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Parapsychological Research: A Tutorial 
Review and Critical Appraisal 

RAY HYMAN 

Beginning in th11 18501, IOMf 111'11iMnt ~tientim siKh 1s Robert 
Hlf~, A/lrtfd R1.1$UI W1111ce, .and Sir WIIU.am Croolces 111,V.IrfBited 
thl' cl1im1 of spin'twi/Jt mrdiums 'nd blli.wci thilt; tl'_,y lt1d 
dt>motl$ltlted scientlfic:~l/y the I!Jtiftence of psychic ,Jhenome~. 
CrMcs, wlthout eJtlmining the evickfiCf!, diJmiued tM clAims out 
of hind .and ch:~rged the oflendin1 1c:ientlsts with f'OSS incom-. 
p"rtonce or with' fr1ud. Encovr~11d by the work of thi!JI! e~rly 
psyc:hlc11 rese~rchers, 1 group of scho/1/'f loundl!d the Society f(JI 

Psychic:~/ Research in London In 1882. In spite of thi1 berinning, 
psychic1l ,.eseilrch rem1/Md •n ilmiltet.N' lttd uncoordin1ttd Jet of 
.JCtivitles ~omrll till! public:~ticm of lhl'ne's &tn-S«l~My ~eption 
in :,934. The c:~rd-JU.fflns ex~riments ftwured in Rhine'$ book 
~c11me the mod•/ for eKperiment.al fMtlpiychoiOBY for the next 40 
ye.an. 5/ncl! the 197QI Rhi~'s p.ar~dflm Ill• been repf.aced by • 
number of ''*~:~rch prolf.am• 1uch '' remoN! viewing, the 
C.anzfleld experi~nt, 1nd P''f'ChOkir»tlc lnllftlif<ltioiU ullnf R•n­
dom EW'nt a~nl!riltcm. The pteHnt piiPfr ~JIImiMS eximplfl of 
wh11 we-re can~idllfld, in their tirM, tit. belt e~tamplfs of idttntWc 
~vidence tor ~rll'tOI'tNI plwnomt:n.a. t~ell pner:~tion of ,.,,. 
psyc:holoiiJt$ hAs ser •sifk tM WDrlc ol url;.r B•Mr~t/ons .and 
offe,.d up .u sufficiMt scientific tvldfnce rt.. bHt work. of iu own 
d1y. AI :1 rtt~ult, p.ar:~psycholo,y l•d.• no1 only Ywful 1nd rtpll· 
c1bl11 phenomf!'n.a, but .a/10 i tr.adition of cumul•tiw tvidl!nce. Two 
1ystem1Nc ~1/wrlons ot tlw l»sr contt~mporw ~1rch prort~nt~ 
in p.t"fJiycholol'l ,.wAled lhlt the e~r1ments fkp,~rt11d from IM 
minlm.al 111nd.mis of .adfqUite tindomllltion of 14rl•ts, •P" 
proprilte 11111 of $Wiltic.a/ intwen~. •nd controls •B•iitd Rnlory 
le•k•lt'l· The hisroric.al $UI'W)!/n this (JI~r 11181t!ill that the Slrmt 
the~s 11fld in.athqu•cie• th11 h.iunted the ~MY e1rll~t ln~~eftiB,. 
ticms sr/11 ch;,r.actllrize conttmpot.aty Plrilp$yclt()/Oglcll reRiteh. 
Both propone-nts 1nd critics throUJiltwt th# 130 )INti of the con• 
troversy o~r ,nychicill rese1rch, h•~ devi"~ ,e.atly /I'(Jffl rllose 
st;md.ards of f•i,.plly 1nd fltlonllity tltlt M wovld lllc• to belie~M 
chilrilcteri~el rn. belt sci~rrtilic •rrurrwnl$. SorM rnt:OUII8Inf li1n• 
for pro1rru tow.trdl twlolvinr ~0/N ol t~ i111HS r~isl!d by th• 
controwrsy hiwe r«Mtly •ppe•,.,J. Tit. aitici1m Dl rhC' p1r1• 
pwchologlcll cl•ims ;, btKOmittf mort lnforrMd •nd comrrucrl~. 
Many younpr ~flfJI)'CholoBIJtl h•ve Oflerr w01Ain1 for hifh•r 
~t1tld1rds wit hil'l rt..ir li~ld. ~ O..r llflfts of l)'ll~~tn~llc resNrch In 
~r·~ycl'lolofy •re not of lu((ici~tlt qwliry to bff put before th~ 
'rruriny of th• rest of th" $Cientlfic commiJIIIty. Ho~wr, with the 
rlocMt lncre.,~ In comtructl..,. cn'tici,m •nd with thf 1rowlni 
•w~:·f*nllu within thl P'"Pfycholt)Jfcal ~rrrurrity tlt.t it Ml!ds to 
spffify minimAl $Uilt:Urds •nd $el iu own hOUJe in 01dlt, .1lamJJ 
bop~ rh•t in the nur furmJ:ilb.f! lhll tHr.aosiiCho/ollils wll/{.ail rp 
flfld f'vickncl for pJI or will be rHdY..lo fhllltnl" tb~_~.elentili~ 
r·ummunity with the •on of evidence tiYt it c.rrnot i1n~. 

M;,nuscrlpt rectlved )1nu.1ry 25, 19!5; re\llted Ausur;t 21, 11:l6S. 
Till- •uthor ll with the Psychology Depirtmtnt, UniVflnity of 

Or,..aon, Eus~nP.. OR C}7403, USA. 

INTilODUCTION 

Robert Jahn, Dean of the Sckoof of En1i11eering .and 
Applied Science .at Princeton University, can be taken as a 
representative e'lCample of what hJppens when an eminent 
and est.ablished scientist rakes the time to carefully examine 
the evidence for p~ranorm.al phenomena. About seven years 
aso, an undersraduate requ~sted him to supervise her in· 
vesrisation of psychic phenomena [1] . 

Althoush I had no previous experience, professional or 
per$0n.al, with this subJect, for a variety of pedasosic;d 
reuona I agrt~d, and together 1M!! mapped a tentatlw schol· 
arty path, involvina a littrature .earcn, viclu 10 approprl.ate 
l;abor~tOI'ies and profeuional meatinss. and the deilsn. con· 
strucrion, and operation of simple tllptriments. My initial 
overii"lht role In thit projeet led to a dear•• of penonal 
involvement with It, and that to a srowinl lnttlltctual 
bemusement, IO the tlllat\1 that by tht time this 51udent 
sraduittrd. I WI$ persuaded thJt thi5 Wl.ti a lesltlmata field 
for a hi1h tec:hnoloti$1 to uudy .tnd thar I would tfljoy 
dolnJfoO. 

As a result of hi5 own survey of the field as well as his 
own initial experiments in p.arapsychology, )ann concluded 
that (1]: 

once the illesillmatt re5tarch 1nd Invalid criticism have 
been $0t Hide, the rtrnainins accurnula11d evidence ol 
p1ychH; phenomena compti.-c an array of tllparlmental ob· 
tervarlon•. obtained under reuonabll prorocolt In a \llrlety 
of Kholarly dlsciplloe$, which comp<x.~nd ro 1 philosophical 
dilemma. On the one hand, effects inexplicable in termf. of 
eit.tbil•hed .cientlfic rheory, ytt havins nuMMOus common 
chirideristic5, are frequently atld widely ob&~: on th" 
other ~nd, theit effects haw so far pro\'fn qualitatively 
and quantllatively lrrepllable, In the mict scientific .ense, 
and appear to bt &ensitlw to a variety of psycl'!ologlcal and 
environmental factott that are difficult to 1pedfy, 111 alon~ 
control. 

Jahn, like many of his pradeceuon who took a seriou1 
look 1t the evidence for the paranormal, finds the phtnom· 
ena to be erratic, evasive, and ephemeral. Indeed, he admits 
1hat when judaed accordina to 5trict scientific: stand.ards, 
the tvidenc:e for the actual tlll&tence of the phenomen• is 
not "fully persuuive." lul he is Intrigued. Likt his prtde­
cessors, he Is optimistic that with the riaht application of 
technolocv .and sciet1tific lnaenuity the phenomena can be 
aptuted and made. lawful. . 
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Thi~ i~ one of a numher of juilili.able reaction' one can 
have as a result of f11irly r.xaminini the ca~c for psychical 
re!learch. Jo~lm is willing to risk his rime and rP.puration on 
the possibility th•t cateful and diligent investigation will 
bring som.e lawfulneu to this unruly aru of inquiry. Jahn's 
research rnto anomalous phenomena began over seven 
years ago, but it will be sever.1l more ye;ars before we know 
whether it has m~naged to progreH much beyond previous 
attempts to brins scientific order into the field. 

During the 130 year history of psychical research many 
other scholars .and scientists initiated Investigations of psy· 
chic phenom•na with equally high hopes of taming the 
phenomena. OntJ was the philosopher Henry Sidgwick who 
was the first presi((Qnt of the Society of Psychical Research 
founded in 1002. According to Willi~m )ames, Sidswick and 
his colleagues "hoped thit If th• m.arerial were treated 
rigorously and, .u far as possible, experimentally, objective 
truth would be elicited, and the subject rescued 1rom 
sentimentalism on the one &Ide and dosmatlzina ianorance 
on the ~ther. Like all founders, Sldgwick hoped for a certain 
promptitude of mult; and I heard him say, the year before 
his death, that if anyone had told him at the outset that 
after twenty years he would be in the same Identical state 
of doubt and balance that he started with, he would have 
deemed the prophecy Incredible. It .1ppe.ued Impossible 
that the amount of handlins e~idenc:e should brins so little 
finality of decision'' (2). 

James. who mad-e thl' obtervatlon in his last utlcle on 
psychical rese.arch in 1909; continued u follows [2]: 

My own e~eperlence hat been simil.ar to Sidswick'1. fOf' 
twenty•flve years 1 haw bMn In touch with tn. Uttratu... of 
JMYChical rnearch, and h.ave had lcquiintanc:e with n~o~mer· 
ous ''researcher~." I h.Jve also spent a aood many hours 
(thou~h far fe>Ner than I ousht to have spent) In witnessinl 
(or try1n11 to wlt.wu) phenomena. Ytt I am theoretluUy no 
".further" than I w.s ~~ the bt&IMin&: .and I c:on#e11 that If 
ltmet I h~v• btti1 tempted to beliew thit the Creator h~' 
eternally intended this depart~t of nature to rem1ln b.lf. 
!lint. co prompt our curiotlties and hGPf' &l'ld SU$f)icion• .all 
tn equ&l meuure, te t~at, .althoush shoscs and cl.alrvoy1n<tt, 
and raps and meuase- from spirltf, ..-e alw.ays sumins to 
~xist and ~1\ nt\lltl' be fully explained ~w~y, they also can 
newr be suKeptible of full corroboration. 
Th• poec:ullarity of the case Is just that the<e •re 10 many 
source~ of p01sible decepclon in most of the observations 
th.at the whole lot o( them m•r be worthless, and yet that In 
com~ratlvely few CUH an auaht more fltill th.1r1 this 
vasue seneral pot~lblllty of error ~ pt..aded .&l.ainst the 
record. Sdei\Ce, ~anwhile needs somethln1 more than 
b.u. pouibillties to build upon; so your senulnely sdtnrlflc 
inquintr-1 don't nwtan yoW' tsnor1mous "sc:lentist"-hasro 
r•maln un1atilfied. 

Some 67 years atttr james' final word on the maUer th~ 
philosopher Antony Flew summed up his 25 yeirs of l~ter· 
est In ~rapsyc:hoiOSY with remarklblv similar sentiment& 
~); . 

My lons·out-of·print fll'$1 bool& was tnrlrled. perhJpl too 
,,.Ahly, A N#tW Appro.Jch to fl'sychico~l lt>Hitch ••• . WhP-n I 
ri'Yirwnd th• .widontial sitUition 11 th.tt time it ~t'mf'd to 
m~ th.n tn~rn wa1 too much e\lidtnce for one to dlsmlu. 
H.n""~'~ rl'quired som(l sort of continuins intere~t. ,,won if .a 
dr~t•nt tnltrf'M. On the olhl'r hand. it SHmf'd to me tht'!!1 
th.1t thNr wu no ~urh !hint u 1 r•li~bly ropcat~blf' ph('• 
llNn('nnn in the .art'a of p.trapiychoiOIY •nd that lht'rf't w.u 
rr•,lllv o1lmoM no1hin1 po-itlw that ('Ould br poi!1tl'u lo with 
"~~uro~m·r•. Thto mallv ddinitf' ~nd drci~ivl! pil"rf'~ of work. 
M'l'nll•d tn he• uniformly n('l.lll\'1' in th1•ir uutcnmr. 

It Is mmt dopt~ulngto havo to u.y rh~t thfl genP.r~l ~iluatlon 
'' flUiHter of iii (P.nll•ry lat,.r ~till sr(lrn~ tu rne to b!' vNy much 
th<' same. An P.normous amount of further work h.as bt!en 
~onf', Perlupi more hu been done in this lo1tc~t p<'tk1d H1an 
tn the, wh.ole previous history of the subject, Nevertheless, 
there" 11111 no re!i1bly repe•t1ble phenomenon, no particu­
lar solld-ro.:;k posttlve cu.s. And yet tl\er. still is clearly too 
much there for u1 to dismiu the wholt~ bu$ine~~. 

Sidgwick wu ailfilins the first SO ye.m of psychical 
research. James was evaluatina the ume period with •nother 
ten years or so added. flew based his asifmmant on an 
additional 67 years of inquiry. Yet, all three asree that they 
could detect no prosress. In each case, lfter a qu•rter of « 
ce~tury of pet'ion.al inWllvement, the investigator found the 
ev•denc:e for the paranormal just as inconclusive u It had 
been at the beginning. James openlv concedes that a// the 
claimed phenomena misht be the r~sult of self·deception 
or fraud. Yet he, and the other two philosophers, cannot 
quite shake the conviction that, despite all this inconclu· 
slveness, "there mlsht be somethina there." 

Over this same s~n of history, the critics h.ave con· 
slstently Insisted th't "there ii nothins there." All the 
alleged phenomena of telepathy, clairvoyance, psychoklne· 
sis, levitation, sp{rlt m.aterlaliutlon. and premonitions can 
be acc:ountl!!d for in terms of fraud, self-delusion, and 
simplt gt,~llibilitv. The proponents have naturally resented 
such dismitSals of their claims. They ha\le argued that the 
critics have not fairly txamined th~ e\l'idence. They have 
accused the critics of attackin1 the weakest evidence and 
of Ignoring the stronser and better svpported evidence in 
favor of the paranormal. 

Unfortunately, u .any re.adlns of the hi5tory of psychical 
resurch quickly reveal,, the psychical researchers ue cor· 
rect in their appraisal of their critics. Too often, the mijor 
critics have att•cked strawmen and h~ve not dealt with the 
actual claims and evidence pvt forth by the more serious 
re,.earchers. The fact th.at most of the criticism of the 
psychical research has been irrelevant and unfair, however, 
does not ~rily me.an that the psychical researcher' 
have 1 convindns ~se. 

Indeed, the meu.a~ th.at we get from Sldswlck, J.artlfl, 
Flew, and Jahn is that the evidential bue for psychic claims 

"ls·very shaky at best At most, th~se schol.ars, after carefully 
weishins all the evidence available to them, are claiming 
only that they cannot help feeling that, despite the lncon· 
sls.tenci~s and nonlawfulnes.s of the data, th.at "there must 
be somethln& there." 

As will be discussed later irt this p.1per, both the critia 
and the proponents lllbscrlbe to what I refer to u the False 
Dichotomy, Wh~n a scientitt or scholar, after investigatins 
possible psychic: phenomena, concludes that the phenom· 
en.a are real. the a55umptian is that either his conclusion is 
justified or he is delinquent In some serious way-being 
either incompetent or 'ubject to some patholoSY. When 
the critic denl•• that the claim Is justified, the proponent 
feels that his inte1rity or .:ompetence is bein1 ch.allenged. 
And the critic, iharinll in this .assumption, fe~ls th.at ~ must 
show that the clairNtnt is incompetent, aulliblo, or deficient 
in some ~rioua way (4]. 

