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This report constitutes a critical review of eight major research -
areas in the field of parapsychology over the past twenty years. The
report begins with a philosophical analysis of the way research questions
in parapsychology are formulated. It is concluded that the claim to -

have established psi in the sense of paranormality can be.rejected

a priorl because of the generally conceded absence. of a confirmed para-
normal theory. Given this fact, the important question becomes whether
the observations reported by parapsychologists have adequate conventional L
explanations or whether they are true anomalies.

The methods and results of each research project are summarized,

along with whatever criticisms of these projects have been published. t
This material is then critically evaluated from the point of view of

assessing what conventional mechanisms could conceivably account for = |
these findings and the adequacy of these mechanisms as explanations. -

In general, it is concluded that despite some methodological
shortcomings and inadequate reporting, parapsychologists have succeeded -
in documenting genuine anomalies worthy of scientific interest. Reliable
application of whatever paranormal process these anomalies might repre-
sent is unlikely until this process (if it exists) is better understood.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to critically review experimental research

in the field of parapsychology. This introductory chapter has two purposes.
The firsf is to familiarize the reader with the basic terms, methods, and
strategies used by parapsychologists in their research, as well as the classes
of criticisms leveled against this research by outside commentators. The
second purpose, which will require that I indulge in some philosophical
analysis, is to propose a reconceptualization of the basic question one must
ask in evaluating parapsychological research. The chapter will conclude with
a brief discussion of the approach I will take in succeeding ghaptera to

address this basic question.

An Overview of Parapsychology

Parapsychology can be defined as the écientific study of interactions
between living organisms and their environment which seem to transcend the
currently accepted laws of.physics or, more precisely, the so-called "basic
limiting principles” of nature, such as those defined by philosopher

C. D. Broad (1953):

(1) General Principles of Causation. It is self-evidently impossible that
an event should begin to have any effects before it has happened...

(2) Limitations on the Action of Mind on Matter. It is impossible for an

event in a person”s mind to produce directly any change in the material world
except certain changes in his own brain...

(3) Dependence of Mind on Brain. A necessary, even if not a sufficient,

immediate condition of any mental event is an event in the brain of a living
bodye.. '

(4) Limitations on Ways of Acquiring Knowledge. It is impossible for a
person to perceive a physical event or a material thing except by means of
sensations which that event or thing produces in his mind...

1ARRIOVRI S oKk ReleARSe 2080/8/10,: LA RRPIA- 0L IRA035 QY380 dnd r1
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term psi.

Psi is traditionally subdivided into two major categories: extrasensory "
perception (ESP) and psychokinesis (PK). ESP is taken to mean acquisition of -
infotmation not available to the recognized physical senses or through‘logical B
infetence. Because of the roots of parapsychology in Cartesian dualism, a -
further metaphysical distinction is made between telepathy (where the source
of the information is assumed to be another mind) and clairvoyance (where the -
aouree of the information is assumed to be a material object, event, or
process). In those cases where the source of information as such exists in the -
future rather than in the present, the process is called precogpition.‘ -

‘PK refers to the influence of physical objects or events by an organism
in wdys that cannot be attributed exclusively to known physical forces. During )
the %ast decade an analog to-precognition has been introduced which postulates
PK iéfluence of an event backwards in time; ‘1.e., the effect precedes the -
cause. This process is referred to as retroactive PK, or retro-PK. -
Basic Methodolqu -

ESP. In a test of ESP, the subject is asked to guess a randomly selected
target or sequence of targets without access to pertinent sensory information. -
If another person, called the agent, is atte;pting to "send" the identity of
the targets to the subject, the test is defined operationally as a test of -
telepfthy or of general extrasensory perception (GESP). The latter term is -
prefe*red because it takes account of the possibility that the source of .
infor&ation could either be the physical repfesentation of the target or its -
registration in the mind of the agent. Tests in which there is no agent are |
referted to as clairvoyance tests. If the targets are not generated until -
afterjthe guesses are made, it is called a precognition test.

Each attempt to ascertain a target is called a trial, and an

Approvel o Rta st S5b0ibei FerefAlAD PYE TOFEaRA0 38008600 tedponse “

on a given trial is referred to as a hit, and an incorrect response as a miss,
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The number of hits can be summed over the run or other unit to provide a total
score. If the score is higher than the number expected on the basis of chance

(called mean chance expectation or MCE), it is called psi-hitting. A

below—-chance score is calle& psi-missing. Scores are also sometimes
conceptualized in terms of the deviation from MCE irrespective of directionm.
If the scores deviate widely from MCE the result is called high variance. An

overly compressed distribution of scores is called low or tight variance.

Methods for testing ESP can be broken dowm into restricted-choice (RC)

and free-response (FR) categories. In RC tests, the subject is asked to guess -

a concealed sequence of target items arranged in a random order. The procedure
is called restricted-choice because the number of target alternatives and thus
the number of scorable responses is fixed and finite.

The traditional tatgets-gor RC tests are a deck of cards consisting_of
five geometric symbols: star, circle, cross, square, wavy lines. A wide
variety of standardized test procedures has been developed using these cards

(Rhine & Pratt, 1957) and they still see occasional use. A more common

procedure, however, is to utilize a device called a random event generator

ggggl. A random sequence of events is produced through the sampling of an
electronic noise source which in some machines is further mediated by the
randomly timed emission of beta particles fr;m a decaying radioactive .source
(Schmidt, 1970b). These decisions are then registered on counters inside the
machine or in the memory of a computer to which the device is attached. The
subject”s task is to identify a symbolic representation of the target state,
generally presented to the subject through some sort of display, which the.REG
has selected (or will select) for each trial. The number of target
alternatives generally ranges from two to ten and, much more commonly than

with card tests, subjects are given feedback of the identity of the target

after each trial. The advantages of REGs over more traditional methods include

the more reliable method of randomization and the automated recording of

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1

targets and responses, as well as automated counting of correct responses.
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In all RC tests, standard statistical techniques are used to determine
whether the number of hits or the variance of the scores exceed the
theo?etically expected value to a significant degree. If this is the case, and
to tﬁe extent sources of artifact have been eliminated, ESP is claimed to have
been%demonstrated.

%Free-responae (FR) tests have become increasingly popular because fhey
are #enerally more interesting to the subject and more closely approximate the
way ﬁSP operates in the "real world." The targets used in FR tests are
genetally more complex than those used in RC tests. Examples of FR targets are

prints of paintings (Ullman, Krippner, & Vaughan, 1973) and View-Master slide

reels (Honorton & Harper, 1974). In the highly publicized remote viewin ing

procedure (Targ & Puthoff, 1977), the targets are most commonly geographical
sites. )

@he subject in an FR test is encouraged to free-associate, i.e., to
repor# anything and everything that comes into his mind with the intent that
this mentation will pertain to the unknown target. The response period can
last anywhere from 5 to 45 minutes, and there is normally just one trial per
sessipn. Later, the subject or an outside Jjudge 1s asked to select on a blind
basisgfrom among a set of pictures, sites, etc. (including the target), tﬁe
one which corresponds most closely to the subject’s imagery or mentation
repore; alterﬁatively, the pictures may be ranked or rated for correspondence
on a scale.

?hese methods ultimately allow the results to be evaluated statistically

in ways comparable to those used for RC tests. However, this is accomplished

at the price of a great loss in power such that statistical significance can
rarely be demonstrated for a single session. Some more powerful techniques
which involve breaking down the targets and/or responses into discrete

information units have occasionally been applied (e.g., Jahn, Dunne, & Jahn,

'A¥Proved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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The subject is often prepared for a FR test through induction of a

hypnagogic~-like state of consciousness designed to break down linear thought

processes, encourage inward focusing of attention, facilitate the flow of
mental imagery, and eliminate distracting external stimulation. The most
popular of such techniques is the ganzfeld, a procedure in which the subject
looks through halves of ping-pong balls covering the eyes into a white or red

light while listening to white or pink noise being played through headphones

(Bertini, Lewis, & Witkin, 1969). This procedure often produces effects

somewhat similar to longer-term perceptual deprivation, but without the

adverse side effects.

PK. The traditional method of PK testing utilizes mechanically thrown

dice, the subject”s task being either to make one face appear uppermost or to

* cause the dice to fall on one side or the other of a divided surface (Rhine &

Pratt, 1957). However, dice tests have not been used for many years. By far
the most common method of contemporary PK testing is to have the subject
attempt to bias the ouéput of an REG by influencing the electronic noise or
radioactive decay_processes. If desired, trials can be generated at very rapid
rates (hundreds per second), which allows for the application of powerful
statistical analyses. Ongoing analog or digital feedback can be provided to
subjects in innumerable ways in either the visual or auditory mode, and the

feedback display itself is often presented to the subject as the target (e.g.,

"Keep the red line above the center of the screen"). Methods of statistical

analysis are comparable to those employed in ESP tests.

A wide variety of other techniques involving an equally wide range of
physical processes have seen limited use. Those which seem most likely to
evolve into standardized experimental paradigms involve the subjeét attempting
to produce localized changes in temperature as measured by thermistors

(Schmeidler, 1973) or stress in metalic objects as measured by strain gauges
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA- RDP96 00789R003800360001-1

or piezoelectric sensors (Hasted, 1981 ). The more highlv nublicized evross
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metal-bending procedures in which the subject is allowed physical contact with
the target specimen are notoriously difficult to control and generally not of
sclentific interest unless anomalous molecular transformations in the
structure of the specimen can be demonstrated.

One finds even less standardization in the study of PK effects on;
biolégical systems. Examples of target systems in past research range from
dige$tive enzymes in vitro (Smith, 1972) to bacteria (Rauscher & Rubik; 1980)
to s#in lesions in mice (Grad, Cadoret, & Paul, 1961). Serious "healing"
research with humans is virtually non—-existent, but some attempts have been
made to remotely influence psychophysiological responsés such as GSR (e.g.,

Braud, 1978).

Resegrch Strategies

iThére are two major research strategies which parapsyéhologists have
adopted. Proof-oriented experiments, which to the extent they are limited to
this?strategy could more proper;y be called demonstrations, involve attempts
to demonstrate psi effects in such a way that all reasonable "normal® or

conventional explanations have been ruled out. Almost all psi experiments

which are widely known outside of parapsychological circles are primarily or

exclusively proof-oriented.

The majority of psi experiments, however, are primarily process~oriented.
In its pure form, this approach avoids tackling the ontological status of psi

directly and attempts instead to identify 1its psychologic;l and physical

correlates as a basis for the development af explanatory theories or

models. Psi scores are treated as dependent variables to be related to such
things as scores on psychological tests and manipulations of physical or
psychological conditions as independent variables. Because of the need to
improve the rel;ability of psi effects, particular interest has been directed
K’SS?dov?oTnﬁéfryﬁ'é egess; 2%88}65?? 8 :t%ﬁiﬂﬁﬁgm3§&ﬁm%1

however, the value of this approach will be determined bv its capacitv to

-
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develop networks of reliable correlates of psi effects that differ from what

might be predicted on the basis of conventional counterexplanations of these

effects.
Most process—oriented research is guided by implicit theory and sometimes

by more fully developed models from which testable hypotheses are

derived. Most theorizing in parépsychology is psychologically oriented and
addresses such issues as how ESP "information" is processed, blocked, or
distorted after it reaches the mind of the subject. The most fully articulated

and comprehensive of these psychological models is that of Psi-Mediated

Instrumental Response (PMIR), which links both ESP and PK to principles of

learning theory and dynamic psychology (Stanford, 1977).
Theorizing about how information gets from the source to the receiver in
ESP, or how the subject affects the target system in PK, draws more heavily on

physics. The most fully developed specimens here are the so—-called

Observational Theories (0Ts), especially the version of Walker (1975). These

theories represent extensions or radical interpretations of quantum mechanics,
their main premise being that observation of the data of a psi experiment
serves a fupction analogous to measurement in quantum mechanics. The notion of
retro-PK is a direct consequence of these theories. The OTs have generated
some testable predictions as well as much controversy.

Most process—oriented psi experiﬁents are also proof-oriented in the
sense that attempts are made to incorporate the kinds of controls demanded of

proof-oriented experiments. Nonetheless, the objectives of the two kinds of

experiments are clearly different. .

Criticisms

External critics of parapsychology generally have not acknowledged the
existence of the process-oriented approach in psi experimentation, so their
criticisms are directly relevant only to the proof-oriented approach. The

Ajpproved For Release 2000/0 I1gi'fPew:ﬁg‘)el:Q&-g()g)??ﬁqggq%ggf&gq1-1
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Fraud. Because of the origiﬁs of parapsychology in Spiritualism and the
fact}that a high percentage of its external critics are either amateer or
proqusional stage magieians, suggestions of fraud by high-scoring subjects
have‘become commonplace. Some critics also comsider it appropriate to
speculate about fraud on the part of experimenters. Isolated cases of
experimenter fraud have in fact been uncovered in parapsychology (e.g., Rhine,

1974), but the extent to which such transgressions can be generalized to the

fiel¢ as a whole is debatable.

Sensory Cues. In ESP experiments, the subject should have no access to

\
sensory information about the target. Critics are not always satisfied that

such Eues have been eliminated. Hyman (1985), for example, has noted that in
some FR experiments the target picture handled by the agent is included in the
set of pictures later given to the judges for scoring and could contain
ident%fying fingerprints, etc.

Randomization. It is generally considered to be important that the
targe# sequences in ESP experiments be satisfactorily random. This is
parti%ularly crucial in those experiments where squects are given
trialLby—trial feedback of targets and could learn to identify patterns in the
sequeﬁce during the course of the test. Likewise, in REG PK experiments it is
consiqered important that the output of the REG be satisfactorily random in
the a?sence of attempted PK influence. Whecher adequate procedures have been
used $oth to gene;ate and to verify randomness has been a major focus of
eritieism of psi research.

4n alternative to establishing randomnese, which is necessary in those PK
proceéures where theoretical chance baselines cannot be defined, is to compare
psi test results to empirically defined baselines established in control
condiq;ons.

gtatiscics. Statistical criticisms of psi experiments are difficult to

Rpproved Eor el 50t 0dM 6" EIALRBPS6 100780 RT3 8083600041

either alleged violations of the independence assumptions of the statistical
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test employed or failure to adjust significance levels for multiple analyses.

Data Selection. It is sometimes suggested that parapsychologists

withhold nonsignificant results from their reports or classify them as
exploratory on a post—-hoc basis, thereby making the reported results seem more

significant than they really are. A related criticism is labeled optional

stopping, which refers to aborting an experiment or series of trials at a
randomly occurring apex in the scoring level. It is generally agreed that it
is permissible to apply optional stopping to subunits of trials (e.g., the
number of trials contributed by a particular subject in a multi-subject
experiment) so long as the total number of trials in the experiment is

specified in advance.

Replicability. .Although replicability by itself cannot establish the
paranormal nature of psi anoﬁalies, most parapsychologists and their cri;ics
agree that it is a necessary prerequisite for establishing the reality status
of psi. No one claims that psi effects are reproducible on demand, but many
parapsychologists claim that certain psi effects are replicable to a degree
that significantly exceeds qhance expectancy, i.e.,, statistical
replicability. Varidus aﬁtempts have been made to demomnstrate this claim
through a technique that has come to be called meta—-analysis (Glass, McGaw, &

Smith, 1981), in which groups of experiments are treated statistically in much

the same way as are groups of subjects in individual experiments.

A closely related problem is that successful psi experiments are not
randomly distributed among the investigators who conduct them. In other words,
while some experimenters in parapsychology seem to consistently obtain
significant evidence of psi in their experiments irrespective of the
particular type of experiment undertaken, others just as consistently do not.

This so—called experimenter effect looms as ‘a major problem in the field and

has obvious implications for the replicability issue. The fact that successful

experimenters tend to be those favorably inclined to the reality of psi has
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1 -
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their "belief" in psi causes them to overlook potential
artifacts. Parapsychologists, on the other hand, have suggested that
successful experimenters either are better at motivating their subjects or are

the sources of the psi themselves. Some empirical evidence has been offered

in snpport of both of these hypotheses.

Asking the Right Question

In Search of the Conclusive Experiment

We have now come to the point where it is necessary to examine hoé
paransychologists have formulated their basic research cbjectives.
Paraésychological inquiry has traditionally organized itself around the
quesnion, "Does psi exist?" The tern‘ggi, as noted in the preceding section,
is defined negatively as some process that transcends currently accepted
physical principles. It is-nct surprising, therefore, that the approach to
its vﬁrification or validation has also been negative. Again as previously

noted, psi is considered to have been demonstrated if, and only if, all

conventional processes, i.e., processes subsumed under the basic limiting

principles, have been eliminated. Both parapsychologists and their critics

have agreed on this requirement. Indeed, the controversy around the
pioneering experiments of J.B. Rhine in the i9305 focused on just this
question: Did any of Rhine”s experiments in fact eliminate all such
possibilities?

Rhine, perhaps influenced by the simplistic behaviorism which reigned in

psychology at the time, overestimated the ease with which this requirement

could‘be met. In Extrasensory Perception After Sixty Years (Rhine, Pratt,

Stuart, Smith, & Greenwood, 1940) he and his colleagues painstakingly analyzed
all the experimental work up to that time with reference to 35 conventional

mechanisms proposed by critics, which included faulty statistics, data

Tpproeed BorcRelease2800{08/10:t GiA-RDBAG-OQZEIRA0380036000] -1

defects, recording errors, sensory cues, and experimenter incompetence. Six
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experiments were found to be immune to all 35 criticisms, of which the two
most prominent ones were the Pearce-Pratt Series and the Pratt-Woodruff
Series. However, critics, most notably C. E. M. Hansel (1966), had little
difficulty in pointing out ways in which the statistically significant results
of these two experiments could be explained by éonventional processes: in the
case of the Pearce-Pratt experiment, it was by cheating on the part of the
subject; in the case of the Pratt-Woodruff experiment it was by cheating on
the part of the junior experimenter. .Rather indignant exchanges about both
experiments raged in the literature into the 1970s, with no clear resolutiom.
With the benefit of 20/20 hindsight, it is nonetheless fair to say that
both experiments could have been better designed to take account of the
possibilities raised by the crities. It is equally clear that no other psi
experiment has been shown to.be immune to all conceivable counterexplanations.
In fact, parapsychologists no longer claim such an e;periment. The approach
nowadays is to argue either that the "flaws" cited by critics in respomse to
the better experiments are trivial and speculative (i.e., the
counterexplanations are implausible) or that the collective weight of'the
experiments is compeliing even though no single experiﬁent by itself is

conclusive.

[ 4

On the other hand, parapsychologists have been reluctant to repudiate
explicitly the proposition'that an evidential psi experiment must eliminate
all conventional alternatives, probably out of the quite reasonable fear that
to do so would expose them to charges of sloppiness, lowering methodological
standards, etc. This reluctance has allowed critics to argue persuasively
that parapsychologists have failed to establish the existence of psi by their
own (parapsychologists”) criteria.

However, the fact remains that the standard of the conclusive experiment

is encumbered by logical difficulties which are both real and fatal.

Criticisms such as experimenter fraud, if carried to their logical conclusion,

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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(e.g;, Hyman, 1981). Although Hansel replies that sufficient independent
repl%cation of psi experiments would suffice to overcome such eriticisms, this
conclusion does not follow logically from his premises. The replicability of
an effect, however consistent that might be, tells us nothing about its causal
mechénism. Even collusion or fraud on the part of all the experimenters,
alth&ugh a rather implausible scenario, would be a preferable explanation to
psi,iaccording to the logic of Hansel”s position. In fact, Hansel is rather
explicit in stating that the implausibility of a conventional hypothesis
shouid not be held against it: "A possible‘explanation other than
extr@sensory perception, provided it involves only well-established processes,
should not be rejected on the grounds of its complexity." (Hansel, 1980,
P. Zlb

but even 1f a critic were to concede the honesty of the experimeater (or,
for that matter, the subjects) and no other counterhypothesis could be put
forthL it still would not follow that all such counterhypotheses have been
rﬁledjout. The reason is simply that one cannot be sure that all
cOuntFrhypotheses have been thought of at a given point in time. It is
there%ore legitimate, as Hyman (1981) has in fact done in relation to the
succe#sful PK experiments of Helmut Schmidt, to ask that we suspend judgment
for an unspecified period of time, banking on the idea that an acceptable
countérexplanation will eventually emerge. The problem, howevér, is that the
possibility of conventional counterexplanations can never be ruled out because
the pépulation of such counterexplanations can never be defined in a way that
is known to be adequate. In other words, since one can never know if all
possible counterexplanations have been thought of, one must suspend Judgment
indefinitely.

rhe implication of the preceding analysis is simply that the presence or
absenée of a "conclusive" experiment, even a repeatable one, is not an
adequate standard by which to evaluate the claim "psi exists," because it is
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Conflation in the Use of "Psi"

Before answering this question, it is necessary to consider a curious
characterigtic of the way the term "psi" is used both by parapsychologists and
their critics. According to the official definition, "psi" refers to a
paranormdl principle or cause; i.e., it is intended to be a theoretical or at
least a quasi-theoretical construct that serves fo explain certain natural
events. However, the term "psi" is often used as well to label the events
themselves, as in the more complex term, "psi phenomena." The point here is
that with respect to actual usage, no clear distinction is made between the
phenomena under study and the quasi-theoretical principle proposed to account
for them, between the explanandum and the explanans.

One illustration of this conflation is the accepted definition of
parapsychology: "the scientific study of paranormal phenomena” (Thalbourne,
1982, p. 51), which can be translated as "the scientific study of psi.” Note
that the definition assumes that the paranormality of the phenomena under
investigation is granted a priori. This of course does not adequately
describe most parapsychological research, which does not assume paranormality
a priori but rather is undertaken to verify paranormality a posteriori,
empirically. The definition, however, defines the subject matter of
parapsychology in terms of parapsychologists” preferred explgnatory framework.

The same conflation can be detected in the writings of critics when they
claim that parapsychology lacks "facts" or a subject matter. What they really
mean is that parapsychologists have failed td establish the "existence of
psi." However, what parapsychologists have failed to establish is psi the
theoretical principle, i.e., psi the explanans. But a theoretical principle
is not a subject matter. The subject matter of parapsychology is its
phenomena, the explanandum. Only if we conflate the explanandum and the

eiplanans does the statement that parapsychology lacks a subject matter seem

tApprovedsFor Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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The way out of the conflation is aimply to define the phenomena
parapsychologists study in a theoretically neutral.way; that is, independently
of wﬁether the phenomena are in fact paranormal. In a previous paper (Palmer,
1985) I have suggested that the term psi be retained to label the phenomena
and proposed the term omega to label the theoretical or quasi-theoretical
prin¢iple proposed by parapsychologists to account for them. Only omega
implies paranormality. While we await the adoption of this or some comparable
sche#e, I have suggested that "psi phenomena" be labeled as "ostensible

psychic events" (CPEs).

ggphpasing the Question

Appreciation of this conflation encourages a critical examination of how
the fundamental research propiem in parapsychology is phrased. The
exiséential phrasing of the question "Does psi (i.e., paranormality) exist?"
both reflects and reinforces the conflation of explanandum and explanans
because 'existence” is more naturally attributed to the former than to the
latter. Indeed, reification of a theoretical construct is often considgred

objthionable in the philosophy of science. In any event, the preceding

analﬁsis suggests a better phrasing of parapsychology”s fundamental research

quest#on: "How can ostensible psychic events (OPEs) be best explained?f

@his new question has several important implications which bear upon our
origipal question of what is the appropriate standard for evaluating evidence
for p;i. One is that parapsychologists can only "demonstrate” paranormality
by confirming a theory that adequately explains OPEs by appeal to some
"parapormal" theoretical principle, i.e., a theoretical principle that
transpends Broad“s basic limiting principles. This means that paranormality
would not be established even if a conclusive experiment were both possible
and replicable on demand. "Paranormality" can only be legitimately claimed in
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eliminating competing alternatives is logically flawed and can be rejected
prior to analysis of their success in actually eliminating the alternatives
considered.

Have parapsychologists succeeded in establishing paranormality by the
more proper route, i.e., by confirming a paranormal principle or theory?  Even
the great majority of parapsychologists would concede that this has not yet
been accomplished. Although the Observational Theories represent & serioﬁs
attempt in this direction, these theories have not yet been sufficiently
tested to be considered established.

On the other hand, and this is a key point, the failure of the
parapsychologists to provide an adequately verified paranormal explanation §f
OPEs does not imply the existence of adequate coanventional explanations.
Another of the unfortunate consequences of the question "Does psi exist?" is
that it has caused parapsychologists and critics alike to assert that the
burden of proof in parapsychology falls exclusively on the claim of ‘
paranormality, i.e., the claim that "psi exists.” The main rationale for this
conclusion is that it is unreasonable to demand verification of the opposite
conclusion, "Psi does not exist," because it is a universal (and existential)
negative. But this is no longer the case when the question becomes "How can
OPEs be best explained?" Here the canons of scientific method clearly state
that the burden of proof falls upon anyone who proposes to explain OPEs,
whether the appeal be to paranormal or conventional explanations.

OPEs for which no adeQuéte explanations have yet been found can be
construed as anomalies with respect to the basic limiting principles, becauée

when taken at face value they are inconsistent with them (Palmer, 1985).

Calling them anomalies is in no way meant to imply that the explanations of

OPEs are necessarily paranormal, or that an adequate conventional explanation

of OPEs may not somedéy be found. However, the fact that such events are

paranormal when taken at face value is considered reasonable grounds for
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poténtial explanations of OPEs thai need to be considered.

3A.lthough parapsychology experiments are routinely construed both by
par%psychologists and their critics as tests of the "psi hypothesis," the
pre%ent analysis suggests that in most cases they could more profitably be
cons%rued as tests of certain specific conventional hypotheses which purport
to e%plain OPEs. Only'tarely do such experiments test a paranormal theory or
mech%nism. Thus, the real issue in most experiments is not whether OPEs are
paraﬁormal but whether they are snomalous. The results of such experihents
are gnomalous to the extent it can be shown that no conventional explanation

of the results is scientifically adequate.
|

Redefin{gg the Standards of Evidence

%The most difficult quesiion confronting this analysis is what criteria
shou#d be set foé an adequate scientific explanation of OPEs. Some would
argue on philosophical grounds that one such criterion is that the explanation
ggggibe conventional, based on appeal to_the so-called "coherence" principle.
This%principle states that the currently accepted laws of nature, which
preclude paranormasl processes, are universal in scope. Although the coherence
prin%iple_has not always been a reliable guide in science, Newtonian mechanics
being its most notorious failure, it is nonetheless positively valued in the
scieﬁtific community and I cannot logically compel its abandonment. On the
other hand, no empirical evaluation of parapsychological research, such as

will /be attempted in this review, would make sense 1f the coherence principle

were%to be accepted in its strongest form. It is worth noting that a

modefately strong form of the coherence principle‘plays a prominent role in
the épproach of most critics of parapsychology, especially those like Hansel
who argue that all conventional hypotheses must be ruled out before paranormal

hypotheses can be entertained.
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criteria we see in the rest of science. Whereas these are hard to define on
paper and disagreements abound as to how well they are met in specific
instances, at least the problem we are dealing with is a familiar one.

It is perhaps worth mentioning in passing that many scientists (including

some parapsychologists) who accept a weak form of the coherence principle

would argue that & greater degree of empirical evidence is necessary to
support a paranormal theory than a conventional one, that "exceptional claims
require exceptional proof." I admit to being somewhat of a maverick in
rejecting this proposition. Briefly, my reasons are the following: (1)
applying such a principle leads to selective rejection of research findings
and a bias in the research literature that would artifactually favor a
conventional theory; (2) a conventional thggry that really works should not
need such a crutch; and (3)-in the case of OPEs, confirmation of a paranormal
theory would not logically require abandoﬁment of any conventional theory but
simply a redefinition of its boundaries. My own position is that standards of
evidence should be uniform (and rigorous) throughout science. However, this
issue is not, strictly speak;ng, relevant to the present review since
paranormal and conventional theories are not being contrasted; for the most
part conventional hypotheses are being examined in isolationm.

The history of parapsychological criticism clearly shows that it is easy
to devise ad hoc conventional explanatioms of éhe OPEs that appear in
laboratory experiments. However, a possible explanation is not the same as a

scientifically adequate explanation. But how is it possible in practice to

assess the scientific adequacy of conventional explanations of the results of
particular psi experiments?
I will propose the following three guidelines:

(1) Internal empirical evidence within the experiment itself. Sometimes

the conventional hypothesis leads to predictions that can be tested by new

analyses of the data from the experiment under consideration.
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- (2) Empirical support for the hypothesis in related contexts. This might
include confirmation of the hypothesis in related experiments or experiments
expﬂicitly designed to test the hypothesis.

(3) Plausibility. This is a hard term to define and is admittedly

subjéctive. In a nutshell, it is simply a commonsense Judgment of the
likeﬁihood that a conventional process would take place. It might include such
thin?s as the difficulty or complexity of the process, the apparent motivation
of aﬁsubject to undertake it (as in the case of‘fraud), etc.

Perhaps the best summary guideline might be the following: Would we be
willing to accept a particular conventional hypothesis if the experiment were
an "Prdinary" one and the controversial question of paranormality were not
invoived? Often there is a temptation to accept a conventional hypothesis

simply because the alternative (paranormality) is seen as intolerable. The

preceding question helps us to avoid this temptation. '

General Approach

iIq the remainder of this report, I will explore the question of whether
expe#imental data exist which can be properly classified as anomalous, data
for thch the available conventional explanations are inadequate (even if
poss#ble) and the possibility of paranormal causes must, therefore, be
seriéusly considered. A great deal of research relevant to this question has
been‘published in parapsychological joutnals over the last century. Two
approaches can be taken to reviewing this material. The first is to provide
an overview of the entire literature, and the second is to provide a more
in-depth review of the most potentially evidential subsections of this
literature. I have chosen thé second approach for two reasons. Although the
first approach can serve useful functions, particularly for those sympathetic
to the concept of paranormality who are looking for promising hypotheses for
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analysis of specific research programs is simply not possible within the
framework of a broadly based review. My second, more pragmatic reason for
choosing the second approach is that I and others have already written
relatively current reviews of the first type (see Krippner, 1977, 1978, 1982,

1984; Wolman, 1977).

Commitment to the second approach raises the question of which research
programs should be selected for review. For the most part, I have avoided
trying to apply some objective formula but have relied inétegd upon my own
professional judgment, based on 15 years of experience in the field of
parapsychology, in making my selections. Nonetheless, there are certain
general principles which guided my thinking. These include the following:

(1) The research must represent an 1n£egrated body of experiments using a
similar methodology. “One-sﬁdt" studies, however impressive, were not
considered unless they could be related to similar studies by other
investigators. . |

(2) On the surface, the research program must have yielded statistically
significant results with at least moderate consistency.

(3) The research program must be considered important and evidential by a
significant propoftion of contemporary pﬁrapsychologists and, preferably,
achieved sufficient notoriety to evoke responses by outside critics. (An
exception was made on this point for the research on metal bending. Even
though this research is not highly regarded by most parapsychologists, it
represents an important new research directiom with potentially far-reaching
implications.)

I have chosen to evaluate eight classes of parapsychological research
programs which have been conducted since 1970. Each of the following chapters
(2-9) is devoted to one of these classes, and several of the chapfers review
more than one program. Eight major research programs conducted by a

particular parapsychological investigator or research team are reviewed. The
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conchted are ag follows: John Bisaha and Brenda Dunne (Mundelein Col}ege);
Charies Crussard (Pechiney-Ugine-~Kuhlmann Aluminum Company, Paris); John
Hast%d (University of London); Robert Jahn (Princeton University);
B. KL Kanthamani and Edward Kelly (Institute for Parapsychology, Durham, NC);
Haro;d Puthoff and Russell Targ (SRI International); Rex Stanford (st, John”s
Univ%rsity); and Montague Ullman and Stanley Krippner (Maimonides Medical
Cent%r). In addition to the above, two chapters (4 and 7) are devoted to
grouﬁs of experiments on common themes conducted by a wider range of.
inve%tigators. Summaries of each of these chapters are presented in Chapter
10. ?The reader may find it helpful to peruse the summary of a given chapter
befo;e turning to the chapter itself.

?Each of the chapters 2 thfough 9 is organized in more or less the
foll&wing manner:

%(1) A description of the methodolggy employed in the experiments;

§(2) A description of the resulté obtained and their interpretation by the

investigators;

;(3) A description of puBiished critiéisms of the research;

(4) My own evaluation of the research and the criticisms.

jA few additional comments on the last component are in order at this
poiné. First, the reader has a right to know something about my own
backéround and involvement with the field of parapsychology. My training is
as aé experimental psychologist, with my specialty in the area of
persqnality/social psychology. As noted previously, I have been involved in
paragsychological research for 15 years, and I thus could be considered an
"1nsﬂder." Parapsychologists are an extraordinarily close-knit group, and I am
thus%on a first-name basis with the great majority of the parapsychologists
(as well as several of the critics) whose work I will be reviewing. I do-not
feel;thac this fact has compromised by objectivity, and in at least two cases
I have introduced novel criticisms of research conducted by investigators whom

: - - 00360001-1
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My involvement in the field has obviously conditioned the attitudes I

have brought to this task. On this score, I view myself, and I think I am
viewed by most of my colleagues, as a moderate. On the one hand, I would not

have remained in parapsychology this long 1f I did not feel that there was

"something to it," that the field is potentially very important. On the other
hand, I am impressed with how little we know about the causes which underlie
the effects we study in parapsychology, and I tend to react negatively to
"extremists" on both sides who make claims or draw conclusions that in my
opinion outstrip the evidence.

Given the above, the reader should not be surprised to discover that 1
will not be drawing definitive conclusions about the evidence reviewed in this
report. How one evaluates the evidence inevitably comes down to the
plausibility one attaches to-the "normal" explanations which can be attached,
just as inevitably, to any piece of psi research. The question the reader
must constantly ask himself or herself in the following pages is how far the
researchers have succeeded in pushing these "normal" explanations in the
direction of absurdity. These judgments will inevitably involve a subjective
component, and reasonable peopie can be expected to differ in the judgments
they make. The best I can do as a reviewer is to poiat out what the knowm
"normal" explanations are and what must be taken into account in assessing
their plausibility. Although I feel responsibility as a reviewer to express
my own opinions about their plausibility, I also encourage readers to feel

free to draw their own conclusions.
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Chapter 2
THE MAIMONIDES DREAM EXPERIMENTS

| The first major ESP research project in the modern era to use
fre%—response methodology was a series of experiments conducted at
Maiionides Medical Center in Brooklyn, New York, exploring telepathy in
dregms. The principal investigators were psychiatrist Montague Ullman and
psydhologis: Stanley Krippner, with major contributions also being made by
Charles Honorton.

;The basic method was to have an agent attempt to influence the drgams
of a;percipient by concentrating on a randomly selected art print. Later
the percipient(s) and/or outside judges would attempt to match up the
targets for the series with the dream protocols on a blind basis, using
stangard methodologies for judging free-response ESP materials. Generally,
énlyfone trial was collected per night.

‘The Maimonides experiments can be divided into three categories:

(1) Eggmal Experiments: One Trial per Subject. This category includes two

screfning experiments in each of which twelve paid volunteers participated
as spbjects (Ullman, Krippner, & Feldstein, 1969; Ullman & Krippner, 1970).
I haﬁe also included in this category one other experiment in which
seleption criteria were somewhat more rigid, i.e., subjects were to have
repo#ted spontaneous telepathic experiences or to be acquainted with the

agent (Krippner, Honorton, Ullman, Masters, & Houston, 1971).

(2) Formal Experiments: Multiple Trials per Subject. In these experiments,
subjects selected either on the basis of promising results in the screening

experiments or because for other reasons they were expected to perform well
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Willism Erwin, was the subject in two experiments consisting of seven and

eight trials, respectively (Ullman et al., 1969; Ullman & Krippner, 1970),

and a secretary, Theresa Grayeb, who completed one eight-session experiment

(Ullman & Krippner, 1970). One graduate from the second screening

experiment, a psychologist named Robyn Posin, completed an eight-session

experiment (Ullman & Krippner, 1970). The remaining subjects, who had not
participated in the screenings, were psychologist and parapsychologist
Robert Van de Castle and a psychic named Malcolm Bessent. Van de Castle was
the subject for one eight-night series (Krippner & Ullman, 1970). Bessent
was the subject for two eight-night series using a precognition procedure
(Krippner, Ullman, & Honorton, 1971; Krippner, Honorton, & Ullman, 1972),
and one four~trial telepathy series in which the agents were the audience of
a ;ock concert (Krippner, Ho;érton, & Ullman, 1973). Another psychic,
Felicia Parise, served as a control percipient in this experiment; i.e.;
the audience was unaware of her involvement. This group of experiments was*
obviously the most'importgnt in the project because it was restricted to

subjects who were expected to succeed.

(3) Informal Pilot Sessions. Several hundred pilot sessions were conducted

during the course of the research project and reported in unpublished.
manuscripts. The methodology was the same as that of the formal experiments

with respect to basic controls.

Methodologz

Targets and Target Selection. The targets for the Maimonides

experiments were usually postcard-sized prints of famous paintings selected
for simplicity and distinctiveness of detail and, in later series, emotional
evocativeness. Also in later series, the prints (or slides) were

supplemented with multi-sensory materials to increase the salience of the
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appropriate recorded music in one of the group expefiments. This latter
expe&iment will subsequently be labeled as the "sensory bombar&ment"
expeLiment (Krippner, et al., 1971).

Sets of targets were assembled for each experiment, each set generally
equag to the number of trials in the experiment. The prints in each set
were selected to be maximally diverse in content. In the early experiments
the target pools were selected by the agent and experimenter but later on
this task was performed by a third party not involved with the actual
conduct of the sessions.

The agent selected the target (without replacement) from the prints

remaining in the pool. Procedures varied somewhat from experiment to
expe%iment, but in all cases except possibly one (Krippmer, et al., 1973)
the %arget was determined by-a digit from a random number table, the
desiénation of the digit in turn being determined by a complex quasi-random
procedure; Some of these selection methods are problematic and will be

discpssed further in the evaluation section.

‘Test Procedure. Again, the procedures for the test sessions varied

slightly from experiment to experiment, but the following account is
repr%sentaﬁive.

iWhen the percipient arrived for the session, he or she was allowed to
meet with the agent to establish rapport. The agent was a member of the lab
staff and in some studies the percipient was given some choice in
dete%mining the agent for a given session. The percipient then got ready
for ped and electrodes which measure EEG and eye movements were applied.
Duri?g the course of the night the pattern of brainwaves and eye movements
were‘monitored by the experimenter, located in an adjacent room, to

determine those times at which the percipient was likely to be having a
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to six times per night.

Once the subject was in bed, the agent went to a room at the other end
of the building and selected the target picture. Periodically during the
night the agent attempted to "send" the contents of the target to the

percipient. In later studies, the experimenter signaled the agent by a

buzzer, indicating the onset of a REM period, so that the sending could be
yoked to the percipient”s dreams. Toward the estimated end of each REM
period, the experimenter awakened the subject and elicited a dream report,
which was taped.

In thg morning, the experimenter played back the tapeé of the dream
reports and asked the percipient to add any associations he or she might
have had to the dream mentation aqd to venture a guess as to the identity of
the target. These associati;ns were also taped. Collectively, this
material comstituted the dream protocol for the session.

The intercom set-up allowed no communication from the agent”s room to
either the percipient”s room or the exper?menter’s room. The agent had no
contact with the percipient until after the session and percipient judging
(1f this was done) was finished. ‘

The possibility of sensory cues was further minimized in the two
precognition experim;nts with Bessent. In these experiments the "agent"
selected the target for the night and displayed it to the percipient in the

morning after the dream protocol had been completed.

Judging. In most cases judging was undertaken both by the subject and
by outside judges (usually three) who worked independently of each other.
(In several cases, one or more other judges conducted supplementary
judgings.) At the end of an experiment, which consisted of from four to

twelve sessions, each judge was asked to rate each possible

target-transcript pair on a 100=point scale indicating confidence 1
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rank%ngs. Judges also evaluated the dream protocols both with and without ::
the @orning-after agsoclations. In some cases, ratings were also basea on -
the éubject's "guess for the night," an assessment based upon his dream

repo?ts and assoclations. ‘ -

iMost of the reports contain no information about the order in which the

targets and protocols were given to the judges. However, in three of the -
expe#iments (the second Erwin experiment and the two precognition -
expetiments) rankings were not used and the judges were asked to rate all

poss;ble target;protocol pairs in random order. _' L}

In the experiments in which subjects completed only one trial, the
subject ranked and rated his or her protocol against each of the poteatial ..‘
targ%ts in the experiment at the end of the session. Tﬁis only applied to -
the écteening sessions. In the experimencé with multiple trials per I
subjéct, the subject performed the same judging task as the independent -
Judges after all sessions had been completed. However, subject judging was
not used in the "sensory bombardment" experiment, the second Erwin -
expe%iment, or the precognition experiments. .

;Judging by both subjects and independent judges was always done blind =
and duplicate target sets were always used; 1.e., the pfint handled by the -
agent was never included in the judging material. 2

Statistical Analysis. A variety of methods of analysis were employed
and @ultiple methods were frequently used in-the same experiment. Regarding -
the fanks, hits were defined either as a rank of one (direct hit) or, more -
commonly, as a rank in the lower half of possible ranks (binary hit). '
Significance was then determined by a simple binomial or exact probabiyity -
test. Ratings were evaluated by comparing the mean rating (averaged over
the dutside judges) assigned to the correct target-transcript pairs to the "

mean rating assigned to the incorrect pairs using one of a variety of

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1 -
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to a latin square ANOVA to a Mann-Whitney U test.

In summary, the analysis options were distributed along the following

three dimensions:
1) Independent judging and subject judging;

2) Dream protocols with and without morning-after associations,

and "guess for the night;"
3) Rankings and ratings.

Thus, several tests of the hypotheses were customarily included in the

reports.

Results

It is sometimes but by no means always clear which analysis or analyses
had been designated in advance to be the primary test of the hypothesis..

Fortunately, in most cases the analyses converged on a common conclusion.

Formal Experiments: One Trial per Subject. The two screening

experiments both yielded nonsignificant results. However, in the first.
screening experiment, post-ho; analysis revealed that the results of those
subjects tested when the male research assistant served as agent and the
female as experimenter were significantly positive and significantly bettér
than those when the roles weré reversed. Results from tﬁe Krippner et
al. (1971) study were significantly positive for independent Judging but not
for subject judging. ‘

Combined, these three experiments produced 21 binary hits from 32
trials (66Z) based on the rankings (or converted ratings) of the independent

judges as applied to the total transcripts (dreams plus associations). This.

is associated with a corrected E,(Zt) of 1.59, which is not significant.

Formal Experiments: Multiple Trials per Subject. The two experiments

: it;%p"!)roved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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rwin, the one with Van de Castle, and the three with Bessent all
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yieléed significant positive results. The single experiment with Grayeb and
the %ingle experiment with Posin yielded chance results. The results of
Pariée, the control subject in one of the Bessent experiments, were also
clos¢ to chance.

§Comb1ned, these experiments producéd 49 binary hits from 67 trials
(732? based on the rankings (or converted ratings) of the independent
judgés. This is associated with a gc of 3.67, which is significant at

Bﬁoo?lol (The Parise results are included since it can be argued that

agen#s’ focus of attention on the percipient may not be necessary for psi to

occu# in this paradigm.)

|Pilot Experiments. Of the 280 pilot trials evaluated by independent

judg#s, 165 were binary hits-(59Z). This is a smaller percentage than was
foun% with the other single-trial-per—subject experiments, but due to the
larger sample size it is significant (Z=2.99, p<.0l).

iThe probability values reported above do not take into account the
multiple analyses employed by the authors or possible dependeﬁcies in the
judgings and thus should be considered approximate. Additional analyses
will be presented in the evaluation section. Nonetheless, these analyses,
alon& with the fact that seven of the eleven formal experiments were

significant (six of eight with selected subjects), suggests that, taken at

face value, the research project as a whole yielded results exceeding chance

expectancy.

