first form
in the MUFON Field Investigator’s Manual requests information on
weat her conditions (Fow er, 1983, p. 30). W ourselves did check
t he weat her and knew the conditions did not inpede visibility.

But the fact that Hopkins apparently had not bothered to obtain
even this nost basic investigatory information was illum nating.
He clainms to have nuch supporting evidence that he has not
reveal ed to outsiders; however, because of Hopkins' denonstrated
failure to check even the nost rudinentary facts, we place
absolutely no credence in his undisclosed "evidence."

During the discussions, Hopkins partisans made allusions to
other world figures involved in this event, though they did not
gi ve nanmes. Hopkins’ supporters, who had been given information
denied to us, seened to believe that there was a | arge notorcade
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that carried Perez de Cuellar and these other dignitaries in the
early nmorning hours of Novenber 30, 1989. At the neeting, we
presented an outside expert consultant who for many years had
served in dignitary protective services. He described the
extensive preplanning required for noving officials and the
massi ve coordi nation during the novenents. Many peopl e and
networks would be alerted if there were any problens at all (such
as a car stalling, or a delay in passing checkpoints). His
detail ed presentation seened to take Hopkins aback. The
consultant listed several specialized terns used by the dignitary
protective services and suggested that Hopkins ask R chard and Dan
t he neaning of those terns as a test of their know edge, and thus
credibility. As far as we know, Hopkins has failed to contact

Ri chard and Dan about that matter

During the beginning part of the October 3 neeting, Linda’'s
husband answered a few questions (in a very quiet voice). He
seened to have difficulty wwth some of them and Linda spoke up to
"correct” his nenory. He left the neeting very early, even though
Li nda was under consi derable stress, and despite the fact that she
was overheard asking himto stay by her side. Hi s |eaving raised
many questions in our m nds.

Li nda al so responded to questions during the neeting. Early
in the discussion, Hansen asked Linda’ s husband whet her he was
born and raised in the US. He replied that he had cone to this
country when he was 17. Linda pronptly interjected that she knew
why Hansen had asked that question. During a prior telephone
conversation between Linda and Hansen, Linda had asserted that her
husband was born and raised in New York. She acknow edged t hat
she had previously deliberately m sl ed Hansen.

Later in the neeting the question arose about a financi al
agreenent between Linda and Hopkins. Stefula noted that Linda had
told himthat she and Hopkins had an agreenent to split profits
froma book. Hopkins denied that there was any such arrangenent,
and Linda then clained that she had deliberately pl anted
di si nformati on.

During the neeting, reports were heard fromtwo psychol ogi sts.
They concluded that Linda's intelligence was in the "average"
range. One suggested that Linda would need the m nd of a Bobby
Fi scher to plan and execute any hoax that could explain this case
and that she was not capable of orchestrating such a massive,
conpl ex operation. Although these were supposedly professional
opi ni ons, we were not given the nanes of these psychol ogi sts.

Ms. Penel ope Franklin also attended the neeting. She is a
cl ose col |l eague of Hopkins and the editor of IF--The Bulletin of
the Intruders Foundation. Hopkins had previously informed us in
witing that Ms. Franklin was a coinvestigator on the Napolitano
case. In a conversation during a break in the neeting, Franklin
asserted to Hansen that Linda was absolutely justified in |lying
about the case. This remarkable statenent was al so wi tnessed by
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Vi ncent Creevy, who happened to be standi ng between Franklin and
Hansen.

Franklin’s statenent raises very troubling questions,
especially given her prom nence wthin Hopkins’ circle of
col | eagues. Her statenent appears to violate all norns of
scientific integrity. W can only wonder whether Linda has been
counseled to |ie by Hopkins or his coll eagues. Have ot her
abduct ees been given simlar advice? Wat kind of a social and
et hi cal environnment are Hopkins and Franklin creating for
abduct ees? W al so cannot hel p but wonder whet her Hopki ns and
Franklin believe it appropriate for thenselves to |ie about the
case. They owe the UFO research comunity an expl anation for
Franklin’s statement. |If such is not forthcom ng, we sinply
cannot accept them as credi ble investigators.