I 'On$ider thi• a False Dichotomy bt>c~use comp~t(!nt and 
hone•t investigators can malu:: serious. judgm('ntal Prrot~ 
wnl'n investig.ltins new phenorneN. Compr.tencft and me· 
pmtiseo in 1ny given fi~ld of endf'!.a\1()( i~ bou"dC'd. Cognitil,l(• 
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I'~Y<'hologists, hi~toriau~ of ~riPn( 11, ,\lld ~o1 ioloHi~t~ of 
l..nowl<•dgc• hav1• lll•t•ll gathming uJt.s wlud1 dc•mull•lr .liP 

huw thln"-lng is guided by <:onccptu.tl framework.~ .1nd 
piir;~digms within which tha thinker operiltes. Successful 
lldentilic thinking, for example, is not successiul becau:;e it 
operates according 10 abstract, formal rules of evidence. 
Rather, it succ:eed• becau&e the thinker is guided by the 
ofhm implicit rulei and procedures inhl!rent within tho 
specific content .and practices of the narrow field of 'pecial­
lzation within whicn the problem Is being pursued. These 
''heuristics'' or guidelines for tucctuful thinking are not 
foolproof and under changed clrcumstanets they can trap 
the thinker into erroneous convictions. In other words, 
competence in a given scholarly or scientific discipline and 
high Intelligence are no barriers to becomin1 trapped into 
usertins and defending erroneous position,, 

In this paper, I agree with Sidgwlclc., J~mes, Flew, and 
Jahn in the most aener•l sense that "something" Is Indeed 
goins on. However, I do not r.ee any need to assume that 
this "something" has anything to do with the paranormal. 

I think we 5hould notlishtly dismiss the fact that for 130 
years some of our best scholars and scientists have seriously 
carried out psychical research and have become convinced 
that they have demoo5trated the exister'Ke of a "psychic 
force" or a supernatural realm occupied by Intelligent ana 
superior beinss. As 1ar " I can tell, these proponenb were 
competent scholars, sane, and hi&hly intelligent. They made 
every apparent effort to em~y whit they believed to be 
objective and sc:ientific Jtandards In obitrving, recording, 
and reponing their findings. 

Yet, 15 I will argue, contrary to Jahn's anessment, the 
total accumulation of 130 year's worth of psychical inve,ti· 
gation hu not produced any consistent evidence for 
paranormality that c;an withstand acceptable scientific: 
scrutiny. What should be lnterMtins for the u:lentific eitab· 
lishment is not that there is J case to be made for psychic 
phenomena. but rather that the Majority of s<;ientlm who 
decided to 5eriou$ly Investigate believed that they had 
made such .a c.ase. How can It be th•t so many outstandlns 
scientists, including several Nobel Prl:te winners, have con· 
vlnced themselves that they have obUined solid, scientific 
evidence for paranormal phenomenal 

If they ue wrons, what ha made them wtongl Does this 
susge5t weaknenes or iimitatlon5 6f .clentiflc method and 
training? And It ther.e investi1ators have not actually en· 
countered psychic: phenomena, what Is It that they have 
discovered? 

I am not 'ure that I can provide satisfactory an5wers to 
the5e questions. But I believe thilt it will help to look at 
some selected cues in which inllflstisaton; believed that 
they had obtained adequate u:ientific e\lidence for the 
reality of psychic phenomena. I will 5tart at the beginning 
by describins the ~~ of evidence that convinced the first 
scientists who look JUVChlc;al claims seriously. Even some 
contemporary ~rapsycholoaists beliew these early sc;ien· 
tish mo~y have been wrong, but their cases .are still worth 
el(;aminlns because in them we will find many of the ume 
iuues and p~oblems that characteri~t c6ntemporary para­
psycholo&ical research. These earty paychic investigators 
te1ted spiritualistic mediums who were noted for their 
;ability to produce powerful psychic phenomena such as 
levitation5, materi.\lizations, and other physical feats. 

fl,vt hie Jl rc-~l';~r('h brcam1• trdmforrnl'd into what i~ now 
1 ·•ll•·d P•ll•ll'llYl'hnlug\ whc•n lhP lm ~~~ ~hiftl'c.l, .1ftm tlw tir~l 
halt et•ntury of inwsugatinn, to the• ~tudy of I'XInl~onsury 
per<"nption .and psychokiner.js in ordinary individual~o by 
me•ns of stand.ardized testing m~terials and proc~durl:!'~. 1 
will examine what was, at the tim~. considerr.d to oo thf' 
mast rigorous and successful application of this torm o( 
parapsycholoaical rtsearch~lhe now notorious inve:~tiga­
tion5 by SOli on Shacklelon and Mrs. Stewart. Again, the 
purpose is not to beat a dead horse but to abstract out 
principles and imu!s tn.at still haunt contemporary para· 
psychology. 

The card·suessins experiments beaun by Rhine in the 
1930s established the paradigm which dominated para· 

· psychology fOf the ne~er 40 years. New technology ~nd 
interest in altered states resulted in dep.trtures from RhinP.'s 
paradigm beginning about 1910, Experimenu with Random 
Event Generators, Remote Viewing, and the G.-nzfeld tech­
nique have been the strongest contenders for providins 
p.arapsycholo!Y with Its long-sought·for repeatable experi­
ment. I will .argue that 1 fair and objective assessment of 
this latest work mongly suuests that, like Its predecessors, 
it ulll does not stand up to critical 5Cl'Utiny. 

" · ·SCIENTISTS /<NO PsYCHICS 

The fir.t m.ajor scientist to test exptl'iment.ally a psychic 
claim wn Michael FaradiJy in 1853. As will be described in 
more detail in the next section, Faracby concluded that the 
phenomena he had investigated, table-turning, had a nor· 
mal explanation. Robert Hare, 1 major American chemist, at 
first asreed with Faraday's conclusion. But, then, after per· 
sonal invesdaations of his own, chansed his mind, and 
openly supported the claims of spiritualistic mediums. A 
decade;..-later, Alfred Russel Wallace, the cofounder with 
Darwin of the theoty of evolution by n.atural selection, and 
Sir William Crookes, the discoverer ol thallium, astounded 
their scientific colleaRues by openly endoolns paranormal 
claims. Wallace and Crookes, u, had Hare, believe~. that 
their own inquiries had established scientific proof to sup· 
port their paranormal claims. 

Hare, Wallace, and CrookeJ were rhe first of a continual 
succession of emlnel\t scientists who kave endorsed 
paranormal claims as 1 rtsult of their ewperiment.al tests at 
alleged psychics. These scientists have t5tablished a tr~di· 
tion which ha5 pl.lyed a majOt fole in the development of 
psyc:hic.al research. The firJt half-century of psychical re· 
search consisted mainly of ltiling paranormal claims within 
this tradition. Beainnlns in rhe 1930& a second appro.ach, 
experlmentallnvestiaatlons accOf'dlns to standard protocols 
and using unselected subjects, becaMe the dominant ap­
proach under the name of parapsycholocv. Today para· 
psycholosv Includes both approaches. 

In the first half of the present papet, I will focus on the 
tlrst approach. The research of Sir William Crookes will be 
used as an e~eample of this appro.ach. In the second half of 
the paper, I will deal with the second apprCHCh. Ataln, I 
will use the research of 1 single invesrlsator to brinl out the 
more general issuet and problems with the field of para­
psycholo8Y, In both puu of the p~per I will also briefly 
mention other inve~tigators and lines of research which 
also bring out the same theme• illtatr.ued by the more 
detailed exampiAs. finally, I will briefly look ilt the contem· 
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porary situation in parapsyr.hology to argu~ that thP. con· 
cern~ .lllO difficultiC!S that hauntPCJ th!' earlier invC'>tigations 
still persist. 

TABLE-TUilNING ANO PSYCHICAl R~SEA~CH 

Modern spiritu.tlism be,an when unaccounb.ble r.aps 
were hurd in the pretence of two teen·age girls, Mar~nn 
and Kate Fox, in 1S48. By using a code, the girls' mother 
was able to converse with the raps and concluded that they 
originated from the spirit ot a peddler who had been 
murdered in the very house in which the Fo~~: bmily then 
lived. Word ot this miraculous communication spread 
quickly and soon a variety oi means tor communicatins 
with the unseen spirits via "the spiritual telesraph" wert 
developed in the United States and then spread to Europe. 
The Individuals through whom the spirit' produced their 
phenomena and communicated with mortals were ailed 
mediums. The mediums, at first, displayed phenomena such 
as ra.ppins sounds, movements oi tables and objects, play• 
ing of musical instruments by unseen agencies, and the oc­
currence of manse lights in the dark. later, more elabor.Jte 
phenomena were produced such as tne levitation of ob­
jects or the medium; the disappeuance or appearance of 
objects; the materialization of hands, faces, or even of 
complete spirit forms; spirit paintings and photosr;aphs; and 
written communications from tht ipirit world [5], [6]. 

By the early 1850s, table·turninc (~lso called table-tilting 
or rable·ri1ppin8) had become the rage both in the United 
States and In EuroPf!. A group of lndivldualt, usually called 
"sitters.'' would arrange themselves around a table with 
their hands resllns flat upon the table·top. After an ex­
tended period of w.aiting .a rap would be heard or the table 
would tilt up on one leg. Sometimes the table would 'way 
and begin movins ~bout the room, dragsins the 5itten 
along. On s.ome occasions, sitters would claim th:~t the 
table a'tv.ally levitated off the floor vnder the conditions in 
which all hands were iibove the able. Reports even c;ir­
culated that ~metimes the table le\litat•d when no hancU 
were toucklns it. Table·turnlng was especially popular be· 
cause it could oc:cur with or without the presence of an 
acknowledsed medium. Any aroup of Individuals could aet 
together and attempt to produce the phenomenc>n in the 
privacy of their own living room. 

T~ble·turninK plays an important role in the history of 
p5ychical researd1 beause it was what fir" .attracted the 
attention of serious scientists to .1Uesed paranormal phe· 
nomena [6]. The phenomenon had become so widesprt!ad 
in England bY the summer of 1853 th•t ~ral Kientists 
decided to look into it, Although rhe prevailins e11planatlon 
fOI' the table's movements f.1vored the asency of spirits, 
other e)(planations at the time wet~ electricity, Mllnttlsm, 
".1t1raction," Reichenbacn'1 Odyliic Force, and the rot;atlon 
of the earth. Electricity, which in tlul public mind was then 
considerRd to be an occult and my$tical force, was espe­
C'i.ally populu. Indeed, many Jpiritvalir.u probably thousht 
that rhe ~plrits operated by e-lectricity. 

In June 1853, a committee ot four medical men held 
searKe~ to investigilt! t•blc-turning. Th~y found that the 
t.tble did not move at all when tne siuers' attention was 
dilw'~rted and they had nor lorm('d common ('xpectations 
Jhout how lhf' tab!(' ~hould mov<•. In JI'\Other C'ondition 
tlwy found that Hw t.lhlt" wm1ld "nt muv('l if half tht' sittNS 
I''(Jll'( !I'd it til 1\Hl\11' Ill tiH• ri~hl ,liHi tlW t'lht•r h,11f l'lljll'('li•d 

It to move lo the left. "But when expectation wu allowed 
frn<1 play, and P.~pr.cially if the direction of tha probable 
movement wu indic.ued beforehand, the table becan to 
rotate after a few minutes, although no one of the sitters 
was conscious of exerdsin8 any effort at all. The conclusion 
formed was th.u the motion was due to muscular action, 
mostly uercised unconKiously'1 (6). Other investigators 
came to simll1r conclusions. 

But, by f~r. the mo5t pubUci.ztd and influential lr\\lestiga· 
tion was that by En&l.and's most renowned scientist, the 
physicist Michael Faraday. Faraday obtained subjects who 
were· ''very honorable" and who were also "succo5sful 
table·movers" [7). Faraday found that ne could obtain 
movements of the table in a given direction with just one 
subject sitting at his table in the laboratory. Hi5 first tests 
were designed to eliminated u explanations well·known 
forces such as m.1snetir.m .and electricity. He demonstrated 
that substances such as sand-paper, millboard, glue, sla55, 
moist clay, tinfoil, cardboard, vulc.anized rubber, and wood 
did not interfere with the t;~ble·turnina. He could find no 
traces of electrical ot masnetic: effects. "No form of e)(peri­
ment ot mode of ob.ervation that I could devise g.1ve me 
the slishtest indication of any peculin force. No attractions, 
or repulsion, ... nor anythina which could be referred to 
other than the mere mechanical pressure e)(ened inad­
vertently by the tumtt." 

Although Faraday suspected that the sitter was uncon• 
sciously pushing the table in the desired direction, the sitter 
adamantly insisted that he wu not the aaency but, instead, 
was pulled in the e1epected dirtction by tome force within 
the table. hrac:Uy created some ingenious arrancements to 
see if the 5itter's. claim was true. He placed four or five 
pieces of slippery cardboard, one over the other, on the 
table top. The pieces were attached to one another by little 
pellets of a soft cement. The lowest piece was attached to a 
p~~ce of nndpaper which res~ on the tablt top. The 
edges of the "'"ts. overlapped sllahtly, and on the under 
surface, Farad:~y drew a pendlline to indicate the position. 
The table·turner then placed his hands upon the upper card 
af'ld waited for the table to movt In the previously asreed 
upon direction (to the left). faraday then examined the 
packet. It was easy to see by displacement of the pans of 
tha line, that the hand had moved further th1.n the table, 
and that the latter had taRRed behind;-that the hand, in 
f"t had pu~hed the uppet card to the left and that the 
under wds and the table ~d followed and been dtaged 
by it" (7]. 

In another arran~ment, Fataday fixed an indicator to two 
bo.ards on the table ,top such thlc. if the sluer was pulled by 
the t.able the indla.tM would slope to tne right, but if the 
sitter pushed the table, the Indicator would s.lope to the 
left. The table moved as before as lone ;a,; the siuer could 
not see the indicator. But as soon as the sitter was able to 
wat'h the indicator, which aave him Immediate feedback 
when his hands puihtd in the expected direction, all move• 
ment5 of the table ceued. "But the most valuable effect of 
this test·apparatus ... it the corrective power it pos~eues 
ovP.r the mind of the table-turner. ~~ soon as the index is 
placed before th• most earnest, and they perccive-u in 
my pri"'~Pncc tney have alwaVt done-that it tcll1 truly 
whether thE'Y ;~re pres1ins downwards only Of obliquely; 
thr.n all ~ffP.~·l!; of table-turning ceasE', ev~n though t~ 
partit'~ pror~('VNf', NrnE'stly de~iring motion. till th<'y b(\· 
1 ouu• wt•Mv .tnd worn out. Nu promrtio& m rh(•,·king ol 
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the h•nd$ Is needed-lh6 pdWer Is gone; and lhis only 
bet au~P the part iPs ar(' made consciou~ of wh.lt th<•y ;If(' 

rNtly doing mechanically, olnd iO .ue un•blc unwillingly to 
de<"nlvf' themselves" (7}. 

Faraday'$ inve$lig.ttion convinced several scientists that 
table-turning was the result of ~elf-deception resulting from 
unconscious motor moverntnts guided by expecution. His 
report is even credited with ~mpenins the enthusiasm, fat 
a few years, for spiritu.tlism In England (6). But several 
spiritualists and table-turners were not convinced by 
Far•day't. arguments. And thla brings up another luue that 
invariably accompanies the controversy 011er paranormal 
dalms. Whenever a skeptic demonstrates how an alltoged 
psychic phenomenon can be duplicated by mundane means, 
the claimant usually responds,."lt's not the same thingl" 

To many spiritualisu and those who had witnessed 
table·turning, Faraday's eltplanation appeared hopelessly in· 
adequatl!!. Professional mediums, for example, while sitting 
at the table could provide meanlnsfulaoswers by means of 
table·rappins to quutions that $it~rs put to their auumed 
spirit communicators. In 'ddition, the table often moved in 
a variety ot ways which seemingly could not be explained 
by simple muscular pressure applied by the s,itters. Fat 
example, the table often levitated above the floor with all 
the sitters' hands restins on the top surface. And. s.ome · · 
report& claimed that the table moved and levitated when 
no human was. In contact with it. 

Faraday's explanation dealt with only one Important caus.e 
ot the table·turning. He did nor attempt to account for the 
variou' ways In which the table could be moved and 
levlwed by trickery. Nor did ht deal with the problem of 
the notorious unreliability of eyewitness testimony. NOt did 
he and his fellow skeptics re.alizt that If! abstract, even If 
correct, tltplanatlon of table--tumint wu Impotent when 
matched against the personal and powerfully emotional 
experience of a sitter who has been converted during an 
actual table·turnina MUion. These r.ame limltalioM on any 
attempt to "txplain away'' an alleged paranormal event by 
a mundane account continue to provide loopholes whereby 
the proponent can maintain the reality of a paranormal 
claim. · 

Two striking illustration' of the power of the experience 
that "It is not the same thins," can be found in the 
conversions to spiritualism o1 the nellf two rnajot Kientl$t• 
to investigate psychic phenomena. Both Robert Hare and 
Alfred Ruuel Wallace were faMili.v with Faraday's research 
and explanation when they first inve5tiaated r.plritualistlc · 
phenomena by means of table-turning. And both were 
immediitecl convinced that their personal experiences could 
not be accounted fOI' by Faraday's theory. In these In· 
stances, the forew•rnln&, rather thin setvins to forearm, 
actually dinrmed. And this, too, iJ a recuninc theme In the 
his.tory ot psychical rese.arc;h. 