Wyoming Replications

Single replications of two of the successful Maimonides experiments,

the Van de Castle experiment and the "sensory bombardment" experiment, were
undertaken by dream researcher David Foulkes and colleagues at the

ABBTSTET ESF HEr4Re SRAgrssHo® EIA-KDPIe 007d8KIGst02b00d 178 -

Both experiments were designed in consultation with the Maimonides team.

- »
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Van de Castle served as the subject in the first replication, and subjects
in the second replication were selected on the basis of the same criteria
(spontaneous ;elepathic experiences and rapport with the agent) as in the
original experiment. In the sensory bombardment replication, a main
difference was that, in contrast to the original experiment, the agent (in
New York) was several thousand miles away from the percipient (in Wyoming).
However, since distance does not appear to be a critical limitation to ESP,
this modification was considered acceptable by all parties concerned.

The experimental procedures of the replications closely followed those
of the original studies. The most notable differences were that the targets
for each night were Eelected by an additional experimenter in the‘Wyoming
experiments whereas ;hey hed been selected bgrthe agent in the Maimonides
experiments. Also, the ageni could not leave his or her room in the Wyoming
replication of the Van de Castle study.. (The door and windows were sealed
shut.).Such elaborate precautions were not taken in the Maimonides
experiment,

Judging was performed by both the subject and two independent judges im
the Van de Castle replication and by three independent judges in the
"sensory bombardment" replication. Only rankings were used. The results

were nonsignificant for both experiments.

Criticisms
The most extensive criticism of the Maimonides experiments has been

offered by the British psychologist C.E.M. Hansel (1980) who for many years
has been the most prolific critic of major psi experiments. His critique of
the Maimonides experiments dwelled exclusively on the possibility of sensory
leakage in the Van de Castle experiment, which he compared unfavorably to
the replication attempt by Foulkes in this respect. His main specific point
was that in the experimental report which he used, the description of the

méggcroi\‘lnggiFor elease 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDE’QQ‘-00789R003§0ql360001-1 '

es that 'an experimenter ‘appears to have been with the agen
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when he opened his target envelope" (p. 246)f This of course would mean
that}the experimenter, who elicited the dream reports from the subject, was
not §lind to the target.

| %Another criticism, made primarily by psychologist James Alcock (1981),

I

is tﬁat there was no control judging to provide an empirical baseline. This
woulé require that the targets in the .control judging be assigned in a
rand#m order. He acknowledged that the Maimonides team did perform such a
contéol Judging for one of the successful experiments (the second Erwin

expefiment) but he considered this inadequate.

‘Psychologia:s Leonard Zusne and Warren Jones (1982) suggested that in

|
somewof the experiments the percipient was shown the target prior to
collqction of the dream reports. This is a misunderstanding of the
proce@ure which perhaps refl;éta the fact that they used as their source a
brieﬂ description of the second Bessent precognition experiment: which
appeﬂred in a popular book (Ullman & Krippmer, 1978). 1In this particuiar
experiment, sessions designed to test for precognition were alternated with

other sessions designed to determine whether the experience of observing the

precognition target for the night before would affect dream mentation during

the night following. This brief description of the procedure apparently
left Pusne and Jones with the impression that these latter sessions were
meant?to be the precognition sessions.

?inally, psychologist Irvin Child (in press) pointed out that in most
of thé series in which a subject completed multiple trials it cannot be

assum%d that the judgings were independent as required by the statistical
testsiemployed. Although judges were instructed to assess the trials
indep?ndently, it cannot be assumed that this independence was achieved in

|
pract}ce. The only experiment of this type to which this eriticism is

inapplicable is the Van de Castle experiment where a separate target pool

HiSprevbd9roPREI88%%E 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Child, however, attempted to show that this criticism is not fatal by
demonstrating that the results of judgings to which the criticism does not
apply (including some judgings in the single-trial-per-subject experiments
and all judgings from the pilot sessions) were collectively significant.

This was accomplished by taking the most sensitive analysis available from

the reports, converting the result to a Z, and combining the Zs by the
Stouffer method (Mosteller & Bush, 1954). The resulting p-values were less

than .002 for subject judging and less than 10-6 for independent judging.

Evaluation

Statistical Independence

Child“s criticism of the statistical methods employed by the Maimonides
researchers is appropriate. Moreover, he is right in recognizing that a
uniform definition of the dependent variable must be decided upon if the
significance of the Maimonides studies collectively is to be determined.

Although Child”s own analysis, described above, is sound, it has the
disadvantage of not including all the studies in the data base. An
alternate approach can be taken by recaléulating the delinquent Zs using an
error term that assumes "worst-case" dependence of judgings. I decided to
undertake such an analysis, which thus included all the formal series. I
also decided to use a uniform method of scoring (ranks) rather than the most
sensitive method given in the report.

My statistical consultant developed a revised Z formula as follows:

Z=(T-N(N+1)/2[2.51)/ (N (N+1) /12) *5
where T is the sum of ranks assigned to the target and N is the total number
of trials. As the number of trials in these studies varies from 7 to 12,
the assumption of normality is unlikely to be grossly violated, although

marginal outcomes should be interpreted cautiously.

Separate analyses were performed for subject Judging and independent

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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meang of the judges” ranks were 1ntr§duced into the equation, a slightly
consqrvative procedure. In the later studies, which employed ratings, the
sumsjof the ratings of the multiple judges were converted to ranks for the
analysis. Finally, in a handful of cases the only information available was
whether the target was a hit or a miss, i.e., above or below the theoretical

median rank. In these cases, all hits were assigned the theoretical median

of the possible "hit" ranks and the misses the theoretical median of the
poasﬁble "miss" ranks. (E.g., in an eight-trial series, the hits would #11
be aJsigned a rank of 2.5 and the misses 6.5.) This procedure is also
conservative.

The Zs computed by the above methods are presented in Table l. When

these Zs are combined by the Stouffer method over all 11 studies, the
cunulative Z for 1ndependent-5udging was 5.41. The corresponding Z for
subje%t judging, cumulated over the eight studies which employed subject
judgi%g, was 3.09, p<.005. Thus, even when one includes the screening
studi%s, the cumulative results of the formal Maimonides dream experiments
are cﬁearly significant statistically. As Child“s analysis indicates, the
pilotisessions (not included in my analysis) do ﬁot detract from this trend.
%iven that the collective outcome of the Maimonides experiments cannot

be at?ributed to chance, what can be said about the likelihood of these

results being‘attributable to nonparanormal factors?

Sensory Leakage

ihe most serious allegation here is Hansel”s contention that the
experimenter in the Van de Castle study appears to have been present with
the agent when the latter opened the target envelope. The following is the
parag%aph.upon which Hansel based this inference. I have underscored those

phrasés which Hansel himself emphasized in his critique and which led him to
Apprenaddier Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Table 1

Z STATISTICS OF RANKS CORRECTED (WHEN NECESSARY)

FOR POSSIBLE DEPENDENCE OF JUDGINGS*

Zs
Indep. Js Subj Js
I. Single Trial per Subject
A, Screening I : 0.62 . 1.24
B. Screening II -0.21 1.08
C. Sensory Bombardment 3.25 0.00
II. Multiple Trials per Subject
A. Erwin I - 1.64 1.05
B. Erwin II ’ 3.54
C.. Grayeb _ =-0.51 0.51
D. Posin 1.08 _ 1.08
E. Van de Castle 2.61 2.86
F. Bessent.I | 2.53
G. Bessent II 2.96
H. Rock Concert 0.44 0.92
TOTAL (Stouffer Z) 5.41 3.09

* Underscoring means that judgings were truly independent and the uncorrected

sum-of-ranks Z formula was applied.

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1



Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
Mai?onides Dream Experiments Page 33

fUpon arriving in his room, A opened the envelope containing the target

Picture. He was encouraged to write down his associations, to visualize the
picture, to concentrate upon it, and to treat. it in any other manner which
would make its contents a dynamic part of his conscious processes. Once
this was done, there was no way the A could communicate with E or with §
without leaving his room and breaching the conditions of the experiment.”
(Ullman & Krippner, 1970; pp. 99-100).

iFirst of all, nowhere is it stated that E accompanied A to his
room; "He was encouraged" could be taken to imply this, but it could also be
readjas implying that the "encouragement" had been part of the general‘
inst#uctions giveﬁ to A before the experiment began. "Once this was done"
coulq be taken to mean, as Hansel believes, that only after the target had
been opened (in E”s presence) was A to E communication impossible, but, if
the ﬁore generous interpretation of the preceding phrase is correct, it
coulﬁ mean that as éoon as A entered the room such communication was
impo@sible.

3There is no question that the paragraph is ambiguous and poorly worded.
HoweWer, by no stretch of the imagination is the implication that E
acco#panied A to his room clear enough to justify Hansel all but concluding
thatj;his is what happened. Further, certain aspects of the procedure seem

. to aﬁgue against Hansel”s interpretation. Doesn”t it seem odd, for example,
thatiE would need to remind A before each trial how to do the sending?
Fortunately, the procedure is stated more clearly in one of the other
reports of the experiment, where it is affirmed that the experimenter only
staye? with the agent until the latter went to his room to open the target
envelope (Ullman & Krippner, 1968).

The other possibility alluded to by Hansel concerns cheating on the
part of one or more of the participants. The unsuccessful Foulkes
experiment with Van de Castle was indeed somewhat more secure in this regard
than the Maimonides experiments. In particular, the latter, unlike the

f , did lude th ssibility that th t
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 - CIA-RDP96 007 8oRG6TH0d58F08151°F
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target to the percipient without the experimenter knowing it. Indeed, the
reports of the first screening and first Erwin experiments refer to the
agent occasionally relieving the experimenter during the night, although
never talking to the subject. However, there is no evidence that an agent
ever compromised a session and several agents would have to be implicated if
all the éignificant Maimonides experiments are to be accounted for as fraud.
Since the agents in all the Maimonides experiments were lab staff, this
specific criticism falls into the category of experimenter fraud, which can
be offered as a possible alternative explanation of all the experiments
considered in this review.

However, the fact remains that two experiments with d;fferent outcomes
({.e., both the Maimonides and the Wyoming experiments with Van de Castle)
did differ procedurally in terms of the opportunities they provided for
fraud by the agent. Howevgr, they differed in other respects as well. Van
de Castle (1977) notes, for example, that he was disturbed by the skepticism
of the Wyoming team and that this created a bad psychological climate for
the Wyoming experiment. The Wyoming investigators' indeed reported evidence
of negative feelings toward the experimenters in Van de Castle”s dreams
during the experiment. Critics often complain bitterly that
parapsychologists use this kind of argument as an alibi to explain away
failures after the fact. It certainly would be premature to conclude that
Van de Castle”s explanation is the correct one, but the fact remains that
the psychological state of the subject differed in the two experiments and
that this was as real a difference as the procedural differences stressed by
Hansel. Also, if a "psi" process does exist, it is not unreasonable to
suppose that it is influenced by the psychological state of the percipient.
Other differences, such as a higher concentration of sessions in the Wyoming
experiments, could also have'been factors. 1In short, as long as multiple

differences in conditions exist, one cannot confidently attribute
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by other internal evidence in the data.

Lack of Baseline Judgings

%The artifact which baseline judgings are supposed to control for, as is

clear from reading Alcock”s (1981) critiﬁue, is the possibility that a

target-dream correspondence will be considered evidential because of chance
corrgspondences or because the dream protocols contain highly general
statéments which could apply to many pictures. The Maimonides judging and
analysis procedures in fact control for this artifact because the rankﬁor
rating the dream protocol receives depends on how closely it corresponds to
the ﬁarget picture relative to how well it corresponds to the other plctures
in tﬁe Judging pool or set. To put this another way, the mean ratings or
rankings assigned to the inc;frect pairings serve as the baseline against
whiéﬂ ratings and rankings assigne& to the correct pairings are assessed.

éAnother way to address this issue is to ask what the interpretation
wouli be if control judgings in which the correct pairings were assigned
randémly or arbitrarily consistently yielded significant resulfs. Such an
outcome would be every bit as anomalous as that of the real Maimonides
expefiments and would fit many definitions of psi, including the one used
for ﬁhis review. 1f the outcome, on the other hand, were nonsignificadt,
its Qevia;ion from ﬁhe theoretical "chance" value is properly construed as
error and thus should not be incorporated into the baseline estimate. In
other words, for this type of research problem, the best external baseliﬂe
is the theoretical estimate built into the Maimonides procedure.

%Many psi experiments other than the Maimonides dream experiments
compare obtained results to theoretically defined baselines. The same basic
arguments apply in those cases. For a further discussion, see

Palmer (1982).
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Randomization

A potential source of bias not addressed by previous reviewers of the
Maimonides experiments is the inadequacy of the randomization procedure used
to select targéts in some of the experiments. For example, in the second
Erwin experiment, a random digit was used to select which of the ten art
prints in the pool would be the target for the first trial. The same

procedure was used for subsequent trials, except that if the raandom digit

. exceeded the number of prints remaining in the pool, the selector would go

back to the first print and continue counting until the random number was
reached. A moment”s reflection will reveal that this procedure does not
lead to each print having an equal opportunity of being selected for each
trial. For example, for the second trial, selection of a random digit "1"
or "0" ("0" being equivalent to "10") leads to the first print being
selected, whereas each of the remaining prints are associated with only one
digit; 1l.e., the first print has twice as much chance of being selected for
this trial as any of the others. A proper procedure would have been to
select a new random digit each time a digit exceeded the number of prints in
the pool.

To determine the extent of the biés, I performed a computer simulation
of the above selection procedure. The random numbers were determined by a
random event generator, and 1000 mock "experiments" were run, each
consisting of eight trials with an initial pool of ten prints as in the
second Erwin experiment.

The resulting matrix is reproduced as Table 2. The figures inside tﬁe
table refer to the number of times each print was selected for-each trial.
Eight chi-squares were also computed, one for each trial, to indicate the
extent to which the distribution of selections for that trial departed from
the ideal of each print being selected an equal number of times.

The chi-square for the first trial was not significant. This is to be

exXpeprodjetekarsk eliea $e4d2800/0 8/4 QAR DPO61G0 T 8SR00330036006/k4,
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Table 2
RESULTS OF COMPUTER SIMULATION

TESTING FOR BIASED TARGET SELECTION

TRIAL

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

A sz 28 | w2 11 ol | 9% 79

B 97 90 | 150 144 113 8| 97 9

Tl e 91 100 | 15 121 119 86 | 87 109
Al D 102 s | 8 135 98 83 | 111 105
x| E 8 & | 8 120 126 101 | 108 98
¢l T 108 87 | 95 e 1u 9 | 108 101
g| € 102 92 | 72 79 ur 106 | 01 109
| B 15 84 75 69 104 103 | 81 109
T 16 8 | 72 71 e 25| 12 10

J 00 88 | 8 72 62  139| 9 90

§g 11.36 124.96 93.92 71.74 42.18 ‘34.66 9.50 8.46

Numbers indicate the number of times in 1000 "experiments" that target
was selected for that trial; underscored numbers show the maximum fre-
quency for the target
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the chi-squares for Trials 2 through 6 are highl} significant (p<.001). The
bias is strongest in Trial 2 and steadlily declines until by Trial 7 it is no
longer detectable for the sample size employed.

The most important feature of the bias is that within Trials 2 through

6 there is a tendency for earlier members of the target pool to be favored

on the earlier trials and later members on the later trials. This can be
seen by observing in Table 2 for which trial (in the range of Trials 2
through 6) each print receives its maximum number of selections. These
figures are underscored in the table and form a virtual diagonal from the
upper left to lower right. For imstance, Print A receives its maximum
number of selections on Trial 2, whereas Print J receives its maximum number
of selections on Trial 6.

This blas is serious to.the extent that the judge has a tendency to
assign early targets in the pool to early trials, either as a natural
tendency or because of knowledge that such a bias exists in the
randomization procedure. Fortunately, in the second Erwin experiment the
judges were all asked to evaluate the possible target-tramscript pairings in
random order. If this means that they had no knowledge of the original
ordering of the targets (i.e., the order of the envelopes before the first
trial), then the bias can be considered irrelevant, unless one entertains
the rather implausible assumption that the order of the subject”s dreams was
somehow naturall& correlated with the order of the Caréets in the pool.

Even if the judgés did know the target order, the fact that they judged the
pairs in random order might tend to neutralize any natural judging biases
toward selecting one of the first targets seen for early trials,‘and 80 on.
Randomization of targets given to the judges was not discussed in the
reports of the first Erwin experiment. However, Krippner (personal

communication) claims that in all the experiments targets were given to each

Judge in a different random order. How this randomization was accomplished

Ap roved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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ﬁThe biased selection procedure poses a slightly different problem in

the Van de Castle study than in the Erwin studies, because a separate target
|

pool was used for each trial. Since each pool contained eight prints, this
meapé that for each trial the first two members of the pool had tvice as
greag a chance of being selected as the others. Precise details of how the
poole were constructed were not given in the report, but i1f there had eeen
any tendency to put.the "best" art prints early in the pool--an unverified
but not impleusible assumption-—an effective bias could have resulted.

It is not clear what target selection procedure was used in the
"senéory bombardment" experiment. If the faulty method was used, the ﬁias
would be comparable to that which applies to the Van de Castle experiment,
since there again a single target pool was used for each trial. It also is
not reported what randomizetion procedure was used in the replications of
the Vpn de Castle and "sensory bombardment" experiments conducted by the
Wyomihg team. Finally, it should be noted that the faulty target selection
procedure was not used in the two successful precognition experiments with
Bessept. The procedures used in the second of these experiments, although
compldcated, seem adequate.

hnother form of biased target selection occurred in the first of the

precognition studies with Bessent (Krippner et al., 1971), however. 1In this

experdment, a word was randomly selected from a dictionary of common dream

themee and one of the experimenters created a multi-sensory experience (like

a min;-drama) which Bessent experienced the morning after the test night.
It thus served as the precognitive target. Descriptions of these
experdences were given to the judges for matching with the dream
transeripts.

*he problem with this procedure is that even though the topic was
selected randomly, the actual material in tﬁe description was not. For:

REPrYve 4Or P REALESE 200018/ SercEIRIRD P98 0628 SRODSE63600061s 1

preparation of the experiences by information -he had innocently acquired
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about Bessent”s activities or thoughts during the previous day, or by

newsworthy happenings that day totally unrelated to Bessent. If such

‘activities or events had come to be reflected in Bessent”s dreams,

artifactual correspondences could have been produced.

None of the biases discussed in this section seem particularly likely

as explanations even of the experiments to which they apply, because they
require the acceptance of rather implausible ad hoc assumptions.

Nonetheless, they must be treated as possible explanations of the results.
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NOTE
1 Unless noted otherwise, Pp-values cited in this report are two-t:ailed.‘ In
general, I have cited the p-value given by the authors when referring tb
tests%they computed. I have generally cited two—tailed probabilities for my
own aPalyses. Z-scores which exceed 4.0 are generally considered
suffi%iently astronomical to not require the citation of the exact Pp~value

alongside them.
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Chapter 3
REMOTE VIEWING

A great deal of public attention has accrued to experiments using a
free-response ESP procedure called "remote viewing (RV)." The main
distinguishing characteristic of this procedure is that the targets tend to
be "real" objects or geographical sites as opposed to photographs, slides,
etc. However, it is also likely that the term was adopted to avoid the
"occult" connotations which, despite the efforts and wishes of conservatives
like Rhine, have become attached to the term "ESP."

The remote viewing proéedure is most closely identified with two
physicists, Harold Pqthoff and Russell Targ, who at the time of their
initial RV experiments were $oth employed at SRI International in
California. This background and affiliation is part of the reason that
their research has attained such notoriety in scientific circles.

I will begin by critically reviewing the primary RV experiments of
Puthoff and Targ and the cdntroversy about these experiments initiated by
psychologists David Marks and Richard Kammann, I will then critically
discuss the major replication attempts by Bisaha and Dunne, Schlitz and
Gruber, Karnes, and Marks and Kammann. I will not consider various minor
experiments, especially those uéing the "group remote viewing" procedure in

which multiple subjects attempt to reproduce a single target.

Puthoff and Targ Experiments

The experiments to be considered used a total of nine subjects, three
of whom were labeled as "experienced" (i.e., having participated and
succeeded in previous psi experiments), three as "learners" and three as

"yisitors." The most extensive testing and the most successful (and

controversial) results were associated with a former police commissioner

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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(Puthoff & Targ, 1979).

§215§Series

EA pool of over 100 target locations within a short driving distance
from;SRI was assembled by a person not otherwise involved with the
experiments. This person randomly selected one location from this pool to
be th@ target for each trial. The method of randomization was not specified
nor iF it clear whether targets were placed back in the pool after they had
been used (i.e., sampling with replacement).

For each trial, a group of two to four "outbound experimenters"
ascer#ained the target location and drove to it. They then observed th§
locatﬁon for 15 minutes, during which time the subject (who was located at
SRI with the "inbound experi;enter") attempted to receive impressions of the
site{ﬂ These impressions were recorded on tape and the subject also drew
letches of the presumed target. The inbound experimenter, who was himself
blind to the target location—;é well as to the contents of the pool, asked
“the ;pbject questions in an effort to achieve further clarificaﬁion ands
elabo;ation of the impressions. Following the trial, the subject was taken
to thé site for feedback.

The total of 39 trials was divided into five groups of five ﬁo nine
ttialg, each group cdnsisting of the attempts of one or two subjects. For
each trial, an unedited transcript of the subject”s tape~recorded
impreésions was attached to the subject”s sketches. (Hereafter, the term »
"tran%cript" will be defined as including these sketches.) The tramscripts
for eéch group of trials were assembled and given to one outside judge who
was asked to visit each of the target sites for that group and rank the
trans#ripts in the order of the degree of perceived correspondence to the

site. The ranks assigned to the correct tramscripts for all t s % e
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group were then summed and the sum was evaluated for statistical
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Morris (1972).

Results. Four of the five groups of trials ylelded one~tailed
probabilities of less than .05 in the psi-hitting direction. The most
significant gro;ps were the nine trials of Price (p = 2.9x10-5) and the nine

trials of Hammid (p = 1.8x1076),

Technology Series

The target pool for this series, which was designed to assess the
resolution capacity of RV, consisted of seven pieces of equipment: drill
press, photocopy machine, video terminal, chart recorder, random eQent
generator, machine shop, and typewriter. It was specified that sampling
frém the pool occurred with replacement. Otherwise, the randomiéation
procedure was the same as 1n‘the geographical series. The test and judging
procedures were also the same as those previously employed, except that only
the subjects” sketches were used for judging.

Twelve trials were completed by five subjects, all but one of whom had
participated in the geographical series. Multiple response; to a given
target were combined for judging, thereby reducing thg number of trials for
Judging from twelve to seven. The sum of ranks given to the correct targets
was again evaluated for significance by Morris” tables.
| Results. The total sum of ranks was 18 (p<.05, one-tailed) in the psi

hitting direction.

The Marks-Kammann Critique

Sensory Cues. In their book Psychology of the Psychic, Marks and

Kammann (1980) leveled a harsh critique at the Puthoff-Targ RV experiments.
Their most important argument concerned the availability to judges of

sensory cues from the unedited tramscripts of the subjects” impressions.

‘Marks and Kammann were able to gain access to the raw records of the Price
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ammid series. In ea case they noticed that the transcripts contained
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inforhation that could help the judge match them correctly to the target
list,iptovided (in most cases) that the target list was not randomized, thus
allow@ng the judge knowledge of the correct target order. For example, the
fourth transcript in the Price series contained the statement from the

inbouﬁd experimenter: '"Nothing like having three successes behind you."

This Ptatemenc could cue the judges that the trial was the fourth one in the
serief, or that it certainly did not occur earlier than that.

?arks and Kammann then cited a letter written by ﬁhe judge (who was
their%source for both the raw data and the letter) to the effect that for
both %he Price and Hammid series he had received the list of target
locations in the order that they had been used, i.e., unrandomized. The
lack of target randomization for the Price series was acknowledged by |
Puthoff and Targ (1981) but was challenged both by them and by Morris (1980)
‘with ;espect "to the Hammid series. Morris, who had requested and received a
~ copy bf the judge”s letter, noted that the judge explicitly stated that:hé
did nkt know whether the target list had been randomized or not and thus
decid?d to (re)randomize it himself. While observing that the experimenters
shou}? have told the judge explicitly that the list had been randomized,
Morri; concluded that the judge”s letter refuted the assertion that Marks
and K;mmap had made about the Hammid series.

Fn rebuttal, Marks (198la) did not directly challenge Morris”
asser?ion. However, he did provide additional evidence in support of his
basiciargumenc. The judge”s letter revealed that in addition to the target
list itself, he had received two other sources of information about the
targe%s for the Hammid series. One of these was pages of notes each
conta#ning information about the target site for that trial. He had
disco?ered after judging that the order of these pages correlated .83

(gﬁ.oi) with the order of target usage. This "almost perfect" (p. 199)
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The other was a map of the area designating the target sites. 1In a

|
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subsequent paper, Marks (1982) reported that a judée of his choosing was
able to use information provided by the map plus cues in the transecripts to
obtain a more significant score than the original judge on six transcripts
from the Hammid series. (For some reason, Marks was not permitted access to
the other three.)

With respect to the Price series (for which the availability of sensory
cues was conceded), Marks and Kammann (1980) sought to demonstrate
empirically that the cues could account for the significant results of this
series. First, eight judges were given a list of the targets in the correct
order, as well as a randomized set of tramscripts containing only the
biasing statements from the corresponding real transcripts. On the basis of
this information alone, and without actually visiting the target sites, each
of the eight judges was able.to match the targets and transcripts to a
highly significant degree. Thus, the cues indeed had the potential to bias
the judging.

However, the crucial point is whether the matching could be performed
successfully with the biasing cues removed. To determine this, two

additional judges, described only as "research psychologists” (p. 30), were

asked to rank the list of targets in random order against randomized

transcripts identical to the originals except that the biasing cues had been
removed. These judges actually visited the sites. Since four of the triais
had been published and the judges might have seen the pertinent information,
this analysis was-restricted to the remaining five trials. The matchings of

each judge were nonsignificant and close to chance expectation. The authors
thus concluded that "...the successful identification of target sites by |
judges is impossible unless multiple extraneous cues...available in the
original unedited transcripts are utilized" (Marks & Kammann, 1978).

Charles Tart (Tart, Puthoff, & Targ, 1980) attempted to counter this

criticism by editing all nine transcripts, "removing all phrases suggested
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which%even the most remote 22252325 cue'argument could be made," and having
them matched against the nine randomized target locations by "a new
indep%ndent qualified judge (having previously shown competence
in...%nalysis of similar materials) who was unfamiliar with the Price
serie%." This judge achieved a high level of significance comparable to that
obtai%ed in the original analysis.

harks (1981b) objected that the tramscripts had been edited by Tart,
who k%ew the correce matches and who could have been biased in his edicing.
Seconh, he questioned whether it could be established that the "blind" judge
reall? lacked access to information about the four published trials.
Putho#f and Targ (1981) then countered by briefly describing a second
reana#ysis'for which the probability of a hit for each trial was adjusted to
accou%t for the biasing effe;t of cues and the revised p-value remained
highl# significant. I was unable to find details of this analysis either in
this Fepor: or in a supposedly more detailed paper referred to therein.

*arks and Kammann were unable to gain access to raw data from the other
RV se#ies; thus, they had to resort to speculations about how possible
breacﬁes of protocol (e.g., informal contacts between the experimenter and
the judges) could have biased the series even if cues had been removed

and/o# the data sheets properly randomized.

Data Selection. The second major criticism in Psychology of the

Psychic referred to data selection. Although Puthoff and Targ claimed in

their popular book Mind Reach (Targ & Puthoff, 1977) that they had not
selecﬁed only their best results for publication, Marks and Kammann claimed
to fiﬁd circumstantial evidence to the contrary. They noted, for example,
that #n Mind-Reach Targ and Puthoff referred to "more than one hundred
experiments of [remote viewing]" (pp. 9-10) whereas only 55 had been

.B.lo*r%“e&a FOIPR SIUEREE 50 0ENBB /MY Y R SR B PRI PEYR0VIB0 038060 129

"demonstrations" after the fact and were dropped from consideration.

N |
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Concrete examples of indirect evidence that some trials were omitted were
provided in the case of the Hammid and technology series. These will be

discussed below.

Evaluation of the Marks—-Kammann Critique

Sensory Cues. The biasing information uncovered by Marks and Kammann in

the unedited tramscripts of the Price and Hammid series clearly render the
results of the original judging of these series invalid. Fortunately, the
experiments were designed in such a way that a proper rejudging could easily
be conducted. No such rejudging has been attempted for the Hammid series.
Two attempts were made for the Price series, one yielding significant
evidence of RV and the other yielding chance results. Uﬁfortunately,
neither rejudging completely excluded the possibility of bias.

Two major problems beset the Marks and Kamman rejudging. First, by °
eliminating the four published trials, they drastically reduced the power of
their statistical test, thereby making it more difficult to reject the null

hypothesis. Moreover, since the best matches tended to be the ones selected

~ for publication, those trials retained for analysis were not truly

representative of the whole data set. This problem is illustrated by the
results of Tart et al.”s rejudging; the p-value they obtained based on
judging all nine transcripts was 10-4, whereas that based on just the five
transcripts selected by Marks and Kammann was only .025. Surely it would
have been possible for Marks and Kammann to find a judge or set of judges
for whom familiarity with the RV experiments could have been reasonably
excluded; in fact, the judges would not even have needed to be informed
that the tramscripts pertained to an ESP experiment at all, and they could

have been asked afterwards if the material looked familiar.

A potentially more serious problem, however, involves the selection of

judges by Marks and Kammann. An obvious and important qualification for

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
judges in this type of experiment is that they be highly motivated to



proved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
%emQte Viewing Page 48

achiéve correct matches. Otherwise, they may give the task short shrift or
be léss observant. When the judges are selected by persons favorably |
dispésed to the experimental hypothesis, it is reasonable to assume ch#t
this%qualification is met. That is not the case when the person selecqing

the Judges is a skeptic. Under such circumstances the reader requires

addiéional assurances about the judge”s motivation. Suspicion is
part#cularly Justified in the present case because the judges were "research
psychologists," a population that is notorioualy hostile to parapsychology.
The hurden is on Marks and Kammann to provide the necessary assurances on
thisipoint.

Ehe two problems with the Tart rejudging noted by Marks and Kammann are
not as serious as those affecting their own rejudging, but they are
troubgesome nonetheless. It is indeed possible that Tart, who knew the
corre?t matchings and was motivated to see the RV hypothesis confirmed,
'might%unwittingly have been biased to more readily excise statements frbm
the t%anscripts unrelated to the target than statements related to the
:arge%, especially since a liberal exclusion rule was eméloyed. (1t is' not
repor%ed'who edited the tramscripts in the Marks and Kammann rejudging,jso
this Problem might apply in their case as well.) Second, further assuraﬁces
aboutithe blindness of Tart“s judge would be desirable.

?1nally, some comments are in order about the extent of potential gias
in thé original judging of the Hammid series. Here it seems that the méin
targe% list was randomized, but questions were raised about the accompaﬁying
inforﬁation pages and the map of the area.

The close correspondence between the ordering of the information pages
and the order of target usage, although problematic, is not quite as |
damagﬂng as Marks and Kammann imply. While a .83 correlation seems higﬁ, it
in fa%c represents only about 702 of the variance. For example, I had no
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of target usage such that nome of the nine pages was in their "correct"

.
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locations. However, if the judge had been sensitive to the possibility of
the pages being in the correct order, he could have inferred rather reliably
whether a target had been visited during the first or second half of the
experiment, which would have been useful information. Finally, it should be

stressed that the .83 correlation does not suggest that the experimenters
failed to randomize the pages, only that the randomization was done poorly.

The more damaging criticism derives from the success of Marks” judge in
performing a significant matching of transcripts and targets with the aid of
cues from the map. A curious feature of this analysis is that the judge”s
success seemed attributable in part to the apparent validity of an
assumption he made that targets close together on the map were visited by
the outbound experimenter on successive trials on the same day. But if the
targets for each trial were ;elected randomly, as stated in the published
protocols, the locations of successive trials should have been independent
of their physical proximity to each other. Does this mean that the judge
was "lucky" enough to a gear his judging to a freak correspondence, or does
it mean that the published protocol was not really followed?

In conclusion, although the RV researchers have succeeded somewhat in

neutralizing the Marks and Kammann critique pertaining to sensory cues,
legitimate grounds for doubt remain about the evidentiality of the data.
Fortunately, the validity of the'éensory—cue criticism could still be
resolved by means of a further rejudging of all the series in the eiperiment
which had the following characteristics: (1) editing of the transcripts by
an impartial person blind to the correct matchings; (2) adequate
randomization of all judging materials; (3) inclusion of all trials; and
(4) judging of the edited éranscripts by one (preferably more) judge(s) who
are (a) highly motivated to achieve correct matches, (b) demonstratably
unlikely to have information about the RV experiments, and (c) uninformed

about the identity of the data they are to evaluate.
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Data Selection. Marks and Kammann strongly suggest that Puthoff and
Targ%selectively published only positive results, thereby misrepresenting
their actual rate of success. Consider two examples from the Hammid series

discussed in Psychology of the Psychic (pp. 34-35). Although Marks (1982)
|

late% retracted their charge as it pertains to this series (based upon
furt@er information received from Puthoff), an analysis of it may
none%heless be useful in revealing the kinds.of ambiguities and gratuitous
inte#pretations of these ambiguities that have beset the remote-viewing
cont#oversy from its inception.

jFirst, Marks and Kammann cited a statement made by the inbouand
expeéimenter from the transcript of Trial 4: (Targ): "Hella [Hammid] has
made;a drawing of Hal“s [Puthoff] first location. And we”ll see where he is
for éhe next fifteen minutes." According to Marks and Kammann, "This [Hal’s
firs# location] is clearly [italics mine] a refereance to the preceding
éxpe%iment...in which Hal Puthoff had visited the target site." But since
Targ;had been the outbound experimenter for Trial 3, Marks and Kammann
concluded that theré must have been>an unreported trial between 3 and 4 for
whicﬁ Puthoff was the outbound experimenter.

Lo

}In my judgment, it i1s anything but clear, at least based on the M§rks
and %ammann account, that the quotation refers to any preceding trial. It
seem% much more plausible that the statement refers to :he.current trial
(for%which Puthoff must have been the outbound experimenter, since Targ was
the #nbound experimenter) and that Hammid had made her sketch for that trial
befoée recording her verbal impressions. If there is something else in the
trangcript that made it "clear" to Marks and Kammann that this was not the
case% they have done a disservice to their position by not stating it.

In the next paragraph, Marks and Kammann quote the folléwing statement
from the last trial in the series: "Hal has gone off to the first of three

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Hammid series. The problem here is that Puthoff and Targ consistently'use
the term "experiment"--not in the sense of a series-- but as a synonym for
what most parapsyphologists call a trial. Thus, Targ was most likely saying
that Puthoff visited three sites in the same trial, not that there were
three trials. Marks and Kammann should be aware of this usage, because in
their book they frequently quote statements by Puthoff. and Targ which adopt
it.

Even if we assume that Targ was using the term "experiment" as a
synonym for series, the Marks and Kammann interpretation makes no sense.
Taken that way, the statement says that the Hammid series consisted of three
trials, when according to the Marks and Kammann rendition it consisted of at
least nine’and probably 13 tr;als.

None of this is meant to take away from the fact that the statement‘is
puzzling an@ ambiguous. Why, indeed, should the outbound experimenter visit
three locations on the same trial? Could it refer to the fact that the
outbound experimenter positioned himself at three different locations at the
same kbroadly deﬁined) site? The statement could eventually prove

troublesome and Puthoff and Targ owe us an explanation. The point, however,

is that Marks and Kammanan had no grounds for jumping to the conclusion that
the statement is evidence of data selection.

A final example of Marks and Kammann”s jumping to unwarranted
conclusions occurs in their discussion of a trial from the technology
series. They imply that data selection was the reason that in a secondary
analysis (not the primary analysis described in a previous section) a judge
was shown only the better of the two responses to the drill press target.
They fail to appreciate that the objective of the analysis was not to
evaluate the significance of the trial per se but to demonstrate that the

better response was so accurate that the judge could not only match the

target but, based upon the drawing, correctly name it. This intent is

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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it to emerge as a likely possibility.

‘The above discussion is not meant to imply that there are not que$tions
pertinent to the possibility of data selection that need to be answered.
For example, it would be desirable to have a complete list of the "more than

one hundred [RV] experiments" (p. 9) to which Targ and Puthoff refer in Mind

Reach. On the other hand, the conclusion reached by Marks and Kammann‘in

Pszcﬂologz of the Psychic that "there is clear evidence that [data]
seleation has occurred" (p. 41) is unwarranted and, especially given the

sevenity of the charge (which amounts to an accusation of experimenter

frauq), unfair,

Other Criticisms

iogical Inference. It has been suggested by Hyman (1979) that since
the subjects in most cases received feedback of the correct target after

each trial the subject could have gained some advantage by avoiding to

mention characteristics of targets in earlier trials in their responses in
lateritrials.. As noted by Targ, Puthoff, and May (1979), the target pool
for tbe geographical-site experiments was sufficiently large and contained
suffieient redundancy that this is unlikely to be a significant biasing
facto?. However, more precise information on this point would have been
desir;ble. This criticism does not apply to the technology series, where

sampling occurred with replacement.

Statistics. The Morris tables used by Puthoff and Targ assume
statistical independence of trials. The important point is not the
independence of the actual trials as they occur but instead whether the

‘ judgeitreats the trials as independent during judging. For example, the
assumption of independence would be violated 1f the judge were reluctant to
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tempted to do this, especially if he knows that the‘target pool was sampled
without replacement. In any event, there are no indicatiomns that the'judge
was admonished to make his ratings independently.

As a result, it is likely that the original published significance
levels are biased. However, the point is moot because the data were later
reanalyzed using a direct-count-of-permutation method suggested by Scott
(1972) in which the p-value corresponds to the number of possible
permutations of the matrix of ranks that would yield a lower sum of ranks
than that actually obtained. This method takes into account the possible
nonindependence of rankings. The p-values obtained by this method closely
approximated those obtained by the earlier method, with five of the six

series continuing to be significant by a one-tailed test (Puthoff, Targ, &

May, 1979).

Attempted Replications

In this section I will critically review the research of the four major
replicators of the Puthoff and Targ remote viewing studies. John Bisaha and
Marilyn Schlitz have consistently obtained positive results; Edward Karnes
and Marks and Kammann have consistently obtained negative results. Although
each has undertaken multiple experimental series, I will focus primarily on
the most ﬁrominent single experiment of each investigator. With the
possible exception of Karnes, the methodology has been fairly pniform within
~ experimenter. In discussing methodology, I>w111 focus on those aspects in

which the procedures differed from those adopted by Puthoff and Targ.

Bisaha and Dunne

In collaboration with Brenda Dunne, Bisaha obtained statistically
significant evidence of RV in three experiments (Bisaha & Dunne, 1979;

Dunne & Bisaha, 1979). The most prominent of these experiments (Dunne &
o Eroved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
sa

1979) used a precognition p:ocedure in which the subiect was asked
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to describe a location to be selected by the outbound experimeanter five
minutes after the response period was terminated. The target pool consisted
of IQO sealed envelopes, éach containing the name of a location in the
Chic%go area. For each trial, a sub-pool of 10 of these envelopes was
chos%n.by an unspecified random method. The actual target was selecﬁed by
the éutbound experimenter from among these ten by reaching into a container
and %icking out one of ten equally sized folded sheets of paper. The
appropriate envelope was then opened and the target location revealed. The
outbéund experimenter was given 15 minutes to get to the target site, where
she éemained for 15 minutes, taking a photograph of the site as well as
makiﬁg notes about it. The subject received an unspecified form of feedback
aboug the identity of the target site after each trial. |

iTwo inexperienced subjects completed a total of eight trials. A single
judgé was assigned to.each of the eight target locatioas. The judge was
giveé a photograph or photographs of the target site along with its name and
tﬁe qutbounder's notes made at that site, and then was asked to rank the
eighé unedited transéripts in order‘of their perceived similarity to the
targqt. Judges did not actually visit the target sites. The sum of ranks
assiéned to che correct transcripts was evaluated by an expanded version of

Morris” tables and found to be significant (p<.008, one-tailed).

Criticisms. Marks (1982) made three critical points about the Bisaha
exper&ments. The first ﬁoint was that results from only seven of ten ﬁrials
were %eported. The implication seems to be that the results of the omitted
trialg were dropped because they were poor; in other words, data selection.
The sécond criticism concerned the editing of the transcripts. Marks
obtaihed the transcripts from Bisaha and found that they did obtain some
biasing cues,.such as the name of the percipient and the date. The third
criticism was that not all the photographs taken of a given 815§6%ﬁﬁfa-1
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blind to the transcripts, he might have selected the photograph(s) which

gave the best match, thereby biasing the results.

Evaluation. The use of a separate judge for each trial was an
important improvement over the method employed by Puthoff and Targ. Not
only did it assure independence of the trials in judging, thus allowing
proper use of the tables, but it precluded the kinds of intra—judge
comparisons across trials that provided the raw material for the sensory-cue
criticism of Marks and Kammann (that is, if one can assume that the judges
had no way of inferring to which trial in the sequeace they had been
assigned). However, their choice of the outbounder”s photographs as target
material for the judges, as opposed to having the judges visit the sites
themselves, provided a compensating opportunity for sensory cues. As noted
by Stokes (1978), factors such as the weather could be indicated both in the
subject”s transcripts and either in the notes of the outbound experimenter
or the photograph of the site, thereby providing the judge with biasing
information. Dunne and Bisaha note& this objection in their report (Dunne &
Bisaha, 1979) and said that they had examined the transcripts and
photographs for cues and had fouﬁd none. (No mention was made of the notes.)
An independent evaluation excluding the notes would be desirable, however.

The authors refuted the suggestion of logical inferenge based upon
feedback (see p. 52 above) by noting that their target pool was not sampled
in a "closed-deck" manner. However, 1f I understand the sampling procedure
correctly, it was not possible for a target to be selec:gd for more than one
trial, thus rendering the interpretation possible in principle. However,
the size of the overall pool and the fact that no effort was made to force
diversification of the sites suggests that this was unlikely to have been a
serious source of bias.

Another weakness in the authors” report is a failure to document fully
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the judging materials. The fact that the Judging materials were randomized
at ail is mentioned only in a preliminary report of the experiment (Bisaha &
Dunné, 1977). |

'The Marks (1982) critique raises some novel and important points, but
agaiq it suffers from gratuitous interpretations of the Dunne and Bisaha
report. One complicating factor is that the protocol he describes is not
thatjof the main experiment he cites as his reference and the one I ha&e
chosén for review (Dunne & Bisaha, 1979), but that of an earlier study

(Biséha & Dunne, 1979). For example, the number of trials in the Dunne and
Bisaéa experiment is eight, whereas Marks cites it as seven, thé number in
the éarlier experiment. However, the basic arguments apply to both
expeéiments and so the discrepency does not present a serious problem. I
will%base my evaluation on tﬁe later experiment, however.

iNowhere do the authors state or imply in their report of the experiment
ihat%there were unreported trials. It is true that each target pool
cont%ined ten targets, but this does not necessarily mean that ten trials

were}planned. For instance, target pools where the number of targets

exceehed the number of trials were also employed in the Maimonides dream

exper@ments, where it was clearly stated that the number of preplanned
:rial? was less than ten. However, the authors can be criticized for not
repor?ing whether eight was the number of preplanned trials; thus, optional
stopping is a logical possibility.

