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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 {n 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
bodyll L] )

(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...
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term psi.

Psi is traditionally subdivided into two major categories: extrasensory 'F
percgption (ESP) and psychokinesis (PK). ESP is taken to mean acquisition of -
info%mation not available to the recognized physical senses or through logical B
infe‘}'ence. Because of the roots of parapsychology in Cartesian dualism, a -
further metaphysical distinction is made between telepathy (where the source
of t#e information is assumed to be another mind) and clairvoyance (where the -
aour%e of the information is assumed to be a material object, event, or
proc%ss). In those cases where the source of information as such exists in the -
futufe rather than in the present, the process is called grecoggition.‘ in

%PK refers to the influence of physical objects or events by an organism
in w%ys that cannot be attriﬁuted eiclusively to known physical forces. During 5
the #ast decade an analog to-;recognition has been introduced which postulates
PK iéfluence of an event backwards in time; i.e., the effect precedes the -
cause. This process is referred to as retroactive PK, or retro-PK. -
Basic Methodolqu -

§§g. In a test-of ESP, the subject is asked to guess a randomly selected
targek or sequence of targets without access to pertinent sensory information. -

x .

If an?ther person, called the agent, is attempting to "send" the identity of

the targets to the subject, the test is defined operationally as a test of !f
telepathy or of general extrasensory perception (GESP). The latter term is -
prefe*red because it takes account of the possibility that the source of N
infor%ation could either be the physical repfesentation of the target or its -
regis#ration in the mind of the agent. Tests in which there is ﬁo agent are |
referx%ed to as clairvovance tests. If the targets are not generated until -
afteréche guesses sre made, it is called a precognition test.

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

TRt e SRR SE S00LI0EH FoRETARDPYST0TER003B0006000dponse

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 direction.
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 down 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-éor 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

(REG). 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
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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 $SP 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, & Vaughanm, 1973) and View—-Master slide

reels (Honorton & Harper, 1974). In the highly publicized remote viewing
proce?ure (Targ & Puthoff, 1977), the targets are most commonly geographical
sitesL -

?he subject in an FR test is encouraged to free-associate, i.e., to
rgpor# anything and everything that comes into his mind with the intent that
this pentation will pertain to the unknown target. The response period can
last %nywhere from 5 to 45 minutes, and there is normally 3ust one trial per
sessi&n. Later, the subject or an outside judge is asked to select on a blind
basis@from among a set of pictures, sites, etc. (including the target), the
one which corresponds most closely to the subject”s imagery or mentatioﬁ
repor#; alternatively, 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 thé price of a great loss in power such that statistical significance can
rarelj 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,

¥ Broved 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
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metal-bending procedures in which the subject 1s allowed physical contact with

the target specimen are notoriously difficult to control and generally not of

scientific 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
digegtive 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).

Research Strategies

‘There are two major research strategies which parapsychologists have

adopted. Proof-oriented experiments, which to the extent they are limited to

this:strategy could more properly 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 ité pure form, this approach avoids tackling the ontological status of psi
directly and attempts instead to identify its psychologic;l and physical
correlates as a basis for the development of 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 reliability of psl effects, particular interest has been directed
Approved For Release 2000108710 + CIA HBBYEFISRE03 68003 1.1
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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 datas 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

m;:«j%proved For Release 2000/0?4;!gi'fPew:lIﬁBeIi_’Q&-OO7§?§39§:§%2§89001-1
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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 amateﬁr or
prof#ssional stage magiéians, suggestions of fraud by high—scoring subjects
haveibecome commonplace. Some critics also consider it appropriate to
specélate about fraud on the part of experimenters. Isolated cases of
expeﬁimenter fraud have in fact been uncdvered in parapsychology (e.g., Rhine,
1974*, but the extent to which such transgressions can be generalized to the

fieli as a whole is debatable.

Sensory Cues. In ESP experiments, the subject should have no access to
senso%y information about the target. Critics are not always satisfied that
such 3t':ues 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 plctures later given to the judges for scoring and could contain
ident%fying fingerprints, etc.

ggpdomization» It is generally considered to be important that the

\
!
target 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 al‘:sence of attempted PK influence. Whe:her adequate procedures have been
used ﬁoth to generate and to verify randomness has been a major focus of
érit1¢ism of psi research.