SIR WILLIAM CROOIClS 

trary to Faraday, th.at 1h11y h.ad witn"~~d truly par;anormal 
fliH'rlomrn.,. 

Robert Harr•, tlw ··mint•nt Altll'rirJr\ dwmist, bt-Rcln hi!i 
Inquiry into spiritualistic phenomena in 15S3 imm<'dio~IC'Iy 
after . F.lr.ld.ay's inv~ltisation. AlfrE'd Rusr.el W;jlll.&ctl, th~ 
cofounder with Darwin of the theory of evolution by natu· 
r.al selection, initiated his inv~"iS.ttiolli in ,SE>S. And Sir 
William Crookes, tht di,coverer ot thallium, be1;jln his 
lnvl!stigations in ,869. All three had already achieved rtpu· 
tations as oul5tandlns scientists before they surpri~d their 
.cientlflc colleagues with their anertlons of havin& wit· 
nessed p£ychic phenomen•. Their colleasues were dis· 
turbed and puzzled by such assertion' from obviously com· 
petent scienti,ts. Their reactions, unfortun11tely, were not 
alwaY' rational and tended to make a confusing situation 
worse. 

I believe It Is Important to try to understand how these 
otherwise competent r.cientists became convinced thar they 
had acquir$d evidence sufficient to ju~tify the belief in 
paranormal phenomena. The inve5tisatlons of these sclen~ 
tlsts can be credited with the initiation of psychical re· 
search u a field with scientific aspirations. And m•ny of the 
same issues of ~ientlflc justification of daims for the 
paranormal that we find in their work are litill with us 
today. 

Robert Hare ·wu Professor Emeritus of Chemi5try at the 
University of Penniyl11ania and 72 years of aae when cir· 
cum6t.ances conspired to launch him on a new career as a 
psychic investlsator in 1853 [8]. Hare, the author of more 
than 150 scientific papers, had invented the OlCy·hydrogen 
blowpipe which was the predecessor of today's weldlns 
torcnes [9]. Accordinl to Asimov, Hare was "one of the few 
strictly American products who In those da'f1 could be 
con•i~red within hailing dista~ of the area.t Evropean 
chem'fsu" (10). 

Both Hare and his critics took it for sranted that a 
competent scientist could carry out obtervations and ex· 
perlments on .a variety of phenomena and, •• a re~ult, come 
to trustworthy and sound conclu&ion5. Until he announced 
his conversion to the spiritualistic hypotMsis, Hare's col· 
leagues did not doubt his compatence as an observer and 
experimenter. When he announced that he had not only 
experimentally verified paranorm.al phenomena, but had 
t?een communicatins with the spirits of hit departed rela· 
tlves and also with George Wuhll"'ffon, )ohn Quincy 
Adams, Henry Clay, Benjamin Franklin, Byron, and Isaac 
Newton, thi• placed hi5 l~redulous coll•asues In a 
quandary (S]. 

For half a century, the scientific world had accepted 
Hare's scientific papen and conclusion• with re.pect and 
admiration. His scientific accompli1hments were widely re· 
cosnized and honOI'ed. But now this respected fellow sci­
entist, by uslns ap~rently the same oblervational and 
experimental skills that had earned him his renown, was 
claimins to have demonstrated the reality of phenomena 
that ~eientists felt were just roo prepo~terous to be true. 

Farad.ay, the first major sclentlat to r.eriously Investigate l,stead of fncaminins Hare'' arguments 1nd evidence, his 
spirituali5tic: phenomena, concluded that self-deception was colleag~' reacted emotionally and reJected his conc:lu-
suffident to explain what he ob.-rved. A' a result, he sions out of hand. Furthermore, they tr.,ted him u 1 traitor 
remained skeptical and critical of all further claims of to the scientific enterprise and refused to allow him to 
paranormal phenomena. Faraday's Kientific colleagues w.n1 pre~nt his cue in the regular scientific f01um. 
obviously grueful for his investi1111on and conclusions. But From Hilre's penpective thi' reaction was both unfair and 
within the next two decades three other m1j0( scientis.ts unscien,ific. Hi$ argumenli were being rejected without 
alr.o i~esti.sJted JUranQ!'mal claims and concluded, con· ellen being given ~ hearing. In his la•t few yvars he turned 
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iway from his scientific colleagues and confined hi$ 'ocial 
intefactions entirely to his spiritualistic associates. from the 
perspective of the scientific embli~hment, Hare had sud· 
denly gone ins:.ne or had suffered some other form of 
pathology. Here ~ see the Fal5e Dichotomy in actiol'l. And 
this same False Dichotomy will be found throughout the 
story of psychical res,earch right up to the present. 

Alfred Russel Wallace's conversion to spiritualism began 
In the ume w&y that Hare's did-sitting at an animated 
t.able durins a seance. Wallace's nperience, just as Hare's 
did, convinced him that F.araday's explanation of th• table's 
antics would not do. Unlike H.are, however, Wallace was 
not 7:2 .and at the end of his car~. Instead he was 42 years 
old and in the middle of a long and productive areer. It 
had onlv been seven yurs earlier that Wallace had inde­
penden,ly conceived the theory of evolution by natural 
selection, the very same theory that Darwin had been 
secretly watkins on for many years (11}-(13}. 

Critics haw found it ea&y to dismiss the J)'ychlcal t\11· 
dence of Hare on the basis of old age and of Wallace on 
the assertion thlt, while he was a sreat naturalist and 
obstrver, he wu 1'\0t an experimenter (11]. Neither criticism 
c.an be applied, however, to William Crookes, who was the 
next great scientist to lnvestisate and endorse th• ,.allty of 
paranormal phenornen•. Crookes was senerally acknowf· 
edaed, even by many who opposed his psychic beliefs, as 
one of the preeminent CMmlsts and physicists of his day. 
Crookes-the di$Coverer of thallium, Inventor of the radi· 
ometer, deve\opet of the Crookes tubf, pioneer investlsator 
of radiation effecu, and 1 contribut()l' to photottaphy and 
other fleldt-wM elected 1 Fellow of the Royal Society at 
ase 31, was later knighted, and received just about every 
honor available to a scientist of his time. 

When Crookes bepn attendins seances wittt Mrs. 
Ma'"'hall (the same m4dlum who helped convert Wallace) 
and J, J. Morse in 1869, he was37 years of *II•· He had been 
very upset by the death of his VOIJnsest brother and ap· 
parently bellewd he ~ recelwd spirit communication• 
from him throush the servk:e1 of thes,e mfdiums. In July 
1870 Crookas announced hit Intention to conduct a scien­
tific: Inquiry Inca spiritualistic phenomtna. He wrote, "I 
pre ter to enter upon the Inquiry with "o preconcalved .. 
notions wh.atewr as ta what an or cannot be, but with .all 
my senses alert and ready to conwy information to the 
br.ain; believlns, as I do, that we haw by no means ex­
hausted all human knowtedse or fathomed thoe depths of 
all phytlcal forces" [15). 

Although most of tht Jcientiflc tommunity anurntd that 
Crooke!. wa1 undertakin' the lnwstisation as a skeptlt, his 
biosraphet wrote, "But it is certain, at all events, that when 
In July 1870 Crooket, at the request, it is pld af a london 
daily P'pet, announced his intention of 'investiptlns aplrl· 
tLUiism, towc:alled,' he was already much inclined towards 
•piritualism. What he r•ally Intended to do was to furnish, 
If possible, a ri1id scientific proof of the obJ•ctMty and 
senuineness of the 'phyllal phenomena of spiritualism,' so 
as to convert the Kientific world .u larse and open 1 new 
era of human advancement" [16). 

Crookes packed alrnosr all his resurch into psychical 
phenomena into the four•year J>l!riod 1870,.1874 [1'71. When 
he failed to sway hi1 scientific colleagues-and u a result 
of bitter ilttaclc.s by hit critics, Crookes quietly dropped this 

work and dewted hii scientific efforts from 1875 onw.llrds 
to more mainstream subje<ts. But he never gave up his 
beliefs and he never severed his ties with the field. In his 
final years, he besan attending ~ances <~s.tin and believed, 
near the end, that he had finally found proof of sutVival 
when he obtained a spirit photosra'ph of his dead wife [15). 

By today'~ standatds, the investisations that come closest 
to beins "scientific" were t~ that Crookes carried out 
with the celebrated medium Daniel Dungias Home. Home 
is probably the most colorful and enigm.ttic psychic In the 

· history of spiritualism [6), [9~ In one session, which took 
place ar Crooke's home on M~y l1, 1871, Home held an 
accordlan (which had Just been purchased by Crookes far 
this occasion) by one end so that the end with the keys 
huns down towards the floot. Tht accordlan was placed in 
a special case under the t.able which just allowed Home's . 
hand to be inserted to hold the accordlan. Home's other 
hand was visible above the tabl•. The individuals sittin1 on 
either side of Home could see hl1 hand u well as the 
accordian In the wire cage. "Very soon the accordian was 
seen by those on each stde to be moving about In a 
somewhat turious manner, but no 50Und was heard ... " 
After puttins the accordlan down, Home picked it up ~gain. 
This time several notes were heard. Crookes' usistant 
crawled under the tAble and said that he uw the accardian 
upandins ar\d contractlns, but Home's hand was quite still 
[15]. 

At the ume session Crooke~ reported an experiment that 
he regarded as even "more strik.ina, if possible, than the 
one with the accordian.'' A. mahogany board, 3 ft long, with 
one end resting on 1 t.tble and other end supported by a 
&pring balance, was In a horizonul position. Home, while 
"sittins in a low easy-chair'' placed the tips of his flnsers 
lightly on the extreme end of the board which wu re,ting 
on the table. "Almost lmmedlarely the pointer of the bal· 
ance was seen to desCend. After a few seconds It rose 

, "asaln. This movement w.as repeated several times, u if by 
ILICC:.Uive Wl'llet of the Psychic fa«:e. The lnd of the 
board was obierved to oscillate 5lawly up and down during 
the e~eperiment" [15}. 

To see If were po"ible to produce an effect on the spring 
balance by ordiNry preuure, Crooke~ stood on the table 
and pressed one foot on the end of the boatd where Home 
had placed his fingers. By uslnt IN entire weiaht ot his 
body (HO lb), CrooluK was able to set the index to resister 
at most 2 lb. Home had app.atently achieved 1 tTWCimum 
displacement of 6 lb. 

Beeause of such results Craokes concluded that, 11 Thesa 
experiments appelt' condU5ively to establish the existence 
of a new force, in 50me Ut'lknown manner connected with 
the human organisation which for convenience may be 
c.alled the Psychic Force" (15~ The skeptics ~ not con· 
vinced. They raised a variety ot obJections to the experi· 
ment measurlna thf MOYem*nt of the board. Crookes 
thou1ht some of the criticisms were unfair •nd Irrelevant. 
But other~ he felt were reasonable and could be an5wered. 

He repeated the experiment with additional controls. To 
avoid direct contact with the board, he altered the appa"· 
tus sllshtly in a manner that had previously been lned by 
Robert Hare in some of his experimentt. A bowl of wat~ 
w•• placed on th• end of the board not supported by the 
spring scale, Inside the bowl of water was lowered a "hemi-
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spherical copper vessel perforated with several holes .at the 
bottom," ThP. copper vessel was suspc"ndt'd from a larg" 
iron st;and whkh w;as sep.arate from the rest ot tlw o~ppara­
tus. Home placed his finseN lightly in the water in lhC! 
copper bowl. Presumably, this prevented him from having 
direct contact with the board. Vet, under these conditions 
Home managrd to cause the other end of the board to 
sway up and down. 

finally, Home was removed a few feet away from the 
apparatus and his hand& and less wtre held. Even under 
the5e conditions, Crooke5 was .able to ,.cord movements of 
the board, although the ditplacement w.as less the farther 
Home was from the apparatus. In further answer to critics, 
Crookes describes similar experiments carried out succe55" 
fully by other researchers including llobert Hare. Crooke5 
also sot similar result& ~.~$Ins .a lady who wu not a profes· 
sional medium In place of Home. 

This ·,eries of experiment' Is by far the most impressive, 
from a scientific viewpoint, of any thal Oookes conducted. 
Indeed, so far as I can tell., althoush these were among the 
very first serious attempu by a scientist to test a psychic, 
they have not been exceeded in ~gree of documentation 
and experimental sophistication during the substquenr 114 
yea". This is despite the fact that following Ctooke5' exam· 
pte, eminent scientists during almost every decade since 
Crook.es' e~eperlments have conducted tests of famous psy· 
chics. 

The comments In the preceding paragraph should not be 
taken as an endorsement of Crooke5' results. His experl· 
ments on the "Psyc:hlc Force" are superior rel~tive to what 
has 'been reported by other scientists, including contem­
porary ones, In their tests of psychic superstars. On an 
ab~lute scale of Judgment the experiments still leave much 
to be desired. A major problem is documentation. Crooke$ 
omits many details which, from today's penpfctlve at least, 
seem Important In assessing what mlsht haw taken place. 

Respondinc to the accusation thlt hi• witnesses were not 
reliable, Crookes wrote, "ACCI.Iitomed lS I am to ha\le my 
word believed without witnesses, this is an argument which 
I cannot condescend to answer. All who know me and read 
my .articles will, I hope, take it for &ranted that the fiCts I 
lay before them are correct, and that the exptriments were 
honestly performed, with the sinsle object of elicltins th• 
truth" [15). 

Here Crookes raises an Important issue. When he re­
ported finding .a sr .. n line In a spectrum where one had 
never been reported, and followed this up with various 
analys.es and controls to suppor1 the assertion that he must 
have discover•d .a new element (thallium), his scientific 
colleasues did not insbt thit he import skeptical witn"ses, 
nor did they question his observations. The reported ob· 
servation was made by usinc standard apparatus and re· 
cordins procedures. The neces~ry controls and po"ibilities 
of error In &uch a context were well·known to worker• in 
the field and It could be ufely aS&umed that any trained 
chemist in this r.ltuatfon would behave accordina to both 
implicit and explicit rule~. 

But Crook.es and hii crltla seriously err when they as• 
1ume that similar confidence and rru.t can be placed in 
observation& m"'- In a field outside the invettlptor's train­
Ing and one In which no &lanc:Urdiutlon exists for instru· 
mentation, makina ob~rvatiOM, institutins controls, re· 

corciing thE' data, and rt'ponlng thf.' rE>sults. The dlfflcultl" 
,u•· 'ompuundE'd iwtl11•r wh1•n 1h•' ob$PrVations are made, 
not of inanim.atP and ~~~uunably pah~iw materials, but of 
t'vems involvins humans wno h.ave a capacity to anticipate 
!he experimenter's obiectlves and alter their behavior 
accordingly. 