HOPKI NS REACTI ON TO OUR | NVESTI GATI ON

I n concluding his Muf on UFO Journal paper, Hopkins wote: "if
runmors are true and there are officially sanctioned intelligence
agents within the various UFO investigative networks, these people
will also be nobilized to subvert the case fromthe inside, even
before its full dinensions are nmade known to the public at |arge”
(Hopki ns, 1992c, p. 16). Hopkins apparently takes this idea quite
seriously. After he | earned of our investigation, he warned
Butl er that he suspected Butler and Stefula of being governnent
agents and that he planned to informothers of his suspicions. A
few weeks after our Cctober 3 neeting, he told people that he
suspected Hansen of being a CIA agent. This was not an of f hand
remark made to a friend in an informal setting; rather this was
asserted to a woman whom he did not know and who had happened to
attend one of his lectures (nenber of MJUFON in New Jersey who
feared future repercussions if her nanme was nentioned, personal
communi cati on, Novenber 7, 1992).

A PCSSI BLE LI TERARY BASI S FOR ELEMENTS OF THE STORY

This case is quite exotic, even for a UFO abduction
Governnment agents are involved, the UN Secretary General is a key
W tness, Linda was kidnapped in the interests of national
security, concerns are expressed about world peace, the CIAis
attenpting to discredit the case, and the ETs hel ped end the Cold
War. The story is truly marvellous, and one m ght wonder about
its origin. W wish to draw the readers’ attention to the science
fiction novel, N ghteyes, by Garfield Reeves-Stevens. This work
was first published in April 1989, a few nonths before Linda
claimed to have been abducted from her apartnent.

The experiences reported by Linda seemto be a conposite of
those of two characters in N ghteyes: Sarah and Wendy. The
parallels are striking; some are listed in Table 1. W have not
bothered to include the simlarities commonly reported in
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abducti on experiences (e.g., inplants, bodily exam nations,

probes, etc.). The parallels are sufficiently nunerous to | ead us
to suspect that the novel served as the basis for Linda s story.
We want to enphasize that the parallels are with discrete el enents
of the case and not with the story line itself.

Table 1 - Simlarities Between the Linda Napolitano Case and the
Sci ence Fiction Novel N ghteyes

* Linda was abducted int

in a UFO hovering over her high-rise
apartnment building in

o]
New York City.

Sar ah was abducted int

in a UFO hovering over her high-rise
apartnment building in

o]
New York City.

* Dan and Richard initially clainmed to have been on a stakeout
and were involved in a UFO abduction in during early norning
hour s.

Early in N ghteyes two governnent agents were on a stakeout and
becane involved in a UFO abduction during early norning hours.

* Linda was kidnapped and thrown into a car by Richard and Dan.
Wendy was ki dnapped and thrown into a van by Derek and Merril.

* Linda clainmed to have been under surveillance by sonmeone in a

van.

Vans were used for surveillance in N ghteyes.

* Dan is a security and intelligence agent.
Derek was an FBI agent.
*  Dan was hospitalized for enotional trauma
One of the governnment agents in N ghteyes was hospitalized for

enotional traums.

* During the kidnapping Dan took Linda to a safe house.

During the kidnapping Derek took Wendy to a safe house.

*  The safe house Linda visited was on the beach.
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In Ni ghteyes, one safe house was on the beach.
Bef ore her ki dnapping, Linda contacted Budd Hopki ns about her
abducti on.
Bef ore her ki dnappi ng, Wendy contacted Charles Edward Starr
about her abducti on.
Budd Hopkins is a prom nent UFO abduction researcher living in
New York City and an author who has witten books on the topic.
Charl es Edward Starr was a prom nent UFO abduction researcher

l[iving in New York Gty and an author who had witten books on
t he topic.

Li nda and Dan were abducted at the sanme tine and comuni cat ed
wi th each other during their abductions.

Wendy and Derek were abducted at the sane tine and comruni cat ed
wi th each other during their abductions.

Li nda t hought she "knew' Richard previously.
Wendy "knew' Derek previously.

Dan expressed a romantic interest in Linda.

Der ek becane romantically involved with Wendy.

Dan and Richard felt considerable vibration during the close
encount er .

During the UFO | anding in N ghteyes there was nuch vibration
Phot ogr aphs of Linda were taken on the beach and sent to
Hopki ns.

In Ni ghteyes, photographs taken on a beach played a central
role.

The letter from"the third man" warned of ecol ogical problens
and potential harmto world peace if there was interference.

Wendy was racing world disaster in N ghteyes.
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THE REACTI ON OF THE UFOLOGY' S LEADERSHI P

One of the nost curious features of our investigation has been
the reaction of several promnent |eaders in ufology. Indeed, in
the long run, this may turn out to be the nost inportant part of
the entire affair.