?ark‘s final criticism, concerning editing of the transcripts,
resembles that of Stokes discussed above. The only examples of biasing
infor?ation which Marks reported concerned the name of the subject and ﬁhe
date.; This kind of information would only be helpful, however, if
corre%ponding information appeared on the target photographs or in the
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cues, but no mention was made of this being done for the notes. However,



Rebpperaved Bor Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R0038003600 -1’

as gross incompetence for which there is no independent evidence.
It is not clear from the report whether Marks” assertion that not all
the photos of each site were given to the judges is valid. The procedure is

described by Dunne and Bisaha (1979) as follows:

Each judge was given one tramscript of a percipient’s description to
read and was then presented with a set of eight photographs with
accompanying agent’s notes, one of which was the correct target. The number
of photographs for each target varied, depending on the agent”s judgment of
the complexity and size of the target as well as her own observational
perspective at the time of the trial. The judges were given these
photographs taped to a sheet of paper with the name of the target and the
agent s descriptive notes typed below the photographs. (pp.20-21; my
emphasis)

The first underlined phrase supports Marks” interpretation. The second
underlined phrase could be taken as referring to the sentence immediately
preceding it, in which case it would be more consistent with the opposite
interpretation, i.e., that all pictures were inecluded. This would requife
the additional assumption, however, that “eight photographs" in‘the first
sentence really means "eight sets of photographs." If Marks” interpretation
is correct, and selection of the photos was made by a person not blind to
the transcripts, a bias could have occurred. Although I think his

interpretation is the most likely, some doubt remains.

Additional Trials. Dunne, Jahn, and Nelson (1983) subsequently

reported the results of 300 separate remote viewing trials, which included
the trials just discussed. As procedural details of the subsequent trials
are not included in the report, a methodological critique cannot be
undertaken. The principal objective of the report was to illustrate the use
of a method of analysis for RV data in which both the transcript and the
target site are coded on 30 descriptive characteristics (e.g., indoors

vs. outdoors). Various scoring schemes based on how well the codings of

transcript and site match up on a given trial were assessed statistically
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The ﬁomposite Z-scores derived from this method for the total sample tanged
from‘S 45 to 7.71, depending upon the particular scoring scheme employed.
Resuyts did not seem to be affected by the distance between the viewer and
outb%und experimenter, nor the time interval between sending and receiving.

Twenty-one percipients and nine agents contributed to the formal data base

of 1@8 trials. The fact that only four percipients (19%) and one agent
(11%2) contributed net negative 2-scores (three or more negative out of the

five |scoring schemes) suggests that the effect 1s distributed fairly

uniformly across the sample.

Marilyn Schlitz has reported two successful remote viewing experi#ents
using herself as subject (Scﬂlitz & Gruber, 1980, 1981; Schlitz & Haight,
1984). The most prominent of these two was an experiment conducted with .
Elmar Gruber in which Schlitz was located in Detroit and Gruber (the .
outbound experimenter) in Rome. A target pool of 40 geographical sites in

Rome was intentionally constructed so as to contain several targets of a

giveq type (e.g., fountains, churches). Gruber selected by means of a

| randoﬁ number generator one of these 40 sites (without replacement) as the
target for each of the ten trials. Gruber visited each site at the time
Schli@z was making her response, tape-recording his impressions of the gite.

Schlitz, who received no feedback about the target sites until the

exper&ment had been completed, mailed her written impressions and sketches
for e;ch trial to Gruber at the end of the experiment. Gruber and another
persoﬁ, who was not aware of the target sequence, translated the subject’s
traneripts into Italian. They also looked for biasing cues of the type
indic;:ed by Marks and Kammann but found none. The translations were then
checkéd for accuracy by a third person who was blind to the target sequence.
Apprgl\lloetgclgo%elge?éaggZ%edlof(fg?‘ls 6" BiA- KD §47 50 7do RGBT SOUT-1

orders to five judges who were allowed to visit the sites in any order they
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wished. They also had access to Gruber”s notes sbout each site. Not only
did they rank the tramnscripts at each site but they also rated each possible
transcript—site pairing for correspondence on a 0-100 scale. The resulting
10x10 matrices of ?anks and ratings were each evaluated by the
direct-count-of—-permutations method and both were found to be significant at
approximately 5x10'6, one-tailed.

Concerned about the possibility that the notes might have provided
sensory cues of the type referred to in the discussion of the Bisaha
experiments, the experimenters later asked two new judges to complete the
rankings and ratings without the notes (Schlitz & Gruber, 1981). The
results in both cases remained significant, but at a more modest level

(p<.002).

Evaluation. Although it is not customary for experimenters to serve as
their own suﬁjects in psychological research, there does not seem to be
concrete objections that can be raised against this procedure in this case.
At the same time, some precautions which could easily have been taken either
were not taken or not reported. For instance, no mention was made‘of
whether Schlitz sent Gruber the transcripts in random order. Why did
Gruber, who knew the target order, allow himself to participate in the
translation and editing of the tfanscripts when two other persons who were
blind to the target order were available for the task? Was the order in

which the target sites were presented to the judges randomized? Were the

judges given the notes in random order?

These problems were eliminated in an otherwise strict replication of
the above procedure by Schlitz and Haight (1984). Ten trials were conducted
with Schlitz in Durham, North Carolina, and the sender (Haight) in Cocoa
Beach, Florida. The response transcripts were edited by a third party who
was blind to the correct matchings, both the transcripts and target list

WEmpl[zmdmml_zfdo[uﬁelea?e 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96- 00789R00380036000‘.Ir -1
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results were significant (p<.05, one-tailed) for both rankings and ratings.
Thisistudy is the best controlled and most fully reported of those

cons?dered in this chapter.

%Edward Karnes and associates have reported three nonsignificant RV
expe%iments (Karnes & Susman, 1979; Karnes, Ballou, Susman, & Swaroff,
1979; Karnes, Susman, Klusman, & Turéotte, 1980), although I do not tﬁink
the #arnes and Susman study should be classified as an RV experiment. of
the remaining two,‘the 1980 study most closely approximated the SRI
procédure and I will focus on it.

%The subjects for this experiment were eight self-proclaimgd psychics,
divi#ed into four sender/rec;iver pairs according to their own preferences.
Tﬁe %our subject pairs completed a total of 16 trials. The target pool
cdns%sted of 16 "distinctly different” outdoor and indoor geographical
siteL, the order of which was randomized by means of a random number t#ble.
Duriﬁg each trial, Karnes and the sender went to the target site, the sender
taki?g a movie of the site and recording his or her impressions on tape.
Receivers tape-recorded their impressions and drew sketches. The period for
both‘sending and receiving was 15 minutes. Subjects received feedhack:aftet
each trial. |

%The séndér and receiver mentation reports were tramnscribed, edited to
remove biasing cues, and randomized. Four judges were assigned to eacﬁ site
and asked (1) to indicate the eight transcripts which best deseribed the
site 'and (2) to rank these eight "best" transcripts. In additiom to
visiéing the site, the judge had access to the senders” edited notes and the
movié as part of the protocol.

1In selecting the eight "best" transcripts, the 64 judges obtained 25

Nébsroﬂ?éé’F‘f}}iﬁbl‘é?sé%bo?B%‘h 0 CIRRI5P o0 P89REDL 0036060 hich

approached but did not reach significance (p<.10). The mean of the ranks
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assigned to the correct transcripts was 4.36 compared to MCE of 4.5, which

was a nonsignificant difference (t[24]=.48).

Evaluation. Although the results of this experiment were
nonsignificant, I will nonetheless offer a methodological critique for

purposes of comparison with the other studies being considered.

(1)Logical Inference. Since the 16 target sites were selected as distinectly

different and subjects-received post—-trial feedback, the Hyman criticism
(regarding the advantage of avoiding characteristics of previous targets on
subsequent responses) applies. This bias is somewhat ameliorated by the use
of multiple subjects, although two of the subjects each completed six

trials. Also, randomization methods were not fully documented.

(2)Sensory Cues. These are unlikely, given the randomization of both sender

and receiver transcripts and the editing of both. However, it is not
indicated whether the person who edited the transcripts was blind to the
correct matches. Another possible source of sensory cues, noted by Tart
(1980), is that Karnes, who knew the target for each trial, had sensory
contact with the receiver during the administration of the instructions
prior to the trial. The nonsignificance of results is not an adequate
rebuttal to this criticism, since the cues could bias the subject toward
incorrect impressions as well as correct ones. On the other hand, it is
difficult to see how meaningful cues could be transmitted to the subject
during a rather standardized administration of instructions unless one

assumes gross negligence by Karnes.

(3)Statistics. The statistical analysis of hits is, strictly speaking,

improper, since the judgments of the members of each group of four Judges
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seem to apply as well to the analysis of tﬁe ranks. However, it is
extremely unlikely that these statistical errors affected the authors”
conc@usions, since they would more likely tend to inflate rather than reduce
significance levels. The analysis of ranks was rather insensitive in ghat
ic w#s restricted to only .the best transcripts (i.e., restricted range), but

this analysis was secondary.

Marké and Kammann

?Marks and Kammann (1980) completed five RV series, totalling 35 trials,
in aﬁ attempt to replicate the SRI results. One subject participated in -
eachzseries. The target pool consisted of 100 geographical sites, one of
whicﬁ‘was selected for each trial, without rep{acemen:, by an unspecified
rand#m method. The test proéédure seemed essentially identical to that used
by Pchoff and Targ, and_aubjects received feedback after each trial. The
resp%nse transcripts were editéd for biasing cues and randomized. There
were (five judges in egch of tﬁé'first four series and one judge in the
fiftﬁ. The judges wen; to each site and ranked the transcripts for that
site. There was no statement that the order of sites given to the judges
was @andomized. The method of statistical analysis was not specified, but

the ﬁesulté of each series were reported as nonsignificant.

Evaluation. 1In crit;cizing the methodology of the experiment, it is
important to keep in mind that Marks and Kammann made a conscious effort to
duplﬂcate the SRI method as closely as possible, except for the editing of
the @ranscripts. The one point that should be noted in this connection is
thatynowhere do the authors state whether the person who edited the-
transcripts was blind to the correct matchings. In other respects, the same
methodological criticisms that applied to the SRI research apply to the

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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General Evaluation

Why have some investigators consistently obtained positive results in
RV experiments and others just as consistently obtained negative ones? The
traditional skeptical answer to this question 1s that the experiments which
obtain negative results are superior methodologically. However, when we
consider the final judgings, the methodological quality of the positive and
negative studies reviewed in this report appear to be about equal, at least
insofar as quality can be inferred from the experimental reports.

The actual test procedures seem quite uniform, so it is unlikely that
the key resides here. Since inexperienced as well as experienced subjects
produced positive results in the successful experiments and amateur psychics
were used in some of the unsuccessful experiments, subject characteristics
also seem to be a poor bet. )

The identity of the judges is perhaps a more promising option.

Although moet’ of the controversy has focused on the Bkill of the judges, the

motivation of the judges may be a more important variable. Unfortunately,

the judges are rarely described in the experimental reports. However, all
else being equal, it is reasonable to assume that "pro-psi" experimenters
(the ones who'achieved the positive results) are more likely to select
highly motivated judges than are skeptical experimenters. This is not to
suggest that many 6f the judges used by Karnes and by Marks and Kammann (in
their experiment) were skeptics, and the lone judge in their final series
was identified as being a "sheep"; yet they might still not have been as
highly motivated as the more "successful" judges. Unfortunately, since we
lack sufficient data, this interpretation can only be considered an educated
guess, at best. The only variable that I can discern which is known to
distinguish reliably the results of these experiments is the ident;ty (and
the theoretical orientation) of the principle investigators. Why this makes

a difference is, of course, the crucial unanswered question.

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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i Some mention should be made of the generally poor level of

metﬁodological detail in the experimental reports. This is true of the
|

repdrts of the skeptics as well as those of the proponents. For example, in

only one case (Schlitz & Haight, 1984) was the method of randomizing targets
and judging materials described in detail. Often the method was not
described at all, and in several key instances it was not mentioned whether
any kind of randomization took place. -This deficiency of reporting is one
of the major reasons why so much controversy has arisen about the RV work

and why a proper evaluation of the current status of the evidence is so

difficult. However, it would be unfair to single out the remote viewing

rese%rch in this connection; we will repeatedly confront the problem
throLghdut this report.

%Finally, one factor of ; more ad hominem nature must be briefly
consTdered in evaluating the SRI research program. I refer to the
relugtance of Puthoff and Targ to share their raw data with critical
iﬁvestigators. Marks and Kammann complained bitterly about this in their
book| and amother critic, Christopher Scott, has also had considerable
diff#culty obtaining the data he needs (e.g., Scott, 1982).

ESuch recalcitrance inevitably creates the impression that the

inve%tigators have something to hide and thus damages the credibility of the
rese%tch. More 1mportantl§, if Marks and Kammann had not been able to
obtain the raw data of the Price and Hammid series from the judge, the fatal
flaw% in the initial judging of the Price series may never have come to
lighé.

jOn the other hand, one can sympathize with the reluctance of
inve%cigators to share data with antagonists who may misrepresent it in
ptiné to promote their own viewpoint or ideology or to make public

insiquations of fraud based upon inadequate evidence. Regrettably, there is

reced £ this ¢t of behavior on the rt of i
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of parapsychology (e.g., Hansel, 1966, 1980). The nature of some of the
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eriticisms of Marks and Kammann, as discussed earlier, seems to justify such
concerns in the case of these particular commentators.

Nonetheless, given the importance and controversial nature of the SRI
research, it is my opinion that the SRI researchers have not been as
forthcoming as they could have been in addressing the concerns of critics
and, in particular, in seeking independent evaluation of their data and
procedures under circumstances that protect their legitimate interests. It
is unclear to what extent, if any, external pressures might be responsible

for this behavior.

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Chapter 4
THE GANZFELD DEBATE

A major preoccupation of parapsychologists since the 1970s has been the

explQration of techniques that might be used to increase the manifestation

of E#P and PK in experimental settings through the induction of altered
stat%s of consciousness (ASCs). One technique that has enjoyed widespread
use %s the ganzfeld. Originally introduced by Bertini, Lewis, and Witkin
(196?), the ganzfeld is a sensory deprivation procedure that encourages
inwa&d focusing of attention and a hypnagogic or hypnagogic-like state of
conséiousness. The principal rationales for its use in parapsychology are
that the inward focusing of attention and the reduction of meaningful
sensory input facilitate detéétion of subtle psi-laden mental impressions
(Hon@rton, 1977) and that it reduces "linear constraints on mentation"
(Sta&ford, 1979).

The ganzfeld procedure eliminates patterned stimulation in the visual
and 4uditory modes. Visual isolation is provided by taping acetate .
hemi%pheres (halves of ping-pong balls) over the eyes, stuffing small pieges
of c@tton around the edges, and shining a light through them from a shoft
disténce. Many investigators prefer a red to a white visual field, which
can b% achieved by using either a red light or red-dyed ping-pong balls.
Auditory isolation is provided by playing white or pink noise (or a similar
stimuﬁus, such as waterfall sounds) to the subject through headphones at

moderately loud volume. Specific parameters for the strength of

illumination, loudness of sound, etc., have not been standardized and often

are not reported. Frequently, subjects are allowed some latitude in
adjusting these parameters themselves.
The percipient is left in the ganzfeld for 20 to 45 minutes; although
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encouraged to observe passively their mental processes. In most cases they

.
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give ongoing ment;tion reports, although in some studies the reports are
postponed until just after the ganzfeld period.

The ganzfeld is used in conjunction with standard free-response ESP
test procedures. Térgets for ganzfeld sessions consist of relatively
conplex and often emotionally evocative pictures, usually in the form of
photographs or slides. One of these is randomly selected from a large pool
to serve as the target for each session (or trial). In most experiments, an
agent attempts to send the content of the target picture to the percipient
during the ganzfeld period. After the session, either the subject or an
outside judge (or judges) assesses the correspondence between the subject’s
mentation (or a transcript of the mentation report) and eath of a set of

pictures, one of which is the target, on a double-blind basis.

THE CONTROVERSY .

The ganzfeld studies entered into the psi controversy when critic R;y
Hyman chose to treat them as a representative sample of state-of-the-art psi
research in evaluating experimental parapsychology generally. His choice
was conditioned by the fact that strong claims had been made by some
parapsychologists (e.g., Honorton, 1978) for the repeatability of the
results using this procedure. His interest in this data base evolved into a
protracted debate with Charles Honorton (Honorton, 1983; Hyman, 1983). The

culmination of this debate was a lengthy exchange which has recently

appeared in the Journal of Parapsychology (Honorton, 1985; Hyman, 1985).

In the remainder of this chapter, I will first summarize and then critically
evaluate this exchange. Two central issues have defined the debate and I |
will treat them separately. The first issue is the true level of
replicability reflected in the data base; the second issue is whether
procedural flaws are sufficiently serious to undermine the experiments as

evidence for psi.

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Issue 1: Replicability
Hyman“s Critique

Several published literature reviews have estimated that in the

neighborhood of 55% of published ganzfeld experiments have provided

significant evidence of ESP (Blackmore, 1980; Honorton, 1978). Hyman chose

to base his analysis on an unpublished evaluation by Honorton in which 23 of
42 separate experiments (55%) "achieved overall significance on the pjimary
mea%ute of psi at the .05 level" (Hyman, 1985, p. 5).

In attacking this claim, Hyman set two broad objectives for himself:
first, to show that the claimed success rate of .55 was too high and,

second, to show that the claimed error rate of .05 was toc low.

Success Rate. Regarding the first objective, Hyman made the following

| (1) Ten experiments in the data base had multiple cells.(i.e.,
expérimental conditions), each of which he felt should be treated as a
separate experiment. With one exception (to be discussed below), Honorton
had pooled cells to arrive at a decision regarding significance for each
experiment. Hyman was particularly critical of Honorton”s strategy in
relation to a very complicated experiment by Braud and Wood (1977) in which
the objective was to determine if immediate, trial-by-trial feedback of
results could enhance scoring within the ganzfeld paradigm. Among other
thidgs, Hyman noted that the baseline condition of this study, which closely

approximated a standard ganzfeld experiment, produced nonsignificant results

and should be counted as a failed experiment.

{The one case where Honorton did not pool cells was an experiment by
Rab%rn (1975) in which the presence of a sender and the percipient”s
knoJledge of whether he was taking a psi test were manipulated in a 2x2
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not to include the two cells in which subjects were noi aware that they were
taking a psi test on the grounds that the conditions were grossly atypical
of ganzfeld research, and treated the other two cells as separate
experiments. Hyman objected to the exclusion as arbitrary, noting that
other atypical conditions in other ganzfeld studies were not excluded and
that in other ESP studies (but not ganzfeld studies) ESP had been
demonstrated when subjects were unaware of being tested for it. He also
objected to Honorton”s inconsistency in not adhering to his own pooling
criteria, which would have resulted in the experiment being classified as a
failure even with the exclusion of the two disputed cells.

Hyman concluded that if the cell had been used as the unit of analysis,
as he preferred, there would have been 25 "successes" out of 80, thus
reducing the percentage of s&ccess from 55X to 31Z. Details of how this
figure was arrived at were not provided. »

(2) Hyman claimed circumstantial evidence that a number of mostly
unpublished experiments not included in the data base had a lower success
rate than those which were included. He first cited studies alluded to in
reviews by Blackmore (1980) and Parker and Wiklund (1982) which, if added
in, would reduce the success rate from 552 to 43%. Again, no details were
provided.

His primary pilece of circumstantial evidence was the observation that
the rate of successes did not increase as the sample size (and thus the
s;atistical power) 1néreaaed, as one would expect from statistical theory.
He demonstrated his point through an analysis in which he divided the data
base into four subgroups of increasing sample size. Estimating the

percentage of hits for the entire sample to be 38%, he computed the number

- of significant experiments expected for the median N of each subgroup and

compared it to the observed number of significant experiments in each

subsample by a chi-square test. The overall chi-square was highly
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attr#butable to an excess of significant studies in the smallest class

(N<26 trials). As an explanation, he speculated that small studies which
were nonsignificant were dismissed as having inadequate power and thus were
not ?eported, whereas larger nonsignificant studies were reported. Also,
stud#es showing poor results on early trials might have been aborted and
thusrnot reported.

Finally, Hyman noted six 'retrospective" experiments which he suggested
were not originally scheduled for pubiication but were only published when

the results proved significant. One was a compilation of trials conducted

when film crews visited the laboratory (Honortonm, 1976), one was a classroom

demohstration (Child & Levi, 1979), one was not published until three years

after it was conducted (Braud Wood, & Braud, 1975), and the other three

were\defined as exploratory.

3Hyman did noc attempt to provide a numerical‘es:imate of how much these
factbrs would reduce the claimed success rate but he concluded this first
|

sectﬁon of his critique by stating that "the apparent rate of successful

replications must be well below 302" (p. 16).

jError Rate. Regarding the second objective, Hyman focused on the, fact

thatithere was no uniform definition of the dependent variable, i.e., the
ESP Ecore. In particular, he noted that any of five separate indices (e.g.,
dire?t hits, sum of ranks assigned to the targets) were used by the.
revi;wers in classifying experiments as significant. He argued that since
the reviewers would accept any of these measures, the ostensible .05 error

rate should be adjusted to take account of this fact. To determine the

appr?ptiate error rate, he pérformed two simulations, each consisting of

1000 computer-generated "experiments" with random assignment of scores.

Taking into account the observed intercorrelations among the five indices,

Aﬁ)éproved cl=or Release 2000/08/10 : CIA- I%DP99200789R003800360001 -1
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He then performed a more conservative simulation in which he determined
the error rate for each experiment based upon the number of indices actually
reported and céme up with an average error rate of approximately .1l0.
However, he provided circumstantial evidence and one concrete example
suggesting that not all indices actually used were reported, which, if taken
into acecount, would of course raise the error raté somewhat. He implied
that the .22 error rate is the more appropriate, because it is the one that
defines the operating assumption of the reviewers. In neither case did
Hyman provide enough details about how he arrived at his estimates to allow
a proper evaluation.

Hyman concluded by listing five other sources of multiple testing, that
each applied to between 7% and 64% of the data base. He felt these should
also be taken into account iﬁ determining the true error rate. They are:
(1) alternative significance tests on the same scofes; (2) empirical as
wéll as theoretical baselines; (3) multiple types of ESP scores (other than
the indices discussed above); (4) multiple experimental conditions; and
(5) use of both subjects and outsiders.as judges.

Hyman concluded from his analysis that "the arguments I have
made...make a strong case that the overall effective error rate per study
could easily be [.25] or higher" (p. 25). Since he had previously concluded

that the real success rate "must be well below 30%," his ultimate conclusion

that “"this rate of “successful” replication is probably very close to what

should be expected by chance given the various options for multiple testing

exhibited in this data base" (p. 25) follows naturally.

Honorton”s Rebuttal

Success rate. Honorton treated his disagreements with Hyman regarding

the appropriate unit of analysis (cell or experiment) and whether two of the

four cells of the Raburn experiment should have been disqualified as

sfpproved For Relrase 220008109 s Ll RREPS: 307 89P0 3800360001 1
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readers to "examine the original study descriptions and draw their own
conclusions" (Honorton, 1985, p. 54).

Hoﬁorton did not dispute Hyman”s claim that the success rate of studies
with small sample sizes is disproportionately high but he did dispute
Hymaq's conclusion that this can be attributed to nonpublication of
nonsignificant studies with small numbers of subjects. He argued that:

(1) free-response ESP experiments quite often are originally designed
for small sample sizes and nonsignificant as well as significant studies of
this type are frequently reported;

(2) Hyman“s six examples of "retrospective" experiments do not fit his
criteria (e.g., two actually had large sample sizes and a third was
gggpignificant);

(3) Blackmore”s (1980) ;ﬁrvey of unpublished ganzfeld studies revealed
thac;none of these studies were aborted solely because of nonsignificant
:esuits; and

(4) Hyman has no right to assume that studies with small and large
sample sizes are equivalent in other important respects. For example, in two
of the larger experiments if was noted that scoring level was inversely
relaqed to the number of sessions conducted per day. (However, it should be
note{ that this is not the same as sample size, although bunching of trials
on a%single day is more tempting in large studies than in small ones.)‘

Referring to an analysis to be described below which he claimed
corrécts for the inflated error rate, Honorton argued that the rate of
success of the published experiments is sufficient to compensate for the
effects of some unpublished failures. First, he noted that the success rate
is not diminished by eliminating the studies with swmall sample sizes.
Second, he cited application of a statistic suggested by Rosenthal (1979) to
estimate the number of nonsignificant experiments that it would take to
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unlikely that publication bias, if it exists at all, is anywhere near that

extreme.

Error rate. Honorton conceded the existence of a multiple analysis
problem, but he argued that for the purposes of the meta=-analysis, it should
be restricted to multiple indices or analyses of the overall effect.
Analyses which refer to comparisons between conditions or subsamples of the
overall study are irrelevant. He then adjusted the significance levels of
all 42 studies, based upon the number of indices each employed to test for
overall significance, using the Bonferroni inequality (Rosenthal & Rubin,
1984), This reduced the number of significant studies from 23 to 19, or
from 55% to 45%.

However, his main rebutéal was to perform a new analysis using As a
single, uniform index the number of direct hits. This information was
provided for 28 of the 42 experiments. Specifically, he converted the exact
probability values of the direct-hit rates to Z-scores and cumulated them
according to a method developed by Stouffer (Mosteller & Bush, 1954). The
resulting Z was a highly significant 6.60. If one assumes the remaining
studies in the data base had an average Z of 0 (chance), the Stouffer Z is
slightly reduced to 5.67. He also calculated thét 43% of these experiments
were significant at the .05 level and that 82% were in the positive
direction. Finally, he demonstrated that the Stouffer Z was still
significant (2=3.67, p=.0001, one-tailed) if the results of experiments from
the two most successful laboratories (out of the ten reporting ganzfeld

experiments) were eliminated.

Evaluation

Success rate. There is disagreement between the protagonists as to

whether the experiment (Honorton) or the experimental condition (Hyman) is
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ganzﬁeld, although both acknowledge that a case might be made for either
alteﬁnative. Not surprisingly, each reviewer chose the alternative that
proviﬁed the outcome most consistent with his favored conclusion.

Only Hyman really addressed the issue. He offered two reasons why the
experhment might be considered the appropriate unit and rejected both.
First, he noted that using the condition creates interdependence among the
units‘because the same subjects were often used in different conditions, but

he rejected this as a problem because the interdependence exists regardless

of how the pie is divided. In other words, the interdependencies are
shift%d from within the units to between the units. I agree with Hyman that
incerpependence is not an adequate reason for rejecting the condition as a
unit,gbut neither Is it an adequate reason for preferring it.

Second, Hyman conceded ;ﬁat his approach reduced statistical power by
reduc#ng the mean unit sample size, but he éays this is not a problem
becauge there is no relation between sample size and proportion of
significan: outcomes in the data base. Here I must disagree with Hyman”s
reasohing in that I fail to see the relevance of his-point to the issue at
hand. Whatever the relation between sample size and outcome, dividing a
unit into subunits reduces the capacity to detect significance in the

subunits compared to that capacity for the whole unit. While some of the

power might be recovered by the increase in the number of units analyzed,

the issue being debated is not the significance of the overall percentage of
succe%sful studies with respect to some total number of studies but the

percehtage itself: 31Z (Hyman) or 55X (Honorton). In my judgment, the

diffe&ence between these percentages is primarily if not wholly attributable

to th§ relative lack of power of Hyman”s procedure compared to Honorton”s.

Thus,iHonorton’s procedure is preferable.

I am not persuaded that the "file drawer” problem (lack of publication
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nonexistent, but neither am I persuaded that it comes anywhere near
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providing the 423 such studies needed to reduce the data base to
nonsignificance. In particular, I think Hyman has gone way beyond the data
in attributing the relatively high success rate of small-sample experiments

to selective reporting.

Error rate. The adequacy of Honorton”s rebuttal to Hyman”s charge of an
inflated error rate now depends upon the adequacy of Honorton”s analysis of
thg direct-hit studies using the single index of number of direct hits.
There seems to be a priori justification for adopting this measure, both
because it was the one most frequently used in the data base and also
because it was the method adopted in the first published report (Homorton &
Harper, 1974). However, it was also an advantageous choice for Honorton.
For unknown reasons, the mea; Z-score of these 28 studies (+1.31) was
significantly higher than the méan Z-score of the other 14 studies (+0.0i)
for which direét-hit scores were not available and other scores were ﬁsed to
compute the Zs (t[34)=2.06, p<.05). Homorton did not mention this fact in
his report, but he did compute a revised cumulative Z-score under the
assumption that the 14 omitted experiments had an average direct-hit Z-score
of 0, which seems a realistic estimate of tﬁe true state of affairs. The
cumulative Z was only reduced slightly, from 6.60 to 5.67.

By applying the same reasoning outlined in his discussion of the
multiple indices problem, Hyman could challenge Honorton“s revised analysis
on the ground that many of the individual Z-scores should be reduced to
allow for the fact that other indices either were used or could have been
used. However, this reasoning is invalid, both in the critique of multiple.
indices and (if it were to be so applied) in the present case. The kinds of
corrections Hyman advocated are appropriate, indeed necessary, if one wishes

to draw conclusions from single studies (i.e., does Experiment X, by itself,

provide significant support for the hypothesis?). However, in the present
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supporﬁs the hypothesis. In this circumstance, the corrections are not
appropriate because the p-value one wants from each study 1s how many times
as ext&eme a score would be achieved in X number of replications (the
uncorqectee value).

densider, for example, a sample of 1000 such studies, each of which was
analy%ed in two ways such that one of these ways_always yielded a
signiﬁicant outcome at the .05 level and the other always ylelded a
nonsijnificant outcome. If each of the significant p-values were multiplied
by twd, as suggested by Hyman, all 1000 of the significant outcomes would be
reduced to nonsignificance. Not only would this lead to the absurd
concl@sion that the effect was a statistical artifact, but ‘the number of
t:ulyisignificant outcomes would actually be significantly lower than the 50
predicted by the null hypotheeis (2=-7.25)! This is because the number of
signiﬁicant outcomes‘expected by chance would not be achieved. Although the
examﬁ@e is idealized, the conclusion is obviously absurd.

?he Z-score method employed by both Honorton and Hyman in the latter
stagee of their controversy is much more semsitive than the arbitrary
classification of experiments as significant or nonsignificant. An
imporﬁant feature of the data which omnly the zrscore analysis reflects is
the fact that 822 of the direct-hit studies (2=3.21, p<.01) and 76Z of all
studies (Z=3.24, p<.01) ylelded Z-scores in the positive direction. This
fact is mentioned only briefly by Honorton and not at all by Hyman, yet it
is the most powerful single argument for the non-chance character of the

data base. Although it may be quite reasonable to expect publication bias

to favor significant over nonsignificant outcomes, it is less reasonable to

expect such blas merely with respect to the direction of outcomes.
In conclusion, although the true success rate of all the ganzfeld
experiments actually conducted by the time of the controversy is almost
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higher than the rate to be expected by chance. Thus, there is something
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here to explain. The question remains as to how to explain it.

Issue 2: Procedural Flaws

Hyman“s Critique

Hyman began his critique by listing six major categories of procedural
flaws that applied to 242-742 of the experiments in the data base. They can
be summarized as follows:

(1) Single Targets: Cases in which the target handled by the agent was
included in the set of pictures subsequently judged by the percipient, thus
allowing for the possible transmission of sensory cues.

(2) Randomization: Cases in which no randomization of an inadequate

method of randomization, such as shuffling cards or tossing coins, was
employed to select the order of targets, or cases in which the method was

not sufficiently described. Procedures specifying the use of REGs or raﬁdom
number tables (RNTs) were considered acceptable.

(3) Feedback: Cases in which single targets were employed and the
order of pictures in the judging set was not properly randomized. Also,
cases in which inadequate precautions were taken against the percipient
communicating with the agent at the time of feedback.

(4) Documentation: Primarily cases in which it was not reported how

frequently the agent was a friend of the percipient or whether this variable
affected the results.

(5) Security: Caﬁes where inadequate security was taken against
threats to the "validity" of the experiment, particularly cases which
employed a single experimenter such that the agent and percipient were not
both monitored. '

(6) Statistics: Cases in which the statistical tests were improperly

applied.

Hyman next responded to the argument of some parapsychologists that
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difference in study outcome. Conceding, for.example, that studies using

single target sets did not produce sigﬁificantly better results than studies
using duplicate target sets, he argued that a cause-effect relationship may
- still exist if this flaw interacts in certain ways with some other flaw:;hat

is a#so causally related to study outcome. Finally, he argued that "such
flawé are signs that the study was probably not carefully planned or
prOpquy carried out" (p. 31).

Hyman then reported an "exploratory data analysis" in order to "suggest
hypotheses about what may be going on" (p. 32). Up to seven measures of psi
(e.g.@ significance, effect size) as dependent variables, along with nine
flaws%(the 8ix listed in this section plus three reflections of multiple
analy%is discussed in the previous section) as independent variables, were
incorborated in both a clust;r analysis and a factor analysis. Each
analy%is yielded three overlapping clusters (or factors), which Hyman
label%d as "general security," "statistics," and "controls." Only the

contrbls factor, which included as the most strongly weighted components the

flaws of randomization, feedback, and documentation, correlated

significantly with the measures of study outcome. These three component
flaws; as well as the statistics flaw, also correlated significantly by
thems%lves with the measures of significance of study outcome.

ﬁyman then reported a second factor analysis, which included as
predictors the five experimenters who contributed the most experiments ﬁo
the déta basé as well as the scores in the three clusters derived from the
earliér analysis, and a few other predictors. Four factors were extracéed,
of which Hyman found the fourth the most interesting. It included a hiéh
loadi#g on the "controls" cluster (which had previously been a significant
predictor of study outcome), plus a high positive loading from one of the
experimenters who habitually obtains significant fesults in ganzfeld
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habitually obtains nonsignificant results. Hvman interoreted this result as
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supporting the conclusion that "experimenters who pay the most attention to

such controls also report the smallest effects" (p. 36), thus providing

evidence as well that the "experimenter effect" in parapsychology can be

attributed to differences in the care different experimenters put into
designing and executing their experiments.

As a final coup de grace, Hyman computed two multiple regression
equations using the previously identified significant flaws of

randomization, feedback, and documentation as predictors of the statistical

significance (Z-scores) and effect size (respectively) of studies in the
data base. Both multiple correlations were significant, and the equations
predicted that for studies eliminating all three of these flaws, the
expected Z-score would be zero and the expected hit rate 27% (assuming a
chance hit rate of 25%).

Hyman“s final conclusion was that "the current.data base has too many

problems to be seriously put before outsiders as evidence for psi" (p. 42).

Honorton”s Rebuttal

Honorton began by quoting Glass et al. (1981), authors of a seminal
book on meta-analysis, in defense of the opinion that the influence of study
quality on study outcome is an empirical question that should not be
determined a priori. He then proceeded to his main line of defense which
was (1) to challenge Hyman”s assignments of flaws and (2) to show by his own
coéings and meta—-analysis that when flaws are properly assigned and coded
there are in fact no significant relationships between presence of the flaws
and study outcome. In order to control for the confounding effects of
multiple analysis, Honorton restricted these analyses to the 28 experiments
where a direct-hit analysis was possible, using significance levels of this

analysis (converted to Z-scores) as his dependent variable.

Honorton agreed with Hyman”s codings on two of the six procedural
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compﬁaint was that Hyman failed to follow his own stated criteria in several

instances. With respect to the security, documentation, and feedback flaws,

he cohplained abbut ambiguity in Hyman“s definition of the flaw or
1ncon§istency in his application of it to the studies under consideration.
He also questioned the seriousness of some of the "flaws". Specifically, he
quesﬁioned whether card shuffling is really an inadequate method of

rand@mization in studies where the randomization is performed separately for

each itrial. Regarding security, he quoted an example showing that a
procedure was in fact secure despite the fact that it met Hyman”s formal
"flawr criterion of having only one experimenter present.

Second, Honorton computed separate correlations betweéen presence of the

flaws;single target, randomization, feedback, and documentation with his
revised codings, showing in each case that the correlations were not
- sighﬂficant. (Hyman had claimed significant correlations for these latter

threé plus statistics). Finally, for single target and randomizationm,

Honoﬁton demonstrated in each case that the direct-hit experiments which
Hyman regarded as adequate with respect to the flaw in question were
coll@ctively significant by the Stouffer method. For single target, ten

adequ@te experiments produced a highly significant Stouffer Z of 4.35. For

raudqhization, 16 adequate studies yielded a Stouffer Z of 4.14.

|

Finally, Hyman“s multivariate analyses were dismissed by David Saunders
(1985), Honorton”s statistical consultant. He noted, first, that the sample

of 42Vstud1es was simply too small for factor analysis to be meaningfully

employed. Second, the factor analysis was compromised by certain

dependencies among the variables entered into them; e.g., each experimenter

was t;eated as a separate variable, guaranteeing that the intercorrelations
among  these variables must be strongly negative. Finally, the significance
of Hyman“s final multiple correlations predicting study outcome from flaws

are qbanin less because the predictors were selected gost hoe frgm a ast

t
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Evaluation

There is no question that Hyman has uncovered flaws in the methodology
of a large percentage of the ganzfeld experiments which could conceivably
serve as the basis for conventional interpretations of the results of these
experiments, singly as well as collectively. What remains for evaluation is
the likelihood that these flaws do indeed account for the results.

Honorton and Hyman disagree about the necessity of empirical support
for the conventional interpretation. However, Hyman went to considerable
pains to provide such empirical evidence, despite his denial of its
necessity. Therefore, it would seem' appropriate to begin by evaluating his
success at this endeavor.

My statistical consultaﬁt and I agree that Saunders” critique of
Hyman“s factor analyses is appropriate. Although Hyman has labeled his
analyses as "exploratory," they were nonetheless used as an important part
of his argument and thus demand critical attention. Strictly speaking, the
analyses do not support Hyman“s conclusion, culminating in his regression

analyses, that a linear combination of three flaws—-randomization, feedback,

and documentation——can account for the significance of the results.

However, there is reason to qualify somewhat this harsh assessment. In
particular, Hyman noted-—regrettably, without providing supporting
statistics=—that four of the six procedural flaws (including those related
to multiple analysis) were independently and significantly correlated with
the primary (or, at least, the most sensitive) measure of statistical
significance, the Z-score. Even allowing for multiple indices--a criticism‘
which Hyman was quick to level at the parapsychologists but to ignore in his
own work=-1 find this outcome noteworthy. The three most pervasive of these
flaws are incorporated in the "Cluster III" (the "controls" cluster) of his

first factor analysis, which, irrespective of the validity of the factor
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Because of the questionable nature of the factor analysis, I have
choseé to proceed by treating the components of Cluster III separately and
to exﬂlore in each case the validity of the claim that the flaw is
signiﬁicancly related to the Z-scores. If these prove not to hold up, the
factoﬁ analyses are invalid in any case. I have chosen Hyman”s Z-scores as
the d%pendent variable rather than Honorton”s, because they are providéd for
more éf the studies than the more conservative exact-probability 2Z~scores
suppl#ed by Honorton and are highly correlated with the latter (r=.99). I
have éhosen to express the relationships between the flaws and these
grscoﬁes as biserial correlations, which provide an index of the magnitude
of re#ationship as well as the significance. On average, these tend to give
slighqu higher correlation values (favoring Hyman) than the point-biserial
correHatiou. which might alsb be justified. My criterion for significance
will Qe a generous p<.05, one-tailed.

ﬁor each of the flaws to be considered, Honorton provided correlations
with éfscores which are nonsignificant, thus contradicting Hyman. There are
two méjor differences in procedure that must be considered in evaluating
these‘discrepencies: (1) Honorton and Hyman differed in their flaw codings
of several studies and (2) Honorton restricted his correlations to the
"direct-hits" experiments which comprised 28 of the 36 studies for which

Z-scores were available (78%). Not only does this mean that Honorton“s

correyations were less powerful than Hyman“s but, given the sizable mean
diffeﬁence of Z-scores between the direct-hit experiments and other
exper#menca, Honorton“s correlations may have been attenuated due to a

restriction of range on the dependent variable.

Randomization. Hyman used three categories of randomization codingsﬁ
(1) appropriate, (2) inappropriate, and (3) inadequately described. He
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group (2) or omitted. Since combining groups theoretically provides the
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most powerful analysis and appeared to be Hymans” primary method, I began
using this approach. The resulting biserial correlation, based on the full
sample of 36 cases, was +.372 (2=1.65, p=.05), thus confirming (barely)
Hyman”s conclusion froﬁ his factor analyses.

There were li cases of randomization which Honorton coded as
appropriate which Hyman coded as either inadequate or inadequately

described. In 10 of the 1l cases I was able to find unequivocal evidence

from the experimental report consulted by both reviewers that Hyman”s
minimal criterion of adequacy, "using a table of random numbers or a random
number generator to select the specific target from a pool" (p. 27) was met.
Recoding of these cases reduced the biserial r to +.02 (234.08, NeS.).

Thus, using this breakdown, Hyman”s significant result can be entirely

accounted for by improper coding of ten of the experiments.

However, this negative conciusion must be qualified on the basis of the
analysis in whicﬁ the experiménts in Hyman’s third catégory (inadequate
description) are eliminated. Removal of these seven experiments causes the
biserial r to rise substantially to +.385 (2=1.87, BSZOS). The result is
essentially the same when the analysis is confined to the direct-hit studies
(three of which fit in the third category, leaving N=25): r=+,407
(Z=1.84, p<.05). Thus, even with corrected codings there is a marginally
significant difference between studies clearly using "adequate" and
"inadequate" randomization procedures, the latter category yielding the
higher mean Z-score.

This result was not reflected in Honorton”s analyses because most of
the studies judged inadequate by Hyman used a shuffling procedure, to which
studies Honorton assigned the intermediate coding on his three-point scale.
Without commenting at this point on the reviewers” disagreement about the
absolute ﬁerit of the shuffling technique, I must disagree with Honorton’s
coding of these studies as higher than those where the method was not
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Féedback. Only the first of Hyman"s feedback criteria (i.e.,
randoﬁﬁzation of the judging sets) can be evaluated.l Since the feedback
flaw Qo defined applied only to the 21 experiments which employed single
targeﬁ sets, the remaining cases are eliminated from the following biserial
corre#ations. The correlation for the surviving 21 cases, using Hyman”s
codinés, was +.565 (Z=2.76, p<.0l).

éonorton noted two cases assigned the feedback flaw by Hyman in which
it waé indicated in the report that the members of the target set were
rearrénged in an order independent of the original target locations,
descr#ptions comparable to those in other studies to which Hyman did not
assigé the flaw. (In one of these two cases [Sondow, 1979], the method of
reord%ring was only specified for one of the two experimental condition?,
but tﬁis was the condition responsible for the significance of the study and
it is&reasonsble to infer .that the same method of reordering was used in the
other condition.) Honorton also cited two cases where Hyman did not assign a
flaw but should have done so. My own lnspection of the reports confirms

Honorton in all these cases. Moreover, I uncovered two cases among the:

eight "non-direct-hit" studies excluded from Honorton”s analysis in which

the fiaw was not assigned by Hyman but should have been (Habel, 1976;
Parker, 1975). When the coding errors are eliminated, the biserial
corre;ation is reduced to +.141 (Z=0.42, n.s.).