I recently discovered that Podmore, back in 1902, ;antic· 
ipated most of my re~rvations about Crookes' experiment 
on the movements of the b.alance [6]: 

The nperimenr as 11 iland•, even without the modifications 
Introduced later by Mr. Crooks in d(\fettnce to his scien­
tific critics, seem!, indeed, conclusive illilinst tM pouibillty 
of Home'' affectina th• balance by al'ly preuure on his end 
ol the ~d. But, teued by the canons laid down by Mr. 
Crooke& himself '' the outiet of hit in~~Hiisationt, we shall 
1ind the conditions ol the experiment defecti\111 in ol'lt 
Important particular. Mr. Crook.tt had shown thar It 15 the 
provinet ol icientifie inw&tisation not merely to ucertaln 
the reality of the alle1ed movemenu and rne.uure their 
extent, but to establllh their oc:currenca under condilion5 
which render fraud lmpMiible. In tht ~up quoted on 
pase 183 it ;, Implicitly recoanl~d that such conditions are 
to bol wcured by eHminatlnl the nec:K&ity fOf continuous 
ob&ervatlon on the part of the inve1ti1110r. Th• proof olthe 
thins done should depend upon 1omethin1 tfs.e than the 
mere ob•ervalion ot the txperimenters. however skilled. 
Now In the experiment quoted theie condltlom were not 
fulfilled. On the contmy, we are expre"ly told that all 
pre.ent suarded Home's feet and handt. It i1 pertlnant to 
point out l~t a duty for which the whole company were 
collectiwly responsible m1y well at tlmti haw been inter· 
mitted. Moreover, Or. Huuim and Mr. Crookes had to 
watch the bilance al1o, and Mr. Croak$ h&d to take nottt, 
Allin, the experiment deKribtd was not the flrtt of the 
kind; it occurred in the middle of a IOI'I& series. lliJ Indeed 
stated that Home was not familiar with the apparatus em· 
ployed. lut u 1imilar ~paralUI had been employed, prob• 
ably at previous ttials by Mr. Crocke1 him .. lf, cenainly by 
earliq,r ln\lllltisators-amonsst them Or. Hare, with ~ose 
published wrltlnss on Spirtruali&m we car~not aKUme HOme 
wu unacquainted-tilt litatement arri11 little weiJht. Fur· 
ther, i point of cilpiul Importance, there had apparently 
been many prelllous trial1 with various modlflc.atlom oi the 
ap~ratu1 and m1ny failures: in Mr. Ctoobs' own word&, 
"tke npetlrnentt 1 h•ve tried have been very numerous, but 
owlns to our Imperfect kr\OW!edse of the conditlom which 
favour or oppose the manifeltatioM oi this farce, to the 
appa,.f\lly capricious manner in which It i5 exened. and to 
the iact that MI. Homt hlmsalf i• tubitct to UNCCOuntable 
ebbs •nd flowt of rhe IOfU, It hu but .. ldarn happt,.d 
tbat a retult obtail\ed on one occa1lan could be &ubse­
quantly confirm.d and tested with apparat\16 iped•lfy con• 
trived for the purpoH." 
The real sisnificance ol thi1 statement Is that ~-• 
practised conjurer, ill we art entitled ro MIUI'I\ft-wal in • 
position to dictate the condllioM of the nperlment. ly the 
&impJe device of doln1 nothll\l when tl\e conditiont wtre 
unfavourable. he could eNu,. that the llaht (Ill In the 
present inltance) wa~ iuch al'ld 10 placed, tN! apparatu5 so 
contrived, and the 5itttt1 10 dispo~ed. u to suit his purpose, 
and that In the actual ••perirnent ,he attention of the 
lnvettlptors would ntceuarllv be conc~t~trat.c:l on tht 
wrons points. Under tuch conditions. u Ofdinilry IXJ)Irllnce 
shows, and as the e•perirnenu delcrlbed in the lan chapter 
haw abundantly demonurattd, live untrained obie......,• .,. 
no tNtch fOf Ol'lf c:ltwr COI'IjUt*l". 

Podmore IJ referrina, in the la.t sentence, to the dramatic 
experimenu on eye·witneu t••tlmony conducted by S. J. 
Cavey [18). Davey had been converted ro a belief in 
spiritualistic phenomena by the slate·wrltlna demont.tra· 
tions of the medium Henry Slade. Subcequently, Davey 
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prmh.JCP some of thl! phenomnn;&. Davey prilcticed until h" · 
foil he could accomplish all of Slildr.\ feats by trickP.ry and H<trl'. WallaC(l, and Crook.cs worc• 1hr. first of many c~mi-
misdirection. He then conducted hi~ well-rehearsed seance nont ~.<:ienlists who hiVO investigat(l(i and cndor~ctl psy-
for several groups of sitters, including many who hid wit· l:hin. Their work inspired many la11~r sdl•ntist~ to ;also take 
nessed and testified to the re;illty of splrituali5tic phenom· time away from their regular Kientific activities to investi· 
en.t. lmmedl.ttely after each seance. Davey had the sitters gate the paranormal claims of mediums or selt·profes~ed 
write out in ootaH all that they could remembt!r having psychics {-4], (19]-[29]. Yet, I su5pect th1t many p~riip,ychol· 
happened during his seance. The iindings were strik.ins and ogists will object to usins the work. of these psychic invesli· 
very dlsturbinl to belitvers. None of the sitter~ had ius- s.ators as part of a general evaluation and critique of para· 
pected Oav@y of using trkkery. Sitters consistently omitted psycholoay. The objection would be bued on two 
crucial details, added others, char~ged the order of events, arguments. 
and otherwise supplied reports which would 1n1ke it im· loday, most parapsychologists would not include the 
pouible for any reader to account for what was described reports of Hare, Wallace, .md Crookes in their cue for the 
by normal means.. reality of psi (the current term to refer to exu.asensory 

Podmore has much more to say about this experiment. perception and psychokinesis). And, set:ondly, even the 
His reference to "untrained" obsetvert Is not meant to reports by more recent scientists on psychics do not form 
question Crook•u' scientific competence. "But his previous p•rr of the primary data~se of parapsychology, Instead, 
training did not oecesu.rlly render him better qualified to today's p~rapsychologim want to base their argument on 
~eal with problems differing widely from those presented evidence emerging from laboratory e)(periments with un· 
In the laboratory. To put It bluntly, if Home wall a conjurer, selected $Ubjects and which U5e s.tandardized tasks. 
Mr. Crookes was probably in no better position for detect· However, I believe there are sood reasons for focussing 
!ns the sleight·of·hand th•n any oth~r man his equal in on these early investlcators: 
sntelligence and naUve acuteness of sense. Possibly even in 1) At the time they were reported, these investigations 
a wor.e po'ltion; for it may ~ arsued that his previous were considered to be the strongest evidence for the 
training woold p~re the way for Home's e1fons to con· paranormal. from 1BSO to 1Bb6 Hare'• research constituted 
centra~e attention on the mechanit:al apparatus, and thus practically the entire ''scientific" case upon which propo• 
~I vert 1t from the seemil)gly irrelevant movements by which nents could base their claims. From 1870 until the foundina 
It may be conjectured the conjurer's end was attained." of the Society of Psychical Research in 1862, it wu the work 
. finally, PodmOt'l! points out waYt in which tn. report is of Crookes and Wallace that proponents put forth u the 
1nccmpl~te. He then speculate' about.one po55ible way best scientific Justification for their paranormal claims. 
Home might h~ve tricked Crookec. He describes a 5t:enarlo 2) The psychic:al research of theie three eminent 51:len· 
in which Home could have employed 1 thread which he tlsts served as the model for all later inve1tigations of 
attached to the apparatus, probably the hook. of the •cale. pjychlcs by Kienti1t1. Althouch sometimes the latest tech· 
Some further po4nts could be mentioned such as the fact nological developments are brought into the inve•tigations, 
that Crooke's unpublished notes sugest that the e~eperi· no chan1• in approJCh or Improvements in methodology 
ment wu mSJCh more in1ormal and involved m.any more .f9.r such Investigation& h.ts occurred during the 130 years 
dittr~tions than the published version indicates (15). sin<:e Hare first reported his flndlnp [23]. In terms of 

Crookes held many seances not only with Home but with adequacy of dot:umentation, for e~eampfe, it is difficult to 
almott every major splritualictlc medium who wat in En· find any improvement over Crook.es' reports on his expert· 
gland during the year1 "1869 thr®sh 1875. He reported ment1 with Home in the subseq~nt accounts by such 
havlns obsel'\led a variety of phenomena which. he arsued psychic: investigators u Rlchet. Barren, Lodge, Lombtoso, 
could not haw been produced by normal means: move· Zoellner, Elsenbud, Tar1, Puthoff, Hasted. ;and the many 
ment ot heavy bodies with t:ontact bur without mechinlc~l others. 
exertion; raps and other sounds; the alleratiol\ of weights of 3) The work of thl• early trio UJI"iild as an lmpon.anl 
bodies; movements of heavy substances at a dist&nce from Impetus for the sub5equent foundlns of the Society for 
th.e medium; the risinB ot tables and chairS off the sround, Psychical Research in 188~. In his pre~dential addres;s to the 
w1thoot contact of any person: the levitation of human first seneral mel!!tinl of The Society 1or Psychical Re5tarch 
being'; the •ppearant:e of hands, either self-luminous or on July 17, 1862. Henry Sidgwick went out of his ~Y to 
visible by ordinarv lisht; direct writing: and phantom forms acknowledge the Importance and evidential valu.e of the 
and faces [18]. His documentation for sud• phenomena, work of these pioneer res;urt:hen [30): 
however, falls far short of what he has s.upplied us for the I ny that important evldenu has bun accumula1ed· .~ 
movements of the ~l.ance. hero I ~~uld llkt lo .am~r a criUci•m 1hat 1 ha\1~ pri~ately 

As was the case with Hlri! and Wallace, Crookes was hciitd which terleh to placa thf! work of our Society in a 
b'tt n ked f h rather invidlou' olJpllCI. It Is supposed thar WP throw •siO. 

1 • ~ 'I att.ac or is vieWi. The eminent physiologi5tt, rn bJOl' tl"' rt'uhs of previous lnquirlt.• u untruttwonhv. 
Wdlt~m Carpenter, lead the opposition. Carpenter openly and 11rr~te lo ourselves a iuperlor knowleda• ol tci•otilk 
qul!'stsoned Crook•s' competence as 01 scientist, wron11y mt'thod or intrlnfoiully Jrf'atM trU11tWorthi,.,,_ that we 
1t.ated that CrookH' election to the Royal Society had been lmpt• to be• ool.it•wd, what~r t'()f\('IU~Ioni wr- mav t:omt' tn, 
question;able, .and made several other unw.ammted insults hv the> ~dr.nhf•C' world, tl\oulh prollious ioqulrf'r• h•vo bern 
l16J, [1 71. Like Wallace, Crookl!!s tr•'ed to get h'l" ~~~·ent'lf'lc uniformly Jl~trul!f'd .. Coruinly I ilm ronsciov' nf m~lr.in8 no 

p .. J~~umptlon of Hml k1nd. I do nor pr11~unw to ~UJ'Ifll>~ot' th.u 1 
colleagues and critic;s to witnen his experiments with Homo '''uld prndun• rvid&onct• ~~~~~r in qu.AIItv th.an rnut h th~t .,., 
.a.nd other JMVChlcs. But none of them ;III':C<"ptf'd his invit•· hN•n laid bt•furt• thr wurld bv wriwr~ t~f indutJiubl• s('iNl• 
t1ons. tilk rrpuu•-·nwn lik(' Mr. Cmolw~. Mr. W•ll.at't•, .and 11w> 

l.ttt• Prnf•·,~m de• MnrA~I"I. But it i~ dNr th.tl lrum wh.ct I 
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havf' dl•fint.'d i~ thP. Jim of lhf! Sodrty, hOWf'v('f suod !-(\1114' 

u1 It~ 1'\·idPtll ,. ntay hi- In CJU,tlity, WI' "'!lvin· ~ R"'·'' il•·.d 
mutt' nl1l I d11 nul cft•p\111', .jt i• not 11uw """' h• di'l""'' 
. with o\11\' indt~ldll.tl whu huld. th.u rc·~~nn.tlilo• '"'"''""· 