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

étatiscics. Statistical criticisms of psi experiments are difficult to

SRR Suel FdF KelSASE 5008 (" CIARR P S6 {0078 RT3 0836000

either alleged violations of the independence agsumptions 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 demonstrate 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 qources of the psi themselves. Some empirical evidence has been offered

in sypport 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
paraﬁsychologists have formulated their basic research pbjectives.
Paraésychological inquiry has traditionally organized itself around the
quesaion, "Does psi exist?" The terﬁ‘ggi, as noted in the precediﬁg section,
1s defined negatively as som; process that transcends currently accepted
physical principles. It is-n&t surprising, therefore, that the approaéh to

its vhrification 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 limitiﬁg
ptinc;ples, have been eliminated. Both parapsychologists and their cri;ics
have agreed on this requirement. Indeed, the controversy around the
pioneéring 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 referénce to 35 conventional

mechanisms proposed by critics, which included faulty statistics, data

fpproved ForRelease2600/08/16:: GHA-RRBHEOQZIEAR00380036400] -1
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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: 1in 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 resolution.

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 critics. It is equally clear that no other psi
experiment has been shown to.be immune to all conceivable counterexplanatioms.
In fact, parapsychologists no longer claim such an e;periment. The approach
nowadays is to argue either that the "flaws" cited by critics in response 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.

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,
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(e.g., Hyman, 1981). Although Hansel replies that sufficient independent
repl%cation of psi experiments would suffice to overcome such criticisms, 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,
althéugh a rather implausible scenario, would be a preferable explanation to
psi,}according 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,
Pe Zlb

but even if a critic were to concede the honesty of the experimenter (or,
for that matter, the subjects) and no other counterhypothesis could be put
fortﬂg it still would not follow that all such counterhypotheses have been
rﬁlediout. 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 hever 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
characteristic of the way the term "psi" is used both by parapsychologists and
their critics. According to the official definition, "psi" refers to a
paranormal principle or cause; 1i.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 framevork.

The same conflation can be detected in the writings of crities when they
claim that parapsychology lacks "facts" or a subject matter. What they really
mean is that parapsychologists have failed to‘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
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The way out of the conflation is simpiy to define the phenomena
para?sychologists study in a theoretically neutral.way; that is, independently
of wﬁether the phenomena are in fact paranormal. In a previous paper (Palmer,
19855 I have suggested that the term psi be retained to label the phenomena
and broposed the term omega to label the theoretical or quasi-theoretical
prinéiple 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" (OPEs).

nghﬁasigg the Question

Appreciation of this conflation encourages a critical examination of how

the fundamental research problem in parapsychology is phrased. The
exiséential phrasing of the question "Does psi (i.e., paranormality) exist?"
both reflects anﬁ reinforces the conflation of explanandum and explanang
beca#se "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
analfgis suggests a better phrasing of parapsychology”s fundamental research

questﬂon: "How can ostemsible psychic events (OPEs) be best explained?ﬁ

This new question has several important implications which bear upon our
original question of what is the appropriate standard for evaluating evidence
for psi. One is that parapsychologists can only "demonstrate" paranormality

by confirming a theory that adequately explains OPEs by appeal to some

"para?ormal" theoretical principle, i.e., a theoretical principle that
trans@ends 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 a 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 af
OPEs does not imply the existence of adequate conventional explanations.
Another of the uanfortunate 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
coaclusion 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 thaf need to be considered.

| Although 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 rarely 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 anomalous. The results of such experihents
are anomalous to the extent it can be shown that no conventional explanation

of the results is scientifically adequate.
\

Redefining 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 ome such criterion is that the explanation
gggg?be conventional, based on appeal to the so-called "coherence" principle.
This%principle states that the currently accepted laws of nature, which
preclude paranormsl 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 fallure, it is nonetheless positively valued in the
scieﬁtific community and 1 cannot logically compel its abandonment. On the
otheé hand, no empirical evaluation of parapsychological research, such as
willibe attempted in this review, would make sense if the coherence principle
wereéto be accepted in its strongest form. It is worth noting that a
modeﬁately strong form of the coherence principle‘plays a prominent role in
the %pproach of most critics of parapsychology, especially those like Hansel
who argue that all conventional hypotheses must be ruled out before paranormal
hypotpeses 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 a 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 1is 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 isolation.