After the MJFON synposiumin July, Stefula had severa
conversations with Walter Andrus, International Director of MJFON.
Andrus told himthat MJFON had no interest in publishing any
material critical of this case even though they had published an
article describing it as "The Abduction Case of the Century."
This is a nost surprising statenent froma | eader of an
organi zati on which purports to be scientific. Andrus’ statenents
shoul d rai se questions about the legitimacy of MJFON s clains to
use objective, scientific nethods.

On Septenber 14, 1992, Hopkins faxed Butler a letter saying
that as a | ong-standi ng nenber of MJFON, he was issuing an "order"
(his word). He "ordered" Stefula and Butler to stop their
investigation of the case. W found this very curious, and we
wonder ed how Hopki ns, as a nenber of MJFON, could believe that it
was in his power to issue such an "order."™ H s letter seened to
reflect the mndset of a |eader of a cult rather than that of an
i nvestigator searching for the truth

For the nmeeting on October 3 in New York Cty, Hopkins flewin
his close friend Jeronme Clark from M nnesota. Under the sway of
Hopki ns, C ark strenuously urged that outsiders cease
i nvestigations, thus seemngly trying to reinforce Hopkins’
earlier "order" (despite the fact that the case al ready had been
reported in the Wall Street Journal, Omi, Paris Match and the
tel evision show Inside Edition). Cdark (1992a) later conmmtted
his position to witing, saying that this case may indeed invol ve
a world political figure and have international consequences.

Andrus and Clark are arguably the two nost influential figures
in US. ufology. Andrus is International D rector of the Mitual
UFO Network (MJFON), and he organi zes the | argest annua
conference on UFGs in the country and regularly wites for MJFON s
mont hl y magazine. Cark is a columist for Fate nmagazi ne, editor
of International UFO Reporter, vice-president of the J. Allen
Hynek Center for UFO Studies, and author of books and even an
encycl opedia on UFGs. Because of their em nence, their statenents
shoul d be of special concern to the UFO research community.

At the neeting on Cctober 3, the kidnapping and attenpted

mur der of Linda were discussed. W infornmed Hopkins and the other
participants that we were prepared to nmake a formal request for a
federal investigation of the governnent agents responsible for the
all eged felonies. Hopkins, Andrus, and Cl ark appeared to
literally panic at the suggestion. They vigorously argued agai nst
maki ng such a request. W could only conclude that they wanted to
suppress evidence of attenpted murder. We wondered
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why.

This situation seemed so outrageous that a few days |ater
Hansen cal |l ed Andrus, Cd ark, John Mack, and David Jacobs and asked
themif they really believed Linda’s story about the ki dnappings
and attenpted nurder. Al of these individuals said that they
accepted her account. W were forced to seriously consider their
opi ni ons because they had been given secret infornation not
revealed to us. During the tel ephone conversations, Andrus and
Clark again strongly objected to requesting an investigation by
| aw enforcenent authorities.

A PSYCHO- SOCI AL PERSPECTI VE

The Napolitano case brings into stark relief synptons of deep
problenms within ufology: major figures in the UFO community
aggressively sought to suppress evidence of a purported attenpted
mur der; Hopkins failed to obtain and verify even the nost basic
investigatory information; his coinvestigator, Penel ope Franklin,
approved of lying by the principal wtness; and | eaders in the
field have willingly accepted and pronoted the case despite its
exotic features and | ack of supporting evidence. This state of
affairs rai ses perpl exing questions and cries out for a plausible
expl anation. The thinking and notivations of ufology’'s |eaders
deserve at | east as much attention as the abduction clains
t hensel ves.

Did these |l eaders really believe, as they said, that they
accepted the report of attenpted nurder? |If so, they seemnot to
have acted as responsible citizens. However, these people do not
appear to us to be delusional, in any usual sense of that word.
They are highly functional nenbers of society. They also do not
appear to be perpetrators of a hoax or even "yellow journalists”
with a "w nk-w nk, nudge-nudge" attitude who knowi ngly want to
capitalize on it for their own tenporary glory or financial gain.

We believe that other notivating factors and concepts provide
a better explanation and framework for understandi ng these
seem ngly bizarre actions. W would suggest that perhaps, at sone
sem consci ous | evel, these individuals do not really believe their
UFO i nvestigations to be fully engaged with the "real world."
Rat her, their behavior and statenments seem nore consistent with
sonething |li ke fantasy role playing, perhaps akin to the gane
Dungeons and Dragons (D & D).