who h.t\'1' loHkrd Gort•fullv into thf' f'vidc'nt"•' th•t hJ• hc•m1 
~~~fat ubt,um•d, ought to he ('onvinnd hy th~t evid1•1\CC'; hut 
thn <'dul'~tt•d world, includins many who h;~ve given 11"1\Jt'h 
timr .md thou11ht to this &ublact, .ur. not ye:t corwinl'rd, Jnd 
thPrt>forl' WC" w.ant morr f'VIden('l•. 

Sidgwick mikes It c;le:ar that he and the other founderi of 
th~ Soc.iety for Psychical Re~earc:h consider the findings of 
Wallace and Crookes a$ scientifically sound. Sidgwick has 
no doubt that Wall.ace's and Crookes' report5 should con· 
vince reuonable members o1 the 5c;ientlfic community. But 
he pragmatically makes the distinction between what should 
and what will convince the critics. "What I m~n by suf­
ficient evidence is 11vidence tn•t will convince the scientific 
world, and tor that we obviously require a good deal more 
than wP have so far obtained" (30). In other words, 
Sidgwidc. does not aspire to improve the quality of the 
preceding scientific Investigaton. Rather he wants to acquire 

' more of the same quality. 
4) The investigations of these original psychical research· 

ers bring out many of the same iuuei of evidence, 
testimony, and proof that still c:har.acterize current con· 
troversie• in parapsychology. Unfortun.ately, not much in 
the way of further clarification or reSQiution oithese iuues· 
has occurred since their efforts first stimulated the debate. I 
have alrncly mentioned some of these issues In my discus· 
sions of the individual cases. 

Many of the i"ues involve the problem of competency. 
To what e)(tent, for example, does competency in one 
branch of inquiry transfer, If at all, to a different branch? 
Can a scientl,t, no matter how competent and weiHnten· 
tioned, initiate an inquiry Into a previously unstructured 
and unmndardized area and single·h.andediy produce re· 
suits. which be.ar the ume 5Cientific status u the resultr. he 
has produced In his original area of expertisel Elsewhere, I 
have given by reasons for an~wering this question in the 
negative [23]. 

One Important iuue is perhaps worth brlnsing up at this 
point. The scientists who h.ave defended the trustworthl· 
ness of their psychical research have typically insisted that 
the observations. and evidence of their reports of p$ychic 
happenings do not differ in quality from that whic:h char· 
acteriler. their more onhodox investigations. 

Yet, at the same time, these ume invelticators acknowl· 
edge an import.ant diHerenc:e betw.en their inquiries into 
physics and biology and their investigations of psychics. 
Hare, Wallace, and Crookes, as wellu the later psychical 
re,earchers Insisted that the psychics heins test-ed must be 
treated with proper respect and concem for their feelings. If 
the irwestisator is overly skeptical or otherwise betray• 
diwusl of the alleged psychic this could adversely affect 
the paranormal performance. Thus these sclentisu try to 
convey the impression that they c:onduct their tests uslns 
every precaution again't fraud and deception, but at the 
iamc time mak.in& sure not to take any step or inclu~ any 
condition that meets with the disapproval of the ;~llesed 
p•ychic. Sic.eptics such as myself, who have both experience 
in conducting e~e~riments with humans and have been 
trained in conjuring, believe this is an impossible task. The 
twin goals of preventing trickery on the part of the alleged 
psyC"hic and of ensurina that this ume person will be sat· 

isfil'd with ;~II the e!lproriment.al arransemenb are muu· .• ·.IA·",JY·""· 
Ill< Plllfiollilllr•. · 

~llll'oc i1•1111'1' wl1o h.h•' to•qlftNIIutfw p.uanorma.l pow~r~ 
ol tlwir l>ubjr•n .. t·onhdt'ntiy tnfiist lht•y hilve simult.tneously 
;~<·hi€'VIld buth goals. A (OFltemporary version of this theme 
has been ~loqu<'ntly put forth by a group of scientist~, 
including IWl) of England's outstandins physidsts, in de· 
scribing th('ir experimenb on the psychokinetic powers of 
Uri Geller [31): 

WI' havP. t:onl<' t" rNiiZI' iho1t in cerl~in W~'f1tht t"ditional 
ldt>al of thu c:omph!IL'Iv imprr~n~l .lpflro~ch of the natural 
sdenco~ to l'xpcrimC"nl~tlan will not b€1 adequate in thi~ 
domo~~il"l. Ratner, thNr i~ A ~)Nion.JI ;~spect th~t has to be 
l;ak.rt into 'ccount in " wo~y that is wm('what 1ilnllar to thit 
nr.eded in thl' disclplin"' of P•Ycholosv ;~.nd medicinP., Thii 
does not me.ln, o1 cour!'t', that is not pouible to utablish 
f1ch on whlc:h we c~n count securely. Rathet, II mean' thit 
we hav• to bC" san~i!i\11!' .Jnd observant, to di~oCO\Ier what is a 
ri1h1 approach, which will properly •How lor th• subjectiw 
tlernent ;~.nd yet permit us to dr~w reliable infer11nces. One 
of the first things that rflvnls iblllf u one omerves is t"-t 
pt.ychok.inatic pnenomrna cannot In St'Mf.tl be produud 
unle'!l ~II who .,.rtlcip.atP ire In a relaxed stlte. A feelina of 
tt-nslon, fur, 01' hostilih· on the part of ;~ny of those present 
1eneully communicates ll•elf to thE' whole 1roup. The £'11-
tlre procen soes m0$1 tasily when all th<He present actively 
want tnina.s to work welL In ;,ddition, matters if'efT\ to be 
srutly facilitated when the experimental arr,nsemer\t i• 
aesthetically or im;~airutively 1ppulin1 to the person with 
apparent psychokinlllc powers. 
We have found ilso thu it Is 1enerally difficult to produce ' 
predetermined set of phenomcni. Althou&h this miy iOJne• 
tlmes be done, what h.appens is often rurprilint and unelt• 
peeled. We htwe ob't.rvtd tho~t the atle"'fft to conctntro~t• 
strongly In order to obtllin a desired rHuh (e .•. , the bendins 
of a piece of metal) tends to interfere whh the retalttd sUIIII 
of mind needed to produce such phenOtNN... . Indeed, 
we have sometimes foul"l<i it useful at thl• ttaJe to t;~.lk of, or 
think ibout, sometnins not closely rtlated to wkat It hap­
pel"lint. •o u to decrease the tendency to •xcet~ 
conscious concentration on tne intel'ldld aim of the 
ttxperimer'lt .••• 
In tlte Atudy of psychokinetic phenomeN, s.uch ~;onditiOf"'t 
ara much more lmport11nt than in the natwal sciences, 
because the person wno procluces,the$4!! phenomena is 1'\01 
an instrumer\t or a machine. Any attel'l\pt to treat him at 
•uch will almo1t canaiflly lead to failure. llitMr, he mU6t be 
con•idered to be one of tht group, actiwly ~;ooperati"' in 
tne ex~rlment, and 1"10\ a "subject" wnou behaviot i' to be 
observed "from tht outside'' in as co6d and im~l 
maMer as pouible .... 
lrt t:uch rese;arch an o~ttitudeo of mutualtrute And conlidence 
Is needed; we thould 1"101 treat the penon with pWCho• 
kinetic powers u an "object" to be obMMd wlttl w.pi· 
cion. Instead, as indic•ted earlier, we have to look on him 1t 
one who i1 work.ins with uw. Con•ider now difHcult it would 
be to do 1 physical tKperhnent if uch pet'lon were con· 
st.antlv w.atchlns hi• colleaaues to be Wft that they did not 
trick him. How, then. aro we to ai/Oid d'll ponlbllltY of 
beins trlckedl It should ~ pouible to detip1 experirNntal 
arrancl!menu that ~rt beyond any rea~ pouibility of 
trlcktry, and that ma1icians will aenerJil\1 acknowiedp to 
be .a. In the first ~taa•s of ~work we did, in fact, pre1ent 
Mr. Coll•r with DVH;~.Isuch ;~.rr1naemelllt, but tll~te proved 
to be il!ithetlcallv un;,ppe.alin1 to him. from our early 
f1ilure1i, wo learned that Mr. Cellar worlutd be•t wtle, 
prl!ull"lted with rnany pouible objiiC:ts, ill lottther on ~ 
metal •urf1ce; 11 lc,tt one- of tile~ objects miant appeal to 
him sufficiently to 5llmul.ate hi• eneraie5 .... 
Neverthtlcu, w.- rellliJf!l th;~.t (Of'lclitiolll &uch as we ha"" 
deicribed In thi• paper aro 1u~ lhOif in wftlch 1 ~;anjurif\S 
trick may P.Uily bl' Clrried out. We undcratand lllio that wr 
ar~ not <:o,jurinl t'xperts, so if therP. ~hould be an in111ntion 
to df'cf'iV", w,. nli\' tw a~ rPadily foclll!d at anv ncuon. 
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Mo.reov~r. the~ ~.t.i been • grea.t dl!~l ol public criticltm, In subsequent cases. Both critics ilnd defender5 ~till impli1 i~. 
whtth th<' po~"bthty of ~uch trtrk\ h~~ been ~uon!IIY sug· 'ubscribe to the ume fal~ Dichotomy. And hath th

1 
ll''>lf•d. For thii rl'!non It ha~ oiH~n bH4ln propo~l!d lh<~t i · · d th d 1 d · d'ff . d 
~~riiNI m.talci.an should br. pm~11n1 to h••lp 111 ~~~P. tl't.u there crrucs. an c e ~n ers, In 1 erent W.tys.' <l n'>t. nmHr~r· 
will br~ no posJibility ol <Jncefltion. tt i' in tho n~ture ot the as rauon;~l, objective, scientific ot otherwu;~ adm•rabl~ m 
t:uo, ho-.wver, th•t no ux:h auurance can actuilly be_siven. their exchanges. Worn, no le55on!!. from the past seem tu 
f.or a &kllle~ m.:&.lici.an. I& .tble to e•ploit each n•w. situa· have either been learned or carried over to the current 
uon u It o~rts~s '." i dtfferent o~nd generally unpred~ct.tble controversies. It the critical e~tclun1es had be11n More con· 
way,, . , In pfln~tple, we would welcome holp ot thiS ir.Jnd , , 
in dccreuins the pOstibility of ~cepllon. 11 hu been .our muctlve and rat•on.al_ at th~ lime of Hare, Wall~ce, and 
observation, however, that maaiclan' ue oft~tn hostile to the Crookes, today we mtsht be closer to understand,ng whar 
whole purpoiie ol this wrt of lnl!estisation, $0 they M.nd to WiiS really goins on to make such eminent scientists pu• 
brin~ above .an atmosphere of ten~lon in whit:.h little or forth such seemingly outraseous dalm1. 
noth•ns un ~done. tnde•?· even af iome m;ag•clans who Hare Wallace and Croolt.es had no success In induc·n 
were found who were not diSposed In this way, it doet not • '. • ' , , 1 

r 
follow that their te$tlmony will c.onvince thote who are thetr cnt1a to come and eltamtne the ev1dence far them· 
hostile, since the lmer c;an alwaYi suppose that n•w tricks selves. It is possible that if Huxley and C.upenter had 
were involved, beyond the capacity of th~ p;uticular ma· accepted Wallace's in'lltatioo to attend at least silt seances, 
gid_.ans to s-. throu_gh thtm. Becau~e ot ;all of t~i,, It .ee~ no phenomen~ would h~vt taken place. On the other 
unhlt.ely th.u siKnlficant progresli tow.ards cleatrns up th1i , 
particulu question could be made by a.;tu.ally halllna rna· hand,_ 1t would be useful to .have che. acc~unts o.f such 
glc:i.ans pre,ent at the $essions, thoush we h.aw found it sk.ept1c.al observers before us tf1 5ay, Mtss Ntc~ol dtd pro· 
useful to have thtlr help in a consu.lt~tlve c~p.aclty:.: • We duce the flowers in their presence. And it certainly would 
recosnlze that there Is a senulnt dtlf~eulty •n obta1nu'IB an have helped if Carpenter and stokes had acctpted Crookes' 
adequate answer to critici$ms concernlns the possibility of • · 1 a... • • a.. d h 
tricks, and that ,~ oertain healthy skepticism ot doubt on the tnvctat on to watch nls eKpenments w1tn Home an t ~· 
part of the reader may be appropriate at thll point.,, . balance. 
Howewr, we belle..,. that our appro.ach Ciln adequar.ely 
m1U!t this situation, THI CREERY StSTUS 

These inl/e&~ig.atM close this discussion of the diffiQ.Jities Fa( its first 30 years, psychial rese .. rch consisted of 
ot carryins out such research with an optimistic procnosls, individual and uncoordinated investlsations by scholars or 
"We feel that if similar sessions continue to be held, scientists such iilS Hare, Wallace, and Crookes. During this 
lnst.ances of this kind r~~ight accumulate, and there will be period some feeble and unsucceuful attempts were made 
no room tor rea$00able doubt that some new proc.ss is to form r•~earch societies and eootdinate the research [32]. 
involved here, which cannot be iiCCounted for, or ex· The first succeuful ~ttempt to lnstltutioo.allze psychical 
plained, in terms of the laW6 of physics .at present know!\. research was the founding of the Society tor Ps~nical 
Indeed, we already feel that we have very neilrly reached Research in London in 1882. Four of tn. principal leaders of 
this point." The~e hopeful words were wrftten In 1975. this society-the phil~pher Henry Sidgwick, the physicist 
Neither they nor other scientists h.ave yet manased to William Barrett, the literary scholar Edmund Curney, and 
present scientific evidence that Uri Celler or his many the classicist Frederic Myers-had been encouraged, in 
imiratol'i an bend metal paranormally. Althoush 1t least addition to their own lnvestlptions of telepathy and 
one maJor physicist continues his investigations of para· ·"·mediums, by the reHarch of such scientists as Wallace and 
normal metal bendins [20), a dec1de of research on Uri Ctookes. The founder~ of the Society cle~rly believed that 
Geller by t.eientiltt who adhered to the advice of treatins they posseHed .alid ~eientific evidence for the reality of 
the metal·bendet as • respected colleagl.le and caterlns to thousht-transference. At the first seneral mettins of the 
his aesthetic sensibilities has only succeeded to demon· Society in London on July 17, 1662, Henry Sidcwick ended 
strate tNt Geller can bend metal under conditlOf'\1 which ... · · · ·his presidential addrecs with the followinc words [30]: 
allow him to do it by cheatinc [21). 

Hare, Wallace, and Crookes, as well as subsequent psy­
chic researchers, insisted they had. gu~rded asalnst the 
possibility of trickery while, at the nmt time, acknawteda· 
ins the nece15ily to treat their 51.1b}ects in the spedal way 
described by Hasted et 11. Unfortunately, as Hasted ~tal. 
concede, this special treatment increases the difflcultiei of 
preventlns d~aption. But, like their predecessMin psychi~ 
cal (eH..arch, they ellpress confidence that their Kientlfic 
~kills c:an overcome the difficulty. In fact, the suggested 
procedure sives the alleged psychic veto powet over ilny 
arrilnsement that impedes trickery and alao supplie5 a ready 
excuse for not producing phenomena when the dansers of 
detec.tion suddenly seem too high. The conditions which 
the scientim repoN as ideal for the production of ptychical 
phenomena an~ just those thilt ire also ideal for the produc· 
tion of the ~•me phenomena by trickery. 

S) As already discussed, Hare, Wallilce, and Crooket were 
biuerly att.ack.ed by their skeptical scientific colleasue~. And 
thf' ume ~ort~ of ~ttacks and defense~ havE! char.aaerized 

We must drive the obJe,tOI' info the PD_'ill011 of belna forced 
eilher to .admit the phenomen& u ll"ftplicJble, at least by 
him, or to aceute tke inwstiptOI'' either of lylna or chutins 
or a blindness or foraetfuiMK lncomp.arible with any Intel· 
l•ctual condition ti!Cipt ablolut• Idiocy. I im &lad to "Y 
that this rc:tull, in my opinion, tu• be.n urllfKIOI'ily at• 
rained in the iniiHllaation of thousht-readlna. ProfHSOr 
Barrett will now brint before you a report which I hope will 
be only the flrtt of a f0111 ~rirt of similar rtporta which may 
have reached the same point of c011dusiven-••· 

Befote looklns at the experimental resuht whote "con­
clusi~ness" Sldswick believes Is beyond reuonable doubt, 
1 would like to call the reader's auention to the use of the 
False Dichotomy in Sidswick's strateay. The g~l is to 
report evidl!)nce that is so compellins that the critic eithf!r 
has to admit that p1ychic phenomeN have been demon· 
strated or that the inl/estilator Is deliberately lyins, afflicted 
with a patholo&ical condition, or incredibly incompet~nt. 
Sldgwiclc. dOf!S not allow for the possibility lhilt an inW"~ti­
gator could be competent, hone", &ane, .and intelligent. 
and 'till wrongly report wh~t he belitw~ In be "C'onclufoi\lf'" 

1!3.2 I'MO( II UIN(,~ lll l Hl IIH, 1/0t. 74. N(l. fo, IUNl l-
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l'videnc-" for tht' p.u.anorm.1l. UnfortunatPiy, as ~"fln in th,. 
c Jhf'h of ll.ltc•. WJII.u c•, ;and (rookt·~ and il~ typifir·~ ~uc­
c·N•d1ng ttw c·.ur~. th" critics, in re5ponding to par,murmal 
claims, h.1vc implicitly .accepted th" False Dichotomy. Wh~n 
confronted with ~ranormal claims by otherwise com­
petent Investigators, many critics have taken th" bait and 
hav~ tried to discredit the offendins iuvesti11ator by ques­
tlonins his competence, insinuating fraud, or sugsesting 
pathology. 
Th~ "conclutilv~" evidenc~ with which Sidgwick wanted 

to confront the objector came from a series of experiment5 
on through·transference conducted by his colleasues Wil· 
Ham Barren, Edmund Cumey, and Frederic Myers [33]. The 
invesrisators introduced this series as follows (33]: 

In the! correspondence we nave received there were two 
cases which l~.,..,~d. upon inquiry, to ~ free from any 
prim~ f4cle objection,, and apparently indicalive of true 
thousht·re.ading. One of thelie curs i1 glwn In the Appen· 
diN ... bvt as we c1nnot (rom pel'lonal oblervo~tion teilify to 
the condirion' undM which the trl.al' were made, we simply 
IP..aw II .aside. The other cue wu that of 1 f.amlly in 
Derbyshire, with whom we ~ve had the opponuniry of 
frequent and prolonsed trialt.· 

nn thr pidfHl. Sh•• i~ rht•n ,.,, ,,lf,•ot. ''"" o1u• or mmr ut th1• 
· wilit•h." pl.u •• lhPil h,l,ld' 11~11111 1111 lu•1 ~hould""· ~onw· 
linll'\ nnthing hJjljlt•n•. •nnu•tllliJ'' 'h" ~tr.1y~ v,ti!W•Iy Jlu•ul; 
~omt•tinw~ sh1• rriovr' rei thtliiShl p,ut uf tht• room .~:nd dm·~ 
thfl thin&, or somt'thins likl' thr thins. whkh ~hn has twl'n 