The history of parapsychological criticism clearly shows that it is easy
to devise ad hoc conventional explanations 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
like@ihood 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 a subject 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 & 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

i‘Ir\x 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 journals over the last century. Two
apprgaches can be taken to reviewing this ﬁatetial. 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 the 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 inﬁegrated body of experiments using a
similar methodology. “One-sﬁof" 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 direction 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) 1is 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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conducted are as follows: John Bisaha and Brenda Dunne (Mundelein College);
Charles Crussard (Pechiney-Ugine-Kuhlmann Aluminum Company, Paris); John

Hasted (University of London); Robert Jahn (Princeton University);

B. K, 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 methodology employed in the experiments;.

3(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
paraésychological research for 15 years, and I thus could be considered an
"1ns€der." 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 @hat this fact has compromised by objectivity, and in at least two cases
I have introduced novel criticisms of research conducted by investigators whom
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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 if 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 I
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 attaghed,
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 point out what the known
"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
dreé@s. The principal investigators were psychiatrist Montague Ullman and
psydhologist Stanley Krippner, with major contributions also being made by
Charlles Honorton.

gThe basic method was to have an agent attempt to influence the drgams
of aﬁpercipient 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,
6nly{one 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 subjects (Ullman, Krippner, & Feldstein, 1969; Ullman & Krippner, 1970).

I have 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 lncrease the salience of the
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appr?priate 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 Farget 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 (Krippner, 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
detefmining 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 associations. In some cases, ratings were also basea on -
the éubject's "guess for the night," an assessment based upon his dream

repo?ts and associations. ‘ -

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 oaly one trial, the
subject ranked and rated his or her protocol against each of the potential ..,
targ%ts in the experiment at the end of the sessioa. Tﬁis only applied to -
the écteening sessions. 1In the experimenté 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; 1i.e., the pfint handled by the -
agent was never included in the judging material. |

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 raank 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 compar;ng 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 (66%) 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 Z (Z.) 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
close to chance.

§Combined, 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
Bﬁ.O?l.l (The Parise results are included since it can be argued that
agents’ 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 (2=2.99, p<.Ol).

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,
alonk 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

APPTSTEd ESF HETEA%: RidorssHo® ETX-KBred’0b7481Kd63sW03600d778

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 &istance 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 had been selected by'the 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 in
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 elgase 20001108110 : CIA-RDEQQ‘-00789R003§0q|360001-1 '
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A ved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
@giggnides Dream Experiments Page 30

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
expeéiment) but he considered this inadequate.

Psychologists Leonard Zusne and Warren Jones (1982) suggested that in
some?of the experiments the percipient was shown the target prior to
coll%ction of the dream reports. This is a miéunderstanding of the
procédure which perhaps reflécta 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). In this particuiar
expef}ment, sessions designed to test for precognition were alternated with
othergsessions designed to determine wﬁether the experience of observing the
preco%nition target for the night before would affect dream mentation during
the night following. This brief description of the procedure apparently
left Fusne 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 camnot be
assum%d that the judgings were independent as required by the statistical
testsiemployed. Al.though 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 criticism 1is

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

F5ptEv d FoP REI&4EE 2D00/08/10 : 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~ 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 usging an
error term that assumes "worst-case" dependence of judgings. 1 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[£.5))/ (N2(N+1)/12) *>
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

judgine. 1In cases where more than one independent judee was smoloved. the



Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : C|A-RDP96-00789R003800360001-1
‘Maimonides Dream Experiments Page 32

mean% of the judges” ranks were 1ntr§duced into the equation, a slightly
cons%rvative procedure. In the later studies, which employed ratings, the
sumsjof the ratings of the multiple judges were converted to ranks for the
analﬁsis. Finally, in a handful of cases the only information available was
whetﬁer the target was a hit or a miss, i.e., above or below the theore;ical
medi%n rank. In these cases, all hits were assigned the theoretical meaian
of t&e possible "hit" ranks and the misses the theoretical median of the
poasﬂble "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 1. When

these Zs are combined by the Stouffer method over all 11 studies, the
cumulétive.g for independent-5udging was 5.4l. 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 c?early significant statistically. As Child“s analysis indicates, the
pilo:?sessions (not included in my analysis) do ﬁot detract from this trend.
%1ven that the collective outcome of the Maimonides experiments cannot

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

tesults being‘attributable to nonparanormal factors?