Both ufology and D & D all ow direct, imedi ate invol venent
wi th powerful "other-world" beings and nythol ogical notifs. Both
endeavors have been known to overtake (possess?) the participants,
t hough only occasionally to their detrinment. Most "players" are
able to successfully detach thensel ves frominvol venent, but
occasionally the "gane" becones obsessive and interferes with
"real -worl d" pursuits. This "role playing" taps archetypal i mages
that hold great psychol ogi cal power. The archetypes can becone
i mensely attractive, even addictive, to
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those playing the gane. The notions and i mages of powerful
"other-world" figures are part of the human condition. Accounts
of themare found in all cultures throughout history, this being
one of the traditional domains of religion. Even atheists and

t hose who deny the existence of such beings nust still grapple
with the ideas on sone |evel, though this m ght not be consciously
recogni zed by an i ndividual .

In the Napolitano case, the "other-world" figures include not
only the ET aliens, but also the pantheon of agents of an
unreachabl e, evil government conspiracy determ ned to prevent
humanki nd’ s know edge of the ETs. Internediaries between flesh
and bl ood humans and the powerful masters of the nystical higher
orders are ubiquitous in the realmof religion. Angels and devils

serve the centers of ultimate good and evil. So here we see the
largely invisible mnions "Dan" and "Ri chard" and the nysterious
wi tness on the bridge furthering the cause of "Truth." Likew se,

Hopki ns di scerns the skeptical investigators as agents of a
secul ar sat an.

Thus the interactions of Hopkins, et al., wth these players
are seen to conformto the rules that historically control the
i nteracti ons between humans and gods. Humans question and provoke
the gods only at the greatest peril. The proper approach is to
appease, nollify and supplicate these "entities.” It should be no
surprise that the sinplest reality tests of the Napolitano story
were not made in this case. Hopkins’ failure to check the weat her
conditions during the abduction actually makes sense in the
context of this cult-like thought process. Just as lice were
call ed "pearls of heaven"” by nedieval religious devotees, the
physi cal event-reality issues in the Linda story are transnuted by
her supporters.

The roles of high priest and acol ytes are only too obvious
when examani ng the behavi ors of personages Hopkins, C ark, Jacobs,
and Andrus. These aging white nmales patronizingly refer to
Linda’s "average" intellect, perhaps to reassure thensel ves that
they are indeed in control. Yet the high priestess has, in
effect, achieved the godhead (netaphorically speaking, of course).

There are sone differences between D & D and uf ol ogi cal
pursuits. D & D has nore restrictive and structured rules. The
boundari es of appropriate behavior are rather clearly defined.
Ufology is nore "unstructured,” there are fewer "rul es" about what
is and is not possible, and the powers of the "other-world"
figures are al nost unbounded. This relative |lack of structure
makes t he UFO gane sonewhat nore "dangerous.” In order to grapple
with the phenonena, the paradi gns adopted by nany ufol ogi sts have
"concretized" (i.e., structured) the beings as ET hunanoi ds.

In fantasy role playing, the rules are not questioned; they
are accepted by the players at the beginning. Simlarly in the
Li nda case, the basic evidence is not to be questioned. Andrus,
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Cl ark, and Hopkins have all urged that outsiders cease

i nvestigation (despite the nmassive publicity given to the case).
Such chal l enging of "rules" leads to disruptions of the "gane,"
and the dungeon masters need to keep order.

Direct interfacing of the "fantasy role" with the "real -worl d"
(i.e., direct allegations of attenpted nmurder, verification of
details of testinony), usually does not cause probl ens, except
when the players do not act in accordance with consequenti al
"real -worl d" concerns. Hopkins, Andrus, dark, Mck, and Jacobs
seemto have accepted a system of beliefs and assunptions that
have led to a collision with the "real world."™ They have been
unable to rationally defend their behavior, and Jerone Clark’s
(1992a) "Torquenmada" article is perhaps the single best exanple of
that. |In fact, his enotional attack |abeling Hansen as
"Torquemada" (director of the Spanish Inquisition) ressurects and
reinforces religious thenmes, and it perhaps betrays his
unconsci ous feelings of religious persecution.