will~d to do. NQthinl! muld .u fin;t &ilht look l"s' lik•• J 
promi~ing Stolrting·point fur o1 new br.anrh of $clt'ntific in· 
quiry. 

Barrett, Curney, and Myers gq to grt!at lensths to assutc 
their readers that they are awart of the many non· 
parilnotm;il ways In whkn information from the senders 
can be communicated to the percipient. Subtl• uncon­
scious pulhes by the "willer," for eMample, can JUide tho 
percipient to the torrect pfac~. And there is always the 
possibility of secret codes being employed [33], [37]. Never· 
theless, they relate Incidents from their own experience 
with the same which they believe cannot be handled by 
such obvious expt.an.arlons. 

In their typical experimental procedure, one child would 
be 5elected to leaW! the room. When she was out of the 
room, the remaining participants would select a playins 
card or wtite down a number or name. "On re·enterins she 
stood-5ometimes turned by us with her face to the wall, 
oftener with her eyes directed towards the around, and 

Our inform&nt wu Mr. Creery, 1 d~r8Yf11.an of unblemished 
choiiricteor, ilnd wh~Mt lnte(lrity indeed hu, ir 10 hap~ns, 
been ekcaptiontrlly tested. He has .a f&mlly of five girls, 
ransin1 now betwt-en the .a1es of ten and teventeen, all' 
thorousnly healthy, u tree lll possible from motbld or 
hysterical symptoms, 1nd in nunner ptrltctly .simple and 
c.hlldll!f.eo. The l.ather sured that o1ny one of these children 
(except the YOUniC!SI), II Willi 15 I youns 5ef\#ant-slrl who 
h.ad lived with the family for two yeotrs, was frequently able 
to de~isn.ate cort'Ktly, without cont.act or sisn, a card or 
oth~r object fixed on in the child'• ab~nee. Ourin1the year 
which hill el.apsed sine~ we 11rst heard of thl1 f1mily, seven 
visits, mo.tly of sewr~i days' duration, 1\~..-. befn ptrld to the 
town where they live, by ourJelves and several scientific 
friends, and on tnue occasions daily e~eperimtnu hav• been 
mo~de. 

....... usually close to us and remote from her family-fof a 
period of silence .varying from a few seconds to a minute, 
till she called out to us some number, card, or whatever II 
might be" (33J. Before Ieavins the room, the child was 
always informed of the aeneral category, such as playing 
Cirds, from which the target item was to be chosen. 

The preceding quotation wu taken from the "First Re· 
port on Thought·badlns" whlch was read iilt the first 
meeting of the Society. Several more experiments were 
conducted with the Creery lit.t•rs and the results included 
In the second and third reports [34],[35). Notice the emph.t· 
sis placed upon Reverend Creery's "unblemished character" 
and integrity. Within the Victorian •oclety of Sldgwlck and 
his colleagues this emphasis on character ht~d iii 5peclal 
5ignifiC"ance. Accordln& to Nicol, many flaws in the lnvestl· 
gative reports of the Society were due to "a double stln­
d~rd of evidence.'' 

'The Society's double standard of evldrnce aro&e In rhe 
foliowl,l w1y. The Society's ltade" wete tntmberto of the 
middle and upper middle mata of society, When f~tced with 
rhf' problem of urimatins the value of evidence, they di· 
vided the world into two cluaes: (a) Memben of their own 
cin~ Cladittt and Gentlemen in the Victorian sense) whom 
the-y tended to rrut truuinsly; (b) Mfmbets of the lower 
rl.au.H. whom for brevity Wll may call the Pe111nt1: them 
they treated with "''picion (36~ 

Th£' e)(periment' witn the Creery sisters were all v~rlants 
of the popular Victorian plltirM known .u the "willing 
came" [37). 

Thf! aame ldmits of m•nv vari<~tiOI'Is, but i& usut~lly played 
IOm~wttat u followt. One of the party, sener.ally il lady, 
IUW>I the room, and the re11 determine on 'Omethina 
which lihe it able to do on her recurn-u to take a flower 
from <.om~ s~c:lfied vue, or to strike som,. ~pecilied notP. 

The authors otwiouily felt tnat their knowledge of the 
various ways that inadvertent and deliberate slsnalinc of 
the percipient could oceur somehow made th*t'n immune 
from such error$. At an added precaution, however, they 
conducted several trial5 either in which members of the 
family were absent or in which onl'l the experimenters 
knew the chosen object (unfonunately they do not dis­
tlnlulsh among trials on which only the experimenters 
were informed of the taraet but the family was present and 
trial• on which only the experimenters were present). The 
investisators claim th.at lc.eepins the family uninfotmed did 
not lppteciably lower the proportion of aboY&--chance cor• 
rtct sueues. 

· Th~ results were quite strikin1. Looklns only ~t the re· 
suit'' of th05e trials on which members ol the Committee 
alone knew the card or number selected, the investicarors 
furnrnarize their flndinBS a• follows [3S): 

260 bperiment1 made with pl.aylns ~arch: the firtt respon~' 
11ve 1 quit• riaht ln 9 rrlals; wh.,us the ~' If ~ 
chance, would be 1 qvitt ri&ht in 52 trills. ?'9 Ekperlm.nts 
madlt with numbtr• of two fiaute5; rhe tim rtspon,.. pve 1 
quite ri1ht In 9 trial&; whereat. the rl!pon&e$, If pure chince, 
would be 1 quite ri&ht In 90 trials. 

The ex~rlmentert also summarize the re1ults o# the 
much larger number of trials in which the f.armly members 
were not e~eduded. Two point' are worth notlna about the 
results reported above. By ordinary statistical t:rlteria the 
odds apinst 5UC:h an outcome being due )u5t to chana are 
enormous. lut the calcul.atlon of such odds auumes, that In 
the absence of telepathy, we know the expected value and 
dit.trlbutlon ot hits. The way experiment11s can ensure the 
appropriate conditions tor th~ i!pplication of the statistic<~l 
tests is to include c.ueful procedures for randomizing tha 
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targets on each trial such that ~.ach urget has ~n equal could more directly prevent unwittin!l bodily cues by sim· 
ch~l\0!! of being selected and th;~t the selecllld ohject nn a ply screening those who know the target from th" percipi· 

. ·, Jtwn .. Jrial is independent of the ~election on lhr next. But ent. This tendency ro substitutE! pl.w.~ible (to the investiga· 
• .. ~ in the tl'lree reportS do we find any mention of tor) reuons fo~ discounting a pouible sourc:e of cmor for 
· ·>how the playina c~rd or number w.as chor.en on eo~ch trial. actual e11perimental controls to guard ag<~inst the error 

We do not know if the deck was shuffled even once, let cttaracteri~es psY<:hical rHearch from its Inception to the 
alone between trial~. The number selection is ewan more present. 
disturbing bec.ause if, as seems to be the c.ue, a committee A Hcond theme is tho~t prior experience in inve~tigating 
member simply thought of any two disit number that came p.tranormal claims .automatically qualifies. one as an e)(pert 
to mind, Wf! know th.at some number& are rnuch morelilr.ety who can be trusted not to make mistakes or be su5ceptible 
than other5. And the ume few numbers that are favored by to trickery In future situations. Thili theme is closely related 
the 5ender Jre likely to be thOle that come to the mind of to the F.alse Dichotomy issue. 
the percipient. These most probable numbers, known as The report on the Creery sisters. also illus.trates another 
"ment.il habits'' In the older literature, are ailed ''popula- recurrins theme in psychical research-the P;,tchwark Quilt 
lion stereotypes" by Mlrks and K.ammann (25}. F•II•C'I· As Giere points out, the "~»tchwork quilt fallacy" 

The second peculiarity, which was noted by Coover, is set5 its name because, "The hypothe51S, initial condition•, 
that the proportion of successful hits in these experiments and auxiliary assumptions are pieced tosether in ~uch a way 
seems to be Independent of the chance probability [38}. that they logic~lly Imply the known facts'' [43]. Telepathy or 
Thus the hit r.ate is 1 out 9 trials regardless of wheth•r cards psi alwa~ seems to be just that mystcerious phenomenon 
or numbers are bein1 auessed. To CoOver this suggest the that produced all the peculiar patterns th<~t we happened to 
use of a code rather than the imperfect transmission of obse~ in our data. On some days the Creery listers per-
psychic: sisnals. fOC'med no better than c~nct. This variability amonc d<~ys. 

As •lre.ady indicated, the founders of the Society lor became, in the minds of the investigator5, a property of the 
Psychical Reuarch believed that, with the experimental phenomenon [35]: 
results on the Cteecy sisters, they had finally succeeded in 
scientifically establis.hina t•lepathy as a valid phenomenon. 
As just one example of the importance attached to these 
experiments, Gurney's stat~ment in the Sof;lety's first major 
monograph, P~nusnu of the LivinB [39] cJn be cited: 

1 h•w dW~tiC at 101'1\t l•nath on our tttiH of trlats with the 
members of ttt. Creery family, .IS It is to these trials that o,w 
owe our own corwidion of th~ pouibillty of s•nuine 
thouaht-tran•f•renct between penoM In il l'lormal itate. 

Despite this confidence In the conclusiveneu of the 
Creery experiments, altlcs quldc.ly pointed out perceived 
flaws (38], [.OJ, [•1J. It wat ch.arsed tt\1t the authort srouly 
underestimated the extent to which sophisticated codlns 
could tran5pire between the sirts in the experimental situ~· 
rion. The critics also $ugested that the elCperlmentel1 were 
naiw in assurnlna that they could prevent in~dvertent cue· 
ins JUit by beins aware of th• possibility. 

Concemins tne trial' In which only the invt5tlgators 
knew the choun obJect, me critics complained .about inad· 
equate documentalion. The t11perimentel'1 never state how 
the card or obtect ~~chosen; whether the members of the 
family were preMnt durins the salection (even tnoush they 
were prHumably kept isnorant of the c;hoice); whose deck 
ot playins (atds was ustd; and so forth. 

Afo can be seen, ewn on this brief account, we encounter 
a number of the I$&Uet that characrerl1ed earlier psychical 
research. The investig.ators assume that to be forewarned Is 
to bt forearmed. For example, they devote the Piles of their 
first report to .a dlscuuion of the various types of errors, 
which if not excluded, could irwalid,ue their reseatch [33). 
The purpose is to usure the reader that beauJe they are 
kl:lt-nly aw,ue o1 the possibilities of such errors they could 
not haYe occurred. As previously m~ntioned, one WIY the 
investigators tri~ to preclude sivins tht girl any involun· 
tary mLnt:ular cue w;as simply for the inveslilator to be 
c:t)Mcloutly aware of 'uc:h a ponibility and consdou1ly 
preV<!nt nimt.elf from displiying SUt:h CUM. Not only is 5uch 
.. pr"cautiun usel~s [-42), but it was unn~C:C$S~ry since one 

It may be no"d tf1jt the power of ttlete children, colltc· 
lively or se~rately, sr~ually diminished durlntr these 
months, $0 that it the end of 1882 they could not do, under 
the easiest conditions, what t"'-Y could do under the m~t 
strinaenr in 1881. This aradual decline of power llemed 
quite independent of the tests applitd, and rtumbled the 
diupp.arance of a traMitory pattlotoalcal condition, beir'll 
rke very oppo~lt• of what misht have been fllpected from ~ 
srowina proficiency In code-commu,ic.ulon. 

The fact that allesed psychks inevitably seem to lo~ 
their powers under continued investla.ation has bec::ome 
known as the "dedine effect," which c:an occur in a variety 
of A.~tterns .and culses. Cumey and his colleasue• propose 
the decline as additlon.al support 1or the senulneness of the 
telepathy because it is not wnat mi1ht be expected If the 
girls were becomins more ptoficient in usint a code. The 
cynic, of courae, views this decline in tht just the Oppoliite 
way. Presumably the! investlg.ators are also becomins more 

..proficient in knowinB what to look for,_ especially In the 
f.ace of continuinl criticism, lnd, as a result, they h.ave 
made It more difficult fot the girls to get away with their 
tricks. 

As it turns out the lnwst11ators littr cau1ht the girls 
cheatlns. The sirls, at least on this occasion, had used a 
simple code. This bfin8' up an additional the,. In psydli­
~1 reparch whlc:h w. miSftt, fot short, label the Problem of 
the Dirty Ttit TuM. Gurney revealed the deception in a 
brief note which appfared In the Proc~lrws of th~ Soclt1ty 
for P$ychic•l Re1e1rch in 1W (4-4]. Hall thinks It is very 
sisnitiant that Gurney's fellow investi&iltors did not sisn 
this revelation t•,l· 

In the note, Gurney reminds hi& reldert "that thf urliest 
elCperlments in Thousht·transference described in the 
SOciety's Proceedinfl w.re made with some •ister5 of theo 
name of Creery. The Important experimen" were, of course. 
those in which the '.aaency' was confined to one or more of 
the investigatlna Committee. . . . But thou&h men was 
never laid on any trialt where a chance of collusion was 
affordad by ono or mot'e of the ~l•ters snarint In tn<' 
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'agrnry.' nr•vrrlhrlr~s ~ome ,,~ult~ rnnl;jinrd undN SUC'h 
.-ondltllllh IA'Nt' i"dudr•d in th<' rl'< ortb. It i~ llt't•·~~.uy, 
thNI'fott', to ~tatl' that in a scrir!s of ''Mpt•rirrwnts with rard~. 
r«'t'l•ntly madl." at Cambridge, two of tht' sisters, acting as 
'agent' and 'percipient.' were detected in the use of a code 
uf signals; and a third h.u confessed to a certain amounr of 
slgn.alllns in rhe e.ulier series to which reference h.u been 
made" [44]. Gurney then deKribes both the visual and 
auditory codes used by the sirls. He continues as follow1 
(44]: ' 

The ute of the visual code was ~ry 1ratuitou1 on the part of 
the sisters. sfnct il had been eKplalned to !hem th:it we did 
not •ttach any .cltntlllc v.1lue ro the experlm•nt• In v.hlch 
they ae1ed u ilsent .lncl percipient in sisht of each other, the 
possibility of 1ucc.u undor these conditions having bHn 
ilbundantly proved. The object of our experiments at Cam· 
bridgP. on this occulon wn, if possible, to mensthen tne 
f'vid~nce for Thousht·tro\nsference (1) when no members of 
tht. f.amily were o1w1re of the thins to be sueued, 1nd (2) 
when the sister actin1 as aaent wa-s In a different room from 
the one o~ctlna ;u percipient. The experiments In which the 
codes were used were Intended merely u amuument and 
encourigement whh .a view to increase the chance of success 
in the more difficult ontc-which were all compleudailura5. 
thP account which was given u ro the urlier experiments, 
conduc1ed under liimil~r conditions, is thatliignillt were very 
rartly used; •nd not on apeclally succeuful occasions, but . 
on occuion• of fo~ilurtt, when it w•• feared th.u viiltort 
would b. diuppointed. But of coors. the recent deteCiion 
must throw dlscrfdlt on the results of •II previous trills In 
which one or more of the sisters liho~red in the 111ency. How 
f.ar tho proved willlnsnest to deceive can be held ro affee1 
thl! e~perimtnls 01'1 which we relied, where collision was 
C!kduded, moil of cour&e depend on the degree of strln· 
gency of the precautions taken againartrickery of other 10rt1 
-u to which every ruder will form his own opinion. 

This m•nner of treatint the discovery of c:heatlnc II· 
lustrates a number of Interwoven themes. The flndlnc of a 
"dirty t•st tube'' ordinarily implies that all the results of the 
eJCperlm•nt are brought into que.tlon. Gurney arsuec that 
only those results clearly attached to the ''dirty test tube" 
should be discarded. Since the sirls could not have used 
their code, in his jud1ment, In tho~ lrials in which only 
investigators knew the chosen object, those trials still retain 
their evidential value. Related to this is what the to~rly 
psychical researchers ailed the problem of "mixed 
mediumship." Psychics and mediums are under c;onstant 
pressure to produce retuhs, yet they have little direct c;on· 
trol over their fi,kle powers. Therefore, in order not to 
disappoint their followers or from fear of losina the atten· 
tion that soes with mediumship, they le.un to supplement 
their real powars with tricks to 5irnulate the phenomena. 
Still another variant of thl5 ekplolt• the apparent fact that 
m.any mediums and psyc;hits are app.trently in a trance or 
altered stale when performing. In such a state they are 
highly sussestible and behave in ways expected of them. If 
skeptics are amons the onlookers, they will sometimes 
cheat because this is what is axpected of them. The onus 
for th~ con,equent chtating i1 by this means placed upon 
th~ skeptic rather thin the cheater. 

The dirty test tube problem hu been with psychical 
rese•rch from its besinnin1 and, .as we will see, Is still very 
much a ~rt of th. contemporary 1cene. The medium 
Euupla Palladino's lona career was noteworthy for the 
number of times she was auahr cheatln&. She readily 
;~cknowledged that sht would cheat if the lnvestig.ators 

. .... 

R•lVI' hN rhl' opportunitv. Dl'~pitl' thi~ rf!cord of cheating, 
lll.IIIY p~\'l ht~ ,)( 1~'~''.111 ilt>t~, irKillding 51)0lf' of tOd<lY'!> 
INdl'r:. in th" liC'Id, havl' no doubt that un many "'"''' 
oc:c:asioni ~he displayt'd tru~ par.tnorm•l powers £1q], On 
the contemporary scene, paraJ)'.Iycholosisls are willing to 
admit tho1t the controversi;~l metal·bcnder Uri Geller oft~n 