In conclusion, there is no significant relation between presence of the
feedbéck flaw (first criterion) and significance of outcome in this data |

base.

Documentation. Hyman defined this flaw in such a way that makes

independent evaluation of its coding extremely difficult. The one criterion

he-spgcified, which is the major one but apparently not the only one,
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provide data on whether this made a difference;.." (p. 28). First, it is
never stated (to my knowledge) in any of the reports that all the
percipients were unknown to the agents, even in those cases (generally not
assigned this flaw by Hyman) in which the agent was one of the experimenters
and the percipients were college students. Second, failure to evaluate this
variable does not by itself constitute a flaw any more than failure to
evaluate the sex, race, or hair color of the subjects constitutes a flaw.

It is only a flaw if one specifies why this particular variable should have
been evaluated, and Hyman was silent on this point.

Reading between the lines, one can make a highly plausible inference
about what is going on here. Throughout his paper Hyman scrupulously
avpided any mention of possible fraud by either subjects or experimenters,
although we know that critic; traditionally are obsessed with this problem.
If one assumes that some subjects were motivated to cheat and (sensory) |
communication between agent and percipient is one of the most obvious ways
that such cheating might occur, then_cheating is a more likely possibility
on those trials where agent and percipient were friends and relatively
likely to be in collusion. Indeed, communication from percipient and agent,
allowing the agent (in some cases) to reselect the térget to bring it more
in line with the percipien;‘s mentation report, was the second criterion for
the feedback flaw, which Hyman seems to have abandoned.

Concerp with possible fraud by the ggent might also have influenced
Hymaen”s selection of the.first feedback criterion (randomization of the
judging set). In this case, I suépec: he had in mind the first of thé
ganzfeld experiments (Honorton & Harper, 1974), in which the agent, who was
sometimes a friend brought by the percipient, was responsible for reordering
the judging set prior to judging by the percipient. If agent and percipient
had been in collusion and knew something of the procedure bef&rehand, it
would have been a fairly simple matter for them to have agreed that the real
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this would have been risky if the percipient”s mentation obviously favored

one ofjthe other targets.) Assuming the experimenters were honest, this
possigility only existed for those trials where the percipient brought a
friend to be the agent, and it could be tested by reporting those trials
separitely. This was not done, hence assignment of thg "documentation”
flaw.? This particular scenario--final reordering of the judging set by a
subject--does not appear to have been possible in any of the other
experﬁments in the data base.

In other words, Hyman“s documentation flaw seems to be an indirect way
of crfticizing parapsychologists for a lack of sensitivity to the
possibility of subject fraud in their experiments. However, if this is the
case,iit seems unfair to condemn an experiment on these grounds without
consiieriné what precautions were actually taken to prevent agent—percipient
commuéication by sensory means.

@onorton seemed to have had the same hypothesis in mind when he
attemﬁted to operationally define the flaw by assigning it to studies, and
oaly %o studies, where (1) there was an agent, (2) the agent was not always
the e#perimenter, and (3) when the second criterion was not met, there was
no anélysis of the effect of agent-percipient relationship on scoring. If
one ig willing to assume honesty on the part of the experimenters (which
both ﬁonorton and Hyman seemed to bé doing), Honorton”s criteria seem
reaso%able. |

gccording to Hyman“s codings of all 36 cases, the biserial correlation
with ﬁhe Z-scores was +.473 (2=2.71, p<.0l1), confirming the result of his
factof analysis; Restricting himself to the "direct-hit" experiments,
Honorﬁon, using Eig_criteria, uncovered ten cases in which Hyman assigned
the flaw but should not have. My own survey of the reports caused me tb
concur with Honorton in all cases. Also, among the remaining experiments, I
Approved(ParReleys 2000408140 H@XRIDPIFDOTSOR00880036008 1a0t

assigned a flaw bv Hyman. (In both cases, I could understand how Hyman
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might justify his codings by his criteria.) Incorporating all the coding
changes in line with Honorton”s criteria reduces the biserial correlation to
+;008 (Z=0.04, n.s.). Retaining all Hyman“s codings for the non-direct=hit
studies raises this correlation only slightly to +.178 (Z=+0.60, n.s.).

In conclusion, to the extent that Hyman”s documentation flaw can be
objectively defined by an independent analyst it is not significantly
related to study outcome. To the extent that it cannot be so defined, the

reader should not be asked to take it seriously.

Statistics. Using Hyman“s codings, which were not disputed by Honorton,
the biserial correlation with Z-scores was +.183 (Z=+0.82, n.s.), which

fails to support the significance relationship reported by Hyman.

In conclusion, this evaluation has clearly failed to support Hyman‘é
claim of a significant relationship between the presence of procedural flaws
and the statistical significance (Z-scores) of the experiments in the data

base in three of the four cases. Only in the case of randomization could

some supportive evidence be found, but the level of significance was
marginal and it was selected from among two equally plausible significance
tests of the relationship. Thus, an appropriate correction for the
duplicate analysis would render it nonsignificant. Moreover, even if it were
left to stand, it would now constitute the only significant case among nine
procedural flaws considered (including the three multiple-analysis flaws
incorporated in Hyman“s first factor analysis). In short, there is no
credible positive evidence in support of a relationship between the flaws
considered by Hyman and the outcomes of the experiments in the data base.
This result places the burden fully on Hyman“s argument that the
presence of the flaws constitutes sufficient cause in itself to reject the

experiments in the data base as evidence for psi. I agree with Hyman“s
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guaradtee that the flaw had no causal effect on the outcome. As he argued,
the féct that each flaw is not independent of other flaws or procedural
variables allows that suppressor variables might serve to obécure a real
relationship. For example, the reason that the mean Z-score of experiments
usingisingle target sets did not significantly exceed the mean Z-score of
the ot%her experiments could be that the experimenters in the flawed catégory
whose?results were nonsignificant took more care to avoid the possibility
that Qgehts would contaminate the target pictures in the course of handling
them %han did those in the flawed category whose results were significant
(perhéps due to the flaw). Likewise, demonstrating that all the studies in
subsa#ples defined by the lack of particular flaws remain &ollectively
significant is not an adequate rebuttal, because it implicitly assumes that
only éne flaw is operative ithhe data base. However, Honorton did not seem
tp bejdenying that flaws could account for the results. The real question
is wh%t kind of a case can be made for the proposition that they did account
for t#e results.

fo answver this question, we must first consider the plausibility of the

mechaﬁisms of the causal agents implied by the flaws under consideration.
What éther assumptions must be granted in order to conclude that these flaws

accounted for the results? Let us consider the flaws individually.

éiggig Targets. If an agent and percipient had colluded to produce a
bogusjhit in any of the experiments cited for this flaw, it would have been
a relétively simple matter for the agent to introduce cues onto the target
picture detectable by the percipient. Since both Honorton and Hyman seem to
have %ssumed honesty on the part of the experimenters, this possibility is
really relevant only to those triais where the percipients brought theif own
agents. noted, this seems to be the root cause of Hyman”s concern tﬁat

As
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If the agent did not inéentionally introduce cues, is it possible that
a percipient might still identify cues introduced unintentionally through
normal handling? In an experiment conducted by the reviewer designed to
answer this question (Palmer & Kramer, in press), it was found that
"percipients" were indeed able to detect fingerprints left on the target
photographs by "agents" who simply held them and lightly traced the index
finger over them.

This criticism does not apply to those studies which used slides as
targets. Palmer and Kramer found no support for a related suggestion that
percipients are able to detect the slide previously exposed to the agent
because it might have been more faded than the control slides. Moreover,
the four studies which used slides and to which this criticism might apply
collectively produced a Zfsc;re less than zero.

. Secondly, caution should be exercised in generalizing the Palmer-Kramer
results to the procedure used in nine ganzfeld experiments where the targets
were View-Master slides. Although fingerprints could have been introduced
inserting or removing the slide from the projector, agent handling was less
in these experiments than in those involving pictures, because the slide was
being viewed while inside the projector. Because the projector uses only
ambient room light; heat cues are quite unlikely. Finally, the judge
evaluates the slides primarily while they are inside the projector,
providing less opportunity for perception of fingerprints, etc. 1In short,
creation and detection of sensory cues would seem somewhat less likely with
this paradigm than with the one tested by Palmer and Kramer, although direct
empirical evidence to this effect obviously would be desirable.

Returning to the experiments using photographs as targets, it should be
noted that the fingerprints in the Palmer-Kramer study were not so obvious
that they would draw the attention of someone not looking for them. 1In

other words, it does not seem likely that a percipient not specifically
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reinfé£ced by an earlier free-response ESP experiment by Palmer (1983), who
systeéatically manipulated whether or not the photograph handled by the
agentiwas includéd'in the judging set. In most cases the agents and
perciéients were friends who shared an interest in parapsychology. No
signi%icant results were obtained in either condition, even though
perci#ients (blind to the manipulation) were encouraged to look for "psychic
vibrafions" on the photographs in the judging sets.

}n conclusion, the single-target hypothesis seems most viable in cases
whereithe percipients are (1) aware of the possibility of detecting the

target by means of sensory cues and (2) exert some effort to look for them.

In cases where the percipients are "psychics" out to make a reputation for
y !

thems$1ves or, at the other extreme; college students uninterested in tﬁe_
subject matter but wanting t; help the experimenter "make the experimenﬁ
work,f the hypothesis seems quite plausiSle. However,'in most of the
exper#ments in the data base, especially those which were cited for the flaw
and o%tained significant results, the subjects seemed to be more like those
in the Palmer (1983) experiment: volunteers who ;ere oriented to asseséing
their‘psychic talents. For this kind of subject population the hypothesis
seeﬁs less plausible, although it is still possible that such subjects might
respoPd to subliminal cues or for some other reason take advantage of cues
consciously perceived. However, the data from Palmer (1983) do not supﬁort

such speculations.

?eedhack. Failing to randomize the order of pictures in the judging set
couldibias the results if the target consistently appéared in one location |
that ?orresponded to the response biases of the subjects. For instance, in
my exberience subjects tend to have a bias favoring the first picture they

!
see. ij the targets were consistently placed first in the judging set, a

Spurious rate of 1xcess hits resul
e

ould .
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This flaw was cited in those cases whére randomization was achieved by
hand shuffling of the members of the target set (these all turned out to be
View-Master slides) or the method was not reported. The adequacy of the
former depends on the care with which the shuffling was done. The latter is
really a documentation flaw and cannot be evaluated.
Another pbssible way in which the feedback flaw could manifest in

studies with the single-target flaw, which was not considered by Hyman, is

replacement of the target in the set in a different orientation (i.e.,

upside down) from the other pictures in the set. Only a handful of the

reports stated explicitly that this possibility was avoided.

Documentation. Failure to break down the results in terms of the

relation of the agent to the percipient is only a flaw if there is reason to
believe that it would make a difference, and in this case it only makes a
difference 1f the.possibiliéy of fradulent agent-percipient communication
has not been eliminated. Thus, this documentation flaw is really a

by-produce of the sensory-cue and security flaws and need not be treated

separately for present purposes. In other words, if one grants proper
security against sensory communication, failure to report the breakdown at

issue is at worst a minor transgression.

SecuritzQ This category cannot be evaluated for plausibility because
Hyman never proposed how he thought certain failures to constantly monitor
the agent and/or percipient'could have allowed cheating to occur. Absence
of such monitoring does not in and of itself mean that security was lacking.
Honorton cited one experiment (Braud et al., 1975) where considerable care
was taken to avoid sensory cues despite the involvement of only one

experimenter, which was one of the criteria Hyman used to assign the flaw.
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‘ -
$tatist1cs. Since Hyman and Honorton both computed their own -
stati;tics, which were essentially equivalent, the statistical indiscretions
of so%e of the ofiginal authors do not affect the analyses at issue. -
Ran&omiéationu Apart from incomplete or inadequate descriptions of the =
randomization methods in many of the reports, the crux of the issue here 1is
Hymanfs disapproval of a method used in one of the most successful -
labot;tories, which involved selecting the target by shuffling a deck of 31 -
cards} Shuffling 1ls not necessarily an inadequate method; Epstein (19%7),
for e&ample, noted that six dovetail shuffles can adequately randomize a -
deck @f cards. Thus, the method is only inadequate if one "assumes that the
shuffiing was not done thoroughly. Again, the real flaw may be inadequate -
desc;iption of how thoroughl&Jthe shuffling was carried out. The very same -
poinﬁ applies to the RNT and REG methods which Hymah foundkmore acceptable.
For instance, we saw in the discussion of the Maimonide; dream experiments -
how improper use of a random number table can lead to biases that are likely
to bé more severe than those caused by casual shuffling. The point here is .!
that the meﬁhod of randomization is less important than how it is
implgmented. The fact remains, however, that it is easier to document -
propei;r application of REG and RNT methods than of shuffling methods, and in -
thatlsense the former methods are clearly superior. Unfortunately, as Hyman |
noteq, the precise methods of randomization were rarely described even in -
thosé ganzfeld studies which used REGs or RNTs; this general deficiency of
documentation is really his most potent criticism. ’%
1 cannot agree with Honorton”s claim that the potential bias due to -
(ina@equate) shuffling is minimized in cases where the randomization is |
perf&rmed separately for each trial. If shuffling is inadequate, the =

composition of the deck may not change sufficiently from trial to trial,
ARproygd For Release 2000/08/10,, GIARRP28:007 2R 002890363001 1511 -
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during the course of the experiment. This could result in one of the
targets being selected more frequently than chance allows. If this happens
to be a picture that corresponds more closely to spontaneous mentation in
the ganzfeld (discounting psi) than do others, a spurious level of hitting
could result.

Nevertheless, the bias would have to be fairly extreme to compromise
the results of experiments with the small number of trials characteristic of
this data base. The shuffling~bias hypothesis is particularly strained in
three experiments (mean 2=1.23), where two or more cards were used to select
a slide from the binary target pool of 1024 slides, which itself was ordered
in a very complicated and nonlinear manner with respect to content - (Smith,
Tremmel, & Homortom, 1976; Terry, 1976; Terry, Tremmel, Kelly, Harper, &
Barker, 1976). -

It also should be kept in mind that any randomization method will
occasionally produce ordered sequences that will correspond with subjects”
response biases and thus leave the potential for spurious rates of hitting.
This of course is the kind of thing reflected in the specification of the

Type I error rate and is allowed for in the kinds of meta=-analyses conducted

by Honorton and Hyman.

' Conclusion

The purpose of the above exercise was not to excuse the flaws cited by
Hyman. In most cases thej could have and should Pave been avoided and the
experimenters deserve to be criticized for them. Nonetheless, a revieﬁer
who is assigned the task of interpreting the significant results in the data
base must be concerned with the question of how serious the flaws are, how
likely they are to account for the results.

In most cases the flaws are attributable wholly or in part.to

inadequate documentation in the reports. In fact, the only flaw which
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singlg target sets.
@t should be kept in mind that the objective of the ganzfeld research
was nbt to satisfy critics about the existence of psi but to explore a

technﬁque for enhancing the reliability of ESP in the laboratory. Most were

writc?n with the assumption that the primary audience would be other

parapsychologists who would be interested in the studies primarily from the -

point%of view of the objective which guided them and willing to take for
grant?d that their colleagues would exercise basic experimental competence.
This @t least partly explains why the reports lacked details of interest to
the %ritic, whose primary concern is whether any evidence for ESP exist$ at
all, )

Mith respect to duplicate target sets, it should be borme in mind that
timeiand expense are often 1;volved in creaéing such duplicate sets. This
is particularly true in the case of the pool of 1024 specifically designed
"binary target pool" slides (Honortonm, 1975) used in several experiments;
onlyja few of such pools were in existence. In the early days of the
ganzfeld, and given the objectives of the research, it is understandable
thatjresearchers would want to forego that time and expense until the
reliébility of the procedure had been better established, especially since
at the time it was reasonable to conclude that the possibility of biasing
the gesﬁlts by handling cues was remote.

%In retrospect, this may no; have been a wise decision. Nonetheless,
given the considerations discussed above, this and the other "flaws" Hyman
uncoﬁered do not seem to be of the nature that would justiff an inference of
general sloppiness in the conduct of the experiments. |

In the final analysis, Hyman has failed to make a case that the flaws
he uncovered provide an adequate explanation for the significant results in
the data base. First, his internal analyses of the data have failed to
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Plausibility of the '"normal" hypotheses suggested by the flaws, and my own
analysis suggests that--assuming reasonable competence and honesty on the
paft of the expefimenters--the hypotheses are not particularly plausible.
On the other hand, the possibility that collectively these hypotheses can
account for the results cannot be ruled out. To show this seems to have
been Hyman”s minimal objective and to that extent he has succeeded.

In conclusion, the ganzfeld experiments offer a genuine anomaly for

which no adequate explanation exists. The explanation can only be obtained

by further research. ?
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NOTES

1 There is strong circumstantial evidence that Hyman did not in fact utilize

his éecond feedback criterion (agent-percipient communication before

feedback) since: (1) the second criterion was not mentioned in the

discussion of this flaw in the text of Hyman“s paper; (2) all experiménts
to wﬁich Hyman assigned this flaw used single target sets, a precondition
for the first criterion but not the second; (3) there were only two
expefiments to which Hyman assigned the flaw and Honorton (who only coded
the first criterion) did not, and in one of these it is easy to see how a
miscoding vis-a-vis the first criterion could have occurred.
Brief commentaries by othe; researchers on the ganfeld debate, as well as

a reply by Hyman to -Honorton”s defense, are scheduled to appear in a

forthcoming issue of the Journal of Parapsychology.
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Chapter 5
RANDOM-EVENT-GENERATOR RESEARCH

l. Schmidt Research Program

Perhaps the most important methodological advance in experimental

parapsychology during the past 15 years has been the introduction of
electronic random event generators (REGs), also called random number
generators (RNGs), for testing resfricted-choice ESP and, more
predominantly, PK. Although the REG was first used in psi research in the
1930s (Tyrrell, 1936) its emergence as a standard piece of apparatus in the
psi laboratory can be traced to the work of physicist Helmut Schmidt (1969b,
1970¢c).

Schmidt”s device is tep?esentative of the REGs presently being used in
psl research. Electrical pulses pass a gate and arrive at a rapid rate_‘
(e.g., one million per second) at a switch, which advances one step each
time. The switch is periodically stopped at one of its locatiomns. To
introduce a random element into this system, the choice of this location is
influenced by a time delay based on the arrival and registration of a beta
particle from a radioactive source (strontium-90) at a Geiger-MlUller tube
or by the peaking of the output of an electronic noise source. The location

at which the switch stops defines the target selected by the REG. This

selection is recorded on mechanical counters inside the machine and in some
cases is also registered on paper-punch tape for a permanent record. In
other applications, the REG can be interfaced to a computer and the results
recorded on disk or tape. The selection is also fed back to the subject by
the lighting of a.lahp on the machine”s face or by means of the aftachment
"~ of the machine to a peripheral output device. This description will be
further elaborated momentarily when particular applications are discussed.

Although the use of REGs has become widespread in parapsychology, by
e HPRCYEA LRI REIGa34 2000008(19, CIARDRAG00ZSIRAI38A03§0001:1,
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research program. Therefore, the first section of this chapter will be
devotpd to a review of this progran.

@here are certain characteristic features of Schmidt”s program that are
worthy of mention at the outset. Whereas most REGs are either boards that

fit iﬁside microcomputers (especially the Apple II) or are otherwise bound
to ma&n—frame computers or other laboratory hardware, Schmidt”s machines are
self-?ontained and portable. This allows them to be used "in the field"
(e.g.@ subjects” homes), which provides for a more relaxed and informal
testihg environment:. Schmidt feels this is crucial for obtaining positive
results. He also places a great deal of emphasis on properly motivating his
Subjehts and likes to have them "play" with the machine (i.e., do practice
tests§ prior to formal tests, often undertaking formal tests only at times
when the subject is doing weil on the practice tests.

Schmidt has published 14 experimental reports dating from 1969 to the
prese;nt. The methodology has evolved through four somewhat distinct phases.

Egggg_l. In this phase, when the emphasis was primarily on testing for
ESP, @he subject initiated each trial by pressing one of four buttons each
locatLd under a lamp on the machine. This button-press caused the machine to
rando@ly select one of its four states as a target, which was indicated to
the s?bject by the lighting one of the lamps. In the first experiment
(Schm%dt, 1969b), this was presented to the subject as a precognition task,

i.e., the subject was asked to guess which option the machine would select

and indicate his guess by pressing the button underneath the lamp of choice.

However, Schmidt recognized that the subject could also be successful either

by pressing the button at just the right time (precognitiom) or by forcing
the machine by PK to select the option guessed. In a subsequent experiment
(Schmidt & Pantas, 1972), Schmidt attempted to distinguish these
‘X?ssibilities (at least to a degree) by building into the machine an option
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such that, no matter which button the subject actually pressed, the subiject

i
2



Bppranvedcfor Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R0038003600Q: L1 99

got a hit only when the target "4" was selected by the machine. This
mechanism precluded simple precognition as a possible explanation of a
significant resuit. The feedback was set up such that subjects were blind
as to whether the machine was functioning in this "PK" mode or the standard

precognition mode. Scores were significantly above chance to about the same

degree in both modes. Simple PK was ruled out in another version of the
experiment that was designed to test for clalrvoyance (Schmidt, 1969a). 1In
this case a sequence of targets derived from a random number table and
prepared by an outsider was fed into the machine and substituted for the

machine-generated targets.

Phase 2. In this and subsequent phases, Schmidt”s focus shifted
exclusively to PK. Instead ;f the subject activating each single trial by a
button press, a whole series of trigls (or a run) was so initiated. The‘
number of trials pér run varied from 100 to 1000, and the rate of event
gene;ation varied from 1 to 300 per second. Runs were short, lasting from a
minimum of a few seconds to a few minutes each. The number of target
alternatives were generally two (i.e., binary) rather than four as in the
previous phase, although in later years probabilities as low as 1/64 were
utilized. Different modes of feedback were also explored. In the first
experiment of this phase (Schmidt, 1970b), the lamps on the machine were
arranged in a circular display and each hit or miss caused the light to
advance in the "right" or "wrong" direction around the display in a kind of
"random walk". Auditory feedback such as clicks or variable-frequency tones
were also utilized, as well as continuous polygraph tracings (e.g., Schmidt,
1973). In some cases where fast event generation rates were used, the
feedback was integrated over blocks of trials. In two experiments, the
subjects were animals and the feedback was selected so as to have
reinforcing properties. In one case, the subject was a cat placed in a cold
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a heat lamp to be turned on (Schmidt, 1970a). In another case, generation

of target events allowed cockroaches to avoid electric shocks (Schmidt,

1970a, 1979a).

ggggg'g. In the mid-1970s, Schmidt published a mathematical model of
psi inspired by physicists” attempts to interpret the ' measurement problem
in quantum mechanies (Schmidt, 1975). From an experimental point of view,
.the most important implication of the model was that the choice of which
alternative the machine selects on a given trial is not determined at the
time of event generation but rather at the time the outcome of the event is
"measured" (observed) by a conscious entity, i.e., at the time of feedback

(Schmidt, 1976). If the observer happens to be a "psi source," the
probabilities of the occurrence of the possible outcomes diverge from tﬂeir
a priori expected values in a manner related to the intent or wishes of the
observer, thereby producing significant evidence of psi. Schmidt’s model is
an example of the so-called “Observational Theories."

In the methodologies of the preceding phases, recording of each evept
on theiinternal counters of the machine and feedback of that event to the
subjec# occurred virtually simultaneously. The new model inspired Schmidt
to develop a methodology in which these procedures are separated in time! by
minutes or even days. The most common procedure was to record a sequence of
events, ‘on magnetic or paper tape and later to have a subject listen to or
observe the tape or some other representation of its content. In most
cases, the tape was presented in such a way that the subjects were led to
believe they were receiving immediate, contemporaneous feedback as in an
ordinagy PK task (e.g., a Schmidt machine was used with the feedback being
defineq by the tape). Usually, the subjects were asked to attempt to

influence the feedback (e.g., increase the number of randomly produced

clicks), although in a few cases they were asked to merely observ
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celick (i.e., a hit), which terminated the run (Schmidt, 1976, [Exp. 1]).
Results with these "pre-recorded" events were compared with results of
control conditions consisting either of contemporaneously generated events
or of pre-recorded events which were statistically evaluéted but never
observed on a trial-by-trial basis. In one experiment, for example, pairs
of sequences were generated for each run and one member of each pair was
randomly selected to be presented to the subject as feedback. Only the
observed sequences proved to be statistically biased (Schmidt, 1976,

[Exp. 1, confirmation series]).

Phase 4. In this most recent phase, the focus on PK with pre-recorded
events has continued. However, instead of each trial being generated
randomly and therefore suscebﬁible to PK influence, true random selection is
limited to a "seed number" consisting of just a few digits; The
pseudo-random sequence of events fed back to the subjecf is generated from
the seed number by an algorithm which is impervious to PK (Schmidt, 1981).
The point seems to be that the seed number is selected so as to produce a
staflsticaliy biased sequence of events even though it is not directly
observed by the subjects. However, the theoreticai rationale for the

procedure has not been fully developed or at least not fully articulated.

Statistical Evaluation

The output of Schmidt®s REGs is amenable to simple and straightforward
statistical evaluation by normal Z-tests, or critical ratios (CRs) as they
are called in parapsychology. Schmidt has stuck to such tests almost
exclusively, although slight modifications have occasionally been necessary,
as in cases where results of machines having different a priori hit

probabilities are to be pooled (e.g., Schmidt, 1976, [Exp. 3]).
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Main Results
I

fhere is virtually no doubt that the results of the Schmidt REG
experiments cannot be attributed to chance. The 14 articles I reviewed
citediresults of 33 experimental series, including 10 labeled "preliminary,"
"pilot," or "exploratory." Based on Z-tests of the total pooled trials in
each series, 25 of the 33 (76%) were significant at the .05 level,
two-tailed. 1In twe of the seven nonsignificant studies, one of the two
experimental conditions yielded significant results (Schmidt, 1979b; Terry
& Schmidt, 1978). Of the remaining clearly nonsignificant series, four
involved tests on sub-mammalian species (e.g., algae, frﬁit flies) where it
is no¢ clear whether significant results were expected (Schmidt, 1979a). In
one oﬁ the others, which also involved an infra—-human species (cat),
significant scoring occurred-lﬁ the first half of the test and the cat
seemed to have been noticeably less oriented toward the rewafd stimulus
during the nonsignificant second half (Schmidt, 1970a).

Of the 29 series where the direction of the results could be determined
from the report, scoring was in the direction presumably intended by the
subjeqt in 21 of theﬁ (72Z). When the direction of the Z-scores was defined
relative to the subject”s intent (which Qas assumed to be for hitting unless
specified otherwise) and cumulated across series by the Stouffer method
(Mosteller & Bush, 1954), the resuling Z was a whopping 9.92.1 This figure
is somewhat conservative, because in four cases psi~-missing was predictéd by
Schmiqt although presumably not intended by the subjects (Schmidt, 1970a,
confiﬁmatory series; 1970b, confirmatory series, Schmidt & Pantas, 1972,
both éeries with groups). When the direction of the individual Z-scores was
defined in terms of Schmidt®s predictions, the cumulative Stouffer Z was
14.85.

Because the a priori probability of a hit varies so much from
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estimate of the average magnitude of the scoring in Schmidt’s experiment;
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However, estimates can be provided for the ESP studies (Schmidt, 1969a,b;
Schmidt & Pantas, 1972), all of which used P=1/4, and all but one of the PK
studies where P=1/2 was used (Schmidt, 1970a [cockroach experiment], 1970b,
1973, 1974, 1976, [Exps. 2 and 3], 1978). (The cat experiment [Schmidt,
1970a] had to be eliminated because full data were reported for only half
the trials.) Using the trial as the unit of analysis, the mean percentage of
hits for the ESP studies (MCE=25%) was 26.50%; for the‘PK studies V
(MCE=50%), the mean was 50.53%. However, two-thirds of the trials in the PK
sample came from one experiment, which produced an abnormally low hit rate,
possibly because of an unusually rapid rate of event generation. With these

trials removed, the mean is elevated to 51.26%, which I think is a more

representative figure.

Results: Independent Variables

As a general rule the rather modest variations of experimeatal

procedure that Schmidt employed in his experiments did not significantly

affect the results.

Subjects. In his early ESP experiments, Schmidt (1969a,b) gave a large
number of trials to a handful of subjects who had clearly shown promising
results on screening tests. Later on, larger samples of spbjects were used
for whom screening was either minimal or absent, and there was no noticeable
dropoff in scoring rates. However, Schmidt did insist on providing his
subjects some opportunity to play with the machine prior to testing and he
attributed one of his unsuccessful series to the fact that in this

particular case subjects were not given that opportunity (Schmidt, 1978).

Feedback. Neither the type of feedback display nor the rate of feedback
has affected scoring in Schmidt”s experiments, although fully controlled
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Pre-recorded events. Results of series with pre-recorded events

!
(inclﬁding pre-recorded seed numbers) have been comparable to those in
serie$ with real-time events. This conclusion also applies to experiments

where the two types of trials were compared in the same series (Schmidt,
1

1976 [Exp. 2], 1979b).

?here is some evidence that the following two variables might affect

scoring, but the evidence is equivocal.

Rate of event generation. In one PK experiment with a binary REG,

Schmidt (1973) found that the scoring rate was significantly lower when the
machine generated targets at-300 pet second (50.4%) than at 30 per second
(s51. 62) However, this conclusion must be viewed cautiously, because
subje?ts were not nséigned randomly to the two condiéions, some subjectg
parti&ipated in both conditions, and subjects were not always blind to the
gener#tion rate. In two subsequent experiments (Schmidt, 1974), resulté
with a machine generating trials at 100 per second were compared to results
with # machine generating trials at one per second. In these experimenps,
trials from the two machines were interspersed and subjects were blind as to
whichigenerator ﬁroduced each trial. In the pilot experiment with four
subjeéts, scoring was significantly higher with the slow REG than with the
fast bne (58% vs. 51.2%). 1In the confirmatory experiment with 35 subjects,
the.difference was 1in the same direction but not significant (55.3%

vs. 5?.82). Two experiments with pre-recorded targets (Schmidt, 1976
[Exps. 2 and 3]) also used generation rates of 300 per second and although
no systematic comparisons are possible, the mean hit rate on these (fast

rate) trials (51.8%) is actually higher than the overall average (51.26%).

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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Intent. In one experiment (Terry & Schmidt, 1978), trials where
subhects were asked to use PK to alter the REG output were compared, within
subjects, to trials where they were not to attempt PK influence but merely
to attend to the feedback tones. Significant scoring was restricted to the

intentional PK condition, although results were unexpectedly in the missing

direction and significant by only one of the two tests the authors used. No
statistics comparing results in the two conditions were reported. One other
experiment in which subjects were asked to listen to the feedback without
attempting to influence the REG yielded clearly significant positive results
(Schmidt, 1976 [Exp. 1]). Collectively, these results suggest that
"intent," at least in the sense of conscious effort to influence the REG, is

not necessary to achieve the predicted effect but might be facilitative.

Criticisms
The two major critics of Schmidt”s experiments have been C.E.M. Hansel
(1980) and Ray Hyman (1981). Their principle concerns have been inadequate

security against fraud and inadequate randomization tests.

Security. Hansel, who only considered the work of Schmidt through 1970,
focused his criticism on the fact that in most of these experiments the
target was changed during the course of the experiment. In two of thg three
ESP series (Schmidt 1969a,b) subjects sometimes aimed for hits and sometimes
for misses. In the PK experiments (Schmidt, 1970a,b) the target was changed
halfway through the experiment. Hansel”s concern was that the nonresettable
electronic counter inside the REG did not take account of the change in
target and actually recordgd chance outcomes in the series where the changes
occurred. Although the changes were recorded on tﬁe paper tape that
constituted the other independent record and the two records matched, Hansel
felt that this was not an adequate provision. Hansel was somewhat vague in
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concern was less with innocent recording errors than with the possibility
that Schmidt could have cheated by improperly assigning the carget direction
after the data had been collected.

Hansel seemed reasonably satisfied that the machine precluded fraud by
the subject (at least he did not raise this possibility expliecitly), but
Hyman\expressed concern that Schmidt seemed to place too much trust on the
machine to provide security and that "...subjects, for the most part, are

unsupervised and unobserved" (p. 37).

Bandomization tests. For Schmidt”s experiments to be evidential of psi,
it is%generally considered necessary that the output of the REG be unbiased
in the absence of attempted PK influence. Although acknowledging that
Schmidt did indeed conduct r;naomization tests, both Hansel and Hyman were

-conce%ned that the tests were not conducted systematically. For the moet
part, Schmidt conducted long series of control trials periodically during
the ceurse of an experiment. Hyman in particular felt that such tests might
be insensitive to short-term biases that might operate in actual
experiments, where the runs consist of many fewer trials. For example, the
machine might only be biased for the first few trials after it is tutneﬁ on
and tpis would not show up in long control sequences. The critics suggested
that e better procedure would have been to collect runs in pairs, randomly
assigeing one meﬁber of the pair as the experimental run eech time.

ﬁyman also criticized the fact that the randomization tests did not

check for biases beyond the second (doublet) level.

Evaluation

Security. Although the use of a machine like Schmidt”s REG does

winimize opportunities for subject fraud, it is nonetheless reasonable to
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unsupervised and unobserved is incorrect. Although the reports tend not to

be as thorough on this point as one would like, it is clear that Schmidt is

_either with the subject or with the REG in most cases. In ome case Schmidt

(1969b) noted an exception for one subject but also noted that the results
of the experiment did not depend on that subject.

The possibility of subject fraud is further minimized in the
experiments using pre-recorded targets, as the subject is not present when
the target sequence is generated. Subject fraud is remote indeed 1f an
independent record of the target sequence is kept elsewhere while the
targets are being observed by the subject. Such records were reported as
being kept in experiments where the subject was allowed to .take the tape
home (Schmidt, 1976 [Expt. 1], Schmidt, 1978), but it is not clear whether
they were kept in the other éxberiments. ‘Ifwindependent records were not
kept, it is conceivable that a subject might somehow substitute a biased
tape for the one in which the target sequences had been-recorded. However,
this would require a fairly elahora;e ruse on the part of multiple subjects,
many of whom were relatively unselected volunteers with no apparent
investment in being certified as psychic..

Fraud by the experimenter is, of course, always more difficult to rule
out, and the fact that Schmidt usually works without a co-experimenter makes
the hypothesis particularly tempting to some critics. It is diffiéult to
understand why Hansel harps on the nonresettable counters in this
connection, however, because it would have been easy for Schmidt, who builds
the machines, to tamper with the counters either before or after a session
if he were inclined to cheat, even if he were using the set-up Hansel
recommends. Moreover, Hansel”s critique fails to note that the goal for
each set of trials (high—aim or low-aim) 1s registered on the paper tape

along with the events themselves.

Schmidt has recently taken the experimenter—fraud criticism to heart,
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is reéponsible for generating the (pre-recorded) event sequence while the
second experimenter determines the random order of target directions across
runs or determines which of the recorded tapes are to be observed by the

subjeét and which are control tapes. Thus, neither experimenter by himself
can a%tifactually produce significant results by generating a faulty
sequence. Variations of this procedure have now been tried in two
experiments (Terry & Schmidt, 1978; Schmidt, Morris, & Rudolph, in press),
once with significant results. Of course,'this procedure does not rule out

collusion by the two experimenters and so far all the experimenters have

been éympathetic to parapsychology.

3andomization tests. The critics are correct'in pointing out that

Schmidt”s early randomization tests do not adequately exclude the

possi#ility of short-term biases, at least those that might occur just after
the RKG is activated for a run. However, the argument is weakened by the
fact %hat the critiecs have so far not been able to articulate a mechanism
that ﬁould produce such a bias. Short-term biases that would occur
interﬁittantly at other times would have to be comsistent in direction to
accouﬁt for the results Schmidt found in his experiments, yet in that case
they %lso would accumulate and thus be revealed in the randomness tests:
Schmidt did undertake.

#he one piece of empirical evidence that ;an be cited against
short%term bias of the former type as an explanation for Schmidt”s results
is the fact that the deviations covaried with changes in target.

Ironiéally, it is the very procedure that Hansel criticized for security
reasoﬁs that provides this evidence. For example, the bias hypothesis would
have éo explain why the direction of these biases would suddenly and
consistently change when a subject started aiming for misses instead of hits
Approvad ForRelsass A000408L10): ARPRRS-00T89R002800360001:1
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how the bias hypothesis can account for such covariations without taking on
unparsimonious ancillary assumptions.

In Phase 3, Schmidt began using control procedures which conformed more
closely to those demanded by his critics (Schmidt, 1976). In the first two

experiments described in this paper, Schmidt reported control runs of the

same length as the test runs. Furthermore, in two of the experiments from
this phase (Schmidt, 1976 [Expt. 1], Terry & Schmidt, 1978), pre-recorded
control tapes were made at the same time as the pre-recorded experimental
tapes; which tape was which was determined randomly--a procedure very close
to that suggested by the crities.

It shoﬁld be mentioned, however, that Schmidt is not consistent in his
reporting of randomization tests. Half of the 14 reports I reviewed did not
report randomization tests a;ﬁ the describtions in the others varied in
degree of detail. However, I could find no relationship between the
adequacy of the randomization test as reported and the significance of the
results.

Finally, what about the possibility of dependencies between random
events beyond the second level? Such dependencies.would, strictly speaking,
violate the assumptions of the statistical tests Schﬁidt used. waever, if
they were to have biased the results of Schmidt®s experiments they would
have had to manifest at the singlet level as well, and if that were the case
a singlet bias would also have appeared in the randomization tests. If the .
higher level dependencies did not favor the target at the singlet level,
they would also have tended to diminish the likelihood of significant
results in the experiment proper. Thus, the possibility of higher level
dependencies does not appear to provide a plausible explanation of Schmidt”s

findings.

Data selection. A possible criticism not made directly by other critics
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is attributaﬁle to selective publication of positive findings. Schmidt
often refers in his repdrts to exploratory testing with various outcome;.
He acknowledges a preference for testing subjects formally only at times
when they are doing well informally, which implies that sometimes subje?ts
do not do well informally. REG experiments are very economical cimewisé,
and i@ is conceivable that Schmidt has accumulated vast amounts of
nonsignificant and unreported data.

However Schmidt”s procedure is not a problem if certain subgroups;of
trials are specified beforehand as formal tests and reported irrespective of
outcome. Barring outright dishonesty on Schmidt”s part, this provision
seems to have been met by the 14 experiments in the articles I reviewed
which Schmidt defined as "confirmatory" or "main" experiments. The
collective results of these éxberiments are actually better than the ovérall
average (Stouffer Z=15.60).

A related potential artifaét concerns oﬁtional stopping, in particplar
not specifying in advance the-number of trials in the experiment. I
determined that in 15 of the series reviewed, it is stated or clearly
impligd in the report that the number of trials was stated in advance. In

‘ . |
two of these cases, two alternatives were specified in advance but the

degree of selection could not conceivably account for the strong results
obtaihed (Schmidt, 1969a,b [Exp. 2]). In a third case, a range of from
55,000 to 70,000 trials was specified (Schmidt, 1969b [Exp. 1]). . Here ;he
possiﬁility of the artifact being fatal is still remote, but nonethelesg
conceivable. Discounting this experiment, the remaining 14 experiments with
cleariy prespecified numbers of trials have a Stouffer Z of 8.42. It is
likely that in most of the other experiments the number of trials was a#so
prespecified even though it was not formally stated.

Some commentators have expressed concern over Schmidt”s procedure of
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high-scoring subject when scores began to decline. However, it seems clear
that such a procedure is statistically acceptable as long as the total

number of trials is prespecified.

Source of the effect. An interesting point of disagreement among those

who at least tentatively interpret Schmidt”s research as providing evidence
for a paranormal principle is whether the source of the effect is really
Schmidt”s subjects or Schmidt himself. Several points can be made in favor
of the latter hypothesis:

1. Although other investigators have achieved significant effects in
REG research, no one has done so as consistently as Schmidt or has achieved
such strong (by parapsychological standards) effects.

2. There are growing inéications that directing effort toward achieving
a psi effect is not necessary fo; the effect to occur. This was |
demonstrated in one of Schmidt”s own experiments (Schmidt, 1976 [Exp. 1)) as
well as in experiments by others (e.g, Palmer & Kramer, 1984; Stanford,
Zenhausern, Taylor, & Dwyer, 1975). These experiments suggest that it is
the need to achieve a certain outcome in contrast to the effort to achieve
it that is crucial. If so, then Schmidt, as the experimenter desirous of
positive results, becomes at least a potential psi source.

Schmidt”s model assumes that observation (feedback) of the trials of an
experiment is necessary for influencing them. In one of his later
experiments, he indeed established that only those pre-recorded event
sequences observed by his subjects (and not control tapes generated at the
same time) were biased, thereby suggesting that the subjects blased the

original generation of the sequences retroactively at the time of feedback

(Schmidt, 1976 [Exp. 1]). However, coming from a more traditional
theoretical orientation, one could argue that it was Schmidt who used PK

proactively to bias the event sequences at the time they were being
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generétion which member of each pair of sequences would be the expetimeﬁtal
one aﬁd which the control, this lack of knowledge does not necessarily
preclﬁde his having used psi, albeit without conscious intention to do so.
Schmidt himself has been foremost among those parapsychologists arguing that
psi 1§ "goal directed" ﬁhich implies, among other things, that one can .
achie§e a desired goal by PK without knowing the mechanism needed. to pr?duce
it. One of Schmidt”s other experiments (Schmidt, 1974) has shown that |
signiﬁicant results can occur without subjects” knowing which machine is
operagive on a given trial. Subjects in another experiment (Schmidt, 1981)
did nét realize that their real target was a random seed number and not the
pseudo-random event sequence derived from it and to which their attention
was directed; in fact, they never observed the seed numbers at all. Tbus,
it 1s questionable whether S;hmidt’s ignorance of the contingencies at ;he
time Qe generated the pre-recorded event sequences is any greater or more
imporéant than the ignorance of the supposed subjects when they observeq
them.

3. In one experiment (Schmidt, 1970a) the éubjects were cockroaches and
the RﬁG was biased so as to increase the number of painful shocks they
received. At least from the standpoint of motivation theory, this result
makes little sense if one assumes that the cockroaches were the psi sources.
It ma#es somewhat nmore sense if one assumes that Schmidt was the psi source,
espec#ally if one is safe in assuwming that Schmidt does not like

cockr¢aches!

II. Princeton Research Program

The other major research program in parapsychology using REGs is bging

undertaken by Robert Jahn, Dean of the School of Engineering at Princeton

University, in collaboration with psychologists Roger Nelson and Brenda
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Instead, the output of a commercial electronic noise source is filtered,
amplified, and sampled by a train of gate pulses. The target is determinéd
by the sign of the noise (above or below the zero crossing) at the time of
each sampling.

The Jahn team uses different terminology than does Schmidt to define
the sampling regimen. To maintain uvniformity of exposition, I will
translate Jahn”s terminology into Schmidt”s, as the latter is more standard
within parapsychology.

In his formal tests, Jahn collected runs each consisting of 200 trials
gener#ted at either 100 or 1000 per second. Thus, Jahn"s runs were much
shorter than Schmidt”“s. Unlike Schmidt, Jahn alternates the target (from
the point of view of the REG) between tfials; i.e., positive and negative
noise alternate as hits on successive samplings. The subject, whose task is
to use PK to bias the REG output in the target direction, can activate the
REG in one of two modes. In manual mode a button press activates only a
single run. In automatic mode it activates a sequence of 50 runs. The
subject receives continuous feedbabk-on LEDs consisting of the number of
runs so far completed, the number of hits in the last. run, and the running
average of run scores completed in the test. The latter is displayed most
prominently.