The above di scussion derives froma psycho-social perspective,
and we would |ike to encourage U. S. researchers to becone nore
famliar the ideas generated fromthat approach. W admt that
t he psycho-social theorists have failed to address many aspects of
t he abducti on experience generally. Exclusive use of that
perspective can lead to positing sinplistic and scientifically
sterile explanations. On the other hand, those that shun the
psycho-soci al perspective typically fail to recognize the
expl anatory power it possesses and its ability to illum nate risks
faced by investigators. Those wanting nore information about the
psycho-soci al perspective may w sh to read the book Angels and
Aliens by Keith Thonpson (1991) and the British nagazi ne Magoni a;
al nost wi thout saying, the works of John Keel are also
recommended.

We are not denigrating ufology by such conpari sons as those
made above, nor are we attacking the existence of "other-world"
entities. Regardless whether entities or ET aliens exist, the
conpari sons are useful and the consequences and insights are
applicable. Such a conparative analysis should not be limted to
only D & D players and ufol ogists; simlar conparisons could be
made for virtually everyone in the "real world." They can help
serve as warni ngs about becom ng too conpl acent regarding beliefs
in our own "rationality."

DI SCUSSI ON

The Napol itano case appears beset by an overwhel m ng nunber of
problens. It was with sone m sgivings that we first enbarked on
this investigation because we did not wish to see UFO abducti on
research discredited. |In fact, one of us, Butler, has had
abduction experiences hinself. It was our judgenent that if we
did not raise these issues for public discussion, there was a nuch
greater risk for the field. The case was garnering considerable
attention, and if it becane wi dely regarded as
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evidential, it would reflect very badly on the field as a whole if
it was eventually shown to be false.

W were quite unprepared for the reaction to our work from
| eaders of the field. Wlter Andrus and Jerone C ark aggressively
tried to dissuade us from continuing our investigation, and so far
they have failed to publish any material critical of the case. W
were unaware that such belligerently antiscientific attitudes were
so preval ent at the highest |evels of ufology. Wen these sane
i ndividuals attenpted to suppress evidence of an alleged attenpted
mur der, we concluded that their beliefs and actions were
inconpatible with "real world" events. However, we do not
consider the | abel "del uded” appropriate here, and we rem nd the
reader that these individuals are backed by people such as Harvard
psychi atri st John Mack and David Jacobs, professor of history at
Tenpl e Uni versity.

Despite our disappointnent, we strongly support scientific
research into the abduction phenonena and would |i ke to cal
attention to high quality studies in the field (e.g., Rng &
Rosi ng, 1990; Rodeghi er, Goodpaster & Bl atterbauer, 1992). W
al so believe that the core abduction experience has not been
adequately explained within normal scientific franeworks. W
commend the work of Hufford (1982) in exploring simlar issues.

The present case has significant inplications for assessing
the true nature of the abduction phenonena. The idea that actual
extraterrestrial physical creatures are abducting people has been
vigorously pronoted in the scientific literature and in the nedia.
Jacobs has pronoted that viewin the New York Tinmes (H nds, 1992)
as well as in the Journal of UFO Studies (Jacobs, 1992). He
suggests that the ET aliens are visiting earth in order to obtain
human sperm and eggs. In his JUFGCS article, Jacobs was bitterly
critical of Ring and Rosing, saying that they ignored "cases of
W t nesses seeing ot hers being abducted while not being abducted
t henmsel ves" (p. 162). Surprizingly, Jacobs gave no citations for
any of these cases. Hansen wote to Jacobs requesting such
citations but received no reply. Jacobs’ article was lavish in
its praise for Hopkins’ work, and we suspect that Jacobs had in
m nd the Napolitano case when he wote his article. W would |ike
to remnd the reader that it was Hopkins (1992a) who wote: "The
i nportance of this case is virtually imreasurable, as it
powerful |y supports both the objective reality of UFO abducti ons

and the accuracy of regressive hypnosis." Because the argunent
for the "objective reality of UFO abductions"” relies heavily on
Hopki ns’ work, our findings call into question this entire

t heoretical perspective.

I n our judgnent, conscious hoaxes are rare in the abduction
field. The vast majority of those claimng to be abducted have
had sone kind of intense personal experience, whatever the
ultimate cause. Nevertheless, the problens of fraud and hoaxi ng
have | ong been a problemin ufology, especially for cases with
high visibility. This will continue. Researchers nust becone
nore open mnded to the potential for hoaxing, yet not be blinded
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to the genuine phenonena. This is a difficult bal ance.