cheats, but that, on occuion, he exhibits real po1ranormal 
powers [45]. And paraJ)'ycholosi5ts blamed me, ralhor than 
Geller, for the fact th;~t Geller cheated in my pres.ence 
because, as they put it, I did not impote sufficiently strin· 
sent conditions to prevent him from cheatin& [22). 

Despite this attempt 10 save some of the evidence from 
the Creery e~eperimenu, the leadeA of the Society for Psy­
c;hiql Rt.-arch qui~ttly removed the experiment from their 
evidential database. aut Sir Willi•m 1\arrett rtfuw:l to go 
.alons with this demotins of the eJCperiment. Accordinc to 
Cauld, this incident s~rked dissension between Barrett 
and the other founders (32]. 

larrert h•d been the tlrJt to e11perlment with these 1lrls, 11nd 
they were his spaci~l prote .. s • . . . lllrrett would never 
ilsree th~rt the liter ~rnd crude cheatlnl lnv~rii<Uted ~II the 
earlier resul": he considered lhill his 1876 experiments, 
together with his experlm~nts wirh rhe Creerys h.td emb· 
li11hed hi• cl11im to be tl'te dlsccwerer ot thousht·tr.aM· 
ference, ~rnd he remili~ bitter towirdl the Sidswicks for 
the rtst of hl1 life. 

Not only did Blrrett continue to defend the evidential 
value ot the Creery experiments, bur so did later para· 
p~ycholosists. In his classic mono1raph of 1934 on Extr~ 
~mory Perception, J. B. Rhine included thlt experiment u 
among the most evidenti.al of the early research. "On the 
wkole the e.arly experiments In E.S.P. were admirably con· 
duc:ted,,. as one would expect from the array of hiahly 
Impressive names connected with them. The experiments 
with the Creery sistel'5, fot instanu, were conducted by 
Professors .William Barrett, Henry Sldpick and Blllour 
Stewart, by Mrs. Henry Sidpck, Frederic Myers, Edmund 
Ciurney and !'rank Podmore •••• In all thil work the results 
were suffidently strlkins to leave no doubt as to the exclu­
sion of the hypothesis of chance" [-46~ 

Despite these attempts to So11vage $01Mthlng from the 
CreetY experiments, I believe It Is fair to s.ay that today the 
experiments are not ~rt of the toast t~t parapsychologists 
would make in suppon of psi. Indeed, my penal of several 
contemporary books and hi5toriH of parapsycttoloBY in· 
diates that the experiments are rarely, if ever, mentioned. 

The ume f.ate betell the very next major experiment on 
telepathy conducted by the same investl1ators. In their 
"Second Report on Thousht·Transferenct," Ciurney and his 
colle&IUflS describe tht first of their txperimental flndinp 
In which two youna mtn, Smith and lltKkburn, were ap­
parently able to communic;ate teleP'thic;ally und&r condl· 
tions that pre..,ented normal communlc1tion. If anythina, 
the investisators plac:ed even more reliance upon these 
later experiments than in thole with the Creery 1l•ten. 

As was the case with tht Creery slsttrs, Smith and Black· 
burn soon lost their powers. Smith wu tlw!n hired by the 
Society to anist in the conduct of MVtral wa:er.sful tele­
pathic ilCJ)'triments;. In 1908, Blackburn, thlnklns that Smith 
was dead, publicly confessed as to how he and Smittt had 
tricked the investig.~~tor• durinB thft eleperlments. Smith, 
wf'to was very much alive and still employed by the Society, 
denied the ch.trges. In the ensuina debate, th• Society'& 
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put under the rubric o~ extra·s.nsory ~rception (ESP). ESP 
became defined as "Knowledgt of or re5ponse to an exter­
nal event or iofluence not apprehended through known 
~ensory channels'' {-4a]. This included telep.a£hy, clair· 
voyance, precognition, and retrocognifion. The psy<:hlc: 
phenomena not involvins reception of information were 
fncluc:kd under the rerm "psychokinesis" (PIC) which i• 
defined u "The influence of mind on extcrnoll objects or 
pr<x:e,ses without the mediation of known physial en· 
ersies or forces"(~]. Tod~y both ESP and PIC are included 
LJndtr the more seneral term 11 pSi 11 Which i1 II A sener,a( 
term· to identify a p!!rson's extr.asensorimoter communica­
tion with the environment" [48]. 

leaden defended Smith. Good accounts of this am.uing 
incident can be found in (381 ;and (41 ]. Today, thq Smith­
Blackburn experiments ;ne no longer wnsid~md part of £he 
p.arapsychologial c.u~ tot p$i, 

). B. RHINE 

The foundins of the Society for Psychical Re~e.arch in 
1882 wu an attempt to organiz.e ind professionalize P'Ychi· 
cal research. Other societies, such u the American Society 
for Psychical Research quickly followed. Journals and pro· 
ceedings were pL1bli5hed and international consressei were 
held. Despite these Jteps towllrds institutionaliutlon, psy­
chical research continued tor the next SO ye1rs ro be an 
uncoordinated activity of amateurs. No agreed upon pro· 
gram or central body of concepts characterized the field. 

During this period, !MYChic researchers diugretd among 
themsel~ on issues invol\'ing subject m,atter, method· 
o!ogy, and theory. On one side were those, perhaps the 
majority, who supported the spiritist hypothesis that psy­
chic phenomena rtflected the activity of departed spirits or 
superintelligent beinas. Opposed to rhe~e wert psychic 
researchers like N<lbel laureatt· Charles Richet who 
defended the position. that the phenomen.a could be ex· 
plained in terms of a ''psy(hlc force" without assvming 
survlv'l or splritt (47]. 

Anoth•r division wu b4!tween thote who felt th"t psychi· 
c<tl research should confine Itself to m~ntal phenomen• 
SUi;h as tell:~thy. ~melnitions, .and c:laiNoyance. Op­
posed to these wett tho~ who felt that the physical 
phenomenA 5\.ICh as levitation, materialization, poltergeist 
eventt, .and psychokinesis should be the focus ot Inquiry. 
The majority of psychk.al retearchers believed in tele~thy 
but were dubiou$ about c:laitvoyance. Sur a strong minority, 
le.ad by Richet, believed thAt daiNOyince not only existed 
but wa' the basic: phenomenon underlying tele~thy. 

Pouibly the most dlvlsive issue of all w.u the quesrlon of 
wh~t sort of .a research pro!"tm was appropriate for psychi· 
cal invest11.ation. A small1 bur vocal minority wanted psyc:hl· 
cal research to become a naorous experimental ~ience. A 
larger sroup felt that the naturiH'tistoric.al nwthod w.u 
more .appropriate beuuse 50 many of the importllnt phe· 
nomena wer• spormneous .and not observablt in the 
lilboratory. Opposed to both these croups were membe11 
of the Jocieries who felt that the quantification and rigor of 
the natural scle~ were lrreli\'.Jnt to the study of ptychl· 
cal phenomena. 

Th• event rhit i$ credited with providins p5ychicat re­
search whh a common focus and .a coherent research 
program wu the publication in 1934 o# 1. 8. Rhine's mon· 
gr.aph E•tr•-S.nUH)' Perc1ption (46J. Mau,kopf and 
McVaugh [47] provide an excellent su..Vey of the period 
from 191S to 19<40, which they trtilt as the period when 
psychical research made ttu~ transition from a pre·p•r•dia· 
matic to i plr~dltmatlc research program. 

Rhine pulled topthet the v•rious strands already existing 
in psychical res.e•rch <tnd coordinited them Into a coherent 
prosrim. He also coined the terms "parapsycholosv" to 
refer to the new experimental sci~nce which descended 
(rom psychlul reM.iltch and "e~etra·sensory perceplion'' to 
r~fer to the basic phenomenon which w•s to be 1tudied: In 
olgrPem.ent with Richet, .and In dis.ilgr~ement with the Britith 
parapsycl'\ologists, Rhine viewed rl.airvoyanct- .u on the! 
~Jmt• fnoting with telepathy. laiN. pr'"<:ngnilion was al"' 

Rhine's 1934 mongrJph deal' only with d.airvoy.ance <~nd 
telepathy. In 193• he al~ beg~n research programs on 
precognition aF\d psychokinesis. Apparently, h~ was re· 
luc;tant to publicize these l.arter progr.ama too soon for fear 
of making patapsycholosv too controversial and un1ccept· 
.able to m.ainstre.am science [-4a). He waited until 1936 be­
fore he published anything on precosnition and until 1943 
for the first reports on his PK results. 

The majot Innovation introduced by Rhine was the u'e of 
the five tarset c:.le5isns: circle, crou, w1vy lines, ~quare, and 
star. These patterns were printed on cards and the st•ndard 
ESP deck consisted of 5 cards of each symbol for a total of 
25 wd,, Rhine ~lm introduced standard procedures for 
using the~ target materials. The two mo.t common were 
the Basic Technlqu• and the Down Through Technique. In 
the Qjsic Techniq~ (B.T.), the deck Is shuffled and pl~ced 
face down, the percipient l~"e• the value of the top card; 
this Is then removed and 1.ald 11ide and the percipient 
guesses the value of the second card; the second card is 
then removed and laid on rop of the first and the perciplent 
now suesses the third ard; etc. Thill procedure is con· 
tinued until all 25 cards have been used. At the end of such 
.a "run," a check is made to see how many Jutsses were 
hitJ, If the procedure was suppOMd to test telep.arhy then 
an asent would look at tach card •t the tlrne t"- percipient . 
was trvfnl to suess Ita symbol. If clairvoyance was belna 
tested, no oN! would look at each. card as it w.as placed 
aside. The Oown Thraush Technique (O.T.) tetted 
c:;laifVOYance by havins the percipient tueu the symbols 

· hom top to bottom before any of them were remo\'ed for 
checklns aaainst rhe call. The D.T. technique is considered 
ro bfl superior methodolosically In that it better protects 
aga.inst inadvertent sensory cues from the blcks of the 
cards. 

Extr,..S.nsory At~~ption attracted the attention ot both 
the psychial rese~rchen and the skeptics for two reasons. 
Rhint's datab.ase consi1t.d of 91 174 sepante trials or 
gu~ over a thrH-ye&r ~rlod usina a number ot nonpro­
feulonaf lndividiJ.lls as percipient~. Mort important was rhe 
unprecedented lewl ot success which he reported. Of tht 
85 72,. guet~ rec:orded usin1 ttM ffw·symbol esP decks, 
2-4.364 were "hits." This was 72'19rnore hits than the 17145 
th.at would be eKp4tcted just by chance. The odds against 
this beina just an accident .are calculated as beina pr.actl· 
cally infinite. His subjects averapd 7.1 hitl Pf!f run of 25 iS 

asainst the ch~na expectation of s. Althouah this i5 only 2 
e~etril hits pet 25, such con,lttency over this huse number of 
trials and different subjects nad no· precedent in the prlor 
history ot psychicil research. 

Rhine's besr subject, Hubert Pearc~ averased 8 hits per 
run over .. total of 17 250 aueSS4!5. "~ Rhinf.' noru [46]: 

I'II(IC IIIIIN( •. \ "' 1111 1111, \olll. ,4, N(). ~.II1Nl lOW· 
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Mmt pPoph• .Ht• mon• it"l""~~~·d hv ~ ~pt•rtJrular ~l"fil'~ of 
'Ill<··~'''" h11~ th,u, by lnwt•r b1.1t < umul.ltivt• '<:tllin!l. flt·Art t•'> 
M minR J!l htr~ight hits undrr d.airvoy~nt wnditiot'l~, In nw 
tm'~I'IH't', .And ZirkiP'$ 2(1.W•illhl hiu in purl! telvpalll\' with 
my .l\~i~t.ant, Miss Ownbey, .ue rhe best imtinCl'S of thrs1'. 
Otht•r subjerts hav<" ipproached these. linzmaycr scorrd 2·1 
in 25 cl.airvoyancc, In my pre5ence: Miu Ownbey hr.rslllf, 
unwitnf'n<'d, scorofd JJ, pure cl.airvoyanct.. Mi" Turner's 
score of1q in diaunce P.T.{pure telepathy) work stand! out 
bcCiiUil' of tho 2$0 miles betMen her and the .asent. Min 
Bailey smred 19 in P.T. in the same room with the •sent, ~~ 
did .llso Cooper. The odds olllolinsl aettlr'l~ one stri•' of 2S 
~lraighl hll5 by mere chance would be S· which is nearly 
JOO quadrilllon&-lust one sc;ore of 251 A small pan of our 
90000 tmds. 

Rhine's work provided the model for most parap5ycho· 
logic.al work 1rom 1934 to around 1970. Using card·gueuins 
with the five ESP symbols, .an .astonishing variety of ques· 
tlons· about ESP were invMtigated [48}. Because of its huge 
databa5e, its d.alm• to statistic.1l and experimental sophlsti~ 
cation, and its unprecedented rate of success Rhine's re· 
search gained the attention of scientific .1nd popular audi· 
ences [47]. At first 5dentists were at " loss about how to 
reac:t. Many Kientists, as a result of ruding Rhine's work, 
were encouraged to try to replicate the results. A few sot 
encouraging results, but most failed. 

The fir5t attack5 by the critla were aimed at Rhine'5 
statistical procedures, As It turned out, some of Rhine's 
statistical procedures wete technically Incorrect, but, for the 
most part, his results could not be e~eplained away as due to 
inappropriate statistical procedures. The aides turned out 
to be wide off the mark In many of their accus~tions. On the 
whole, however, the &tatlstical debate led to constructive 
developments and Improved clarifiCition about the proper 
use of statistical procedures in such experiment& [41). 

Havinc esnntlally IMt the statistical battle, the critics 
then turned to Rhine's experimental control•. Here, ht wal 
much more vulnerable. And, Ironically, it wu the British 
psychical research community that had .anticipated the 
critics and which provided the ~harpest critiques of Rhine's 
methods [47]. The British parapsyckologlsts were astonished 
both by Rhine's apparent ease in findins successful perclpl· 
ents as well as his cl:alms that clairvoyance ~d u well 
u telepathy. With only a few elCc:eptions, they had found 
only evidence for telepathy. And their experience had con~ 
vinced them th«t telepathic powers wtre very rare. While 
they welcomed Rhine's contribution, they were quick to 
point out many of its det~cts, especially Rhlne'1 lnadeqUJte 
description of his procedures and the ~mlr'll cuu.-lness 
of his experiments. 

During the 1930s, nevertheleu, Rhine's work as reported 
in Extr,a.~nsory P•rc~tion, was hailed by par•psycholo­
gists as the best scientific case 1ot ESP ever put before the 
world. Today, as I understand It, most parapsycholozltits, 
although they acknowledge Its seminal Influence on the 
dev.lopment of the field, dismiss much of Rhine'5 earlier 
work. as nonevidential because of its loose control,, poorly 
made t1rget materials, and inadequate documentation. 

rC'nownPn bi•RMl .1' ,, dirNt "'~flO"'~' to Rhinr.'!i mono· 
graph. 

Afli•r fiw yNrs of heroic. research, So.al wall sure that he• 
hold succeeded only in demonstrating the laW~~ of chan<:o. A 
coiiE>aaue. however, persu.aded him to check for a crrtain 
trend In his d.ata. And this resulted In a new series of 
e"'periments that for almost 25 years were h11iled ;u. the 
most convincins and fraud·proof demonstration of ESP ever 
achi~ved. Bec.au~ the e~eperiment and results seemed so 
imprenlveo, some crltici, in .a w.ay reminiscent of Carpenter's 
attacks upon W•llace •nd Crookes and within the spirit of 
Sidgwlck's false Okhotomy, openly iiCCur.ed Soal of fraud 
on ·no other basis than tl'l;t his r.sults w.re too good. Oth~r 
critics atu.cked him on arounds that were irrel~tvilnt. A1 it 
turns out the critics were risht, but 101 the wrong reasons! 

As ~aon as Soal heard about Rhine's iUCCessful American 
research, he began an ambitious prosr•m to replicate 
Rhine's findinss in Enaland. SoJI started late in 1934 and 
~:ontinued his experiments for five years. At the end he h.Jd 
accumulated 128350 sueW!S fot 160 perciP'ents. This 15 
~lmost 30 percent more guesses than Rhine had ac· 
cumulated for his 1934 monosraph. Saal was sure that he 
had removed all the flawt and wHknesw that had 
characterized Rhine's work. Unfortunately, Soal found that 
this enormous effort yielded ''little evidence of a direct 
kind that the persons tested, whether c:onsidered as lndivid· 
ual5 or in the mass, pouMced any faculty fot either 
clairvoyance or tele~thy" (quoted In [-491). 

Soal reported these re$ults to a stunned parapsyc:holosi· 
cal world in 1 1)40, AI the s~me time another lritish para· 
psycholslst, Whately Carlnfton, reported the results of 
telepathy elCperiments which seemed 10 lhow a "displace· 
ment effect." Instead of achievinc hit$ on the taraet, his 
subjet':rs seemed to achieve above chance matche~ when 
their sueues were matched with either the immediately 
precedina ot the next taraet II\ these"". Catln1ton uked 
Soal to c:heck his data to see whether he, too, misht find 
such a di,placement effect [49t' 

So.ll wa5 r•luctant to do so. He tDid Goldney that he 
thousht Urington's request W,l$ plepc:l'Uif'OUS and he Watn't 
soint to wute hi5 time 101111 thr()UBh hit huse batch of 
records. But uri nston persi5ted and Soal finally aareed. 
~I found, amana the records of his 160 percipients, two 
who seemed ro show Carincton's d&Jplacement •ffect. AI· 
though this findin1 wu published, presumably Soal real· 
ized th~t such a post hoc findlnc hid to be ,.plicated [-49). 

Fortunately, one of his two ptorclplenls, lbsil Shackleton, 
wa5 •vailable for testins durlnc the yean 19-41 throu1h 
19-43. With the c:ollabor~tion of IC. M. Goldney, ..0 slttlnp 
which ylelded a total of 11378 SueHet YNe obtained with 
S~ckleton dutlns this difficult period when EnJiand was at 
war. As had b••n the c:a&e with the otillnal testing, 
Shackleton's IUMHS were at chance lewl when cOI't'lp.ared 
with the actual target, but when compared with the symbol 
comin1 up immediiltely after the tarset (pre<:oznilive hir· 
tint), Shackleton's gues&es yielded 2890 wccetaes .IS com· 