The number of hits in each run is registered in the REG, which also
computes and records the mean and standard deviation of the run scores Bf
each 50-run block. These data are eventually transfer?ed to magnetic tape
for statistical analysis by computer. To provide redundancy, data are also
recorded on paper tape and manually in a logbook.

Like Schmidt, Jahn tries to maximize the comfort of the subject and
provides for practice runs prior to formal testing. Subjects are encouraged
to undertake formal tesﬁs only when they are in the mood. Subjects canlalso

determine the length of each session, provided it includes at least five
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possible.
Each session consists of some runs where the subject aims for a high
score (PK+) and some runs where the subject aims for a low score (PK-). The

sequepce of target aims 1s sometimes determined by the subject’s

prefetence-volitional mode-—and sometimes by means of an objective random

process~~instructed mode--the nature of which is not specified ia the

repor?. Interspersed among the PK runs are also a aumber of baseline runs
initi&ted by the subject but for which the subject attempts no PK influence.
These%serve in effect as randomization tests.

Ihe sessions were organized into series, which raange from 500 to 7500
runs ?er condition. The formal experiments consisted of 61 series
contributed by 22 subjects. Each subject contributed from 1 to 14 serihs,
with Aaz of the series contributed by two individuals. The total number of
runs was 569,450 (or 113,890,000 trials). The latter is approximately 189
times the number of trials in all of Schmidt”s published experiments
combiﬁéd.

$tatistical analyses of the daﬁa consisted primarily of single-mean
t-tests comparing mean run scores to MCE (=100), using an empirical var&ance
estim#te. This 18 in contrast to Schmidt, who uses Z-tests with a
theoretical variance estimate.

Jahn also uses various graphical representations of his data, in
particular, plots of the cumulative deviation of mean run scores over ruas
for PK+ PK-, and baseline rums, respectively. These are capable of

ref1e¢ting variations in a subject”s performance over time.

Results

ihe main presentation of results was restricted to those formal series
consi#ting of 200 trials per run. These comprise 390,200 runs, excluding
baseline runs. The mean number of hits per run for the PK+ runs (exactly

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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hits for the PK- runs was 99.97 (t=2.16, p=.016, one-tailed). Defined in
terms of the subject”s intent (i.e., missing in PK- runs equals hitting),

the combined results were assoclated with t=3.42, 2r3x10-4, one-tailed. The

.percentage of hits was 50.02%. This is much lower than the 51.26Z, or the

more conservative 50.53%, estimated for Schmidt (see p. 103).

Jahn also broke down his data in terms of three independent variables:

mode of activation (manual vs. automatic), mode of target—aim selection
(instructed vs. volitional), and rate of event genmeration (100 vs. 1000 per
second). These analyses revealed, first, that the significance was entirely
attributable to runs where the target aim was selected voluntarily
(volitional). The hit rate for these runs was 50.04% (t=4.24, £g1o'5,
one-tailed) compared to 50.01% for the runs where the target aim was
determined randomly.

Both event generation r;;es yielded sign%ﬁicanﬁ overall results.
However, the slower rate (100 per second) yielded slightly higher scores
(50.05%) than did the faster rate' (50.02%), especially in the PK- conditionm.
I computed a t-test of the difference based on the data reported by the
authors and determined that the superiority of the slower generation rate
(for both PK+ and PK- runs combined) was significant (£f2;04, p<.05).
However, this analysis may be misleading and will be discussed further in
the evaluation section. Mode of activation had no significant effect on the
results.

Examination of the cumulative run score graphs led the authors to
conclude that their subjects had individual scoring patterns, which they
called "signatures," that were consistent within each subject for a given
specification of test parameters. However, no statistical analyses were
offered to support this conclusion.

The mean of the 179,250 baéeline runs was 100.005, which was acceptably
close to the expected value of 100. The variance of the scores was also

within chance limits, but a graph of the distribution exhibited & marked
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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excess of scores right at 100.

Ihe authors later presented a separate set of analyses with the séries
as thélunit (Jahn, Nelson, & Dunne, 1985). According to this analysis; the
displhcement of the mean Z-score remained significant for the PK+ rumns
(mean%+.377; £[60]=2.59, p<.02, one-tailed) but not for the PK- rums
(mean}-.262, t[60]=1.61). As expected, the mean for the base%ine was ﬁery
closejto chance (mean=+.023).

however, this analysis revealed some curious differences in variances.
The variance of the series scores for the fK+ runs was suggestively hiéh
(Ej6d,€k: J=1.295, P<.20) whereas that for the PK- runs was significanﬁly
high (F[60, CO ]=1.616, p<.02). It is likely that the high variance was
respoPsible for the failure of the mean to reach significance in the PR-

condition. The really curious finding, however, was a corresponding

restriction of variance of the series scores for the baseline runs :had

appr§ached significancé (F[49,00 ]=.663, p<.10). The restriction was
causéd by an absence of any Z-score values greater than +1.645 or less than
_-1.645 in the distribution. . (The p-values reported heré are more
consérvative than those reported by the authors, presumably because thé
lattgr were using one-tailed tests. I find two-tailed tests more appropriate
for this application.)

%In addition to the formal series, 34 exploratory se?ies comprisiné a
totaﬂ of 103,950 test runs (PK+ or PK-) have been conducted (Nelson et al.,
1984j. Two subjects contributed all but one of the series. The procedure
diffgred from that of the formal series in that the number of trials per run

was EOO or 2000 instead of the usual 200, or the number of runs per
condition per series was low (approximately 1000).

QOnly the cumulative results of five series with 2000 trials per run
provided by one of the two subjects tested with this protocol (who happened
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Results from the remaining subject, who completed only one series at this
rate, were close to chance.

Finally, 12‘expioratory series totaling 60,000 test runs were conducted
with the event sequence being generated from an algorithm as opposed to the
REG. Such a pseudo-random sequence presumably cannot be influenced by a PK
force, so success would appear to be possible only by entering the sequence
at a point that would yield a "biased" subset of numbers embedded in it.
Signifipant results in line with the formal series were nonetheless achieved
in the cumulated seven series performed by the same subject who gbtained the
significant results in the previous series. The two subjects who completed
the remaining series provided only chance results. -

Baseline scores in the combined exploratory series, and specifically in
each of those subsets which ;;ovided significant results in the experimental

conditions, did not deviate significantly from chance expectation.

Criticisms

No critiques of Jahn“s research by outside commentators have yet been

published, to my knowledge.

Evaluation

Controls and security. The Jahn team has done a better job than Schmidt

in providing adequate baseline tests, as Jahn"s baselines were were all
collected in the same sessions as the experimental data and were of
identical structure. Jahn also reported more extensive tests of the
machine”s performance outside the test sessions, ineluding checks on the
function of separate components. Internal checks during all operations were
used to assure that proper input voltage of the noise diode was maintained
and that internal temperature was not correlated with machine performance.

Recording of the run scores as well as preliminary data such as designation
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The one deficiency I can cite regarding security is that Jahn doei not
fulli document what precautions were taken to preclude data tampering ﬁy
subjects. This omission is particularly significﬁnt-because an experi#enter
was QOt present in the room with the subject duting formal sessions. A4s it
woulé appear that the fundamental hardware for testing, including the #EG
itseif, was located in the same room as the subject, tampering with th%
equiément is a theoretical possibility. Omn the other hand, such tampeqing
woulq seem to require computer sophistication on the part of the subjeét as
well%as (in all likelihood) knowledge of the particular setup being
emplqyed. If failsafes were utilized to preclude such tampering, they%are

not described in the reports.

Data selection. The Jahn team appears to have been comscientious in

repo#ting all the exploratory and forqal‘series they have undertaken. -
However, it is less clear that the distinction between these two subclasses
of experiments was made in advance. The exploratory series yielded somewhat
weakér effects overall than the‘formal series (50.01% hits vs. 50.02Z in the
formgl series). If all the series reported were pooled, it is not cerﬁain
that the overall result would differ significantly from chance.

i However, thig issue loses importance when one considers how the
sign%ficance is distributed among the various subjects tested. In the
formél series, only two of the 22 subjects tested provided independently
significant results. The bulk of the significance is attributable to one of

these subjects, who contributed 14 of the 61 formal series (23%). In ﬁhese

series, this subject achieved a hitting rate (in terms of his or her intent)

of 50.052 over 105,150 runs (Z=4.49, 2(10-4). When the results of this
subject are eliminated, the remaining series are no longer significant

(50.01%, Z=1.36). This subject”s scoring rate is significantly higher than

; b b 3,14, p<s005) .
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Moréover, this subject is the same subject who provided the significant
results, and the only significant results, in the exploratory series. The
overall results of this subject are clearly significant and consistently in
the expected direction, i.e., above-chance scoring in the PK+ runs and

below-chance scoring in the PK- rums. Twenty-eight of the 35 series (80%)

in which this subject participated produced higher scores in the PK+
condition than in the PK- condition, which in itself is a significant
outcome (X2[1]-12.60, P<.001). The mean t of the 35 series is +0.84,
8.d.=1,35, which is significantly different from zero (£[34]=3.70, p<.001).
The one puzzling finding is the failure of this subject to maintain his or
her usual scoring level in the short 1000-run series, which were otherwise
methodologically identical to the formal series.

A more uniform distribution of scoring across subjects is suggested by
analyses using the subject as the unit. A mean run scgre on the
experimental runs was computed for each subject by reversing the direction
of the PK- scores and taking the average of the PK+ and PK- scores, weighted
by the number of runs in each condition. The mean of these scores was
100.03 which is significantly above chance, although barely so (£[21]=1.74,
p<.05, one-tailed). However, when the experimental scores are contrasted to
the baseline scores using a dependent t-test, the result falls just short of
significance (t[21}=1.67). Neither analysis would be significant were the
high-scoring subject eliminated, but this analysis nonetheless provides some
evidence that the effect is uniformly distributed within the sample.

However, the evidence is weak and can only be considered suggestive,

Optional stopping. It is not stated whether the total number of trials

and the number of trials completed by each subject were specified in

advance. In principle, this leaves the Jahn research open to the criticism

that a series may have been terminated at times favorable to the support of
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hypoﬁhesis is suggested by the fact that the degree to which optional
stopﬁing was potentially operative seems to have varied from series to
serigs. In 24 of the series, the number of runs in the PK+ and PK- mo@es
was identical. In 23 of thes;, the number of runs per type was either 12500
or SdOO; in the remainiﬁg series it was 3000 runs. It is very unlikely
thatioptional stopping was a factor in these series. Thus, if the.
optiQnal—stopping hypothesis were correct, one would expect lower scoring in
thesé series than in the other 37. As a dependent variable, I chose the
t-score supplied by the authors which reflected the difference in scoring
betwéen the PK+ and PK~ conditions for each series. The mean t-score for
the 24 "uniform" series is +0.74, which is higher than the mean of +0.22 for
the éemaining series (t[59]=-1.51, n.s.) and opposite to the direction‘
predicted by the optional-st;pping hypothesis. 1In fact, the mean for the
unif?rm series is independently signifi;ant (t[23]=3.38, p<.005). Thus, the

opti&nal-stopping hypothesis can be safely discounted.

Independent Variables

' The interpretation of the results relating scoring levels to modejof
targgt-aim selection and rate of event generation is complicated by the fact
that%not all subjects contributed equally to the various levels of theée
1nde;endent variables. Only three subjects contributed runs at the slow
generation rate. Further analysis of the data reveals that the apparent
supe%iority of scoring at the slower rate (see p. 115) is attributable to
the ?act that these three subjects had higher scores overali than the other
subjects. (Note that the authors never claimed sﬁperiority for the slower
rate, but it might be inferred from one of their tables.) Mode of target—aim
selection (volitional vs. instructed) was more evenly balanced, but 12 of

the 22 subjects contributed to only one of the two conditions. However, the
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held up in the data of the one significant subject but was actually stronger
among the remaining subjects. In fact, the hit rate among the remaining
subjects in the voluntary mode was 50.03% (Z=3.19, p<.0l), providing further
evidence that some of these other subjects may have exhibited some psi in

the experiment.

Baseline

Although the statistical evidence for restricted variance in the
baseline runs is in my judgment less than the authors claim, the suggestive
trends that were uncovered are perhaps worthy of some tentative
interpretation. Could it be, for example, that subjects unwittingly exerted
a PK influence in order to assure that the baseline data were "good
baselines," i.e., conformed closely to MCE? Such an interpretation would
coincide with the assumption of Stanford”s (1974a,b) PMIR model that PK does

not require intention and effort on the part of the subject.

Intuitive Data Sorting

Up to this point, we have assumed that if the REG data are ultimately
explainable by some paranormal principle, that principle implies some causal
influence on the REG; i.e., it involves PK. An alternative interpretation
is suggested by a model called "intuitive data sorting" (IDS) proposed by
May, Radin, Hubbard, Humphrey; and Utts (1985) to account for REG PK datﬁ
generally. According to this model, significance occurg because of a
psi-mediated selection of the starting point of the sequence of random
events so as to capture locally "biased" subsequences. For example, if
significance is defined as p<.05, one of every 20 sequences from a truly
random source should be significantly "biased." If such sequences were
captured more frequeatly than 1 in 20 times, a cumulatively significant

deviation could result. An attractive feature of the IDS model is that it
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statistical significance to increase as N increases, ; trend that is gvident
in the actual data base (May et al., 1985). It is also notewortﬁy that
Schmidt had considéred a8 similar hypothesis several years earlier (seé

pP. QB).

May“s model could be more appropriately labeled "intuitive data
sel&ction," since no sorting is thought to actually take place. In other
woiés, favorable subsequences are selected from the total, ongoing sequence,
but%there is no preordained set of outcomes that are sorted into different
catégories. A true sorting model could, however, be applied to Jahn“s data
by ﬁypothesizing psi-mediated assignment of "random" run scores to thé PK+,
PK~, or baseline categories. The fact that results were better in the
"vo%untary" mode than in the "instructed" mode could be interpreted as
supgorting such an 1nterpret;tion, since the latter gives the subject more
fle#ibility and contrel in selecting the run type. Such selection is.
pos%ible in the "instructed" mode but it would require some kind of
psi-mediated seleétion of thé random number which is the direct cause of the
determination of run type, and the decision would then be forced for the
entire 50-run block.

~ An important implication of this model is that the total distribution
of écores, irrespective of type, must conform to a true Gaussian. This
criéerion is met when the run is taken as the unit of analysig, but when the
ser%es is taken as the unit, there are not enough scores in the middle of
the%distribution to form a true Gaussian. This latter result, however, is
not§necessarily inconsistent with the sorting model. The expectation that
the series scores should form a Gaussian distribution in this case assumes
that the run scores are randomly assigned to type (PK+, PK-, or baseline)

within the series. If this is not true, distortions of the distributions of

series gcores could easily result. For instance, the depressed variance of
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be closer to 50:50 than expected by chance. One could specuiate, for
example, that as sgbjects noted an unusually high proportion of outcomes in
one direction in the baseline condition they began to produce outcomes in
the opposite direction to compensate. High variance in the PK+ and PK-

conditions could result if assignment of higher run scores to the PK+

condition occurred only in some of the series, an assumption which is

consistent with the already stated conclusion that the anomalous scoring in
these conditions seemed to be largely attributable to one of the subjects.
Such a situation would cause a distribution of series t-scores which
includes a small group of highly positive t-scores added to a larger group
of t-scores closely conforming to a true Gaussian, thereby’ increasing the
variance of the distribution as a whole. The imﬁortant point is that the
variance effects uncovered a;'the séries level can be obtained by simple
rearrangement of a perfectly random "chance" distribution of run scores.

Strictly speaking, the sorting model implies that the proper unit of
analysis is not the run bﬁt whatever number of runs a subject completes in
succession without having the option to chaﬁge run type (e.g., PK+ to PK-),
It is not stated in the reports what this unit is, and it may have varied
from series to series or even within series. In any event, the same
principles apply taking this as the unit of analysis as with taking the run
as the unit. Assuming these new unit scores, summing over type, form a true
Gaussian, judicious‘assignment of them to type could produce the effects
uncovered at the series level. |

Finally, it should be stressed that all these models are speculative,
and at this stage there is no reliable basis for selecting among them.
However, it is worthy of mention that a paranormal model need not assume a
causal effect on the mechanism of the REG to account for the results of
Jahn”s experiments or, for that matter, REG data generally. The issue is

important, because its resolution could influence the kinds of applications
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NOTE

1 The Z-scores are based on all trials, pooled over experimental conditions.

Whenigfscores were provided for only one condition, total Z-scores are
estihated assuming chance scoring (Z=0) in the condition not reported. When

no E}score was reported at all, it is assumed to be zero.
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Chapter 6

THE DELMORE EXPERIMENTS

Perhaps the most dramatic psi results to be produced by'a single
subject in the last twenty years have been provided by Bi;l Delmore (B.D.),
who at the time was a law student at Yale University. He was tested in a
series of formal restricted-choice ESP experiments at J.B. Rhine”s Institute
for Parapsychology in the early 1970s. The principal experimenters were
Dr. B.K. Kanthamani, a psychologist and experienced parapsychologist, and
Dr. E.F. Kelly, a cognitive psychologist who had only recently become
involved in parapsychology. Secondary contributions were made by Dr. Irvin
Child, a senior psychologist gnd prdfessor at Yale., I will begin by
describing the methods and fgsults of the three main elements of the

research program with B.D.

Single-Card Clairvoyance

Method

The single—card clairvoyance (SCC) method was devised to be the better
controlled of the two card-gue;sing methods utilized (ﬁanthamani & Kelly,
1974a,b). Ten identical decks of standard playing cards were thoroughly
mixed and scattered face down inside the bottom drawer of a desk. (These
decks were periodically rescattered or replaced during the course of the
experiment.) The experimenter was geated at the desk facing B.D., who was
seated at the other side of the desk six to eight feet away. For each trial
the experimeﬁter "randomly" picked out a card from the pile in the drawer |
and, without looking at it, placed it inside a 3 3/4"x2 3/4" opaque folder.
The experimenter then held the folder up to B.D. such that the back side of
the card inside the folder was facing him. B.D. called out his response,

after which the experimenter recorded the call, removed the card from the
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she%t. For most trials, B.D. received immediate feedback as to whether the
reséonse was correct. In one series, B.D. was asked to make "confidence
calls"; i.e., to note those trials where he felt particularly confident
tha€ the response was correct. (B.D. reported thet this procedure was
stre;sful, raising the pogsibility that he might have earmarked certain
trials for extra effort and then chose them for confidence calls.) Each run

consisted of 52 trials, with a break generally occurring after each 26

trials.

‘A preliminary experiment of 65 runs was conducted. with Child as the
expetimenter which later was reported as having been extended to 74 runs
(Kel}y, Kanthamani, Child, & Young, 1975). The main experiment consisied of
46 a?ditional runs divided into four series. For Series 1 through 3, |
Kanthamani was the experimenter, whereas in Series 4 her husband, also‘a
psychologist and parapsychologist, served as experimenter. In Series 2
through 4 the one who was not the experimenter was present in the room as an
obseﬁver. Other observers were sometimes present as well. Confidence calls
were invited in seven of the ten runs of Series 3. Feedback was withheld in
179 of the 2392 trials at B.D.”s request. The number of runs for each
seri%s was specified in advance.

&he principal method of analysis was a procedure devised by R.A. Fisher
(1924) for just this kind of task. Briefly, a composite Z-score is

generated based upon the deviations from the expected values for each of the

nine possible comblnations of hits and misses on the attributes of number,

color, and suit. The statistic was supplemented by various other chi-square

tests based on the same general "goodpess-of-fit" principle.

Resul?s
The results of the Child experiment were marginal and not reported in

%fﬁb?&\?éai#or Rife2ide 2000168740c: CIARDPES-H0Z80RA03809350003ud. s,
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upturn of scoring on the last nine runs of this experiment was also noted,
although.it is not stated whether the Fisher Z was independently significant
for these runs. The upturn is probably attributable to the fact that these
runs were administered during the same period of time as the more successful
main experiment.

The Fisher Z for the main experiment (Kanthamani & Kelly, 1974a,b) was
highly significant (Z=10.73) and was independently significant for each of
the four series except the first. The effect was concentrated in an excess
of "exact hits" (getting the card completely correct) which was three times
the expected number (Z=13.00). The number of exact hits also exceeded that
expected given the hit rate on the component attributes (g}S.B). With the
exact hits removed, there was still'an eﬁcess of hits on ﬁumbers (5?7) but,
surprisingly, a significant Aeficit of hits on suits (Z=-3.2). B.D. scored
somewhat better on the 179 nonfeedback.trials than on a'control set of 289
feedback trials from the same runs (no statistics reported), but
interpretation of this finding is ambiguous because the nonfeedback trials
were selected by B.D. at those times he felt "hot," as the authors note.
Finally, of the 20 confidence calls, 14 were exact hits, which comprised
over 50% of the 25 exact hits in the runs where confidence calls had been
invited. The authors also note the related point that B.D.”s scoring
success tended to occur in "bursts" throughout the experiment.

The data from the main experiment were later subjected to additional
analyses in search of systematic errors in B.D.”s misses that might shed
light on the cognitive processes involved (Kelly et al., 1975). To provide
a baseline for these analyses, B.D. completed 75 runs in which the targets |
were slides of playing cards projected on the screen through a tachistoscope
at 1/125 of a second. B.D. reported that the perception of these slides

corresponded to the visual images of the targets he experienced during the

ESP tests. Multidimensional scaling (MDS), canonical correlation, and other
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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taskb in his pattern of errors in detecting the cards” numbers. Although
the lower information rate prevented the demonstration of a statistically

significant error structure in the ESP data, the pattern that did emerge was

found to correlate significantly with the more reliable pattern uncovered in

the Yisual data. Moreover, the correlation was found to be attributable

almoét entirely to the half of the ESP runs where the scoring level was
highest as one would expect. Also as one would expect, the confusiong on
both tasks consisted primarily of confusing the face cards with each other
and the Ace, 2, and 3 with each other. MDS could not be appliéd to an
analysis of errors regarding suits, but chi-square tests revealed in bqth
sets lof data a tendency for B.D. to confuse suits of the same color, the
significant correlation again being attributable to the high-gcoring ESP
runs. (Further analyses by Kennedy [1979] revealed other confusion
structures in the chance-scdring ESP runs [including, in some cases,
confusing suits of opposite color], whereas no.confusion structure seemed to
Be present in the low-scoring [psi-missing] rums.) Kelly et al. concluded
that their results demonstrate "an overall structural resemblance between
ESP errors and visual errors” (Kelly et al., 1975, p. 26) and they
interpreted the finding as evidence that "on a significant fraction of

occasions on which B.D. obtains ESP information, he encodes it in the form

of vigual imagery" (p. 27).

#ollowing a discussion of possible artifacts (to be dealt with later),
the aéthors concluded that "The procedures employed in these experiments
seem %ufficiently rigorous to create a strong presumption that the effects

reporﬁed are genuine ESP effects" (Kanthamani & Kelly, 1974b, p. 24).

Shuffle Method

Eor each run, the experimenter shuffled one of over 24 decks of

stand#rd playing cards ("target" deck), to which B.D. was reported to have
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ore Experiment

shuffled another of these decks ("call" deck) as many times as he wished,
attempting to duplicate the order of cards in the first deck. In the first
two serles, checic-up occurred by the experimenter first recording the order
of cards in the target deck and then the order of the call cards as

B.D. turned them over successively. In the third series, the "calls" were

not recorded or announced until B.D. had removed each card in the call deck
from its pile and transferred it to a new pile face down. The effect of
this exercise, suggested by B.D., was to delay somewhat his knowledge of the
results. In Series 4, B.D. shuffled the éards inside a cardboard box with
holes through which his arms could be inserted. The box was retained in
Series 5 and 6, with B.D. also transferring the cards inside the box during
check-up, and in Series 6 ﬁe was actually encouraged not to transfer the
cards sequentially but to seiect a card from anywhere in the deck to match
each target card announced by the experimenter. Confidence calls were also
invited in Series S and 6. A few other modifications, one of which will be
discussed later, were occasionally introduced.

The six series comprised a total of 55 rums of 52 trials each.
Kanthamani served as thelexperimenter for‘all series, although various
witnesses were said to be present during Series 4 through 6. The methods of

statistical analysis were the same as described above for the SCC

experiment.

Results

The Fisher Z for the total trials was highly significant (Z=12.88), and
was significant for each of the six series separately. Even more so than
with the SCC method, the significance was concentrated in an excess of exact
hits amounting in this experiment to four times the expected number (Z=22).
In contrast to the SCC series, the numbers of suit and number hits per se

were close to chance expectation. Thus, the significant scoring would
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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callp were correct and they comprised 68% of the 67 exact hits in the runs
where confidence calls had been invited. Analysis of the misses by
spec;alized chi-square methods revealed no evidence of systematic errots on
eithér the number or suit attributes. The authors concluded that “The
procedures of Series 1-4 appear to us to have been sufficiently rigorous to

guarantee that the psi effects reported for them are genuine" (Kanthamani &

Kelly, 1975, p. 216).

REG Experiments

The results of several preliminary series of experiments with B.D. were
reported (Kelly & Kanthamani, 1972). Those using REGs are.worthy of mention

because of the relative security provided by this automated methodologg.

Because these studies were preliminary, the methodological descriﬁtions

are rather sketchy. The most data were collected in ESP (precognitioni
using a four-button Schmidt REG (see Chapter 5) with a radioactive source of
randomness. The authors stated that the device "in extensive tests conering
.millions of trials has never shown even minor departures from randomness"
(p. 190), but details of these tests were not provided.

Several informal tests were recorded in which no hard copy of the
reSults was obtained. The best coantrolled of these sessions, in which the
tescs were witnessed by J. B. Rhine and Helmut Schmidt, produced 180 hits
over 508 trials (35. 42) with 25X expected by chance, which was highly
significant (Z=5.4). The results of eight formal tests with automated §
recor@ing of the results on paper tape yielded 1542 hits over 5377 trials
(28.7%) with 2=6.24. Scores inclined over sessions from a nonsignificant
27.0% in the first session to 30.8% in the last session. The cumulative 2

reached significance by the end of the second session.

Ihe only other REG test iavolved B.D. and another subject jointly

attemﬁting to influence the output of a different Schmidt machine which‘
&P \éed For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1

binary trials at a rate of approximately 33 per second. A



[ 1

Tﬁepgroved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R00380036992él 13,

elmore Experiments
1000-trial test yielded a modest but significant Z of 2.6.

Published Criticisms

The only scientist who has critically addressed the B.D. research

program in print is Persi Diaconis (1978). In a paper published in Science,
ﬁiaconis did not discuss the experiments desecribed above but instead focused
on a demonstration of card guessing that B.D. had given earlier at Harvard
in front of an audience. Diaconis was present at the performance and
claimed that B.D. had used sieight of hand and the trick of "multiple end
points" (not defining a successful outcome in advance) to create an illusion
of psi. He then implied on the basis of these observations that the reports
of the more fgrmal experiments with B.D. cannot be trusted: ", .ethe
similarity of the descriptiohg of the controlled experiments with B.D....to
the sessions 1 witnessed convinces me that all paranormal claims involving
[B.D.] should be completely discounted” (p. 133).

In a rebuttal, Kelly (1979) argued that it was illegitimate to equate
an informal, admittedly uncont?olled demonstration to formal, controlled
experiments. He noted tﬁac the experiments were designed specifically to
eliminate the kinds of artifacts that Diaconis claimed subverted the Harvard
demonstration. For instance, multiple end points were excluded because the
criterion for a successful outcome was specified in advance by the
experimenters. As a.secondary point, Kelly noted that Diaconis had not
actually observed cheating but only inferred it.

In his reply to Kelly, Diaconis (1979) elaborated his position by
stipulating that "ESP experiments done by known sleight-of-hand users must
include, as part of the protocol, magicians skilled at detecting sleight of
hand” (p. 30). In other words, the formal experiments with B.D. should be
discounted because a skilled magician was not present to observe. |

In his final rebuttal, Kelly (1980) argued that it is "...not all that

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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by any subject including a magician" (p. 123) and that significant results
with a magician present could always be explained away by the argument that
the subject was more skilled than the magician. Diaconis” (1980) final

rejo#nder introduced no new points on this issue.

Evaluation
I will begin with an evaluation of the research methodology based on
the experimental reports and then consider the more far-reaching issues

raised by Diaconis.

Sensdrx Cues

%The SCC procedure as described in the report seems to successfully
precﬁude-sensory contact witﬁ the target card once it is placed in the
‘ folde#. However, it is conceivable that, under certain circuﬁstances,
B.D. LOuld have caught a brief glimpse of the card being transferred to the
folde% from the desk drawer. Specifically, if the subject were seated on
the other side of the desk from the experimenter and had a pocket mirror in
his lap, he might have been able to get a brief look in the mirror at the
card ﬁeing transferred. He would only need to do this on a few trials to
obtaip the reported: results.

pne.feature of the data that is consistent with such a hypothesis is

the similerity between the confusions structures on the ESP trials and

tachistoscopic presentation of the targets. The kind of brief visual

~ exposures of the targets in the tachistoscopic trials is very similar to the

kind of brief exposures B.D. would have received were the sensory-cue
hypothesis to be correct.

This hypothesis would be precluded, however, if it could be documented
that the desk used for the SCC experiment had a back which extended down
close to the floor. Fortunatel I wa able ob
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDPY6- 06780003 856586861-1
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. the Institute for Parapsychology where the B.D. experiments were conducted.

Without revealing my specific purpose, I asked her if she recalled and/or
could show me the desk that was used for the SCC experiments. She stated
that it was one of a set of very similar large, light brown woéden desks
still at the Institute, but she could not recall which particular one it
was. All the desks but one had backs. When I asked her specifically if the
desk had a back, she said she was fairly certain that it did. She noted in
particular that the desk was her own office desk and that she recalled
having frequently rested her feet against the back of the desk when seated
at it. Earlier in the interview she had also mentioned that B.D. would
customarily sit facing sideways with his legs stretched oqﬁ'along the back
of the desk. This would be a natural way to sit if the desk had a back,
gince if he were to sit faci;é the experimentér his legs would be jammed‘up
against the back.

In summary, I came away from the interview with reasonable but not
complete certainty that the desk used for the B.D. experiment did have a
back and that my sensory-cue hypothesis was not applicable.

The shuffle procedufa, on the other hand, seems somewhat more
problematic, in that B.D. was allowed contact with the call deck after the
target for each trial had been announced, thus allowing the possibility of
either rearranging the deck or substitutiﬁg new cards in order to
fraudulently create hits. The authors acknowlgdge this as a problem in the
last two series (in which B.D. had contact with the cards inside the box,
outside the experimenters” view), in addition to the possibility of tactile
heat cues from the cards, so—called "dermo-oﬂtic perception.” However, the |
fact that no observers were present during Series 1-3 renders this
hypothesis, while still not likely, more plausible than the authors
aéknowledge in their report. The best argument against this hypothesis is
an appeal to two runs in Series 4 in which B.D. was not allowed any contact

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96- 00789R003800360001 1
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|
runs were reported as being comparable to the other runs in the series, but
it wss not stated whether the scores of these runs were independently
significant.

jSensory cues do not appear to be a problem in REG experiments with
Schmidt machines, so barring unusual circumstances this criticism would not

apply to this series.

Randsmization
1

iln the main SCC series, the authors submitted the actual sequence of
targets in the 46 runs to analysis for singlet and doublet biases. A
signéficant but modest singlet bias was in fact uncovered zstatisticaljtest
not teported), which could easily happen if target cards from previous‘
trials were not replaced in the piie in an entirely random manner. Howevet,

subsequent analyses revealed that these biases were not correlated with

B.D.”s hits and cannot account for the results.

‘Biases due to inadequate randomization seem more plausible in the case
of the psychic shuffle series. Although ten shuffles seem adequate in
princ&ple, in practice its adequacy rests on how the shuffles were
perfo#med._ The problem is particularly acute.in cases when the decks are
otdergd in corresponding ways to begin with, such as would be the case uhen
decksiare new. Unfortunately, it is not clear from the report how often
such correspondencus might have been obtained, nor were the actual sequences
submitted to the kinds of analyses reported for the SCC series. The fact
that the hitting was restricted to exact hits exclusively does seem
consistent with such an interpretation.

The faulty-randomization hypothesis seems unlikely in the case of the

REG series, but it would be desirable to have more information about how

comparable the conditions in the randomness test were to those in the actual
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Recording

Duplicate recording and counting of hits was not applied in any of the
card-guessing series. However, in order to achieve the high levels of
scoring obtained, errors of this type would have had to amount to gross

negligence. Recording errors were appérently ruled out in the REG
experiments using the paper tape. Errors in the counting of hits were also

precluded, assuming that the Schmidt machine displayed hit totals.

Data Selection

Optional stopping was ruled out in all the card-guessing experiments
because the number of trials per series was specified in advance. The
authors appear to have been conscientious in reporting all the experiments
conducted with B.D., including the exploratory experiments. In any event,
the results were so highly significant that they could not easily be "washed

out" by unreported negative findings.

Statistical Methods

The analyses of the data show a great deal of sophistication. The
methods were standard, simple (except in the case of the secondary analyses
of "confusions"), and appropriate. Biases due to uncorrected multiple
analyses can be ruled out first by the extreme levels of significance
obtained and second by the fact that the different methods of analysis

ylelded comparable conclusions.

Diaconis Critique

I agree with Diaconis to the extent that he argued there is prima facie
cause for suspicion of subject fraud in the B.D. experiments. Although
Kelly is correct that Diaconis inferred cheating by B.D. in the Harvard

demonstration rather than directly observed it, I consider Diaconis”
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examéle regarding the use of "multiple evidence," Diaconis cited not only a
'succéssful outcome but a whole pattern of behavior on B.D.”s part that
suggests the use of procedures and principles that are very common in stage
magic. Whether or not B.D. used.tricks at Harvard, his behavior there
inde%d compelled particular-circumspection during the formal experimenﬁs.

At a minimum, the authors should have consulted with someone having

exper;ise in conjuring about the adequacy of the experimental procedures.
Althopgh Kelly argued that it is not difficult to design experiments
imper%ious to cheating by magicians, it is precisely Kelly“s qualification
to make that remark which Diaconis questioned. Even though the authors did
consi?er and control for some possible forms of cheating, the absence in the
reporés of information that would render the mirror hypothesis inapplicable
suggests that the authors were not sensitive to this particular possibility.

This Feinforces Diaconis” point, whether or not the mirror hypothesis ia
appli?able in fact.

A second ground for suspicion 1s that in all the card experiments
proce#ural modifications were instituted at B.D.”s request. The
modif%cation most likely to have impact on the results was the provision for
B.D. %o handle the call deck post-feedback in the psychie shuffle
exper:é.ment. However, as noted previously, this modification was not in
forceithroughout that experiment, and no one has yet suggested how
B.D. éould have used the modification to effect the results.

On the other hand, Diaconis should be faulted for apparently jumping to
the conclusion that the Delmore experiments must be nonevidential simpl& on
the bésis of the Harvard demonstrations and his general impression of 25355
parapéychologists. Such glib generalizations are clearly unwarranted. For
instaﬁce, the level of performance exhibited in the formal experiment, while

Rhivoien BorMassas FhodmeA O clA-RDBYs SBTsuMEb IB0b s soDA: of

a short public demonstration. Thus, if B.D. did use sleight of hand at
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the necessary outcome, whether or not he possessed, and knew he possessed,

genuine psychic ability. However, the more important point is that the
kinds of standard tricks Diaconis claimed were used at Harvard were
precluded in the formal experiments, and Diaconis offered no

counterhypotheses of his own to account for the results in these

experiments.

In conclusibn, whereas the authors should have exhibited more concern
about the apparent magical skills of B.D. and less confidence in their own
abilities to detect their use, Diaconis” critique lacks scientific weight.
In the absence of even a plausible hypothesis as to how B.D. might have

achieved his results fraudulently, they remain a genuine anomaly.
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Chapter YA
CORRELATIONAL STUDIES

The research projects we have considered so far were designed primarily
to démonstrate the existence of psi by producing statistically anomaloﬁs
results under conditions that preclude orthodox explanations of those |
results. However, much of the research in parapsychology is conducted with
the more modest objective of determining psychological correlates of psi
scores or of determining how such scores are affected by the manipulation of
expe;imental conditions. Such research does not tell us anything directly
about the likélihood that the anomalies are paranormal, because the
correlations uncovered could conceivably be predicted from orthodox as well
as from paranormal theories.“ﬂowever, demonstrations of reliable
relationships between psi scores and external variables are important for at
least three reasons:

(1) They reveal at least a rudimentary coherence and lawfulness of the
anomalies. When anomalies collected under diversé circumstances relate in
the same way to external variables it suggests that the mechanism which
underlies them is uniform; i.e., it 1s reasonable to talk about a coherent
class of events;

(2) They may point to factors that if controlled or exploited could
improve the reliability of psi scores;

(3) They can serve as the building blocks for theories about the

anomalies or about how they interact with other psychological or physical

processes.

Ft is important to stress that one need not have established "the
existénce of psi" (i.e., paranormality) for such research to be fruitful.
Quite to the contrary, embedding the anomalies in a nomological net of
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Progress in uncovering correlates of the anomalies in laboratory
contexts has been excruciatingly slow. There are at least two reasons for
this. The first is the lack of an adequate theory to guide the selection of
variables. The second, and perhaps the more important, is the low internal
reliability of psi scores, which is a by-product (at least in part) of the
léw siénal—to—noise ratio. For example, even in Schmidt”s ESP experiments
with the REG, which were raving successes by parapsychological standards,
the rate of successful guessing was only 1.5% above MCE. While this problem
can be alleviated somewhat by collection of a large number of trials, this
strategy can strain resources (especially in ESP experiments where
individual trials cannot be accumulated rapidly) and it increases the
difficulty of maintaining uniform control of extraneous biasing factors. To
make matters worse, the reli;bility and validity of the psychological
measure one seeks to correlate with psi scores is often far from ideal.
fhis is ndt to suggest that the task is hopeless, but these factors may help
account for the slow progress to date.

The above considerations suggest that correlations between psi scores

and other variables are unlikely to be consistently replicable even if

"real." In fact, most failures to replicate such effects can be attributed
to error varlance alone. This is not to suggest that unexpected
correlations should be accepted at face value but rather that they should
not be rejected out‘of.hand. At the present state of parapsychology”s
development, the only way to reach a conclusion is to perform meta—-analyses
on large groups of studies addressing the same relationship to see 1f the
distribution of outcomes departs from that expected by the null hypothesis.
As we shall see later, this approach is not without problems of its own, but
it is still "the best game in town" and in my opinion has provided useful

hints about some future lines of investigation that might prove profitable.

Only a handful of external variables have been used in enough
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for which such analyses have been undertaken in any systematic fashion and
these will be reviewed below. All are restricted to ESP scores as the
|

depeﬁdent variable; only recently has an interest developed in uncovering

the correlates of PK. All the predictors are psychological as opposedlto

phys#cal variables. In all cases, the relationships have been classified

simpiy as significant or nonsignificant; in no cases have attempts been
made;to assess the actual magnitude of the relationship or the "“effect

size;"

Personality Correlates

iPersonality variables or "traits" can be defined as "behavioral

disp%sitions or tendencies that are relatively stable over time for a
parcicular individual and are 80 structured that each individual can be
placed on a continuum for which that trait is an appropriate label” (Palmer,
1977# ps 175). A great deal of research has been done attempting to
identify the underlying structure of personality. Factor-analytic
approaches have tended to support the existence of two fundamental
dimeﬁsions of personality, namely (1) "extraversioa" and (2) "neuroticism"

T “énxiety" (e.g., Cattell, 1965; Eysenck, 1960). It therefore is not

surptising that these are the two traits which have been studied frequently

enough in parapsychology to merit meta-analytic treatment.’

Extr&version
1

From 1945 to the present there have been numerous attempts to correlate
score? on ESP tests with scores on various personality tests claiming to
measu?e extraversion. The most commonly used of these scales have been:
the C%ttell 16PF (and the version for adolescents called the High School

Personality Questionnaire), the Maudsley (later, Eysenck) Personality
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(MMPI).

The first meta—analysis of the extraversion=ESP relationship was by
Palmer (1977), who sampled studies published in the major parapsychological
journals. Using the experimental series as the unit of analysis, Palmer
uncovered 33 series published in 11 reports which provided sufficient
information to be evaluated. Palmer was not interested in the number of
significant relationships per se, but rather the ratio of positive to
negative relationships among the significant series as well as among all
series. He found that 23 of the 33 series (70Z) were in the positive
direction (i.e., extraverts scoring higher than introverts) whereas all
eight of the significantlrélationships were positive. This pattern proved
to differ significantly from the pattern expected by chance, i.e., an equal

number of experiments (and significant experiments) in the two directions.

Palmer thus concluded that "there is evidence for a positive relationship

between extraversion and ESP scoring” (Palwmer, 1977, p. 186).

A more up-to-date meta—analysis was later reported by Sargent (1981).
His survey included twelve reports not published at the time Palmer wrote
his review, seven of which were from his own laboratory. He also included
eight earlier reports not evaluated by Palmer. In seven 6f these cases,
Palmer had not included the report because it gave no indication of the
direction of the relationship. For reasons that are not clear, Sargent did
not cite four of the reports cited by Palmer. In any event, the samples in
the two surveys do not overlap as much as one might expect.

Unlike Palmer, Sargent was primarily interested in the proportion of
significant outcomes. He also based his analysis on the number of reported
relationships rather than the number of series, although these tended to be
equivalent. From a total of approximately 54 relationships (it is not clear

that this figure is exact), Sargent found 19 that were significant (35%) and

18 of these (95%) were in the positive d:l.rect:l.on.1 This led Sargent to

SPRIRVed RacRelease 28Q0108/10:CIARDR6:00/83RAQ3PAN360001-1



Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
Correlational Studies Page 142

correlated with successful performance in ESP tasks" (Sargent, 1981,

p. 141).

Neurokicism

Neuroticism can be defined for present purposes as "tendencies toward

maladaptive behavior caused either by anxiety or defense mechanisms against
anxier" (Palmer, 1977, p. 178). This definition subsumes anxiety as a
specfal case of neuroticism, although the two terms tend to be used
interphangeably in the parapsychological literature. All of the major
persohality scales cited above iq the section on extraversion have subscales
measuring neuroticism or anxiety, and scores on the subscales have also been

correlated with ESP scores. Scales uniquely measuring neuroﬁicism or

anxiety that were aused in mo;e chan‘one study were the Taylor Manifest
AnxierIScale and the projective Defense Mechanism Test (DMT).

?almer’s (1977) meta~analysis cited 21 reports that gave sufficient
infor%ation for evaluation. When all series were considered, there was no
eVideb;e of a significant relationship between neuroticism and ESP scores.
Howev?r, a post—~hoc analysis revealed that a relationship did exist if the
analy%is is restricted to series in which subjects were tested individually
or in%pairs. (Palmer speculated that group testing might have alleviated
gggggianxiety in the test situation among high-anxious subjects, thereby
rendering trait anxiety an ineffective predictor.) Be that as it may, 18 of
24 sekies (75%) with subjects tested individually or in pairs yielded a
negat#ve relationship between neuroticism and ESP (higher scoring among less
neuroﬁic subjects) and all seven of the significant relationships were
negative. These patterns differ significantly from the null hypothesis of
equal#ty, leading Palmer (1977) to conclude that "...there is evidence for a

consistent negative relationship when Ss are not tested in groups" (p. 183)
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There ;iso appeared to be differences in Palmer”s survey in the
"success" rates of the various predictor scales. The Manifest Anxiety Scale
was the least successful and if anything tended to correlate positively with
ESP scores. The most successful predictors were Cattell”s neuroticism
subscales and the Defense Mechanism Tesﬁ. The latter is a projective
technique in which the subject is asked to describe a threatening scene
repeatedly displayed tachistoscopically at increasingly slower speeds. The
defensiveness score is determined by how many exposures it takes for the
subject to recognize the threat and the nature of the perceptual or
interpretational errors made on preceding exposures. In a recent review of
research correlating DMT scores with scores on restricted-choice ESP tests,
which included seven experiments not reported at the time of Palmer”s
review, it was claimed that ;11 ten experiments in the sample yielded a
positive relationship; i.e., high ESP scores correlat;d with low
defensiveness. In three of these studies the relationship was significant
by a two—tailed test and in seven by a one-tailed test (Johmnson &
Haraldsson, 1984). The authors concluded modestly that "...the DMT seems to
be a useful instrument in predicting the scoring direction in an ESP test"

(p. 197).