Sensory Leakage

The 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
Aﬁp‘fﬁj wdzer 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
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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 S
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
read?as 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
c0u1& 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 aqgue 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
envelbpe (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
Approved For Rolease 2000/6810 - CIA-RDP96-00758RE0%H0058T05121°

her room, sneak down the hall, and somehow convey information about the



N

YIRS del BFSPRENRSE Y d0/08/10 - CIA-RDP96-00789R00380036006551 "

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 different outcomes
(i.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

éThe 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 rank}or
rating the dream protocol receives depends on how closely it corresponds to
the @arget picture relative to how well it corresponds to the other pictures
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
experimencs and would fit many definitions of psi, including the one used
for qhis review. If the outcome, on the other hand, were nonsignificant,
its Qevia;ion from the theoretical "chance" value is properly construed as
error and thus should not be incorporated into the baseline estimate. 1In
other words, for this type of research problem, the best external baseliﬁe
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 random 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 anumber 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
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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 82 205 | 12 101 91 78| 96 79
B9 9 | 1s0 14 113 83 | o7 96

T| lc 91 101 | 145 121 119 86 | 87 109
Al D 102 s 8 135 98 83| 111 105
a| E 87 84 83 120 126 101 | 108 98
o| F 108 87 95 88 11l 9 | 108 101
| & 102 92 72 79 111 106 | 101 109
.| B 115 84 75 69 104 103 | 8 109
T 116 85 72 71 65 125 | 112 104

3 100 88 80 72 62 139 | 99 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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hppioved F.RelgaseRR00/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360Q0%e1 37

the chi-squares for Trials 2 through 6 are highl} significant (p<.001). The
bias is strongest in Trial 2 and steadily 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 instance, 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—transcript 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 poees a slightly different problem in
the Yan de Castle study than in the Erwin studies, because a separate target
poocl 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 tyice as
great a chance of being selected as the others. Precise details of how the
pools were constructed were not given in the report, but if there had been
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
"seneory 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 terget pool was used for each trial. It also is
not reported what rendomization procedure was used in the replications of
the Vpn de Castle and "sensory bombardment" experiments conducted by the
Wyomipg team. Finally, it should be noted that the faulty target seleciion
procehure was not used in the two successful precognition experiments with
Bessept. The procedures used in the second of ehese experiments, althoegh
compldcated, seem adequate.

hnother form of bilased target selection occurred in the first of the
precognition studies with Bessent (Krippner et al., 1971), however. Injthis
experiment a word was randomly selected from a dictionary of common dream
themes and one of the experimenters created a multi—seneory experience (like
a mini—drama) which Bessent experienced the morning after the test night.

It thes served as the precognitive target. Descriptions of these |
experdences were given to the judges for matching with the dream
transeripts.

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

REPrEve 40 oFREALHIE 20 60758/ 1Or S IRIRD PYB-0OF89RODE828360064s1

preparation of the experiences by information he had innocently acaquired
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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, p-~values cited in this report are two-tailed. 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 p-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
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(Puthoff & Targ, 1979).

iA pool of over 100 target locations within a short driving distance
fromESRI 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{\ 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 andx
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 transcripts
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 ramk the
trans#ripts in the order of the degree of perceived correspondence to the
site. The ranks assigned to the correct transcripts for all trials %he
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Rpproved.fqr Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800360QQ1e143

Morris (1972).

Results. Four of the five groups of trials yielded one=-tailed
probabilities of less than .05 in the psi-hitting direction. The most
significant groups 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 transcripts 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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infor#ation 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
fouttﬁ transcript in the Price series contained the statement from the
inbouﬁd experimenter: "Nothing like having three successes behind you."
This statement could cue the judges that the trial was the fourth one in the
series, or that it certainly did not occur earlier than that.

Marks 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 the 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 Pf target randomization for the Price series was acknowledged by |
Puthogff 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 nPt 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 transcripts 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 tranmscripts 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 nggjhgg 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 editing.
Seconh, he questioned whether it could be established that the "blind" judge
really 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 Feport 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

Egngg#; referred to data selection. Although Puthoff and Targ claimed in
theirépopular 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
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"demoﬁstrations" after the fact and were dropoed from consideration.

Y |
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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 b
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 transcripts 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
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achigve 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 chgt
this;qualification is met. That is not the case when the person selecqing

the iudges 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 notoriously hostile to parapsychoﬁogy.
The ﬂurden is on Marks and Kammann to provi&e the necessary assurances on
this point.

The two problems with the Tart rejudging noted by Marks and Kammanﬁ are
not a? serious as those affecting their own rejudging, but they are .
troubiesome nonetheless. It-is indeed possible that Tart, who knew the

correct matchings and was motivated to see the RV hypothesis confirmed,

'might‘unwittingly have been biased to more readily excise statements from

the transcripts unrelated to the target than statements related to the
:arge%, especially since a liberal exclusion rule was eméloyed. (It is not
repor?ed'who edited the transcripts in the Marks and Kammann rejudging,tso
this Problem might apply in their case as well.) Second, further assuraﬁces
aboutithe blindness of Tart“s judge would be desirable.