Sone have questioned possible notives in this case; it is
i npossible to obtain certain know edge here. Perhaps Linda really
had sonme kind of an abduction experience (Butler believes this is
likely to be the case). As she becane acquai nted with Hopkins and
ot her abductees, she may have wanted to vindicate them-to save
themfromridicule and derision. Perhaps noney was the only

notivation. Possibly there was a conbination of factors. |t does
appear that if this was a hoax, it was not perpetrated by a | one
i ndividual. Collaborators would include the woman on the bridge,

an X-ray operator, and a nman (or nen) preparing the tape
recordi ngs. However, we want to enphasize that we have no direct
evidence to inplicate Hopkins in attenpted deception.

Cynics mght criticize Hopkins saying that he ignored the
obvi ous probl ens because he was notivated by noney that m ght
accrue from books and novie rights. While this m ght possibly be
an unconscious factor, critics rarely acknow edge that Hopkins
does not charge abductees for his services (unlike sonme
"professional s"). Hopkins has spent an enornous anount of his own
time and noney investigating the phenonena. Furthernore, he does
not have an academ c position subsidized by the tax payers. One
shoul d not begrudge himthe profits fromhis books. Hopkins has
been invol ved in considerable controversy, and sone have di sputed
his met hods. Neverthel ess, he has done nuch to bring the
abduction problemto the attention of scientists and the nental
health community, and his efforts have made it much nore
acceptabl e to di scuss such strange encounters. Abduction
experiences are often enotional and traumatic, and the abductees
need consi derabl e support. Hopkins has attenpted to provide nuch
needed ai d.

The outside critic who is not directly involved in such
activities al nost never recognizes howdifficult it is to serve as
both a therapist and as a scientist. Those persons trying to help
abductees enotionally need to provide warnth, acceptance, and
trust. The scientist, however, needs to be critically open m nded
and sonewhat detached and analytical. The two functions are not
al t oget her conpatible. W cannot realistically expect one
i ndividual to be 100% effective in both roles. By the nature of
t he endeavor, those trying to be hel pful can be vul nerable to
decepti on.

APPENDI X

A Note on the Hansen-d ark Conmmuni cati ons

One of the nore entertaining aspects of this case has been the
resulting mssives by Hansen (1992a, 1992b) and C ark (1992a,
1992b) whi ch have been widely circul ated and posted on el ectronic
bull etin boards. W encourage those interested to obtain copies.
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Clark’s (1992b) nost recent piece deserves comment. He now
says that he now does not accept Linda s clains about the
ki dnappi ng and attenpted nurder by governnment agents. However, in
a tel ephone conversation with himon October 6, 1992, he told
Hansen that he accepted those clainms. Hansen did not tape-record
the conversation, but he is willing to provide a sworn statenent
to that effect. Hansen also talked with Marcello Truzzi who had
spoken to Clark near the sane tine. Truzzi understood that d ark
believed that Linda was sincere in her clainms and was telling the
truth to the best of her ability.

The salient points are sumari zed as foll ows:

1. At the 1992 MJFON synposium Linda Napolitano spoke in front
of hundreds of people and clained that she was ki dnapped by
gover nnent agents.

2. Cark told both Hansen and Truzzi that he accepted Linda’' s
story (i.e., that she was telling the truth to the best of her
ability).

3. Hopkins clains to have nuch evidence that could be used to
identify the culprits.

4. Hopkins flew Cark to New York, whereupon C ark aggressively
injected hinmself into matters and vi gorously opposed conti nui ng an
outside investigation and reporting the alleged felonies to | aw
enforcement authorities. He defended this position, in witing,
saying: "if this story is true, it is not just a UFO case but a
‘politically sensitive event because it supposedly involves a
political figure of international stature...banging on the wong
doors could alert the relevant agency that two of its agents were
| eaki ng a huge secret." (dark, 1992a, p. 1).

W will let the readers decide whether Clark’s initial position
was conpatible with "real -worl d" consi derati ons.

We are gratified that Cark has taken the tine to comment, at
| ength, on these issues, and in a style so typical of his |evel of
di spassi onate commentary. W caution readers that C ark perhaps
may be currently acutely enbarrassed by his statenent quoted in
point 4 and may feel the need to obscure this central issue.
Nevert hel ess, we are pleased that he now seens to have nmade a
cathartic conversion
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