Attitudes

The only attitudinal variable that has been extensively explored in
relation to ESP scoring is belief in ESP, the so-called "sheep-goat"
variable-~i.e., "sheep" are "believers" and "goats" are "skeptics."
Actually, the sheep-goat variable comprises four related attitudinal
dichotomies which can be described in relation to orthogonal dimensions of
generality and personal reference (Palmer, 1971): general-impersonal ("Do
you believe ESP exists?"); general-personal ("Do you believe you have
psychic ability?” or "Have you had psychic experiences?");
A?Proved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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EéP?“); and specific-personal ("How well do you think you scored [will
score] on this ESP test?"). One or more items of this type are incorpérated
into homemade rating scales. In most experiments the items are scored.
sepaﬁately, and in no experiment ﬁublished in the parapsychological

1literature has a scale been used which has undergone systematic test

construction.

The one meta-analysis of the attitude variable was conducted over ten

years ago by Palmer (1971). He used as his basis an experiment by
Schm@idler (Schmeidler & McConnell, 1973/1958) comparing restricted-choice
clai%voyance scores to attitudinal ratings on an item of the
specific-impersonal type. The experiment consisted of sevea series of
indi@idual testing and 14 series of classroom testing. Overall, 1308
subjects took part. Because undecided subjects were included'among the
sheeq, only 505 subjects (39Z) were classified as goats. Results were in
the éredicted direction in 18 of the 21 series (sheep scoring higher than
gﬁat%) and results for all individual series combined and all group series
combined yielded highly significant.sheep-goat differences in each ca;e.
Palmér (1971) ﬁroceeded to review 22 experimental reports, including the
origigal Schmeidler and McConnell report, which tested for attitude~ESP
relationships. These were broken down into 24 "experiments" according to
critﬁria tﬁat seemed reasonable from the structure of the reports but
someéimes comprised more than one series. Formal meta=-analysis was
restricted to 17 experiments which could be uniformly reanalyze& by the
Z-test of the number of hits per condition and used the standard
card-=guessing procedure with an expected mean score of five hits per run.
Critéria were defined for classifying undecided subjects with respect to
each of the four item types and applied as uniformly as possible throughout
the éample. In cases whgre more than one predictor was employed, the
direction was determined by majority vote; e.g., 1f two of three
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the study as a whole. In none of the experiments with multiple predictors
were ilnconsistencies regarding significance of the relatiomship noted.

It was found that 13 of the 15 experiments.(762) were in the expected
direction (sheep > goats). All six of the significant experiments werelin
the predicted direction. Moreover, it was shown that this distribution of
outcomes closely approximated what one would expect if the true mean
difference approximated the mean difference of +.17 hits per run found in
Schmeidler and McComnell”s combined group series, by far the largest sample
available. Palmer (1971) concluded that "...the data presently available
support the hypothesis of a genuine SGE [sheep—goat effect], although the
relationship is very slight and difficult to demonstrate with small samples"
(p. 405). Finally, a comparable rate of information was found among the

experiments not included in the formal experiments (Palmer, 1971) and among

experiments published in the early 1970s (Palmer, 1977).

Hypnosis

Although.a great many variables have been incorporated in experimental
manipulations designed to influence scoring in psi tasks, only one variable

has been systematically manipulated in enough studies to be used for

meta-analysis. What I mean by "systematically manipulated” is the results
of an experimental treatment being compared to results in a control
condition, either "within subjects" or "between subjects.” The variable in
question is hypnosis or, more precisely, hypnotic induction.

The attempt to facilitate ESP by means of hypnotic induction has a long
history in psychical research (see Dingwall, 1968). However, the early
research was poorly controlled and, because much of it was linked to the
cult of Mesmerism, it was also tainted. J.B. Rhine did not find hypnosis
helpful in facilitating card guessing and discouraged its use. However,

beginning in the late 1950s a number of card- i
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Seve&al studies also appeared using free-response methodology in thg context
of the "hypnotic dream," but few of these studies involved control
conditions. .

iThe experiments used fairly simple hypnotie induction procedures which
were%usually combined with suggestions for high scores on the ESP test.
With?one exception (Ryzl, 1962), deep hypnosis or training in hypnosis over
a se#iés of sessions were not employed. Subjects were ordinary volunteers
claiﬁing no special psychic or mediumistic talents and in most cases they
were%not even prescreened for hypnotic susceptibility.

;The first meta-analyses of the hypnosis-ESP literature appeared in the
latejl9608 (Honorton & Krippner, 1969; Van de Castle, 1969). Each
conciuded that hypnosis indeed facilitated ESP scoring. However, the
presént review will focus on‘a more recent meta—analysis by Schechter
(1984).

As was the case in the previous meta-analyses reviewed in this chapter,
Scheghter based his review oﬁ_experiments published in the major
para%sychological journals. He cited 20 reports which were classified as
comprising 25 independent experimental series. Twenty of‘chese were
considered appropriate for the analysis, i.e., the experiment was designed
to c%mpare performance in the hypnosis and control condition, higher scoring
in the hypnosis condition was expected; and the results were reported in
such%a way thaﬁ the diréction and significance of the difference éould:be
deteFmined. Schechter found that 16 of the 20 series yielded results in the
expe%ted direction (hypnosis > control) and that all seven of the
significant outcomes were in this direction. Noting that the probability of
seven of the 20 studies ylelding significantly positive results by chance
was élight (p=.000034 by an exact probability test), Schechter (1984)
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Criticism and Evaluation

There are three questions that I will try to address in this section.
First, have the meta-analyses reviewed in the previous section demonstrated,
within the samples evaluated, genuine relationships between ESP scores and

the 'independent variables considered? Second, what, if anything, can be
said about the interpretation or meaning of these relationships? Third, to
what extent, if any, can the results of the meta-analyses be generalized
beyond the samples included? In other words, is it reasonaﬁle to believe

that the relationship will hold up in new samples?

Validity

It was stated at the beginning of the chapter that the objective of
this review was not to cqnfirm the anomalous nature of the ESP scores in the
studies considered but rather to assess the reliability of khe scores
insofar as this follows from their consistent relationship with external
predictors. For this reason, no atﬁempt will be made to evaluate the
possibility of artifacts in individual studies, an effort which would in any
event be prohibitive from a practical standpoint because of the large number
of studies involved. Moreover, several of these experiments have already
been competently critiqued in a recent review by Akers (1934). Akers
focused on the kinds of flaws or alleged flaws discussed in previous
chapters of this review and found that most of the studies he considered
were guilty of one or more of them. I think it is fair to say on the basis
of his review that the prevalence and seriousness of the flaws found in the
studies included in the present chapter closely approximate those of the
ganzfeld experiments reviewed by Hyman (see Chapter 4). Thus, my analysis

of the likelihood of the flaws uncovered by Hyman being the true

explanations of the effects in the ganzfeld research applies to this chapter
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his meta-analy:ic review of the hypnosis literature and found that none of

them correlated significantly with the ESP scores,

|
i
Psychological Test Administration Following ESP Feedback. There is one

flaw uncovered by Akers that deserves special treatment, however, because it

affects the validity of the relationship between ESP scores and the

predictor variables rather than the "validity" of the scores themselves.

With reference to those experiments in which ESP.scores were related to
scor%s on personality or attitude questionnaires, Akers noted several
inst%nces in which the predictor scales were administered to the subjects
afteé they had received feedback of their scores on the ESP test. This
raises the possibility that subjects” psychological responses to the
feedﬂack may have influenced their responses to the items on the personality
or aétitude scale, thereby creating an artifactual correlation between the
scores on those scales and the scores on the ESP test.

;In attempting to assess the impact of this artifact on the studieé
whicﬁ contributed to the previously.reviewed meta—analyses, 1 first
discévered that the order in which the personality aﬁd ESP tests were
admiéistered was often not reported, particularly in the stﬁdies conducted
prio% to 1970. Nonetheless, it still proved possible to come to conclusions
abou% the possible impact of the artifact on the samples generally.

%The artifact hypothesis can most clearly be rejected in the case of the
sheeé—goat effect. In only one of the studies included in the Palmer (1971)
tevi%w could the Akers criticism apply (Nash & Nash, 1958). This was a
nons#gnificant study with results in the positive direction (sheep > goats)

which was not, however, included among the 17 standard card-guessing

experiments. All other experiments gave subjects no feedback of ESP scores

before administering the attitude scale.
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them (29%), whereas the description of methodology was insufficieat to
render an interpretation in another 16 (33%). However, the artifact proved
to be unrelated to stﬁdy outcome either with respect to significance or
direction. The artifact applied definitely to only three of the '18

significantly positive experiments (17%) and definitely did not apply to 12
of them (67%).

The relationship for which the artifact appears most viable as an
explanation is the one involving neuroticism. Of the seven significant
confirmations in Palmer”s (1977) review, the artifact is clearly applicable
to three of them and may have been applicable to two others. 1In only.three
studies from the entire sample was the artifact clearly nomapplicable, and
two of these provided nonsignificant reversals of the predicted tread (i.e.,
neurotic > noaneurotic). .

There are several factors that militate against the Akers artifact
accounting for the relationship, however. 1In each of the four significant
and flawed studies iﬁvolving objectively scored personglity tests as
predictors, subjects did not compleﬁe the personality test immediately after
the ESP test but either at a separate session or in one case (Nicol &
Humphrey, 1953) at home. Thus, any subtle mood shifts created by feedback
of the ESP scores would have hgd time to dissipate. In the study cited by
Akers to illustrate the potential effect of ESP feedback on psychological
test scores, the psychological test (in this case a test of imagery skill,
not personality) was given immediately after the ESP test (Palmer &
Lieberman, 1975), and the test is especially susceptible to response biases.
Three of the seven significant experiments were components of a series of
four experiments by Kanthamani and Rao (1973). 1In one of these four
experiments the artifact did not apply (the personality test was given
before the ESP test), yet the neuroticism effect was still significantly

confirmed. Since the procedure in the four experimeants was otherwise quite
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variaﬁle.

ihe other two significant studies from Palmer”s (1977) review involved
the D&T. In neither study was it clear from the report whether the artifact
was a;plicable or not. However,'in the five studies from the larger, more

receant DMT sample where the criticism clearly does not apply, all five were

in thé predicted direction and three of these were significant. Thus, again
it wo;ld appear that the effect is not dependent upon the potential for the
artiféct being present. Particularly in the absence of any positive
evideﬁce that these personality scales are susceptible to influence by ESP
feedbéck, it seems reasonable to conclude that the neurociéism—ESP

- relationship being attributable to the artifact suggested by Akers is
unlikély. Nonetheless, he should be commended for bringing the potential

artifact to our attention.

Qne other point about the methodology in the reviews requires brief
cbmmeﬁt. In all the reviews except Sargent”s and Schechter” s, a uniform
criterion of significance was applied to all the studies considered. 1In
Palmer s (1971) sheep-goat review this was the Z-test, because that was the
only suitable alternative. In Palmer”s (1977) neuroticism and extraversion
reviews, conciusions were reached by averaging the results of the

alterﬁative analyses. There were no instances in which a study was

clagsified as significant in which one analysis was significant and another

analyéis of the same relationship was not.

Interpretations

ﬁhe existence of a correlation between ESP scores and a predictor
varia@le says nothing directly about what psychological process or processes
might be mediating it. Seeking first to establish the reliability of the
correl@tions, parapsychologists have done little theoretically-oriented
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been published(regarding the meaning of these relationships, all of which
are based on the implicit assumption that ESP scores reflect paranormal

processes.

Extraversion. Regarding the extraversion—ESP relationship, for

example, two competing hypotheses have been proposed. The first, initially
proposed by and based upon the psychobiological theory of Eysenck (1967), is
that extraverts obtain higher scores on ESP tests because of a tendency
toward low cortical arousal. A difficulty with this hypothesis is that it
cannot explain why introverts tend to score below chance rather than at
chance; at any rate, the poéitive'deviation of extraverts seems no greater
on the average than the negative deviation of introverts.

The second hypothesis is that extraverts are more at ease in the ESP
. test situation than are introverts. This hypothesis might also explain ﬁhy
less neurotic subjects and subjects who believe in the existeance of psi also
seem to achieve relatively high scores on ESP tests. In fact, there are
some indications of overlap among these three predictors. One of the more
successful predictors of ESP scoring has been the Cattell scales, on which
the extraversion and neuroticism subscales are correlated and contain some
overlapping items. This suggests that the low-scoring ESP subjects in these
experiments may have been the introverted subjects who.also showed signs of
neuroticism. Such subjects would also be expected on commonsense grounds to
be the most uncomfortable in a psi test situation, but no direct evidence of
this has been provided. Thalbourne (1981) has consistently found a low
positive correlation between extraversion and belief in ESP, suggesting some

overlap between these variables as well.

Hypnosis. Alternative hypotheses also exist about the facilitative

effect of hypnosis on ESP scores. One hypothesis is that hypnosis
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atténnion is focused on internal processes, whereas the other attributes psi
facilﬂtation to the implicit or explicit suggestions of scoring success:
assocﬂaced with the hypnotic 1nductions. Only one study compared these
elemeﬁts directly in a factorial design (Casler, 1962), and a reanalysis of
this experiment which I conducted using analysis of variance supported the
suggeétion interpretation. However, trends in some of the other studies
seemed to favor the state interpretation (Honorton & Krippoer, 1969). Tﬁe
suggestion interpretation implies a possible link between the hypnosis and
sheep-goat effects, iﬁ that hypnosis can be seen as a manipulatioan of the
same belief variable that is simply being measured in the sheep=-goat
studiés. A problem with this analogy is that the hypnotic suggestions have
primaﬂily manipulated belief in one”s own ability to achieve a high score,
whereas items which ask this question di?ectly have been relatively poor
prediécors in the sheep-goat experiments. However, the failure of this;item
to discriminate séoring in sheep-goat experiments may be attributable to the
highly restrictive range of responses to this item in most such experiments;
ratings of high confidence are quite rare., Attempts to manipulate belief in
ESP by means other than hypnosis have yielded mixed results (Layton &
Turnbﬁll, 1975; Taddonio, 1975).

éomewhat more arcane alternative hypotheses having to do with
inadeéuacies in the design of many of the hypnosis—-ESP experiments have
recenély been discussed by Stanford (in press). He notéd first that in the
greatimajority of the studies within-subjects designs were employed. He
argued that subjects might be expected to score better in the hypnosis
condi&ion than in the control condition simply because of demand
characteristics, i.e., the subjects knew they were supposed to score better
under hypnosis and adjusted their expectations and motivation to perform
accor&ingly. He also noted that in seven of these studies, there was either
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_successful than those which employed proper counterbalancing suggested to

Stanford the possibility that hypnosis might only be successful when the
hypnosis trials are presented first: Moreover, all five studies which
avoided such problems by using between-subjects designs failed to assign
gubjects randomly to the hypnosis and control conditions, raising the
possibility that differences in subject characteristics might be the real
cause of the effects observed. Finally, in all studies the experimenter
administering the ESP test was not blind to the condition assigned to the
subjects they were testing, which raises the ppssibility that the
experimenters may have unwittingly provided more encouragemeant to subjects
in the hypnosis condition or otherwise interacted with them differently from
subjects in the control condition.

Stanford”s point about the problems associated with within-subjects
designs is well taken, especially in view of tpe fact that when subjects are
asked to perform in two psychologically distinet conditioné in other kinds
of ESP experiments they tend to score above chance in one coadition and
below chance in the other (Rao, 1965). Parapsychologists have traditionally
felt that differences in motivation can affect psi performance (e.g., Rhing,
1948), although the actual empirical evidence for this proposition is scant
(Weiner & Geller, 1984). Nonetheless, the possibility that demand

characteristics accouant for much if not all of the hypnosis-ESP effect must

- be taken seriously.

The seriousness of the lack of counterbalancing in some of the studies

is substantially ameliorated by the failure of these studies to achieve the

‘same rate of success as those more properly counterbalanced. Even if

Stanfbrd’s suspicion that the hypnosis-ESP effect is limited to cases where
the hypnosis runs were not preceded by control runs is correct, the basic
integrity of the effect would not be challenged.‘ Most process~oriented
research in parapsychology derives its conclusions totally or at least in
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and ?here is almost never a firm basis for inferring that a relationship
woulq hold up over repeated testing, especially given the low reliabiiity of
ESP scores. There is some evidence for decline in ESP scores during tﬁe
cour#e of a session (Palmer, 1978) that might also lead one to doubt whether
scorés obtained later in a session would correlate as well with predictors
as s%ores obtained earlier in a sessioan.

jThe seriousness of the lack of random assignment of subjects to
conditions in the between-subjects experiments depends upon the nature of
the glternate procedure employed. These vary from subjects assigning
them%elves to conditions at one extreme (Moss, Paulson, Chang, & Levitt,
1970) to the experimenter assigning subjects alternately to conditions at
the dcher (Casler, 1962), the latter being a perfectly acceptable procedure
in tt}is reviewer”s judgment. Unfortunately, the one between—-subjects study
which provided a significaant superiority of the hypnosis over the control
qond#tion (sargent, 1978), seemed (as far as one can tell from the report)
to u;e one of the more arbitrary and therefore suspect assignmeat
procédures. On the other hand, the similar distribution of outcomes of the
betwéen- and within-subjects experiments suggests a common mechanism in
both; and this'would militate against subject-population differences being
the éffective cause. However, it certainly cannot be ruled out. |

gFinally, given'the extensive evidence for the experimenter expectancy
effect in psychology (Rosenthal, 1966), one caanot discount the possibility

of the hypnosis-ESP effect being somehow related to the experimenters not

being blind to the experimental condition. However, it should be noted that

it is difficult (although probably not impossible) to guarantee such a blind

in an experiment where one condition involves the subject being in an
alterbd state likely to be identifiable by the person administering the

test. It also should be noted that insofar as these demand characteristics

f£ h i d tivations of th bie th
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induction, which is also to increase the subject”s motivation and
expectation of success. This was previously discussed as one of the

"nonartifactual" interpretations of the hypnosis-ESP effect (p. 152).

Belief. The sheep-goat effect has generally been interpreted as the
ESP scores reflecting the needs and motivations of the respective subgroups;
i.e., sheep and goats score in such a way as to confirm their previous
belief systems (e.g., Palmer, 1972). Empirical evidence for this
proposition has been provided by Lovitts (1981), who found a reversal of the
sheep-goat effect among subjects who were led to believe that high scores
would favor an alternative interpretation to ESP, namely supliminal
perception. Although critics have not addressed the correlational
literature from this point of view, one could reasonably hypothesize that
sheep would be more likely than goats to be motivated to obtain high scores
by cheating. However, this hypothesis wquld not account for the significant
psi-missing by goats in some studies and in most studies it is not clear how
subjects could have cheated.

In conclusion, interpretation of the correlational patterns discussed
in this chapter must be considered speculative at this time. Furtherumore,
the viability of these or any other interpretation is obviously affected by
the generality of the patterns themselves. It 1s to this question that we

now turn.

Generality

If the findings of the meta—-analyses discussed in this chapter are both
valid and the samples on which they were based representative of the general
population of such samples, then the trends should be preserved in
experiments conducted after the meta-analyses were undertaken. One of

course should not expect any particular study to significantly confirm the
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studies.
The ideal way to confirm the generality of the patterns would be to
commission a pianned series of replications from a variety of laboratories.

Such a project presents obvious logistical problems and in any event has yet

to be undertaken. Although informal surveys have seemed to confirm the
contiéuacion of the patterns found in some of the earlier meta-analyses
(e.g.; Palmer, 1977, 1978), these surveys are suggestive at best.

éome discouragement regarding the potential generality of the patterns
is prévided by a series of eight ESP experiments cénducted by Michael
Thalbourne and colleagues (Thalbourne, Beloff, & Delanoy, 1982; Thalbourne,
Beloff, Delanoy, & Jungkuntz, 1983; Thalbourne & Jungkuntz, 1983).

Subjeéts were mostly naive college students, high~school students, or
volunﬁeers from the community, with sample sizes ranging from 14 to 246
(mean¥117.38). The dependent variable was the score on a ten-item
restricted—choice clairvoyance test called "Consumer”s:Choice" in which the
térge#s were brand names of consumer goods. The independent variables were
belief in ESP and extraversion. Belief was measured by a ten—item
sheepfgoat scale created by the authors, and extraversion was measured by
relev#nt subscales of either the EPI, 16PF, or MMPI. For purposes.of
analy%is, subjects were divided into two groups on each of the independent
variaﬁles. In the first two studies dichotomization was based on the meaas
of thé student populations from which the sample was derived; in the later
studiés the method of dichotomization was not reported but would seem to
have ﬁeen comparable to the original method.

?our of the eight sheep-goat relationships were in the predicted
direc#ion and one of these four was significant. This pattern.seems tilted
in thé right direction (thanks to the one significant study) but is hardly a
ringi@g confirmation of the sheep—goat effect. More distressing is the fact
that *n six of the eight studies, introverts scored higher than extraverts.
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last two experiments were each significant (favoring introverts) by a
secéndary, but more sensitive, correlational.analysis. Although this
pattern is not definitive even within Thalbourne”s samples and is not
sufficient by itself to overcome the large pattern in the opposite direction
reviewed by Sargent, it does raise legitimate questions about the generality
of this positive extraversion-ESP relationship.

It is now time to step back and examine the appropriateness of previous

meta—analyses as bases for inferences to new samples. To put this somewhat

"differently but also more usefully, how can the populations which the

meta—analytic samples truly represent be defined?

Only in the Palmer (1971) review were the publication.sources sampled
explicitly named. However, it is clear that the sources in all cases
consisted almost exclusively of English-language parapsychology journals and
abstracts of convention proceedings. The reviewers did not exhaustively
consult nonparapsychological psychology journals and other scientifig
journals. The authors who publish in these journals are generally skeptical

regarding psi and such journals tend to favor articles supporting the
skeptical viewpoint. This failure to review exhaustively these journals may
have led to an overestimate of the aumber of significant confirmations of
the "expected" relationships, and the author knows of a couple such cases he
"migsed" in his reviews. However, the number of experimental parapsychology
papers published in nonparapsychological journals is so small relative to

the number published in parapsychological journals that the bias is slight.

The File~-Drawer Problem. Thus, the sampled experiments are reasonably

representative of the relevant published experiments conducted by those
parapsychologists who were conducting experiments of those types prior to
the date of the review. But what about experiments conducted but not
published, the so-called "file-drawer problem"? This is a poteatially
grApqatio yesh Fear Rethaser PORAH 8410 feCd AR DI 600789 ROA3BO AR 00Phobis
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studiés (and in the ganzfeld experiments discussed in Chapter 4) because the
formen type of experiments is easier and more economical to conduct.
Sheep%goac questions, in particular, are economical to introduce and could
easilﬁ go unreported in studies when they yielded no significant
relationships.

It is well known that in the behavioral sciences "significant"
experiments are more likely to be both submitted snd accepted for
publieation than "noasignificant" ones. However, this factor is not
relevant to most meta—analyses reviewed in this chapter because they were
conce%ned with the ratio of positive to negative relationshiss among the
signiﬁicant studies or among all the studies in the sample. Publication bias
with %espect to the direction of relationships is much less plausible tﬁan
publiéation bias with respect to the significance of relationships,
especially prior to the publication of the meta—analyses (which alerted
inveséigstors to the importance of directional trends). However, even
allowing for the new awareness, it is difficult for we to conceive of a
signi%icant reversal of a rei;tionship being suppressed, given the on-going
mentaiity and practices of both researchers and the parapsychological
journ%ls. The major journals are forbidden by the Parapsychological
Association frsm rejecting papers due to nonsignificant results and this
wouldiextend by implication to reversals as well. Actual data about
unpublished experiments would obviously be superior to the preceding

ruminations but I think it is a good bet that the relationships uncovered

in the meta—-analyses are not attributable to the file-drawer problem.

?he Experimenter Effect. There is another factor which I think is much
more iikely as compromising the generality of these patterns, and that is
the sb-called experimenter effect. It is widely agreed among both psi
proponents and critics that some investigators are consistently more able

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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was not taken into account in any of the meta-analyses under consideration,
since separate series by the same investigator or laboratory were treated as
independent. There is nothing illegitimafe about this, but it does obscure
the possible mediating effect the identity of the investigator might play in
accounting for the relationship. In all the reviews there were several
instances where a particular investigator contributed more than one series,
The ratio of investigators to series was: 15/24 in Palmer”s (1971)
sheep-goat review (12/17 for the standard card-guessing experiments), 7/24
in Palmer®s (1977) neuroticism review (minus group experiments), 8/33 in

Palmer”s (1977) extraversion review, 19/53 (approx.) in Sargent”s (1981)

_extraversion review, and 10/20 in Schechter”s (1984) hypnosis review

(scorable studies). Discounting Palmer”s extraversion review, which is
largely subsumed by Sargent”s, the number of investigators is approximately
42% of the number of series, an average of 2.37 series per investigator.
The extent to which the significant relationships depended on a small
number of investigators varies from review to review. This factor is
revealed most clearly by considering the studies which significantly
confirmed the general trend. The least effect of investigator uvniformity
was in Palmer”s (1971) sheep-goat review, where six of the seven significant
outcomes were obtained by different investigators. The greatest effect was
in the neuroticism review of Palmer (1977), where only three of the seven
significant studies were by different investigators and a single
investigator (Kanthamani) was involved in five of them. The situation was
nog quite so severe in Palmer”s (1977) extraversion review, where the eight
éignificant studies were contributed by five investigators, but three were
again coatributed by Kanthamani. In Sargent”s (198l) extraversion review,
11 of the 19 significant outcomes were by different investigators. However,
six were by Sargent himself. Finally, four investigators produced the seven

significantly confirmatory outcomes in Schechter”s (1984) hypnosis review,
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’}t is especially noteworthy that the two investigators who contributed
most’ heavily to the personality-ESP pattérns both have excellent track
recor§3 as "psi-conducive" experimenters in other contexts. Sargent is
known for getting significantly overall positive results in ganzfeld
experiments (although it should be noted that the significant
perso#ality-ESP correlations were generally obtained in these same
exper#ments), and Kanthamani was the principal investigator in the Delmpré
experiments (see Chapter 6).

Ihe final way to look at experimenter uniformity in these reviews is to
calcuiate the proportion of experimenters who failed to obtain even a single
signiﬁiéant confifma:ory result. There were nine of fourteen (64%) in
Palmef’s (1971) sheep-goat review, four of seven (57%) in Palmer”s (1977)
neuroticism review, three of eight (38%) in Palmer”s (1977) extraversion
reviey, eight of 19 (42%) in Sargent”s (1981) extraversion review, and six
of ten (60%Z) in Schechter”s (1984) hypnosis review. Discounting Palmer~s
extraversion review which is largely subsumed by Sargent”s, 54% of the
sampléd experimenters failed to obtain a significant result.

?aken as a whole, this analysis suggests that tﬁe significant outcomes
were not evenly distributed among the investigators responsible for them.
This is the case in all the meta-analyses except possibly the sheep—goa;
one. %To the extent this is true, it suggests that an important factor in
deterﬁining the probability that any of these other effects will be
repliéated is the identity of the investigator attempting the replication.
This éoint is relevant to the case of Thalbourne, whose unsuccessful series
of redlications was discussed earlier. Thalbourne”s research, because of
its recency, has not been included in any of the reviews under consideration
and he is not known as a "psi-conducive experimenter" in other contexts.

Nonetheless, some encouragement can be derived from the fact that 46%
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a rather unique bunch. With but one known exception the experimenters were
all parapsychologists positively inclined toward the existence of psi. Most
have a keen interest in the subject. Many sre in the field precisely
because they have had at least a modicum of success in producing psi effects
in the laboratory. In other words, they define a highly specialized
population, the definition of which probably cannot be legitimately extended
to include the garden variety psychologist who must someday succeed in
replicating these patterns if they are ever to achieve the stature of
genuine psychological laws.

There is not yet an adequate explanation of the "experimenter effect"
in parapsychology. Speculative hypotheseé include differences in
experimenter honesty and competence, different social skills in handling
subjects, use of subtlely different subject populations, and paranormal
mediation by the experimenter (i.e., it is the experimenter, not the
subjects, who produces the psychic effect). It is probably naive in any
case to suspect a bivariate correlation between ESP scores and any external
variable not to-dimteract with other variables (Palmer, 1977). However, when
one such variable is the investigator, special problems are created, since
the important scientific principle that an effect (whether simple or
complex) can in principle be replicated by any competent researcher is
undercut. The message that should be drawn from this is not that psi is an
artifact or that parapsychology is a waste of time, but rather that priority
must be given to understanding the experimenter effect so its éeleterious

effects can be circumvented.
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Chapter 8
PSI-MEDIATED INSTRUMENTAL RESPONSE

1Critics of parapsychology often claim that the field lacks any serious
theoﬁization (e.g., Alcock, 1981). Although the level of theoretical
devel@pment in parapsychology is indeed primitive in comparison to other
sciedces,'chis criticism is an 6verstatement. In order to illustrate the
maximum level of theoretical developmént which has so far been attained in

parapsychology, I have decided to review a research program undertaken in

the 1@705 by Dr. Rex Stanford related to a concept called psi-mediated

instr@mental response (PMIR). Stanford was trained as a psychologist and

his r?search program is typical of what one finds in psychology. It
addre%ses psychological issués pertaining to psi, in particular how psi is
proce%sed cognitively and how it interacts with the needs and motivations of
the 6%ganism. |

Stanford”s reﬂearch'program contains a number of features normally
associated with a uound.theoretically-oriented approach in psychology.
These include the following:

Kl) Development of a model of broad scope that integrates previous
exper%mental findings as well as anecdotal observations;

kZ) Presentation of the model as a series of clearly stated
propogicions that are tesgable;

K3) Experimental testing of these propositions by means of an
appro#riate and standardized methodology.

As is perhaps evident from the discussion of other research projects in
this review, this degreevof logical development is not representative or

typic#l of parapsychology in general. Although low-level theorizing and

hypochesis testing is rather common in parapsychology, it does not possess
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The PMIR Model

The essence of the PMIR model is summarized as follows by Stanford
(Stanford & Stio, 1976, p. 55): "...[an] individual, through extrasensory
means, actively scans his environment for objects and events (or information

related thereto) which are relevant to his needs and that when such

information is discovered he tends to respond to it in accordance with his
typical dispositions toﬁard such objects and events."

What is novel about this proposition is the assumption that the
individual is constantly and actively seeking out information in the
environment by means of a paranormal process (Stanford, 1974a). In order
that this scanning not interfere with normal cognitive activicy, it is of
course necessary to postulate further that the scanning is unconscious.
Specifically, Stanford postuiated that the scanning and the response mﬁde as
a result of the need-relevant inform#tion obtained by the scanaing (i.e.,
the ﬁsi—mediated instrumental response) can occur "(a) without a conscious
effort to use psi; (b) without a conscious effort to fulfill the
need... (c) without prior sensory knowledge...of the need-relevant
circumstance; (d) without the development of conscious perceptions (e.g.,
mental 1mages).or ideas concerning the need-relevant circumstance; and (e)
without awareness that anything extraordinary is happening" (p. 45). These
assumptions vastly ﬁroaden the population of potential psi events, which
traditionally have been reécricted to cases where a person has a conscious
"psychic" experience (spontaneous experience) or consciously intends to Qse
psi (as in an experiment). The PMIR model subsumes such cases but deals
with others as well.

A'typical "PMIR experience" cited by Stanford is that of a couple who
wanted information aboﬁt good vegetarian restaurants in Washington, D.C.
While eating lunch at a restaurant en route to Washington, they chose to sit

in a booth where they overheard a conversation between the people in the
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model, the couple was scanning the environment psychically for the needed
infoﬁmation anq, having received the information, responded in such a way as
to f41f111 the need (i.e., by choosing the "right" restaurant and the
"right" booth at the "right" time), all of this being done without awareness
thatithey were using psi to obtain this information.

iStanford also postulated certain psychological mechanisms which lead to
psi—#ediated responses. Following an earlier theory by Roll (1966), he
hypothesized that psi does not introduce new cognitions into the individual
as s@ch but rather that it facilitates or triggers the selection of

cognitions (e.g., memories) or behaviors which already exist in the

individual“s repertoire. Stanford proposed that this response 1is
accom%lished as economically as possible through a variety of mediating
vehicles, including (1) modiéication of the timing of an already selected
response; (2) forgetting or remembering to do something; (3) making a
mista%e (e.g., dialing a "wrong" number); (4) a thought coming to mind that
leads by a normal chain of associations to the inteation to make the
response; and finally (5) the direct (conscious) cognition of the
need-Felevanc circumstance, as in a traditional "psychic experience."

%he strength of the disposition toward PMIR was postulated to be

associated with "the importance or strength of the need(s),"” the degree of

relevgnce of the need-relevant object or event, and the "closeness in time
of thé potentiai encounter with the need-relevant object or event"
(Stanford, 1974a, p. 45). The likelihood or effectiveness of PMIR was
postuiated to be influenced by certain situational and/or psychological
factoés, in particular competing cognitive activity that increases the
rigid#ty or stereotypy of thought or behavior. Certain psychological traits
such as neurdticism, guilt, or a low self-concept may cause the individual
to usé PMIR masochistically to counter his or her apparent best interests.
Approved For Ralease 2000708110 1 CIARBESE 605 s8RB 08666 60TYE"
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(i.e:., paranormal) as well as normal in nature. Just as in the case with

ESP, the model assumes that PK can function unconsciously; i.e., "PK...can
occur as a response to extrasensory or sensory information which has never
been in the conscious focus of the PK...agent..." (p. 350). This of course

implies that PK can occur nonintentionally. Even when PK is used

intentionally, the model postulates that it is facilitated "when the goal
event is not in the conscious focus of the PK agent [although it] has
definite motivational salience" and in particular when the goal event has
A"just left the focus of consclousness without having been realized"

(p. 349). 1In fact, the probability of PK is actually "reduced during [a]
period of focused attention and wishing”" (p. 350). Shifting responsibility
and capacity for PK away from oneself and onto an external agency (as, for
example, one does in prayer)-tends to discourage direct focusing of
attention on the problem and is thus PK-facilitory.

Stanford also noted that thﬁse forms of telepathy in which the agent
actively "sends" information to the percipient can be construed as a
subcategory of PK. This so~called "active—agent telepathy" was renamed by
Stanford "mental or behavioral influence of an agent" (MOBIA), which he
postulated is "the most frequent PMIR function of PK" (p. 3495. MOBIA
follows the same laws within the model as do other forms of PK.

The above discussion represents a condensation of 18 formal postulates
presented in the two papers, and the quotations I have cited were taken
directly from those postulates. Although not stated explicitly in the
papers, the model is obviously linked to the basic principles of
reinforcement theory in psychology and thus provides at least a potential
bridge between psychology and parapsychology.

In the course of his presentations Stanford cited numerous experiments
in the parapsychological literature in which psi effects occurred in the
absence of direct intention by the subject or were influenced by aspects of
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the target situation of which he=or she was not aware. FExamples include



Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
Psi-Mediated Ianstrumental Response Page 166

effects on ESP scoring as a function of whether or not target cards weqe
paired with erotic photographs (Carpeater, 1971), performance on a cla;sroom
examibeing influenced by the unknown preseatation of hidden answers to‘some
of the questions (Johnson, 1973), and success on dice-throwing tasks when
the éubject was unaware which face had been chosen as the target (e.g.% Fisk

& West, 1958).

Methodology

'Stanford developed a standardized methodology to test various
propqsitions of the PMIR model. In general terms, the approaéh was to have
subj%cts engage in a covert psi task, i.e., a task which the subject did not
real#ze involved testing for psi. If the subject”s performance on thié task
met a certain prespecified criterion, he. would be allowed to escape orlavoid
some%unpleasant, boring task and engage instead in a pleasant, interesting
task; Thus, if the responses on the covert psi task were indeed psi
medi%ted, they could determine an outcome relevant to the subject”s needs.

‘Stanford has published five experiments using this methodology
(Sta@ford & Associates, 1976; Stanford & Rust, 1977; Stanford & Stio,
1976; Stanford & Thompson, 1974; Stanford et al., 1975). Subject samples
ranged in size ffom 29 to 72 and consisted exclusively of college s:udént
voluéteers. In all but one study (Stanford & Rust, 1977) the subjects were
exclésively males.

TIn all but one of the experiments the covert psi test involved ES?. I;
these cases the test was introduced to subjects as a standard test of word
assoéiation. In this type of test the subject is presented with a taped
stimulus word and is asked to respoand with the first word that comes to
mind, Thirteen words were used, the first three serving as buffers to
acclimate the subject to the procedure. The remaining ten words were chosen
Appm\&dhﬁor Beleass 20000844 0(r LalA iR DRSS -AOASORE03 808 36688da1

resnonse) of moderate strength., The parameter of interest was the response
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latency--how long it took the subject to respond--which was recorded on a
microswitch-activated electric timer. In most of the studies this timer was
accurate to .l sec although in the Stanford and Rust experiment the accuracy
was improved to .0l sec. ‘

For each subject, one of the ten words was randomly chosen by means of

" & random number table to be the key word. If the response latency on this

word was the shortest of the ten (or, in some predesignated cases, the
longest) or was tied for this distinction, the subject was subsequently
invited to engage in a "pleasant" task. Otherwise, the subject was asked to
engage in an "unpleasant” task. The subject was told nothing about these
subsequent tasks at the time of the word-association test dnd was not told
of any contingency involving the test.

In terms of the PMIR mo&él, the specific cognitive mechanism availlable
to the subject for determining his fate is what Stanford calls the
"unconscious timing mechanism." In other words, it is the psi-mediated
timing of the response, rather than its occurrence per se, that is
instrumental.

In all but one experiment, the "pleasant" task consisted of male
subjects” rating photographs of nude or semi-nude women. In the remaining
case, the male subjects received relaxation suggestions from an attractive
female research assistant (Stanford & Stio, 1976). The most common
"unpleasant" task was for subjects to use a photocell stylus to track a
small patch of light on a pﬁrsuit.rotor turning at a boringly slow speed.
Other unpleasant tasks were circling any of three designated letters the
subject should find on three sheets of paper filled Qith all the letters of
the alphabet in random order (Stanford & Thompson, 1974) and an ESP
card-guessing task (Stanford & Stio, 1976)--an interesting commentary on how
Stanford views such tests! In all cases the task was introduced as a

genuine part of the experiment, designed to collect useful psychological
aa@Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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.In one experiment (Stanford & Rust, 1977), the subject who experienced
the ﬁleasant or unpleasant task was not the same subject who had taken;the
word-association test. This experiment was designed to determine if PMIR
might be used altruistically.

In the one PK experiment (Sﬁanford et al., 1975), the subject began by
engaging in the pursuit-rotor task. Unknown to the subject, an REG in the .
next%room was left running. The machine was programmed to have P=1/6 for a
hit ?nd generated trials at a rate of onme per second. The machine produced
a makimum of 2700 trials per subject, equivalent to 45 minutes on the
pursﬁithotor task. (This was done in five-minute intervals with one-minute
brea#s in between). The REG counted hits in blocks.of ten. When and if
there were seven or more hits in a block (p<.0003), the subject was removed
from the pursuit-rotor task ;nd allowed to engage in the picture-rating

task. The chance probability of this occurring for any subject was .072.

Scoring

‘In the ESP test, the primary dependent variable was a standardized
transform of the response latency on the key stimulus word. This was
obtained by applying a log transform to all the response latencies and
subt&acting for each subject the latency to the key word from the mean of
all ten latencies and dividing by their standard deyiation. In the REG
experiment, the dependent variable was simply the proportion of hits
produced by the REG while it was active.

In all the experiments a possibly more appropriate, although less
sensiitive method, would have been the number of subjects who actually
escaped the unpleasant task. Stanford did not evaluate this measure in the
first three ESP experiments because the prevalence of ties in the response
latencies of particular subjects meant that the chance probability of
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(1977) experiment, so the discrete dependent variable (number of subjects
escaping the unpleasant condition) was used in this case, although it is not
clear from the report whether this or the standard scores were construed as
the primary measure. The discrete scdres were also computed in the PK
experiment (Stanford et ai., 1975), but in this case the continuous
(proportion of hits) scores were stipulated as primary. The standard scores
were evaluated using common parametric tests such as t tests and analysis of

variance. Exact probabilities were used to evaluate the discrete scores.

Results

In terms of overall scoring, the results of these experiments are not
particularly impressive. Only in the PK experiment were the overall scores
signifi;ant on the continuous measure. However, the discrete scores were
significant in both studies where such scores were computed (Stanford et
al., 1975; Stanford & Rust, 1977). 1In all five studies all the results
reported were in the predicted direction--i.e., above chance. However, in
most of the experiments the psi scores were related to independent variables
measured for the purpose of testing specific propositions of the PMIR model. -

The results of these tests can be summarized as follows:

(1) Overt Psi Tasks. In two experiments, the proposition that

unconscious and nonintentional psi is ﬁhe same process as conscious and
intentional psi was tested by correlating scores on the covert péi test to
scores on a standard (overt) psi test conducted at the same session. In the
Stanford and Thompson (1974) experiment the overt test was a precognition
task in which the subject had to predict which segments of a printed "radar
screea” would later be randomly chosen to coantain targets. The correlation
was positive and significant, confirming the hypothesis (Ef.39, P<.025,
one-tailed). In the PK experiment, subjects took an 80-trial overt PK test
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in tﬁe positive direction but not significant (r=.20).

;(2) Ready Responses. The PMIR model postulates that PMIR is more likely
to bé facilitated by readily available cognitions than by more submerged
ones% In the context of word-association theory, this means that priméry
respénses (the most common responses in the population according to
publ#shed norms) to the stimulus words are more likely to be good mediators
than%are other responses. Since primary responses are generally associated
with;short reponse latencies, Stanford reasoned that PMIR would be more
likely to occur in conjunction with short-latency responses (likely to be
priméry) than lorg-latency responses. In the Stanford and Stio (1976)
expefiment, this hypothesis was tested by manipulating whether the shortest
or léngest latency was instrumental in escaping the unpleasant task. As
pred#cted, the mean standard score for the fast-contingency condition was
sign#ficantly ﬁbove chance (p<.02, one-tailed) and.significantly higher than
the ﬁean standard score for the slow—contihgeney condition (ES.OZ,

one-éailed).

(3) Need Strength. The PMIR model postulates that the disposition

toward PMIR is positively related to the strength of the need served by it.
Capiéalizing on the erotic nature of the picture-rating task, Stanford and
Stio (1976) atttempted to ménipulate need stength (orthogonally to
respdnse-speed contingency) by having half of their sdbjects listen to . an
erotically arousing record before engaging in the word-assoclation test, the

idea being that the record would increase the "need" to participate in the

plcture-~rating task. The other subjects heard the record after the
word-association test. The manipulation failed to affect psi scores, but
the éuthors suggested retrospectively that the record may not have reaily

been .erotically arousing.