Finally, 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 faét represents only about 70Z of the variance. For example, I had no
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of tavget usage such that none of the nine pages was in their "eorrect"
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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 agries

disc?ssed 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 inbound
expe#imenter from the transcript of Trial 4: (Targ): "Hella [Hammid] has
madeia 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 reference 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.

jIn my judgment, it is anything but clear, at least based on the Mgrks
and %ammann account, that the quotation refers to any preceding trial. It
seem% much more plausible that the statement refers to the current trial
(foriwhich Puthoff must have been the outbound experimenter, since Taré 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
trangeript 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
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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 parapsychologists 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 trials.

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 Kammann 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 (ng 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 questions
pert%nen: to the possibility of data selection that need to be answered.
For éxample, it would be desirable to have a complete list of the "more than

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

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

Psycﬁologz_gg the Psychic that "there is clear evidence that [data]
selection has occurred” (p. 41) is unwarranted and, especially given the
seveﬁity of the charge (which amounts to an accusation of experimenter

fraud), unfair.,

Other Criticisms

@ogical Inference. It h;s been ;uggested by Hyman (1979) that since
the b%bjects in most cases received feedback of the correct target aftqr
ééch %rial, thé subject could have gained some advantage by avoiding to
menti%n characteristics of targets in earlier trials in their responses in
laterétrials.. As noted by Targ, Puthoff, and May (1979), the target pool
for tﬁe geographical-site experiments was sufficiently large and contained
suffi;ient 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
Aperovadhioy Belepse 2000/08/10:;, CIARPREGOPTEIR193800360001;1
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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 indications 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 raunks
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 Karmnes
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>will 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 experimenter five
minutes after the response period was terminated. The target pool consisted
of IQO sealed envelopes, éach containing the name of a locatioan 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 %utbound experimenter from among these ten by reaching into a container
and gicking 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 locations. 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
assiéped 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
trials 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 g 5§6¥ﬁﬁfﬁ-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 sequence 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
themgelves, 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 traascripts 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, if 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 documént 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

again it suffers from gratuitous interpretations of the Dunne and Bisaha

report. One complicating factor is that the protocol he describes is not
that of the main experiment he cites as his reference and the one I have
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 instaqce, target pools where the number of targets
exceeﬁed the number of trials were alsoc employed in the Maimonides dream
exper?ments, where it was clearly stated that the number of preplanned
trial? was less than ten. However, the authors can be criticized for not
repor?ing whether eight was the number of preplanned trials; thus, optional
stopp#ng is a logical possibility.

ﬁark‘s final criticism, concerning editing of the tramscripts,
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
correéponding 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,
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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 transcript 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 included. 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 ranged
from%S.AS to 7.71, depending upon the particular scoring scheme employéd.
Resuﬂts 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 (19Z) and one agent
(11%) contributed net negative Z-scores (three or more negative out of the

five}scoring schemes) suggests that the effect i1s distributed fairly

unif%rmly across the sample.

Schlitz B

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
outb&und experimenter) in Rome. A target pool of 40 geographical sites in

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

given 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 site.
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
check?d for accuracy by a third person who was blind to the target sequence.
Apprgl\lltétg BBLBesans 2000/08710 - CiA-RDP 8460 790 RUG 5553 50F-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 about each site. Not only
did they rank the transcripts 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 madelof
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

werepgndomizfdoggelea?e 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96- 00789R00380036000‘.Ir -1

ore judging, and there were no notes by the sender.
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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.

Karhés

%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 psych#cs,
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
sites, the order of which was randomized by means of a random number t#ble.
During each trial, Karnes and the sender went to the target site, the %ender
taki#g a movie of the site and recording his or her impressions on tapé.
Receivers tape-recorded their impressions and drew sketches. The periéd for
both‘sending and receiving was 15 minutes. Subjects received feedhack:aftet
eachittial. |

éThe séndér and receiver mentation reports were trauscribed, edited to
remove biasing cues, and randomized. Four judges were assigned to eacﬁ site
and asked (1) to indicate the eight tramnscripts which best described 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.

In selecting the eight "best" transcripts, the 64 judges obtained 25
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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 tramscripts was blind to the
correct métches. 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

it was 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, ome of
whicﬁ‘was selected for each trial, without replgcemen:, 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
respénse transcripts were editéd for biasing cues and randomized. There
were |[five judges in each 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. In eriticizing the methodology of the experiment, it is
important to keep in mind that Marks and Kammann made a conscious effort to
dupli@ate 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
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Marks and Kammann replication.
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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 is 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 studles 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 Karmes 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 moti