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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In another experiment (Stanford & Associates, 1976), the authors
attempted to manipulate need-strength by merely manipulating the sex (and
therefore the sexual attractiveness) of the experimenters conducting the
word-association test. As predicted, subjects tested by female

experimenters scored higher than subjects tested by male experimenters

(gf.025; one-tailed), although the mean score of the former subjects was not
significant by itself. These subjects also scored significantly above
chance (p<.05, one-tailed).

Although not construed as a test of the need-strength hypothesis, the
results of the two experimenters in the PK experiment (Stanford et al.,
1975) were also compared. Results collapsed over botﬁ the overt and covert
PK tests were significantly higher for subjects'gested by the more
extraverted of the two exper;menters (p<.01). Subjects tested by this
experimenter also scored significantly above chance as a group on both the
covert.(Bﬁ.Ol) and overt (p<.05) tasks. Péfapsychologists generally assume
that extraverted experimenters are better able to motivate subjects in psi

experiments than are introverted experimenters (e.g., Sargent, 1980).

(4) Self-Concept. The PMIR model postulates that a positive

self-concept leads to use of PMIR in support of the subject”s self-interest

whereas a negative self-concept can lead to the reverse. Stanford and
Associates (1976) attempted fo create a positive self-concept in half of
their subjects (orthogonal to the need-strength manipulation) by giving them
complimentary feedback on their performance on a word-association test
administered immediately prior to the "psi" word—-association test. For
ethical reasons the authors chose not to induce a negative self-concept in
the remaining subjects but rather gave them no feedback on the first
word~association test. The manipulation was found to have no significant

effect on the psi scores.
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L)
In summary, six hypotheses based on propositions from the PMIR model |
and involving relationships to independent or predictor variables were =
test#d. Three of the six were significantly confirmed, and in all six cases
results were in the predicted direction. !%
Criticisms :
Neither the PMIR model nor the research program surrounding it has been -
the pbject of critical review either inside or outside of parapsychology.
Ironically, the one serious criticism directed to the model exclusively has -
been:by Stanford himself. Stanford (1978) came to question_the assumption,
which the PMIR model shares with all traditional conceptualizations of psi, !%
that "ESP at the most fundamental level is a form of communication" of -
infoymation across a channel‘(p. 198). With respect to PK, he specifically |
questioned the assumptién that PK ;s guided cybernetically by unconscious - -
ESP (e.g., ESP must be used to monitor the ongoing status of the tumbling
die so that PK can ultimately_guide it to come to rest with the target face -
uppe;most). Stanford labels the;e assumptions collectivgly as the -
"psychobiological model of psi...function”" (p. 198).
Stanford based his questioning of the psychobiological model on -
rese@rch evidence suggesting that psi scores do not seem to be related to
the complexity of the information source in ESP or the complexity of the -
target system in PK. For example, ESP performance does not seem to
deteriorate if information from several sources must be integrated to make a -
resppnse, and PK performance does not seem related to the complexity of an -
REG. In other words, the psychobiological model implies that as the '
requirements for cognitive processing capacity increase, psi performance -
should deteriorate. That does not seem to be the case.

Stanford thus chose to substitute the term conformance behavior for the
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for what Stanford called his conformance model of psi. The new model
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retains the dispositional assumptions of the PMIR model but eliminates the

objectionable "psychobiological" assumptions. A novel feature of the model
is the use of the REG as a general metaphor for the object of psi influence.
Most notably, in the case of ESP the brain is conceptualized as an REC. The
source of psi is a '"disposed system" that influences the "REG" in such a way
that an outcome is produced that is serving the needs of the disposed
system. Thus, in ESP the brain is bigsed much like an REG to produce a
cognition or behavior that serves the organism”s needs. A particularly
important corollary of the conformance model is that conformance is
facilitated to the extent that the object of psl influence is labile; that
is, that it exhibits properties of randomness or "free variability."

The relationship between the cbnformangg model and the earlier PMIR
model is not clearly stated ;ut it would be reasonabie for a reader to
conclude that the conformance model is intended to replace the PMIR model.
In any event, the PMIR research program was abandoned and Stanford no longer
incorporates the PMIR model into his writings in a substantive manner.
Although the conformance model has inspired some research both by Stanford

and others (e.g., Braud, 1980), it has failed to generate the kind of

systematic research program produced by the PMIR model.

Evaluation

Insofar as one is willing‘to allow paranormal constructs into
scientific theorizing, I find little to criticize in the PMIR model per se,
Its validity rests of course on its empirical track record, but the model
appears to be internally consistent, its terms clearly defined and
operationally definable. Its propositions are not expfessed quantitatively,
but this is tfue of most theorizing in psychology. In fact, given the poor
reliability 6f psi measures it could be argued persuasively that any attempt

at a quantitative theory or model at this stage of the field“s d t
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reseérch.

The word-association ESP test strikes me as basically sound, again
assuming reaéonahle competence in its execution. The fact that subjects
wereinot told they were taking an ESP test reduces considefably the
possibility of subject fraud, at least insofar as members of the subject
pooliwere not tipped off as to the true nature of the study by previous
subjbcts. It appears that some debriefing sometimes took place at the end
of the sessions, 80 the possibility of "leaks" cannot be entirely ruled out.
Even so, the possibility of semsory cues was apparently eliminated by
keepgng the person administering the word—-association test blind to the key
stimulus word and the response contingency; i.e., it is unlikely that
subjects could have cheated even 1f'they had known the experimental
hypothesis and were motivate; to cheat.

; It is not clear to what degree possible errors in recording the
response latencies were precluded. In the Stanford and Thompson (1974)
experiment the method is not described at all. In the subsequent

experiments it is indicated that an electric timer was used, but it is not

clear if the device automatically recorded the latency or whether this was

done by hand. More importantly, it is not clear what steps were taken to
ass&re~uniformity across trials in the starting and stopping of the timer
with respect to the subject”s utterances. In at least one experiment
(Stgnford & Thompson, 1974), the recording was performed by the subjects
the@selves. However, even if the recording of latencies was not error-free,

the fact that the tester was blind to the key stimulus word assured that

there was no systematic bias in the recording; at worst, error variance was

introduced.
The key stimulus.word was chosen separately for each subject by means
of a random number table. Although the exact method of target selection was
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the number of digits in the table minimizes the possibilityv of the kinds of
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abuse uncovered in the Maimonides dream studies (see Chapter 2). Moreover,
Stanford is one of the more careful psi researchers when it comes to these
kinds of subtleties.

Finally, the methods of statistical analysis were appropriate and
straightforward. Separate scores were computed for each subject and efforts
were made to assure that the distributional assumptions of the parametric
tests were met. Only in the case of the Stanford and Rust (1977) experiment
did a problem arise as to which of two analyses of the same hypothesis was
considered the primary one, and this does not affect the overall evaluation
of the success of the research program one way or the other.

Most of my criticisms concern the procedures used to test the various
hypotheses about psi. My major criticism in this connection is the lack of
any checks to determiné if thé experimental manipulations had the desifed
effect. How do we know that the picture rating was pleasant and the |
pursuit-rotor task unpleasant? At a minimum, there likely were individual
differences in subjects” responses to these tasks, especially to the
picture-rating task, that could have been partialed out of the results.

Even more problematic were the manipulations of need strength and
self-concept. In fact, Stanford conceded retrospectively that one of his
need-strength aanipulations was unsatisfactory, based on informal comments
by the subjects. Finally, it would have been relatively simple to check if
short latencies to the stimulus words indeed were positively related to the
choice of primary responses, as demanded by the "ready-responses"
hypothesis.

Regarding the latter hypothesis, it will be recalled that it was tested.
in the Stanford and‘Stio (1976) experiment by manipulating whether the
fastest or slowest response to the key word caused the subject to enter the
"pleasant" condition. In this case the hypothesis was confirmed. However,

this same manipulation was introduced in two other experiments but the
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Ass@ci;tes, 1976). Even though this manipulation was not designated in
these studies as tests of formal hypotheses, they nonetheless bear updn the
rob@stness of the finding by Stanford and Stio and should have been
repétted. |

~ Although adequate randomization procedures were always used in choosing

the%key stimulus word, the same cannot always be said unequivocally fqr the

ass#gnment of subjects to experimental conditions. In the Stanford and
Ass&ciates_(1976) experiment, it is clearly stated that a random number
tab%e was used to assign the response contingency and an appropriate
alt%rnation method was used in the assignment of subjects to the
self-concept conditions. A similar alternation method was also used in
ass%gning subjects to experimenters in the PK experiment (stanford et 'al.,
197#). However, in the othe;'cases the method of assigning subjects to
conéitions was not clearly specified, although it.always seemed to iavolve
gom% kind of randomization.

‘ My final criticism concerns what I consider to be the premature
abaﬁdonment of the PMIR research program. Although there is some merit to
the argument that psi does not operate entirely in line with what would be
expected by the information-processing assumptions of the psychobiological
model, this is only one element of the PMIR model and is not necessarily the

most important one. The assumptions about the unconscious and

nonintentional nature of much psi functioning, as well as the psychodynamic

as@umptions, have not been challenged. Although the cybernetic guidance of
PKiindeed appears absurd after Stanford”s analysis, it is less clear why the
avéilable evidence suggests so sweeping an abandonment of '
inﬁotmation-processing concepts as the conformance model seems to imply.
ES?, at least, must at some stage interact with the cognitive processes of

thé brain if a meaningful response is to be elicited. The various cognitive

uechanisps ppetulaced 48 B8 Ho ClARDPY6-00755R003860580001.1

mechanism. need not be abandoned. Thev are not in fact inconsistent with the
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conformance model, since any response, éven conformance behavior: requires
some kind of cognitive mediation at some stage. Stanford (1982, p. 19)
acknowledges all‘this, but his use of thé term "psychobiological" to label
the model he proposes to replace implies a more radical revision than either

logic or the data justify, or than he really intends.

It seems to me that a much better strategy would have been to modify
the PMIR model rather than to abandon it in favor of a whole new model. The
conformance model lacks all the conceptual elegance of its predessessor.

The vagueness of its basic premise has led to much confusion and has
triggered heated and unenlightening controversy about such things as whether
the model is causal or whether it predicts that nonliving matter has psi
(e.g., Beloff, 1979). The research it has inspired has been related almost
exclusively to the corollary-proposition of lability, which could have been
éttached to the PMIR model just as easily as to the conformance model. ‘
Stanford (1967) himself had introduced a very similar notion in the 1960s,
which even antedated the PMIR model.

The PMIR model has been one of the most promising developments in
parapsychology in the past 20 years. We can only hope that some day it will

be resurrected, even if it must wear a slightly different wardrobe.
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Chapter S
METAL BENDING

~ Most of the PK research taken seriously by the parapsychological
com#unity is of the type exemplified by the REG experiments discussedjin
Chaéter 5. This is often called micro-PK because the effects are of slight
mag@itude and require for their detection the application of statistical
tests over a series of trials. In contrast, ﬁacro-éK refers to larger scale
effects each of which is detectable by the'naked eye. Many effects, i.e.,
singge-:rial effects detectable only by electronic amplification, fall in
between these two extremes but are generally included under the heading of
macrb—PK.

Because of the rampant ffaud associated with Spiritualist "physical
médinms" of the 19th and early 20th centuries, macro-PK has been a taboo
subject in parapsychology, especially in Britain and the United States. The
recent revival of interest im macro~PK in general, and metal bending iﬁ
particular, can be attributed to publicity surrounding the controversial
Israéli psychic, Uri Geller. Perhaps the most important consequence of the
Gellgr craze from the researcher”s standpoint was that a number of less
celebrated individuals, particularly children and teenagers, reportedly were
able to bend metal after watching Geller do it. These "mini-Gellers" seemed
to be a more promising research population than Geller himself, particularly
since some of them appeared to be able to produce effects without touching
the specimen.

The most extensive metal-bending research has been conducted by
Dr. John Hasted, Professor of Experimental Physics at Birkbeck College,
University of London. His most substantive work, which will be the foau; of

this review, has been published in five experimental reports in the Journal
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.
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less formal work which includes such exotic fare as teleportation and

levitation, is summarized in a book entitled The Metal-Benders (Hasted,
1981).
The research to be reviewed here involves protocols in which the

subject was not allowed to touch the specimen. Exact procedures varied

eomewhatlfrom session to session and procedures were almost never reported
in precise detail. Nevertheless, certain general features can be described.

In the beginning of the research the spécimens were latch keys, but in
later research these were replaced by metal strips or bars, usually of
aluminum or an aluminum alloy. The measuring instruments of primary
interest were resistive strain gauges mounted either on the surface of the
specimen or between layers of the metal sealed by epoxy resins. The strain
gauges were connected by wir;s to a polygraph for amplication and recording
of the signals. The wires were also used to mount the specimens; 1.e., the
specimeﬁs hung from the wires. The subject was seated in front of the
specimen and generally allowed to point at it as long as the finger remained
at least several inches away.

The primary control against the touching of the specimen was visual
observation of the subject. However, since sessions often lasted up to two
hours, Hasted conceded that full attention by the observer(s) throughout the
period could not be maintained. Supplementary controls both against
external physical force and eiectrostatic or electromagnetic artifacts
included: (a) electrode sensors designed to register touching of the metal,
(b) electrical shielding of the strain gauges, (c) dummy loads, and (d)
video recording of target strain gauges. None of these controls, except
possibly the first, were utilized in all sessions, although anomalous
phenomena were recorded in the presence of each. However, detalls about the
implementation of the controls, e.g., éhe precise locations of the dummy

loads, were rarely reported.
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i’l‘he subject population consisted primarily of middle-class British
teenigers, frequently coming from families with academic backgrounds.

According to The Metal Benders (p. 30), Hasted has achieved positive results

with 20 subjects, although he claims to have worked extensively with only
six of these. Two subjects, Nicholas Williams and Stephen North, both:
| adolgscenta, contributed the vast majority of the data to be covered 1# this

review.

Several generalities about the anomalous signals have been reported.
The signals vary in strength from a few millivolts to a few volts and are
generally two to three times the background noise. Compared to signals
prodqced by physically touching the specimen, they have shdrp peaks and
short rise times (approx. 200 ms). It is not clear whether Hasted is
claiqing that signals with these characteristics cannot be reproduced by
touching or whether typical touches do not have these characteristics.
Permapenc bends, which are reflected in baseline changes of the chart
records of nearby strain gauges, sometimes are observed and sometimes are
not.z

Several specific experiments or, more ‘precisely, groups of sessions

using%the same basic protocol, will now be summarized.

Basic%Effects

?umerous signéls were recorded from a strain gauge mounted on a latch
key 1# a two—hour session with Nicholas Williams as subject (Hasted, 1976).
A com}lete record of the chart tracing was published. Three successive;
permahent bends of approximately 10, 50, and 12 degrees were determined by
traci#g onto paper. The last two of these apparently occurred after

cessaﬁion of effort, but the report is not entirely clear on this point. It

also ﬁould appear that the final "bend" was actually a restraightening.
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"Synchronicity"

Sometimes, multiple specimens were employed at a single session,
ranging in number from two to six. The configuration of the specimens
varied from session to session. On the horizoatal plane, they were either
arranged "radially" from the subject (on a straight line outward from the
subject), "equidistant" (subtending an angle of about 30 degrees as if on
the rim of a circle with the subject at the center) or "opposite" (the
subject is in between the specimens, one in front and one in back). In
other sessions, one or more of the specimens in either the radial or
equidistant horiztonal plane was displaced vertically with respect to the
others.

Two major experiments with this procedure were reported. The first,
with Nicholas Williams as subject, consisted of eight sessions and was
limited to two or three specimens. The last session‘was videotaped (Hasted,

1977). It would appear from Hasted”s diagrams that the sensors were at

‘least one meter apart and the subject at least one meter from the closest

sensor, except during the first session when he was somewhat free to move
about. |

It seems that a total of 54 signals appeared during the course of the
experiment, of which 34 were désignated as "synchronous" and 20 as
"nonsynchronous.”" The classification was apparently made by visual
inspection. Only in the equidistant, purely horizoantal configuration did
nonsynchronous signals seem to predominate. Although Hasted did not perform
statistical tests, a chi-square test 1 performed comparing the proportion of
synchronous signals in this configuration to the combined totals for the
other configurations was significant. Permanent beads of the keys were
detected in two of the sessions but the videotaped session was not among
them.

The second experiment involved six sessions with Stephen North as
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(Haséed & Robertson, 1980). Adjacent specimens were apparently closerfto
each?other than in the previous experiment. Apparently in contrast to the
earl#er sessions, dummy loads were uniformly applied as controls in thése
sess#ons. It would appear that a total of 66 signals were obtained. 1

could not determine precisely the proportion that were considered
syncﬂronoue, but it seems to be comparable to that obtained in the previous
expeéiment.

;In both experiments, the proportion of synchronous signals appeared to
be greatest with the radial-vertical configuration. This led Haeted te
post@late a "surface of action" as a kind of vertically-oriented field‘

extending outward from the subject.

Rotaﬁion

1In a sesgion with Nicholas Williams, Hasted (1977) took two strips of
aluminum alloy, folded one around the other; and placed them on a table
inside an empty room. Hasted and Williams waited outside. On this and
subsequent occasions, one of the strips was later found to have been twﬁsted

around its vertical axis over part of its length. The effect only occurred

when ho one was watching. Hasted tentatively interpreted the effect as

involVing a rotation of the surface of action.

Extenéions and Contractions

These studies were designed to determine whether the signals seemed to

represent the kinds of forces necessary to produce bending. To detect this
it was necessary to place sensors across the width of the specimen. |

In a preliminary study of six sessions with three subjects, metal |
stripe (mostly aluminum) were employed with sensors on the upper and lower
surfaces (Hasted, 1981). The bars used were of different thicknesses, |

1lth i h thick t ied inde dentl
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decreased as the thickness of the specimen increased, but no supporting
statistics were provided.

In a more elaborate study involving three sessions with Stephen North,

six strain gauges were implanted across the width of an aluminum bar or in
between strips of an eutetic alloy sealed together by epoxy resin (Hasted &
Robertson, 1979). In both cases the four internal sensors were actually
inside the specimen, not on the outer surface. To produce a bend, extension
signals would need to be produced on one surface and contraction signals on
the opposite surface, with the internal sensors expected to yield smaller
signals of the same polarity as the external sensor closest to it.

However, the data revealed no such consistency. Of the 119 arrays
recorded, only 17 (14%) corresponded to a simple bend or stretch pattern (no
gradient changes). Most of the arrays had either one, two, or three
g?adient changes. In other words, the signals within the arrays seemed to
distribufe themselves randomly, as if they were independent of one another.
Hasted labeled the effect "metal churning" in contrast to "metal bending."
The effect seemed to imply that a visible bend can only occur oa those
relatively rare occasions when the forces across the width of the specimen
happen to align themselves the "right" way. This of course is consistent
with the observation that the number of signals detected on the chart

recorder was much greater than the number of bends detected in Hasted’s

experiments.

Direction

In order to assess the direction of the forces operating on the surface
of the metal, five sessions, four with North and one with another subject,

were conducted using metal squares or discs instead of bars (Hasted &

Robertson, 1979). A coanfiguration of three strain gauges was set up on thé

surface of each specimen, two pointing orthogonally to each other and a
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exteﬁsion and contraction vectors could be calculated for each signal,

iAccbrding to Hasted, the application of positive stress should produce
exteﬁsion along one diameter and an equal confraction along the opposite
diameter. Again, however, the results wérg not as orderly as this
hypothesis would lead one to expecﬁ.‘ First of all, no preferred directions
of s%rain could be detected. Moreover, there were no consistent ratios
betwéen the magnitudes of the corresponding extension and contraction
sign#ls. In fact, in about 25% of the cases extensions were accompanied by
exte&sions or contractions by contractions: "metal churning" again.
Locaéion -

?Two experiments were conducted to determine the localization of the
osteqsible strain along the iéngth of a metal strip. In the first
expe#iment, consisting of three sessions, three sééain gauges were aligned
along the surface of the strip (Hasted, 1978). In a later experiment, which
invoived five sessions with North as the subject, the number of sensors was
increased to five (Hasted & Robertson, 1980). Dummy loads were also

utilized in this latter experiment.

In both experiments the output tended to be greatest from the middle
sensQr. Hasted equated the distribution of signal strengths along the
lengths of the specimen to a Gaussian distribution. Although it strikes me

as problematic to define a curve by five and especially by three data

points, it seems fair to say that the strength of the signals tended to fall

off monotonically and symmetrically from the center.

Electrical Effects

bccasionally during the course of the research the electrodes which had
been mounted for the purpose of detecting touches by the subject responded

Appheved fronRebease: 20000810 1€ HaRBDRS6q087AFRNAZE 0036 020111
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impedance operational amplifier supposedly immune to such effects was
attached to the electrode. Only North seemed able to affect the apparatus
in this way (Hasted & Robertson, 1981). ‘

To further test for electrical effects, North participated in a series

of seven sessions using two metal bars in a radial configuration. Both the
electrodes and strain gauges were utilized as sensors. Almost half the
signals (44%) registered exclusively on the electrodes, with 24%Z exclusively
on the strain gauges and 32% on both. The proportion of electrode
activations increased over sessions. Hasted speculated that North’s
awareness of the increasing interest in the electrode effects contributed to
their increased prevalence.

In a subsequent series of ten sessions with North, an attempt was made
to determine whether the eff;ct was on the electrodes themselves or on the
surrounding atmosphere. Two electrodes separated by distances ranging ffom
0.4 to 6.2 em were given charges of +9V and -9V, respectively, the
potentials being reversed every ll secoﬁds. Their hypothesis predicted that
under the conditions' of their experiment, if the signals were associated
with atmospheric ionization charge bursts woyld appear uniformly at the
oppositely charged electrode, whereas no such correlation would be found if
the signals originated from the electrodes directly. It was found that
95,1% of the 1123 recorded signals behaved in accordance with their
atmoéphere-ionization hypothesis.

However, this conclusion was contradicted in yet another experiment
(Hasted & Robertson, 1981). Hasted.came to realize that previous results
could be accounted for by assuming the origin of the charge to be on the
subject”s body and that it travelled through the atmosphere to the target
along what he called a "temporary “pranormal conduction” path" (p. 181). He
reasoned that the atmosphere—ionization hypothesis would be refuted if it
could be shown that a high-frequency signal could be transferred from a

qubgprtoved For Release 2000/05811}‘0 lmaﬂDomﬁ 0078%R0038003609q1v-1
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drifF or diffusion, the base for the atmospheric-ionization hypothesis. 2
ThusL a 10 kHz potential was transferred to Stephen North“s body by placing -
closé to him a 10 kHz oscillator connected to a metal plate or "antenna." As
predicted by the "conduction path" hypothesis, the 10 kHz signal was also -
mome#tarily transferred to or induced oa a partially screened electrode in
the vicinity of North. This effect was not obtained with control subjgcts. !%
-

Piezpelectric Sensors

In the most recent phase of his research, Hasted has shifted from -
stra}n gauges to plezoelectric sensors (Hasted, Robertson, & Arathoon,
1983) As used by Hasted, piezoelectric sensors measure the rate of change a
of scress rather than the level of stress per se. This makes them more
sens%tive than the strain gauges to the rapidly varying pulses that seem to -
char%cterize the ostensible PK effects. However, in order to minimize. -
elec@rostatic artifact, Hasted had to eliminate much of this added :
sens%tivity by connecting the high resistance piezoelectric transducer -
acroés a relatively low resistance (3.5 K ohms). Nonetheless, the ovefall
Plezoelectric system was still more sensitive than the strain gauges to the .E
signqls of interest. | -

jﬂasted briefly reported results from eight sessions with Stephen North :
and ﬁwo other subjects. The sessions with North and one of the other ‘ -
subj%cts were held in an electfically shielded room. Control against |
touching or fraud coatinued to be through observation by.the experimenters -
and Qin some cases) observers. A dummy channel (unscreened input
resiskance) was situated somewhere inside the screened room and connected to !%
a separate amplifier and recorder as a check for electrical artifacts 3 -
originating inside the room. None were found.

Fn most of the sessions, at least, a strain gauge and plezoelectric | -
sensoi were mounted back to back on a thin metal specimen. In the first
Apptgved fierRelgase 209008119 CIARDR96.00789R003800360001-1 )
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and only nine on the strain-gauge channel. Only four of these signals were
synchronous. In subsequent sessions, both with North and the other
subjects, there were virtually'no signals on the strain-gauge channel,
whereas the density of signals on the piezo channel remained about the same
on the average.

Although Hasted speculated that this change may have had something to
do with an increase in sensitivity of the piezo channel following the first
session due to improvements in the electronics, it ;a difficult to see how
this could accouat for the lack of strain-gauge signals.

Hasted also reported the ability of Stephen North to exert some control
over the timing of the signals in this phase of the research, but the

details were sketchy.

Criticisms
To this reviewer”s knowledge, no comprehensive critiques of Hasted”s
research have yet been published. Perhaps the closest approximation is a

review of The Metal Benders by Stokes (1982). Wood (1982) raised technical

objections to the interpretations Hasted placed upon his “"strain" signals,
expressing particular concern about their small magnitude. He also
questioned Hasted”s assumption that the extension and contraction vectors
should be equal for the metal disc experiment (p. 184), and he noted that
the rotation effe;: (p. 182) could be produced normally because such twists
are caused by shear rather than by extension forces. Hasted had assumed the
latter in arguing for the effect being paranormal. Hasted replied to Wood”s
criticisms in the same article.

Also worthy of mention at this point are brief comments by an
electronics expert named Horowitz (cited by Randi, 1982), who maintained,
apparently rather indignantly, that the signals which appeared on the chart

recorder in Hasted”s experiment are readily explicable as electrical
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applicable to Hasted”s earlier work (which may have been all Horowitz had
acceés to), its applicability tolthe later work in which a dummy load ﬁas
utilized is less'ceftain.

A thorough, albeit sympathetic, critique of Hasted”s experiments has
appeared in an unpublished docéoral dissertation by Isaacs (1984). A
'partgcularly valuable aspect of this review is that lsaacs obtained
infoémacion directly from Hasted about certain procedural details which did
not %ppear in the latter”“s published reports.

These critics” points are generally ihcluded among thﬁse arrived at
1ndeppndently by myself and my consultant. Therefore, I will leave further

discussion of them to the following evaluation section.

Evaluation
?he first géner&l question to be addressed about Hasted”s work is
' whechér the effects he has reported can be attributed to normal, i.e.,
artifpctual processes. This question must be addressed separately for the

gross metal-bending (deformation) effects and the more subtle effects

detec;ed on the chart recorders.

Deformations
1

#ecause of the physical setup, it is hard to imagine how the subjects
could@have physicall& bent the specimens while they were attached to the
recor@ing devices without detection by an experimenter (or, the video
recoréing, when used), or without leaving an obvious tell-tale trace on the
chartjrecord. This comment does not apply to the twisted metal strips,
however, which were left unobserved in a room. In this case, documentation
is ingsufficient to rule out someone entering the room undetected and
manipﬁlating the specimen. Although twists as tight as those obsérved seem
difficult to produce, even granting that shear forces are involved 06q€1
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be assessed without extensive control tests.

In none of the cases is information given to reassure the reader that
either physical deformation of the specimens or substitution of an already
deformed specimen was precluded as a possibility at some point during thé

session (e.g., before the specimeﬁ was mounted). In particular, I could

find no mention of specimens having been marked. Although no positive
evidence of such manipulations exists, Hasted”s lack of sensitivity to this
issue in his reports reduces the confidence one can place in the observed
defofmations being truly anomalous. The fact that his subjects were
teenagers is not an argument against trickery being employed, although

Hasted sometimes implies that it is.

Chart-Record Signals

The signals on the chart records could in principle be produced
artifactually either by direct interaction with the specimen (or the
éensor(s) attached to it) or interaction with the peripheral devices (i.e.,
amplifiers, chart recorder, etc.). Possibilities for direct interaction
with specimen and‘sensor include touch, air currents (e.g., blowing on the
specimen), auditory stimuli (e.g., ultrasonic sounds), thermal stiauli, and
localized electrical signals.

Even granted the unreliability of long periods of human.observation, it

seems unlikely that a subject could comsistently get away with touching a

specimen without being detected. This is especially true in the case of
Nicholas Williams, who customarily stationed himself several feet from the
specimens. Also, it again should be noted that some sessions were
videotaped, and touch detectors were sometimes employed. Blowing on the
specimens would be more difficult to detect, however. According to Isaacs
(1984), only air currents powerful enough to cause the rigidly mounted
specimens to swing would be powerful enough to be detected by the

s Proved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96- 00789R003800360001 -1
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) thatlsuch effects are impossible, and no control trials have been reported
to assess this potential artifact systematically. Issacs maintained tﬁat
Hastéd's amplification and filtering system would have pfecluded audi:qry
effe@ts from being recorded. In some sessions, Hasted controlled against
therﬁal effects, which could also produce air curreats, by employing thermal
sensqrs.

@lthough one can imagine many sources of gross electrostatic or
electFomagnetic artifacts, localizing them to a particular specimen 1s a
diffe#ent matter. However, as Hasted recognized, it is possible that a
strain gauge could be triggered either by the subject building up an
elect}os:atic charge in his body and moving a finger, say, close to the
speci%en, or by creating dynamic electrostatic induction through gross body
movem%nts. On the other hand, such potential effects, even if the requisite
mqvem%nts had escaped visual detection by the experimenter(s), would have
neéde? to overcome the electrical shielding of specimens routinely applied
in Ha%ted's later work. Electrostatic effects should also have been pihked
up byithe touch detectors; the problem here, of course, is that oa some
occasjons these detectors were triggered, and some of the anomalous chart
recor#ings are now conceded to have been electrical in 6rigin. For the:
reaso#s cited above, it is unlikely that all these triggerings of the touch
detectors can be attributed to undetected touch, but what they are
attri#utable to remains uncertain.

4nother argument against hypotheses based upon localized artifacts is
the frequent occurrence of "synchronous" signals associated with sensors
located up to several feet apart. The problem is that the signals could
concegvably radiate out from the vicinity of one sensor to another, even
over the distances of separation utilized. If the signals were truly
synchronous, this hypothesis might be precluded. However, Hasted”s

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
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the time it would take for the radiation to propagate. Hasteds
"synchronous" signalé can only be considered synchronous in a loose sense of
the term. _

The main coatrol against global artifacts (and indeed the most

important control in all of Hasted”s work) was the use of a dummy load with
its own amplifier. The dummy load would be expected to pick up gross

electrical artifacts due to the switching on and off of appliances, etc., as
well as most signals from simple devices that might be smuggled into the
laboratory by a subject with intentions of fraud. However, no data were
reported comparing empirically the effects of various signals on the dummy
loads and the strain gauges. Such data would have made this control-mdte
reassuring.

The remaining poteantial source of artifact in this category ié direct
interaction with the chart recorder or the chart recorder pensA(Randi, |
1975). Hasted (1981) claims, however, that the equipment was always kept
well out of the subject”s reach.

In conclusion, assuming normal experimental competence and honesty, it
appears unlikely but possible that the effects on Hasted”s chart records can

be explained away as mundane artifacts.

Process-0Oriented Data

The second general question to be addressed in evaluating Hasted”s
research is of a more process—oriented character; namely, what can be said
about the mechanism un&erlying the effects, assuming they are not mere
artifacts as discussed above?

Unfortunately, as also was the case in the REG research (Chapter 5),
Hasted”s research ﬁethods do not lend themselves well to drawing conclusions
of a process-oriented nature. Three distinct classes of deficiencies can be

cited:
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. (1) ﬁéthods of recording the anomalous signals were not well suited to
prov#ding'precise characterizations of them. Most importaatly, the chart
reco#ders Hasted used were too slow (approximately .l sec) to record
reli#bly the rapidly rising signals of priﬁary interest, which could have
resuited in the loss of data. In general, signals were not recorded or
repo;ted in such & way as to allow confident determination of their naﬁure.
The éroblem is not so much the strength of the signals, as suggested by Wood
(198&), but rather their qualitative characterization.

(2) Principles of good experimental design were largely ignored. One
never finds systematic comparisons of experimental and control conditiﬁns in
Hastgd's work. Successive tasks were not counterbalanced to eliminate'
poss#ble order effects. Most importantly, potential psychological and
physﬂcal effects were continﬁglly confounded. No efforts were made to keeé
subj%cts blind to experimental manipulations and hypétheses, thus making it
impo#sible to distinguish basic physical characteriécics of the phenomena
fromfcharacteristics associated with, and thus constrained to, the
psycﬂological needs, attitudes, and intentions of Ehe,subjects. As
diff%rent tasks were given ﬁo different subjects, it is difficult to assess
the g%nerality of the process-oriented data obtained or to make proper
betwe%n—subject comparisons.

kS) Although many of the effects upon which conclusions were based did
not o?cur consistently, the conclusions were not backed up by the requisite
stati&tical analyses, a point also stressed by Stokes (1982).

?xamples of how these deficiencies contribute to ambiguity ia the
interpretation of Hasted”s results will now be given. Perhaps the most
importaat of these examples concerns the basic nature of the recorded
signa}s. Although the signals are often referred to in passing as
refle?cing strain (i.e., extension, contraction, or bending of the metal
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recent work has indeed illustrated that many of the signals in that work
seem to be electrical in nature, which raises the possibility that some of
the effects in the earlier work may also hﬁve been electrical. Oaly in
‘those sessions where the signals were shown to conform to permanent
deformations of the specimen does the case for their representing actual
strain effects appear to be strong (Hasted, 1977). The incapacity to
characterize the remaining signals is attributable in part to the suboptimal
recording techniques mentioned above.

Hasted”s conclusions regarding the "surface of action" are also
problematic, even if one accepts the loose definition of "synchroaous." This
concept is based on observations of data from North and Williams that
synchronous signals are more prevalent when the specimens are in a
radial-vertical configuration with respect to the subject than in some other
configuration. However, no statistical analyses were offered to support the
significanceiof this trend. In the case of Williams” data (Hasted, 1977),
12 of 15 (80%) signals in the vertical or radial-horizontal-vertical
configurations were synchronous as compared to 22 of 39 (56Z) with the other
configurations. This difference is associated with a corrected chi-square
value of 1.67, which with one degree of f}eedom is clearly nonsignificant.
The trend in North“s data seems somewhat stronger (Hasted & Robertson,
1980), but I was unable to perform a statistical analysis from the available
data.. Since the order of presentation of tasks to the subjects was not
counterbalanced, the trends that were uncovered might be due to order
effects (e.g., a subject might do relatively well with a particular
configuration simply because it was presented in an early or late session).
Although the surface of action is presented as a basic physical
characteristic of the phenomenon, it could just as easily be a reflection of
a possible psychological preference of North and Williams; there is
certainly no basis for drawing conclusions about the generality.of the
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3Fina11y, there are problems with the concept itself. Since it is
little more than a metaphor for certdin empirical observations, its
theodetical value is limited; it does not seem to be, or at least has not
been‘shown to be, a source of hypotheses or predictions that might increase
our insight into the mechanisms involved. Also, as noted by Stokes (1982),

subsequent assumptions about the surface of action moving outward from the

subject (Hasted & Robertson, 1981) seem to contradict the data that signals
appear synchronously on sensors at different radial distances form the
subjdct. The willingness to add on assumptions about the movement of the
surfdce of action threatens to render the concept unfalsifiable.

The data concerning the localization and direction of the ostensible
. psychokinetic forces and whether they are extensions or contractions suffer
from comparable ambiguities do those addressed in the preceding paragraphs.
As no@ed by Wood (1982) regarding the experiments with the metal discs, it
ié no@ always clear what a strain hypothesis would predict. For instance,
one would not expect symmetrieé of the type postulated by Hasted to be found
if thF strain were localized on particular sensors. However, even if one
were justified in adopting, say, a simple bending hypothesis, failure to
confirm it could aot be interpeted. As noted previously, the signals which
could:confirm such a hypothesis might never have been registered due to
deficiencies in the recording procedure. This recording problem could have
added noise to virtually all of Hasted”s process~oriented data. On the
otherjhand, the failure to detect regularities in support of a strain
hypothegis, for whatever reason, reinforces concera that the signals may not
be stfain signals at all.

Finally, the nature of the "electrical effects" reported by Hasted 1is
still not clearly resolved. The experiment supporting the "paranormal |
conduction path" is not sufficient by itself to settle the matter. In .
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In conclusion, Hasted has presented us with a set of intriguing
anomalies about which we can say little, despite his generally
process-oriented approach. Much.of the problem may be due to the quality of
his research reports, which I consider the most deficient of any considered

in this review.

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, this review has been limited
to the better controlled of the effects reported by Hasted. Particularly in
his book, Hasted (1981) intersperses accounts of these experiments w;th more
informal observations. These commentaries sometimes project an aura of
credulity which has been alluded to by sympathetic (Collins & Pinch, 1982),
unsympathetic (Randi, 1982), and neutral (Stokes, 1982) reviewers of his
work. This is particularly true of the chapter in his book devoted to
informal (and often poor) obsérvations or inferences of ostensible
teleportation, often in the vicinity of Uri Geller. When a scientist
writing a scientific book starts describing the -teleportation of a liver
from his Christmas turkey, even hisimore controlled observations are likely
to lose credibility in the eyes of many scientists. Hasted (1976) has
defended the presentation of such material and even maintains that "one;s
own credibility is relatively unimportant” (p. 382). However, the problem
as I see it is not the reporting of anomalous phenomena per se (even very
anomalous phenomena), but rather the according of evidential weight (by
implication, at least) to poorly'controlled observations. At a minimum, I
think Hasted has used poor judgment in his presentation of this material.
Although 1 personally am less willing than many scientists to draw
inferences about the reliability of experimental reports from such ad
hominem considerations, I do feel they should be placed on the table for the

benefit of readers who might think otherwise.
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Structural Changes

iAs @ general rule, metal-bending experiments are only considered valid
if~pfotocols are used which prevent the subject from touching the specimen.
However, experiments which allow touch are sometimes considered worthy of
serious attention if it can be shown that structural changes in the metal
wére produced that are inconsistent with a physical-bending hypothesis.
The most impressive results of this type have been provided by

experiments conducted by the French metallurgists Charles Crussard and

Je Bduvaiat (1978) with a subject named Jean-Paul Girard. During the course

of tne research Girard deformed or tr&nsformed 150 specimens, but the
authors considered oaly 20 of these episodes to be evidential. Eight of the
20 were selected for detailed review in their report. |

The exact procedures vagied from trial to trial, but in most cases it

involved Girard holding a metal bar first outside and then inside a stopped

glassltube. Observations to determine whether the specimen had been bent
were #ade before the trial, before the specimen was placed in the tube, and
after the trial. Structural analyses were generally performed before and
after%the trial. Finally, simulations sometimes were perforﬁed on control
specigens to assess what structural changes occur when deformations are
produ?ed by normal physical means.

#he first two specimens were bars of aluminum alloys.: In each casé,
bends%of.the bar were observed. The second bar was submitted to laboratory
testsgwhich confirmed that the force needed to bend it physically was twice
that éxer:ed by the strongest man who had previously attempted to bend the
bar w#th his hands.

?he second two specimens were stainless steel cylinders 7 mm in
diameter and 85 mm long. Visible bends were detected only in the first
specimen. However, both bars exhibited local magnetism that was not
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martensite, which accounted for the magnetism, was not of a type that
results from heating or cooling, but rather from deformation. However, the
quantity of martensite in both cases was considered to be far greater than
expected, given the degree of bending observed. The localization of the
martensite was also considered surprisiang. Physical bending (30 degrees
back and forth) of a control specimen from the same batch as the test
samples caused the specimen to assume an S-shape which had not been observed
with either of the test specimens. Also, the distribution of the magnetism
in the test bar differed from that expected and observed in the control.

The final four specimens were Duralumin plates which Girard was asked
to "compact," i.e., to hardea. Although bending was observed in only'one of
the four specimens, measures with a Vickers @@crodurometer revealed
increased hardening in all foﬁr cases, varying from 6% to 12%. The result
for the fourth spécimen was independently confirmed in Hasted”s laboratory.
Further tests révealed that the changes in hardness were associated with a
modification of the residual longitudinal stress in the hardened zones.
Moreover, tests of the first two specimens revealed an anomalous

microstructure in the hardened zones consisting of a high density of small
(200 angstroms) dislocation loops. It is not clear whether these .
deformations were not found in the remaining two samples or not tested for.

Several simulation tests were also performed with control samples.
Achieving the degree of hardening observed in the test specimens by bending
back and forth was shown to require a permanent deformation greater than
what was actually observed in any of the test specimens. Also, the physical
bending did not produce the small dislocation loops. A local compression
test duplicated the requisite hardness but again without producing the
dislocation 100ps; Also, when the equivalent degree of hardness was
physically generated, the thickness of the plate was reduced 13%, compared
to a maximum of 2% in the plates handled by Girard. The most successful

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
simulation was produced by shot-peening, which duplicated the essential



A proved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
etdl Bending Page 198

featéres of the test specimens except that it dulled the surface. However,
the éurface shine could be restored by polishing.

jThe authors exhibited a commendable degree of caution in interpreting
the éesults of their experiments. Labeling the effects as "abnormal™ rather

than%"paranormal,“ they asserted that while their data "...rule out for the

momeﬁt any explanation by known physical mechanisms or by tricks,” they
acknowledged the possibility that "a more insightful investigator may '
concéive a mechanism of which we did not think" (p. 13). They conclud§d
that?to overcome their controls, Girard "would have to be not only an -

accomplished illusionist...but also a first=class metallurgist.” (p. 13).

-

Evaluation

.;As frankly noted by the-guthors, the results with Girard must be
ihteqpreted in lighﬁ of.tﬁe fact that he possesses conjuring skills; it
turné out that he was even enrolled in the "Magiclian”s Register." It 18 to
Girafd's credit, however, that he apparently volunteered to the authoré
during the course of the investigation the fact that "he had practiced
prestidigitation” (p. }4). Less reassuring is the assertion by one of |
several magicians consulted by the authors that he discovered "a sign 6f
tricgery in a film J. P. Girard had obtained for us without telling uslit
was éaked" (p. 14).

If trickery was used to obtain the effects, it seems unlikely thaé it
invoﬂved physical bending of the specimen by Girard during the trial i&self.
All the trials were conducted in the presence of multiple witnesses an& at
leas; two of the trials were filmed. The deformations that were obser@ed
would require more force than that producible by a normal human. Finaily,
and most importantly, the structural changes foun& in most of the specimens
did not conform to what would be expected by simple bending.
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specimen for the test specimen. The primary control the authors provided
against this possibiliﬁy was to mark the specimens. The methods used to
mark the two aluminum bars was not specified. The stainless steel bars were
marked with an electric pencil and the Duralumin plateé with some kind of
"iron".

To defeat these coatrols by substitution, Girard would have needed to
take the following steps:

(1) Know in advance the type of specimen to be employed, obtain one or
more examples of the specimen, and perform the necessary transformations.

(2) Duplicate on this specimen or specimens the markings made on the
test specimen (after knowing the latter).

(3) Substitute his own specimen(s) for the test specimen at some
point(s) during the trial.

Too little information is given in the report to allow the first stép
to be precluded. In particular, we lack information as to how much access
Girard or an accomplice may have had to the labs or lab facilities at times
other than the experimental sessions. We also lack¢sufficient information
concerning;how far in advance Cirard knew the types of specimens that were
to be empioyed at a given session. We do know in the case of the stainless
steel cylinders, however, that Girard had the unmarked test specimens in his
possession for several days prior to the trials.

Regarding the second step, the opportunity for Girard to mark the
duplicate specimen is greater the longer the time interval between the
marking of the specimen, or (more imporcantly) Girard“s knowledge of the
marking, and the triai. In the case of the second aluminum bar and the four
Duralumin plates, we are not told whea the markings were made. We are told
that the stainless steel cylinders were marked at the beginning of the

session, which certainly would restrict Girard“s opportunities to mark

duplicate specimens, but not necessarily preclude them. Such opportunities
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alum#num bar, however, since it was marked immediately before the trial.
This also was the one specimen that Girard was not allowed to touch at any
time huring the trial prior to verification of the deformation.

@n the case of the second aluminum bar, distinctive flaws in the

structure of the bar were cited as serving the same function as the

markings. However, it is not clear how distinctive these flaws really were
and whether they could also have appeared in other bars from the same batch.
The control against the third step (i.e., actual substitution) was the
filmihg referred to earlier. However, I would not want to coaclude

unequivocally that a skilled illusionist could not overcome this coatrol,

especially in the absence of detailed information about how the filming was
done.

?et another pogsible mechanism for trickery is for Girard to have
perfo?med transformations on the test specimen itself'prior to the session.
This %ypothésis seems precluded In the cases of the first aluminum bar énd
the sgeel cylinders, since tests for deformation and (in the latter case)
magne?ism were performed at the beginning of the session. The hypothesis
also %eems precluded for the second aluminum bar and first Duralumin plﬁte,
sinceisuccessive deformations were observed during the course of the trial.
No in%ormation is provided in the report that would preclude this
possiﬁility for the other Duralumin plates.

*he evidential weight of the findings that emerged from the structural
analy%es per se is less than might have been hoped for. The effects on the
secon% aluminum bar (the first was not evaluated this way) seem to conform
to wh%t would be expected by the application of ordinary physical force,
even éhough the force is greater than that which could be generated by an
unaidgd human. The authors concede that the effect oa the Duralumin plétes
couldfhave been duplicated by a combination of shot-peening and polishing.
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different than expected given the amount of permanent deformation observed.
However, this conclusion rests heavily on the outcome of one control sample.
Is it safe to generalize widely from this one outcome, or might a larger
sample of such coatrol specimens yield a distribution of outcomes which
might include (albeit as a distinct minority) an outcome analogous to that
found with the test specimens? The fact that the authors had to resort to a
control sample at all suggests that the answer to this question may not be
knowa.

Based on the information available in report, all the results except
those with the first, and possibly the second, aluminum bars are potentially
explainable by some form of substitution or pretransformation of specimens.
We must also remember that the subject is known to have conjuring skills anq
might have used them at least once in the context of the research. On the
other hand, several factors weigh in favor of the results being truly
anomalous. As I argued in my discussion of the Delmore research (Chapter
6), the fact that a subject possesses conjuring skills is not by itself
sufficient grounds for discounting evidence obtainea with that subject under
well-controlled conditions. The authors were aware of the possibility of
fraud, consulted with magicians, and in fact took several precautions to
preclude fraud. As a result, alternative hypotheses needed to accouat for
the results by trickery seem unparsimonious. Finmally, the straightforward
results with the first aluminum bar seem especially resistant to normal
explanation. For these reasons, it is my opiaion that the modest
conclusions reached by the authors are justified, and the "abnormal" results
they have uncqvered deserve to be taken seriously. Assuming that no more
credible explanations of the Crussard results are forthcoming, further
research with Girard is warranted (despite what independent evidence there
may be of his use of conjuring) as well as a search for other subjects who

might be able to ﬁfoduce comparable effects.
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Chapter 10

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This review began with the premise that no adequate critique of the

experimental evidence for psi is possible without first addressing

philosophical issues about how research questions in parapsychology have
been formulated. In Chapter 1 it was maintained that the traditional demand
of a "conclusive experiment" as a necessary condition to verify the
existence of psi is inappropriate because it is inhereatly unfalsifiable.
Replicability is also inadequate as a criterion, because the replicability
of an effect says nothing about its cause.

The problem was pursued further by critiquing the formulation of
parapsychology”s fundamentalléuestion; i.e., "Does psi exist?" This
question both reflects and reinforces the conflation of "psi" as subject
matﬁer and "psi" as explanatory principle. A more appropriate question is
then proposed: "How can ostensible psychic events (OPEs) be best
explained?"”

This new question has several important implications. First, it
implies that in order to demonstrate "psi" as a pa?anormal principle,
researchers must empirically confirm a theory or model embodying such a
principle, something parapsychologists themselves concedé they have been
unable to do. Therefore, the conclusion that parapsychologists have
established "psi" can be rejected on logical grounds prior to evaluation of
the data per se.

On the other hand, absence of an adequate paranormal explanation of
OPEs does not imply the presence of an adequate conveational explanation. A
second implication of the new question is thaﬁ the burden of proof falls on
anyone who claims to have explained OPEs either paranormally or
conventionally. Thus, the important question to be addressed by examination
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can be considered scientifically adequate. The standards for evaluating
conventional explanations of OPEs are the same empirical standards used in
the rest of science. For present purposes, these include internal evidence
for the hypothesis from within the experiment itself, empirical support for
the hypothesis in related contexts, and the plausibility of the hypothesis.
The remaining chapters have critically reviewed ten major

parapsychological research programs, eight from single laboratories and two
from multiple laboratories, employing the perspective described above.

Following is a brief summary of each of those reviews.

The Maimonides Dream Experiments

The first set of free-response ESP experiments to be touted as
providing strong support for-the existence of psi was a series of
experiments on ESP in dreams supervised by Drs. Montague Ullman and Staanley
Krippner at Maimonides Me&ical Center. Each night, a subject was awakened
by the experimenter each time physiological monitors of his brain waves and
eye movement activity suggested that he had been dreaming. The subject then
was asked to give a dream report. Meanwhile, an agent located in another
room periodically attempted to telepathically influence the subject”s drean
content by concentrating on a randomly selected art print. At the
completion of each series, outside judges attempted to match up the dream
reports (generally supplemented by the subject”s morning-after associations
to his taped dream reports plus a "guess for the night") to the targets on a
blind basis. 1In most cases, the subjects also served as judges.

Elevén formal series were defined for the review, of which three
involved one trial per subject and the rest, multiple trials per subjects.
Two of the former group of studies were screening experiments used to select
subjects for the more definitive latter group of studies. 1In addition, the

results of several hundred pilot sessions were reported.
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Using a crude method of analysis based on how frequently the judges
ranked the target in the top half of the distribution, the combined results
for the multiple-trial-per-subject series and the pooled results of the
pilot sessions were both significantly positive, whereas the combined
results for the single-trial-per—subject series were not.

Attempts to replicate two of the significant studies by noted dream
researcher Dr. David Foulkes at the University of Wyoming, in consultation
with the Maimonides team, both failed. Critic Hansel attributed the failure
to tighter controls against fraud in the Wyoming experiments, whereas
parapsychologist Van de Castle, one of the subjects in both the Maimonides
and Wyoming experiments, stréssed the debilitating effect of the skeptical
attitude of the Wyoming team. S

Other criticisms of the Maimonides experiments included the claim that
the experimenter was not blind to the target, lack of a baseline or control
condition, and possible lack of intrajudge independence of the ratings or
rankings within a series.

The evaluation began with a meta-analysis of the eleven formal
Maimonides experiments using, where necessary, a worst-—case approximation of
the variance to allow for the dependency problem. The suggestion that the
experimenter was not blind to the targets was attributed to a misreading by
Hansel of an ambiguous passage in one of the experimental reports. Control
judgings were considered to be unnecessary because, for each trial, the
other trials in the series served as an internal control. However, a
previously undiscovered flaw in the way the targets were randomized in
several of the significant Maimonides experiments and possibly in the
Wyoming replications was revealed. However, for this flaw to have had
practical consequences, ceftain other assumptions, the status of which is
indeterminate, must be satisfied. They include such things as whether the
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to all the successful series. As an explanation for the overall results,

this artifact is possible but highly improbable.

Remote Viewing

Several free-response ESP experiments using the remote viewing (RV)

procedure have achieved considerable publicity. The procedure was
originated by physicists Harold Puthoff and Russell Targ at SRI
International. In the initial series, with geographical sites as targets,
significant results were achieved by a group of nine subjects, with two
subjects, Pat Price and Hella Hammid, making the most substantial
contributions. Significant results were also obtained by a partly
overlapping sample of five subjects in a subsequent series where the targets
were pieces of office and lab equipment.

The main critics of the SRI experiments have been psychologists Richard
Marks and David Kammann. Thelr primary criticism was that failure to edit
the response transcripts combined with failure to randomize the materials
given to the judge allowed the judge to infer which tramscript went with
which target site irrespective of the real accuracy of the subject”s
description. An exchange of correspondence by the protagonists, which came
to include psychologists Charles Tart and Robert Morris as well, resolved
that the criticism was applicable to Price”s data but may not have been
applicable to Hammid”s data; however, other sources of biasing information
may have been present in the latter case. Rejudging of the Price data with
the biasing cues presumably removed from the transcripts confirmed the
criticism when the rejudging was conducted under the auspices of Marks and
Kammann, and refuted the criticism when it was conducted under the auspices
of Tart, Puthoff, and Targ. Unfortunately, neither of the rejudgings was
entirely adequate methodologically.

A somewhat related criticism was proposed by psychologist Ray Hyman.
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and the subject received feedback after each trial, the subject could have
gained unfair advantage by not including descriptors characteristic of
targets in preceding trials in his responses on subsequent trials. The
researchers countered that the criticism did not apply because redundancy of

target éharacteristics was introduced into the target pool. This is an

adequate rebuttal in theory, but more information about the targets would be
needed to confidently assess its adequacy in practice.

A second major criticism by Marks and Kammann (part of which was later
retracted) concerned circumstantial evidence that unsuccessful trials were
either not reported by the SRI researchers or classified post hoc as
informal. Analysis reveals that much of their case is attributable to
self-serving and implausible interpretations of statements made by Puthoff
and Targ, yet aﬁbiguities still remain.

Major series of successful replications of the. RV experiments have been
reported by John Bisaha and Brenda Dunne and by Marilyn Schlitz. Although
these experiments were methodologically superior to the earlier SRI studies,
only the final Schlitz experiment seems to have fully addressed the
sensory~-cue criticisms of Marks, Kammann, and Hyman. This study achieved
only modest significance. Unsuccessful replications have been reported by
Marks and Kammann and by another researcher skeptical of psi, Edward
Karnes. These unsuccessful studies themselves contained methodological
flaws, although in the case of Marks and Kammann this could have been
motiva:ed by a desire to duplicate faithfully the SRI procedure.

Success at obtaining significant RV results thus seems highly
correlated with the attitudes toward psi of the principal investigators.
Differences in the motivation and enthusiasm of the judges selected by these
investigators is suggested as one possible explanation of this finding.
Finally, the reluctance of the SRI team to share their data with critical

investigators is seen as damaging to their credibility, although it is
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such data as a basis for unsubstantiated insinuations of fraud.

The Ganzfeld Debate

Several major parapsychological laboratories havé reported significant
results in free-response ESP experiments in which subjects are exposed to a
short—-term perceptual &eprivation procedure called the ganzfeld. A data
base of 42 such experiments from ten principal investigators was the subject
of an exchange between parapsychologist Charles Honorton and psychologist
Ray Hyman.

The first issue addressed by the protagonists was the validity of the
claimed 55% replication rate of the ganzfeld paradigm. Hyman made two kinds
of arguments: ‘first, the claimed success rate was too high because (1)
experimental cells which shohld be treated as separate experiments were
either pooled or arbitrarily excluded, and (2) unpublished failures,
particularly if they involved small sample sizes, likely went unreported.
Second, he claimed that the .05 level as a criterion for significance was
too low because the published significance levels were not corrected for
various types of multiple testing. Honorton”s principal rebuttal consisted
of an analysis of 28 of the 42 experiments for which a uniform test of
significance could be applied and which yielded a highly significant
outcome. He also noted that over 400 nonsignificant and unpublished studies
would be necessary to reduce the overall data base to nonsignificance.

My evaluation supported the claim that the data base was of a
non-chance character. Selecciod of the unit of analysis is somewhat
arbitrary and choosing the cell as the unit would be expected to yield a
lower success rate in the kind of analysis Hyman employed simply as a result
of .reduced power. Honorton"s new analyses seem to adequately address the
problem of multiple testing; moreover, the uncorrected p-values are the

appropriate ones to use when the purpose is to assess experiments jointly as
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great majority of the studies yielded results in the same (positive)
direction.

The second major issue addressed by the protagonists was the
methodological adequacy of the experiments in thé data base. Hyman cited
six categories of flaws each of which applied to 24%-74Z of the studies.
They included: failure to use duplicate target sets for judging, inadequate
randomization of targets, inadequate randomization of judging materials,
inadequate documentation, inadequate security against cheating by subjects,
and improper statistics. He concluded that the pervasiveness of these flaws
indicated general sloppiness in the conduct of the experiments. He
undertook several multivariate analyses to show that these flaws could
collectively account for the agparent significance of the results and could
explain why some experimentefs achieved more successful results in ganzfeld
experiments than other experimenters. Honorton acknowledged the presence'of
the flaws but argued that Hyman exaggerated their pervasiveness by coding
many studies as flawed that failed to meet his (Hyman”s) stated flaw
criteria. Honorton”s statistical coasultant, Dr. David Saunders, questioned
the validity of ﬁyman’s multivariate analyses, primarily on the basis of
probability pyramiding, statistical dependencies among the variables, and
insufficient sample size.

My statistical consultant agreed with Saunders” critique of Hyman’s
multivariate analyses. Moreover, the significant bivariate correlations
between Hyman”s flaw codings and study outcémes were attributable to coding
errors on Hyman”s part. The one exception was that studies which achieved
target randomization by shuffling or similar informal methods did achieve
significantly better outcomes than those using more reliable randomization
procedures. In general, it was concluded that Hyman had not provided
empirical evidence of a 1ink between methodological flaws and study

outcomes.
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On the other hand, the fact remains that the flaws must still be
considered in evaluating the data base. As Hyman points out, a flaw that
fails to di;criminate successful from unsuccessful studies might still exert
a causal inflﬁence by interacting with other procedural factors. The
various flaws were analyzed in terms of the plausibility of the scenarios
they imply and found to be of questionable plausibility. In one case
(failure to use duplicate target sets) empirical research of relevance to
this issue exists. Given the objectives of most of these experiments, it is
my opinion that generalized sloppiness cannot be inferred from the flaws
that were uncovered, especially since most are reducible to incomplete

documentation in the reports.

Random;Event-Generator Research

The pioneer of, and the major contributor to, systematic research wiﬁh
random event generators ih parapsychology has been Helmut Schmidt of the
Mind Science Foundation. His 15 years of research with REGs have yielded 14
experimental reports and can be divided into four phases. In the first
phase, ESP methodology predominated, with the subject guessing which of four
states the REG would select for each trial. In the second phase, subjects
attempted to bias a rapidly generated sequence of events by PK. 1In the
third phase, a version of the "observational theories" was tested by having
subjects observe or listen to prerecorded sequences of targets and thereby
attempt to bias them retroactivelx. In the fourth phase, the targets were
pseudo-random sequences derived by applying an algorithm to a seed number
generated by an REG.

Highly significant results in the direction of the subject”s intent
were manifested consistently in all phases of Schmidt”s research program.
The modest experimental manipulations Schmidt employed generally had little

effect on the results. Type or rate of feedback, and whether the targets
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There were some indications that slower target generation rates were
associated with higher scoring and that actual effort to influence the REG,
as opposed to just observing the feedback, facilitated scoring but was not
necessary for PK to occur. However, since these variables were not
manipulated in proper experimental designs, interpretations must be made
cautiously.

The most important criticism against Schmidt”s researéh has been that
the randomization tests of his REG were either inadequate or inadequately
described, in particular that they might not preclude short-term biases.
The fact that scoring covaried with changes of target and the adoption of
better control tests in later experiments reduce the force,?f this
criticism.

The fact that Schmidt has been more conéiétently successful than other
investigators in obtaining significant results in REG experiments, coupled
with evidence from his research and others” that motivation in the absence
of directed effort is sufficient to obtain such effects, raises the
possibility that Schmidt himself is the source of the effects in his
experiments.

The other major research program using REG methodology is being
conducted under the supervision of Dr. Robert Jahn of Princeton University.
So far, 22 subjects have completed 61 formal series involving a total of
569,450 runs of 200 trials each. Subjects were asked to use PK to either
increase (PK+) or decrease (PK-) the generation of a binary target that was
alternated from trial to trial. About one-third of the runs were baseline
runs for which no PK influence was attempted.

Using the run as the unit of analysis, results indicated a significaat
displacement of the mean in the intended direction in both the PK+ and PK-
conditions. Otherwise, the distributions were normal. The mean of the

distribution of baseline runs did not differ significantly from MCE. Using
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variance was significantly large for the PK- series and approached
significance for the PK+ series. There was a suggestive restriction of
variance in the baseline series.

The significant effects with the run as the unit were attributable to
runs where the subject chose if the run was to be PK+, PK-, or baseline, It
also seems to be the case that the resul;s are largely if not exclusively
attributable to one subject who contributed 14 of the 61 series. The
results of this subject are independently significant, whereas the results
of the remaining subjects generally are not. This subject also contributed
the bulk of the significance in 34 exploratory series involving various
minor changes in test parameters. It is possible that some of the other °
subjects in Jahn“s research could have also achieved significant results had
they completed as many runs ;s this one subject, but that remains to be
demonstrated.

Internal analyses suggest that data selection by post-hoc
classification of series as exploratory or optional stopping, if either had
occurred, would not impact the positive conclusions from the research.
Checks on proper functioning of the apparatus and failsafes against
recording errors appear to have been extensive. On the other hand, no
systematic efforts were made to monitor subject behavior during the test
sessiéns. However, it would appear that data tampering would require
computer sophistication on the part of the subject and knowledge of the
system.

Finally, it is noted that it is not necessary to assume a causal
influence on the functioning of the REG to explain Jahn”s results. A simglé
alternative, which could in principle account for all the significant
effects reported in the formal series (including the variance effects), is
judicious "sorting" of a random ("chance") distribution of run scores into

the PK+, PK~, and baseline categories. Whether this or a more
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research.

The Delmore Experiments

The Delmore experiments consisted primarily of restricted=-choice
card-guessing studies conducted with a male law student (B.D.) at
J.B. Rhine”s Imnstitute for Parapsychology in the early 1970s. The principal
investigators were Drs. B.K. Kanthamani and Edward Kelly.

The better controlled of the card-guessing methods was labeled
"gingle-card clair?oyance" (SCC). The experimenter, who was seated at a
desk, removed for each trial one of a large batch of ordinary playing cards
from a drawer, placed it inside an opaque folder, and exposed the folder to
B.D. who, seated on the other side of the desk, orally made his guess. Four
formal series totaling 46 ruhs of 52 trials each were completed with this
method.

The other method, called the shuffle method, involved the experimenter
and B.D. each shuffling a deck of cards and then matching up the two
sequences. Six formal series totaling 55 runs were completed using this
method.

Results were evaluated by a statistic developed by Fisher which gave
independent assessments of the scoring rates for number, suit, and the two
combined (exact hits). For both methods, highly significant results were
obtained for exact hits. B.D. was especially successful in predicting when
he would achieve an exact hit: with the SCC method he made 20 such
"confidence calls,"” of which 14 were exact hits; with the shuffle method,
all 50 confidence calls were exact hits.

With the SCC method, it was found that on high-scoring runs B.D.”s
misses revealed a systematic structure of errors or."confusions" that
matched the structure of errors he made when briefly exposed
tachistoscopically to slides of the playing cards, suggesting that the ESP
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Finally, eight formal tests (5377 trials) using an REG of the Schmidt
type also yielded highly significant results.

The major critic of the Delmore experiments has been statistician Persi
Diaconis, who argued that the experiments should be discounted because they
were not monitored by a magician. His concern was piqued because he had
witnessed B.D. give an informal demonstration of alleged psychic abilities
which convinced him that B.D. had utilized sleight-of~hand. Kelly responded
that it was illegitimate to generalize from such an informal demonstration
to formal experiments where sleight—of-hand could be‘precluded.

If B.D. were motivated to use magic tricks, it is conceivable that, in
the case of the SCC method, he could have occasionally seen cards being
transferred from the desk drawer to the opaque folder were he to have a
concealed pocket mirror on his lap. However, an interview with
Dr. Kanthamani suggests that the desk used in these experiments had a back,
which would preclude this hypothesis. The shuffle method seems generally
less secure against manipulation than the SCC method because in most cases
the subject had physical contact with the call deck after knowing the target

order. Sensory-cue or fraud hypotheses are strained in the case of the

automated REG experiments, however. It is concluded that although the
authors should have shown more sensitivity to the possible use of
sleight-of-hand by B.D., Diaconis” critique lacks scientific weight in view
of his failure to propose any couanterhypotheses.

Target randomization was less than ideal with both card-guessing
methods. However, the effects are too strong for artifacts of this type to
be a likely explanation of the results. This conclusion is reinforced by
empirical examination of the target sequences in the SCC series. Other

sources of artifact appear to have been successfully precluded.
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Correlational Studies

Although studies of the correlations between psi scores and
psychological variables do not bear directly on the anomalous nature of the
former, they can make important contributions by demonstrating the existence
of a coherent class of events, identifying factors that may lead to improved
reliability of psi scores, and serving as the building blocks for theories.
However, due to the low reliability of psi scores, consistent confirmations
of correlational findings cannot be expected. Thus, "real" effects can only
be uncovered for those predictors which have been used frequently enough in
psi research to provide a sufficiently large data base for meaningful
meta—-analysis.

The only predictors that have enjoyed sufficiently widespread use to
spawn systematic meta-analyses have been the personality factors of
extraversion and neuroticism, belief in psi (the "sheep—-goat" variable), and
hypnosis. In the case of extraversion, Sargent reported 19 of 54
relationships with ESP scores to be significaat, with the extraverts scoring
higher in 18 of the 19. Palmer found that 18 of 24 experimental series
where subjects were tested individually or in pairs revealed more negative
scores among the more neurotic subjects. A later survey of ten studies
using the projective Defense Mechanism Test as the predictor yielded lower
scoring by the more defensive subjects in all cases, with one-tailed
significance achieved in seven of the ten. "Sheep" (believers) scored
higher than "goats" in 18 of 21 series reviewed by Palmer. Schechter found
that in 16 of 20 series subjects scored higher under hypnosis than in the
"waking" state. All seven of the significant differeaces favored the
hypnosis condition. In all these cases, the trends across studies were
consistent to a statistically significant degree.

Evaluation focused on the validity, the interpretations, and the

generality of the relationships. Procedural flaws which impacted on the
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same type and prevalence as those uncovered by Hyman in his review of the
ganzfeld experiments. Special consideration was given to a criticism raised
by Charles Akers that subjects often knew their ESP scores before completing
the psychological questionnaires. Although this flaw was rather widespread
in the data base, further analyses suggested that it was uanlikely to have
accounted for the results.

Little research has been done to evaluate possible interpretations of
the correlational effects reviewed in this chapter, although several have
been suggested. The extraversion-ESP relationahip has been attributed both
to differences in éortical arousal and to adaptability to the social
situation of psi testing. The hypnosis—ESP relationship has been attributed
both to the implicit or explicit suggestions of success and to the altered
state of consciousness induced by hypnotic induction procedures. Stanford
noted various inadequacies in the control‘conditions of these studies that
might bear on the interpretation of results, including lack of
counterbalancing, nonrandom assignment of subjects to coaditions, and
éxperimenters not being blind to the treatment. Although these artifacts
are considered less.problematic than Stanford suggests, they cannot be

completely discounted.

In the absence of a planned series of attempted replicatioas, the
robustness or generality of the relationships considered in this chapter
caﬂnoc be assessed with great confidence, although the failure of one
investigator (Thalbourne) to confirm the extraversion~ESP effect in a series
of experiments argues for caution. Because fhe meta-analyses reviewed in
this chapter generally compared the ratio of positive to ﬁegative outcomes
rather than the proportion of significant outcomes per se, bias due to
nonpublication of chance studies is considered unlikely. Of greater
importance is the fact that the significant studies are not evenly

distributed among the investigators who conducted them, although studies by
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Moreover, parapsychologists as a group constitute a rather specialized
population when compared to scientists generally or even psychologists. The
explanation of the "experimenter effect" in parapsychology is not yet known,
but if adequate replicability is to be achieved, priority must be given to

its elucidation.

Psi=~Mediated Instrumental Response

One of the more serious attempts at theorizing in parapsychology is Rex
Stanford”s model of psi-mediated instrumental response (PMIR). The primary
postulate of the model is that "...[an] individual, through extrasensory
means, actively scans his environment for objects and events...which are
relevant to his needs and that when such information is discovered he tends
to respond to it in accordance with his typical dispositions toward such
objects and events." (Stanford & Stio, 1976, p. 55) An important implication
of the model is that psi can occur without the subject being aware of its
occurreace or intending to use it. PMIR occurs as economically as possible
through a variety of mediating vehicles, such as modification of the timing
of an already selected response. The disposition toward PMIR is governed by
the strength of the organism”s needs, thereby linking the model to
reinforcement theory in psychology. The model also applies to PK, which
"can occur as a response to extrasensory or sensory information which has
never been in the conscious focus of the PK...agent..." (Stanford, 1974b,

p. 350)

Stanford published five related experiments to test the model. A
covert ESP test was developed for these experiments. Subjects, generally
males, were given a 10-item word—association test and the response latencies
were measured. 1If the fastest (or, in some cases, slowest) latency was
associated with a randomly selected key word, the subject would subsequently

engage in a pleasant task; otherwise, he would engage in an unpleasant
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related to the standardized difference between the response latency to the
key word and the mean response latency to all the words. In the one PK
experiment, the method was simply to leave an REG running while the subject
was performing the unpleasant task. If the REG produced a sigaificant
outcome, the subject escaped to the pleasant task.

Only in the PK experiment was the overall scoring level unequivocally
significant. However, the primary objective of all the experiments was to
test predictions from the PMIR model by manipulation of independent
variables. The predictions.fell into four classes: (1) PMIR scores will
correlate with scores on standard (overt) psi tasks; (2) PMIR will most
likely be facilitated by readily available cognitions (operationally defined
as primary responses on the word—association test); (3) PMIR will be
related to the strength of the need which it subserves; and (4) the
direction of PMIR will be influenced by whether the subject has a positive
or negative self-concept. All six tests of these predictions yielded
results in the predicted direction, and three were significant.

The PMIR model and research program have not been addressed by outside
critics. However, Stanford himself eventually abandoned the model because

he found its "psychobiological” or cybernetic assumptions to be untenable.

He replaced it with a simpler "conformance model" which did not assume any
communication of information across a chaanel or assume that PK is guided in
a step-by-step fashion by unconscious ESP.

The above problems notwithstanding, the PMIR model aqd the basic test
paradigm seem sound. The major methodological objections were failure to
check on the efficacy of the experimental manipulations and failure to
report all potential tests of the hypotheses across experiments. How
subjects were assigned to conditions was not fully specified in all cases.
Finally, it would have been better to modify the PMIR model than to abandon

it wholesale. Many "psychobiological’ assumptions must be retained even in
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research to which it has led does not follow from it uniquely.

Metal Bending

A renewed interest has recently developed among parapsychologists in
large-scale (macro) PK effects, particularly metal bending. The most
extensive research on metal bending has been conducted by Dr. John Hasted,
who has worked with 20 subjects, mostly adolescents. Subjects were asked to
bend or otherwise deform metal specimens (latchkeys or bars of aluminum
alloy) without touching them. The specimens were attached to resistive
strain gauges or (in later work) pilezoelectric sensors. Signals from these
devices were then amplified and registered on chart recorders.

Although actual bending was observed to havg occurred in only a
minority of sessions, anomalous signals with rapid rise times frequently
appeared on the chart records. In some sessions, signals frequently
appeared simultaneously from sensors separated up to several feet from each
other. The fact that such "synchronous" signals seemed especially prevalent

when the specimens were aligned vertically led Hasted to postulate a

" "surface of action" extending outward from the subject in a vertical plane.

Attempts to gain further information about the nature of the forces
involved by locating multiple strain gauges across the width or along the
length of a specimen generally failed to produce results consistent with
simple extension, contraction, or bending hypotheses. This led Hasted to
refer to his results more generally as "metal churning" as opposed to "metal
bending." However, the effects seemed to be somewhat localized ia the middle
of specimens when strain gauges were distributed along their surfaces.

At least one subject seemed able to trigger electronic touch detectors
without actually touching the specimen, suggesting that some of the
ostensible strain effects may have been electrical in nature. Some unknown
form of conduction of electrical_charge from the subject”s body through the
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ry and Conclusions Page

research wiﬁh this subject.

Physical contact ﬁith the specimens during the trials generally seenms
unlikely as an explanation of either the macro- or micro-effects, although
explanations of the procedures were inadequate to preclude substitution of
bent for unbent specimens. Localized artifactual influenées on individual
specimens (e.g., alr currents from blowing) seem unlikely but were not
thoroughly ruled out in all cases. They are not precluded by the claimed
synchronicity of signals from different sensors, because the operational
definition of synchronicity was not sufficiently precise to rule out
radiation of an electromagnetic signal from one point to several sensors.
Likewise, if one can trust Hasted”s claim that thg subject'had no
opportunity to interact directly with the chart recorder, the employment of
dummy loads along with electrical shielding of the test channels minimize,
although they do not rule out, more global artifacts.

Even if one grants the paranormal origins of the signals, ﬁasted's
methodology makes 1t difficult to draw valid conclusions about their nature,
including whether or not they truly represent strain. Use of an
inadequately fast chart recorder, failure to adopt proper principles of
experimental design, and failure to use statistical analyses are the most
serious problems. In particular, it is impossible to distinguish basic
physical characteristics of the phenomena from those correlated with
preferences, Qttitudes, etc., of the subject or‘experimencer.

Although "no-touch"” protocols are generally considered necessary in
metal-bending research, reports by the French metallurgists Charles Crussard
and J. Bouvaist of effects produced with touch by the subject Jean-Paul
Girard are nonetheless worthy of scientific attention, in part because
anomalous structural changes in the specimens were claimed. The authors
described eight of the 20 tfials conducted with Girard which they felt were

conducted under adequately controlled conditions. The specimens were two
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plates. During the trials, Girard generally was allowed to touch and hold
the specimens sometimes inside and sometimes outside a sealed glass tube,
while at all times being observed by the experimenters.

Gross physical deformations (bending) were observed in only four of the

specimens. Structural changes inconsistent both with a hypothesis of

physical bending and with results from physically bent coatrol samples were
found for the stainless steel cylinder (excessive and anomalous distribution
of magnetic martensite converted from austenite) and the Duralumin plates (a
high density of small dislocation loops). The latter effect was found to be
reproducible by a combination of shot-peening and polishing, however. More
information about the base rates of anomalous results from the kinds of
control tests ghe authors used would have beea desiraﬁle.

The fact that Girard is known to possess conjuring skills demands
caution in interpreting the above results. Despite extensive precautions b&
the authors, including consulations with magicians, video recording of |
trials, and the marking of test specimens, only in the case of the bending
of one of.the aluminum bars do the controls as reported seem to completely
rule out the possibility of Girard substituting previously deformed
specimens for the test specimens. Nonetheless, the assumptions that must be

made to explain away these results seem rather farfetched, at least those

assumptions of which this reviewer is aware.

Conclusions and Recommendations

My greatest difficulty in reviewing the research reports was the
inadequacy of the methodological descriptions in most of them. It is likely

that many of the criticisms raised by myself and others would have been

answered if the reports had been more thorough. My general impression is

that investigators trained as experimental psychologists gave better reports

than those trained in the physical sciences or psychiatry. Perhaps the
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reporting in their own fields. Because of my backgrouand as a psychologist,
I am more accustomed to the level of reporting found in the better
psychology journals, and by that yardstick I found many of the reports I
reviewed wanting. It seems to me that because so little is known about the
effects studied in parapsychology, and because the effects are so often
weak, unstable, and subject to "artifactual" influences, a higher degree of
specificity is required in parapsychology than in more established
disciplines. The Parapsychological Association is currently taking steps to
improve the quality of reporting in the major journals.

However, I would not want to go to the other extreme and suggest that
the documentation is so poor that the reports cannot be taken seriously. In
virtually all cases, it was good enough to make critical reviews of the
reports possible and potentially enlightening, and further methodological
details sometimes came to light in exchanges with critics.

What are the conclusions that can be reached considering the research
programs as a whole? With the possible exception of the PMIR and
correlational programs, I think it fair to conclude that the results cannot
be attributed to 'chance." In most éf the programs the cumulative results
reach high levels of statistical significance. Because of these high
levels, artifacts due to such things as violation of statistical
independence, optional sfopping, etc., are likely to be trivial and in most
cases were shown to be trivial. Likewise, absurdly large numbers of
relevant nonsignificant studies must be assumed in order to cancel out these
trends. In short, something is clearly going on in these research projects
that cannot be explained as statistical errors of measurement.

The question then becomes whether the results of these research
programs can confidently be attributed to coaventional mechanisms. At the
risk of becoming a bore, I must again stress that the issue is not whether

such mechanisms are possible but whether they are scientifically adequate as
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evidence in the data to make this assessment, and even less frequently was 1
able to cite relevant empirical evidence from other studies. Thus, to a
large exteant I had to resort to plausibility, a disturbingly subjective
criterion.

The most prevalent of these conventional e*planations as applied to the
Projects considered in this review involve inadequate or inadequately
described randomization procedures. Problems include (1) crude or improper
methods of target selection in the Delmore experiments and in some of the
ganzfeld, remote viewing, and dream experiments; (2) inadequate
randomization of judging materials in some of the remote viewing and -
ganzfeld experiments; and (3) baseline tests in some of Séhmidt”s REG
experiments which did not adequately duplicate the procedures used in the
experimental conditions. - a

However, it is doubtful that slight departures from randomness can
adeq;ately account for the magnitude and consistency of results in these

research programs. Shuffling methods, for example, if undertaken with the

' care one would expect from a conscientious researcher, should be expected to

yield sufficiently adequate randomization of targets for the purposes
required. On the other hand, only in the Delmore SCC experiments was the

adequacy of the actual target sequences evaluated. Research on the degree

‘to which biased sequences actually effect results in standard psl testing

paradigms would be useful. In the absence of such data, inadequate
randomization represents a possible but not particularly plausible
counterhypothesis for the results considered in this review.

The second major class of counterhypotheses are those concerning
sensory cues (in ESP) or physical manipulation (in PK). These "artifacts"
can be either incidental or intentional, i.e., fraudulent._ If the latter,
the fraud can be on the part of the subject(s) or investigator(s), or both.

Opportunities for incidental sensory cueing seem possible in some of the
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sensitivity oa the part of subjects and judges that seems implausible and
lacks an empirical basis. Where correlations between the possibility of
such leakage and psi scores have been computed (as in the ganzfeld and
hypnosis experimeats), they have been found to be nonsignificant.

The concern about subject fraud is most acute in cases where the
subjects are psychics with a reputation to defend (or promote) and/or are
known to have conjuring skills, Of the research projects described here,
the Delmore and macro-PK projects are the ones where these conditions seem
most applicable. However, in neither case has anyone yet suggested a
cheating mechanism that would be allowed by the methods as described in the
reports.

Two other conventional possibilities, fraud on the part of an
experimenter and some unknown artifact that cannot be inferred from the
reports, cannot be assessed. However, the unreliability of ostensible
psychic events (OPEs), and in particular the "experimenter effect," are
likely to be reinforcing to anyone who is inclined to entertain these kinds
of hypotheses. On the other hand, any interpretations of these frustrating
characteristics of parapsychological data must be considered speculative at

this time.

The bottom line is that the data reviewed in this report coanstitute
genuine scientific anomalies for which no one has an adequate explanation or
set of explanations. They are of scientific interest because, when taken at
face value, they go beyond our present understanding of the most fundamental
principles on which conventional science is based. In other words, if they
are what they appear to be, their theoretical (and, eventually, their
Practical) implications are enormous. On the other hand, if the anomalies
have conventional explanations, it is importaat to know this as well.
Research in parapsychology has much in common with research in other
scientific fields, particularly psychology. An understanding of "artifacts"
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these other fields, where we might ordinarily be less ianclined to look for
them.

Progress in understanding OPEs has been frustratingly slow. There are
many reasons for this, perhaps the most 1mport§nt of which is the
elusiveness of OPEs. Yet little attention has been focused directly on
solving this problem, which constitutes another important reason why
progress in parapsychology has been so slow. Both parapsychologists and
their critics have been preoccupied with determining whether there exist
demonstrations of "psi" that preclude all conventional alternatives. As I
have attempted to argue in Chapter 1, this approach is both futile and
regressive. If progress is to be made, investigators must learn to accept

the anomallies as such and then proceed to do process—oriented research to

uncover the mechanisms (paranormal or conventional) that account for them.
Research is especially needed to help us understand why OPEs occur so
erratically and more frequently in some labs than in others. Although, as I
mentioned in Chapter 1, much of the research in parapsychology is already
process—-oriented, this research is unsystematic and relatively underfunded.
Although the projects covered in this report sometimes contained
process—oriented elements, only in the PMIR and Delmore experiments were
proper experimental designs consistently utilized. Funding agencies could
provide a valuable service toward advancing knowledge in this area by
discouraging investigations that merely give us one more demonstration of an
anomaly and by encouraging investigations oriented toward uncovering the
mechanisms that might be responsible for these anomalies or toward
increasing their reliability.

Investigators most likely to make progress in this area are those who
combine (1) knowledge of the literature in parapsychology and directly
related subdisciplines in other fields, (2) experience with psi testing, (3)

basic scientific competence, and (4) a sober, level-headed attitude.

Resdappiteved:fokRe leasaer200 (0G4 1 S48 RDP 36 R07S8R003800360001-1



Shpprovad EordRelease 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360864 -225

interpretation of the anomalies should be discouraged. A track record of
getting the anomalies to occur in one”s lab is obviously desirable but not
necessary. A conventional theorist who cannot get the anomalies to occur
could still make important research coantributions by doing basic research on

the coaventional processes he or she thinks are responsible for others

getting them. Likewise, if an unsuccessful paranormal theorist were to

uncover a procedure that suddenly turned failure into success, the result

could be especially important.

A Note on Applications

If the effects reviewed in this report represent paranormal human
abilities, the potentiai for application is both obvious and significant.
What is at issue is a qualitétive increase in the capacity of man to
interact with his environment, both in terms of acquiring information about
it (ESP) and manipulating it (PK). In a sense, it is misleading to restrict
discussion to particular applications such as medicine or police work. The
fact is that these.alleged abilities are applicable to the entire range of
human activity. Society would never be the same if these abilities are real
and could be brought under control.

Determining whether "psi" can be applied effectively in practical
situations is the primary function of applied research in parapsychology.
This is in contrast to basic research in parapsychology, where the objective

is to understand the mechanism behind these effects and, in particular,

whether or not the mechanism is "paranormal." These different objectives
require different fundamental research strategies. Basic research requires
controls against "normal" mechanisms, attempts to uncover correlates of the
effects, and tests of hypotheses derived from paranormal theories. Strictly
speaking, none of the above is required for applied research. In concrete

terms, the purpose of applied research is to show whether psychics, doing
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the best curreantly available expertise or technology. Whether the psychic
mnight be aided in achieving this objective by sensory cues, for example, is,
from the practical point of view, irrelevant. (Of course, if it were
exclusively sensory cues, the kinds of lofty outcomes alluded to in the
first paragraph would not be expected.) For the above reasons, I prefer the
more theoretically neutral term "applied intuition" over "applied psi" to
label the process under study in applied parapsychological research.

One methodological implication of the preceding analysis is that some
of the constraints placed upon psychics in basic research might be relaxed
in applied research. Insofar as this improves the mood, confidence, and
relaxation of the psychic, and insofar as these positive psychological
attributes do indeed facilitate performance on "psi" tasks, psychics should
be somewhat more successful in applied research contexts than in many basic
research coatexts. At the same time, it should be stressed that in other
respects the methodology of applied research must be as rigorous as that
demanded of basic research. 1In particﬁlar, the control expertise or
technology must be rigorously defined and executed, the results from the
psychig and control attempts must be directly and precisely comparable, and
proper principles of experimental design must be employed.

A useful principle that can be, and has been, exploited in applied
parapsychological research is the'majority vote principle.. It has been
demonstrated on more than one occasion that a single subject who is
acquiring a small degree of information can increase his or her reliability
by repeatedly guessing the same target (e.g., Ryzl, 1966; Puthoff, in
press). A related technique is to have multiple subjects attempt to acquire
information about a single target. 1In applied research, this traaslates
into having a group of psychics independently attempt to gather impressions
about a single target or target event. Standard statistical techniques can

be used to assess whether the degree of agreement among the psychics exceeds
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particular points on which the psychics agree should be the most accurate
ones. An important implication of the majority-vote principle is that the
small magnitude of the effects found in most psi experiments need not

preclude their successful application. It is the poor reliability of the

effects that creates the problem.

I have been able to find no applied research projects of sufficient
exteat and scientific merit to justify detailed review by the criteria set
forth in Chapter 1, even granted the modifications presented above. The
best research I could find were two studies by Martin Reiser who, in
cooperation with the Los Angeles Police Department, attempted to assess the
ability of local psychics to provide practically useful information about
crimes (Reiser & Klyver, 1982; Reiser, Ludwig, Sage, & Wagner, 1979). 1In
each study, twelve psychics ﬁere given a piece of physical evidence ina a
concealed envelgpe from each of four crimes and asked to give their
associations.. (In the first study, the psychics were also allowed to see
the evidence unconcealed.) In the second study, two control groups (college
students and homicide detectives) were used. A double-blind protocol was
applied in both experiments. Although the methods of analysis were crude,
in neither experiment did the psychics succeed in providing useful
informatioa. (In the first study, a post-hoc analysis I conducted revealed
that the four amateur psychics obtained significantly higher scores [low as
they were] than did the eight professional psychics!)

A much more ambitious project was recently undertaken by Stephen
Schwartz (1982), who asked a team of psychics, including Hella Hammid (see
Chapter 3), to use remote viewing in an effort to locate buried
architectural sites of ancieat Egypt. These data were compared to judgments
rendered By archaeological experts. It is difficult to be critical of this
reéearch because of the overwhelming logistical problems which the authors

faced and which are discussed at great length in the book. Nonetheless, the
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collected or evaluated in a way that allowed definitive conclusions to be
drawn. This difficulty is exacerbated by the fact that the book was written
more like a novel than a scientific report. However, the general approach
which Schwartz is taking provides a good model for applied parapsychological
research.

Perhaps the most important potential application of psi in the eyes of
the general public is unorthodox healing. Incredibly, I am not aware of a
single published report of a properly controlled experiment of psychic
healing of humans. I am, however, aware of such a study recently completed
at the Universtiy of Utrecht (The Netherlands) and which should soon be
available.

Despite countless testimonials in the popular media to dramatically
successful examples of appli;d intuition, the scientific evidence does not
suggest that this intuition is sufficiently reliable to compete with or e§en
usefully supplement presently available alternative methods. However, so
little properly controlled evaluation research has been done that any firm
conclusions about the efficacy of applied intuition appear premature.
Although such evéluation research can and should be undertaken, it is my own
opinion that applied intuition will never have & significant social impact
until the mechanisms underlying this iatuition (or psi) are better
understood. Although such understanding is not logically necessary for
successful application, and there are precedents for successful application
in the absence of understanding, it seems to me that if such were the case
in parapsychology succeséful application would already have become evident
in the culture and routinely employed. Thus, it is my view that basic
research should be given precedence over applied research in parapsychology

at the present time.
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