pared with the 2306 expected by chana. The odds aaainst 
this being a chance occurrence were c.tculared to be mote 

S. G. SoAL than 10•~ to 1 (50). 
Rhine's stronaest critic among the 8ritl'h p.arapsycholo- In 1945 Soal was able to begin experimentlna on the 

gisb was the mathematlci.an S. C. So.al. just prior to the 541c:ond pt!rcipient who had displayt'd rhto! · displa<"P.ment 
appear.ance of Rhine's monosraph, Soal had conducted a f!ffect in th~ original data, Mrs. Gloria Stewart. He was able 
huge SNit'~ of c:ard·guessing experiment~ with only chance to .accumulatf! a total of 37100 guenes during 130 separate 

rr•sutts. Bu.h.ms'r8Wl:i'MNsR~Ie~W~h~bRf8f'm ~t.h.-RD~Mr7ifth~.f>d38'dlfmty1 n,r own pr('vious pcrfor· 
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mance, her hitting this time was on the actual target rather 
than on the immediately preceding or following trial. She 
manaaed to achieve 9410 hits which wete 1990 more hits 
chan would be expected by chance. Th~ odds aaainst such 
• result were call;ul.ated as 1070 to 1 (SO). · 

Soal's stated objective was to mike these experiment' 
completely error·free and fraudproof. The basic procedure, 
which was varied 11ightly on occasion, wu as follows. The. 
percipient-Basil Shackleton ot .Gloria Stewut-sat in one 
room monitored by one of the experimenters (EP). In an 
adjoining room, the sender or agent sat at table opposite. 
the second experimenter (EA). The door between the rooms 
was •lightly open $0 that the percipient could hear EA's call 
u to when to make his or her auus. The percipient, of 
course, could see neither the agent or EA. A screen, with a 

· small aperture separated the agent and EA. For each block 
of SO trials EA h.ad before him a Ust of randomized numbers 
which d•termined the target for l'!o&ch trial. Each number 
could range trom 1 to 5. If the target number for the first 
trial was, say, 3, EA would hold up .1 c.ard with the number 3 
on it so that It coold be seen by the agent throush the 
aperture. The •gent had lying before him in a row, five 
cards. Each card had a diHerent drawing ofan animal oli it: 
elephant, giraffe, lion, pelican, and zebra. Before each block 
of tri•ls, the agent shuffled the order of the picture cards. If 
EA held up a ard with 3 on it, the agent would turn up the 
third card and concentr•t• upon the animal depleted on h. 
The perdpi@nt would then try to auess which animal was 
being "sent" and write his guess for that trial in the COI're· 

spondinc place on the respon$E! sheet. After e.,ery block of 
SO trials, the asent reshuffled the Wget cards so that, for 
that block, only the agent knew which animal corre· 
sponded with which number. 

tn addition to this tather elaborate arransement, lndepan· 
dent observers were Invited to attend many of the sltdnp. 
Several profeuor1 and 1 ~mber of p.~rliament were arnonc 
the obserwrs. On some blocks of trials, unknown to the 
percipient, the .agent did not look at the symbols, This wu 
.1 test for clairvoyance. Other variations were lnttoduced 
from time to time. Tile experiments with Clorla Stewart, 
while followin1 the •ame pattern, were admittedly not u 
carefully controlled. Special precautions were also Intro­
duced to ensure that th' prepar•d taraet sequences could 
not be known to as•nt or percipient In ad.,ance. And 
careful saf•suards were introduced dutlng the recordlns of 
the result$ .1nd the matchlna of tht targets qalnst the 
gueues. Dupllates of all records were made and posted 
immediately after each session to a well-known academic. 
N~ before had so many safesu&rds been introduc:ed 

into an ESP e~~.perlmtnt, With so many individuals Involved, 
and with prominent o~rw:n freely ob&ervins, any form of 
eittl.r unwittlns cuelns or deliberate trickery would seem 
to be just .about lmpoS&ible. If fraud of any sort wer• to be 
suapec;t.d, it would seemlnaly require, under the st.ned 
conditione, the active collusion of se\leral promiMnt in· 
diYid~ls. Beyond these u.feauards, Soal randomized hit 
taraets. Instituted 10phlstic.ated checks for randomneu, .and 
used the most appropriate statistial procedures. Despite 
ttl.se elaborate prec.autions, tl"l• two subjects m.1n.aaed to 
consistently scor• .1bove chance over a number of yean. 

So.al's finding' were hailed .. , definitive by the p.1ra· 
pt;ycholosical community and were so sood that the rest of 

the !.dentific community, lndudinsthe skeptic~. , ''·' ; nnt 
ignore them. Here w._s one of Rhin~'s ~r.v••H•'l , 11 ;1, '· 1 
man who had sp~nt m;any years metiCUlously c IH\tlu, tin& 
enormoufi (;vd·gu~ulna experiment~ with only c.hanc:o rt· 
suhs, t1 m•n who wu by profession a mathem.atlci.&n, anc1. 
iln e)(perimenter who had seemingly t.aken every k 
precaution to guard ag.1inst every loophole and po~sibility 
of errOf', who suddenly demonstrated highly successful tel .. 
pathic and precognitive results over sustained pt>riod~ of 
time with two percipients. 
. Whately Carlnsron, the par.apsycholoclst who m... 1 
Soal to re·eltamine his seemingly un,uccessful result~. ,.,,,, 11• 

(as quoted in [51]): 
Mr. Soal 11 ll moJI rtmarkablt man, for wnote work I havr. 
the hishosr PQ'lible ildmiratlon. PotSesr.ed of a more thin 
lobian p;atience, •nd a conKientlovsness, thoroughne~~ 
which I can only describe as almotot piltholoslcal, he wo1 ked 
In varlou$ branchet of the sub]tet for m1ny years with 
nothins but 1 succ:euion of null re1oulu to show for It , .. 
1-fopinato repeat Rhioe's e•perlmenti In England, he testod 
160 penons, collect ins 12B lSO Zener co~rd au•"•" ~inglrr 
handed, .and usins the mail elaboralf! prtcautlont ag•h,\.: 
every possible wur<:e of error... If I 11ad to choo&e oru 
single investigation on which to pin my w11ole faith ln tht· 
reality of paranormAl phenomena, or with which to con· 
vlnca a hirdened skeptic (if thit be not a contr.1dlction in 
terrM), I $hould unhetitttlnalv ch001e thit series of experi· 
men", which is the moit co~tHron piac~ of work. I know, .as 
-well 11 havln1 yielded the moil remarkable results. 

Similar sentiments were expreued by virtually every 
~rapsycholostst who commented on thli work.. M just one 
illustration, R. A. McConnell [52] phrased it as follows: 

As a report to sc;ientiUi this is the rnost important book Qn 
p.ar~ycholoSY since the 1').40 publlcilltion of £1trt1·~nsory 
l't}rceplion Mter Sixry Ye1r1. If t~:lentilll will re~Q it co1re· 
f1.1lly, th• 'ESP contro~.«Sy' will be end•d. 

Q, R. P'ICICE'S CRITIQUE 

·Ironically, some critical scientists did read It carefully, 
but, contrary to McConnell's prognMis, the controversy did 
not end. Indeed, one of rhe firtt major reviews in a scien· 
tific journal raised the contrO\Iel'sy to new heiBhts. AI· 
thoush the Shackleton elCperiments had orlgln.ally been 

·tepOrted by Soal and Coldney In the Ptoceedlnss of rh• 
Soci•ty lot Psychinl R~IHtCh in 1 9-l3, the scientific world 
did not become awar• of those experiments untU they wero 
reported .1lons with the later experiments with Gloria 
St'!'Wart in the 1954 book Modem EKperiments in T•l~p.athy 
by Seal and B.ateman (SOJ. 

What fueled the controversy was an unprecedented re­
view .article, nine piles In lenath, appeatinl in Science, the 
prtitlgiou' journal of the Am«ican Anoc;l;uion for the 
AdYancement of Science. On Auaust 26, 1955 George R. 
Price's article on "Science and the Supetnltural'' was th• 
only fe.ature article 10f' that iHue. Price, who .as 1ar as I can 
tell had never before written on pirapsychology, was de· 
scribed u beins a research utioclate in the Department of 
Medicine at the Univeraity of Minnesota. 

Prlc:e be san hi' contrcwersial article by statinl th.at, "Be· 
lievers in p10ychic pnenomena-such u telepathy, clair­
voyance, precognition, and psychokinesi5-app~ar to h.ave 
won a decisive victory :;and virtu•llv silenced opposition" 
[53], Pricl! writP.'S th1t such 1 victory h,u 5aemed close in the 
past, but alway§ critics h1ve manased to find flaws. But 
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Pri<'E' sees the time at whirh hr i~ writing •s unique ~causr. 
prJ< tir,llly nu sdl'nlilh P•'l"'tS h.1d attJtkl'd par.w~vrholo~o;y 
during lh<' P"'"•dir,g 15 yt'ilrs 153). 

Tlw vi( tor\· i~ thr r<'~ult of •n imJ.lro~~ivr ~mount of fMnful. 
I'I<J)NimPnl~tion •nd intelli&ent lrA\.111'\('nloltion. Thr bt'st ul 
th" r•rd·guruina 11<~rirnent1 of Rhinl! and ~~ $how Pnor· 
muus odds .as.ainst ch:o~nce occurrf!ont'e, while the po"ibihty 
of si!I\Sory clues is often ellmln~ted by pl•clng cards ind 
p<'rdpif!nt in separo~te buildin1s f•r o1p.m. Dozens of experi· 
m•nttt• haw obto~int~d po1hh1e results in ESP experiment~, 
and tht' mo~them.atical procedure1 hive been approv<td by 
learlins statistlc:l~ns. 

I >utpecl th.at most scientists who hilve itudied the work 
of Rhine (especially as lc Is prtosented in Extr~·~n$ory ~,. 
ception A.h~r 5/ltry 'Yeirt, ••• o~nd So.al (dtscrlbed in Modern 
Experiments In Tele~thy),.,. have found it necusarv to 
accept their findlnJ$ ... , A1aimt all this evidence, ~I most 
rhe only defenM remo~inins to the skeptical scientist is 
Ignorance, isnoranct conc•rnlns tht work itself and con· 
cernlng Irs impllcJtlons. The typical scientist contents him· 
self'with retaining in his memory $0me critich;m that at most 
.applies to a small fraction of the published studies. But 
tn•"' flndlns• (which challense aut ~~ery concepts of space 
ilnd time) are-if valid-of enormou1 importance, bocfl 
philosophh:~Jiy ind practically, 10 they ought not to be 
lxnored. 

Pri::e then elaborates upon a suagested scheme, using 
redund~ncy codinc, which would make ESP useful, even if 
it Is a vary weik and erratic form of communication. He 
then presE!nts his version of Hume's argument ag;linst 
mira<:lu. He quotes Tom Paine'• more succinct version o1 
the same .argument, " .•. Is it more probable that nature 
should JO our of her course, 0t that a man should tell a liel" 

To justify usins Hurne's argument as his only grounds for 
accusins the parapsyc:holoaists of cheating, Price 1irst tries 
to show that If ESP we~e real it would violate a number of 
fundo\mental principles underlyinsall the sciences. Some of 
tht5e principles are that the cause mu6t preCede the effect, 
signili are attenuated by distance, signals are blocked by 
iipproprlate shielding, .and so 1orth. ESP, accordins to Prlce, 
it it e)(lsts, violates all these principles. Then Price puts forth 
reasons why he con$1ders ESP to be a principle of maaic 
rather than merely a previously undiscovered new law of 
nature. "The essential characteri&~ic of rmsic is that phe· 
nome~ occur that can most euily be ellplalned In terms of 
action by Invisible Intelligent beinst .. , The essence of 
science Is mechanism." 

These lengthy consideration~ back up Price's solution to 
copin1 with the ch.tlfenge ot parapsycholosical claims (53): 

My opinion conurnlns the fii\Clinss of the p;o~ra!Mvcholosl&ts 
i' t~.\t m.any of them are dependent on cleriul and statis­
tical emm .and uninlention.al u .. of MniOry l!lufl, and th~l 
o11l extr.achance results not so e~rpllcable .are dependent on 
~libeutf' lr.aud or mildly .abnormal mentil eoMitions. 

Actually, nothing Is novel or startling about Price's opin­
ion. The same opinion, stated in jU$t about the same words, 
prob.tbly is held by ill skeptics. Price ho15 carried hi1 opin· 
ion beyond skepticism, however. The thrU£t of his a'ticle I' 
that the best research in paraptycholoay as e~eempllfltd II'\ 
the work of Rhine and Soal c1nnot be dlsmlued on the 
basis of "clerical and statistical error and unintentional use 
of sensory clues.'' Therefore, he concludes that the resufts 
ot this otherwise ellemplary research m~st be due co fraud. 
He doec not feel that he requires any evidence of fraud. 
Hume's araument aaainst miracles sives him aufficient 

lin~nsf'. Price's ()O~ition. of mur~l'. no lnngN belong~ to 
~lo.t•plidsm. hut r.llho·r r .. d~t~lti.III,UL I,., po.;itiotl "I'PiltiPIAI\' 
i~ th.u no rt•w.trc·h. 1111 111Jtli'P h11w wPII dortt•, t .111 t '"" i•H c• 
him of E~P. 

But Pricl" does 1101 want to so to qui~e th<lt Ol<trt'f'l"'t~. He! 
says chat he still can bE' convinced provided that the• 
par.apsyc:hologi$tS can supply him with just one succ<~ssful 
outcome from a truly fraudproof e~eperlment. "What iii 
needed 15 one complerely convincins .,.periment-ju" one 
ex~riment that doe~ not have to be accepted simply on 
the basis of faith in human honesty. We should rC!quiro 
evidence of such nature th.al it would convince us evon if 
we knew that the chief experimenter w.u .a staae conjurer 
or a .confidence min." 

ISut does not the Soal ellperiment with Shackleton and 
Stewart m•et this crlterlonl No, says Price, becatne he c.an 
Imagine 5C:tnarios in which che•tins could have taken 
place. Price then presents a number of possible ways that 
he feels cheating could h1ve occurred in the Soal e~~;peri· 
ments [53). 

I do nor cl.aim th~t t ltnow how So.al cheattd il he did cheat, 
but If l w.rt mY5elf to olttempt to duplicate his result,, this is 
how I would procud. Fin:t of all, I would Melt. ' fpw 
collaborators, preferably people with Sood mem()(ies. The 
more collabor&lors 1 hold, the easier It would be to perform 
the e~eperimen!i, but IM srtattr would be rhe rltk of dis· 
clmure. Weishlnl tn.se IYt/0 con,idlratlonc. to1ether, I'd 
w.ant #our confederatrs to imit.ate the S/uckleton e~rperi­
ments. For imitatlns th• Stewart K~rie&, I'd probably w.tnt 
three or four-a1thou1h it it impouible to bt c:ertaln, be· 
c:ause tht Stewart sittinp haw not been repon•d In much 
detail. In recruit Ins, l would appeil not 10 desire ior fame or 
material g.aln but to the noblen motives, arauinstholt much 
Sood to humo~nity COUld fHUif frOM I 1mo1ll doceptlon 
clesisned to strena,h•n rtll1ious belief. 

After providinsa sampling o1 $Cenarios in which ch~ating 
could h~ave occurred, all involving the collusion of three or 
more investigators, partidl)ints and onlookers, Price sup­
plies some designs of what he would consid« to be' a 
utlsf.actory tett. The key to all his cjejitns lnvolvlls a com· 
mittee. "Let us som.what arbitrarily think of a committee 
of 12 and cM1ign tests such th.at the ~net of a sinsle 
honet.t rmn on the 'jury' will ensUt~ 'VAlidity ot the test, 
e~n if tht other 11 members should cooperate In fraud 
either to prow or disprove occurrence of psi phenomena.'' 

Perhaps If some enterprising sroup of Kientlsts col­
laborated and conducted an ESP experiment with potltive 
retults accordint to one of Price's approved deslcns, the 
outcome mlsht very well convince him, But I do not think. 
It would, nor should it, convince the majority of skeptical 
scientists. Without going into all Its other faults, a single 
experiment-no matter how elaborate Of alleaedly 
fraudproof-ls simply a unique e~~tnt. Scie-ntific evldence '' 
based on cumulative and replicable events across laborato· 
ries and investiaators. The rubbish heap of scientific history 
c:ontains many e)(amples of seemingly air-ti&ht e>eperiments 
whose retulu have been discarded btcause l1ter scientists 
could not replic.ate the resultlii. The experiments on mito­
genetic rtdiation would be just one example. No one has 
tound fault wHh the orl1inal experiment&. But since later 
ellperimenters could not r•plkata the rHults, the original 
experiments have been cut aside. Can anyone doub« th-at 
this would not also hippen to a successful, but nonrep· 
licable, ESP outcome from onP. of Price's "s.atisfactory t~m?" 
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Price tell' us, "that I myself bllieved in ESP about 15 
years ago, «fter reading Exrr.a-Sensar.y Perception Mter Sixty 
Yeal':$, but 1 changed my mind when I became acquainted 
with the argument presented by David Hume in his chapter 
'Of miracles' In .-\n Enquiry Concerning Hum.tn Unde,.. 
srandlng." So Hume supplies him with hi$ escape hatch. 

But all this seems unnecessarily dramatic .. Price has fallen 
into a ~rticularly stark ve~ion of the False Dichotomy. He 
has been forced into the very posi~ion that Henry Sidgwick 
wanted for the critics. The best ESP evidence is so good th~t 
either the critic must admit the reality of psi or accu1e the 
proponents of lyintand fraud. In falling into this trap, one 
that critics from the days of Hare and Crookes right up to 
the present keep falling into, Price has needlessly attributed 
to the Rhine and Soal results a level of evidential value 
which they cannot carry. At the tame time, Price has Im­
plied that he Is sufficiently expert in parapsychological 
rer.earch that he can Infallibly jud~ when a given outcome 
unquestionably supports the conclusions of the experi· 
menters.. In fact, I doubt that even the parapsychologists are 
ready to slve such power to a single experiment, even one 
so seeminsly well·conducled as Seal's. 

Price writes as If, when confronted with experimental 
evidence for psi, such as can be obtained by reading f)(tr,­
Sensory Perception After Sjxty Ye•l$ or Modern Ex~n'ments 
ln Telepithy, he musr immediately a) find ways to reject 
the findings on the basi' of poS5i.ble 'ensory leakage, staUs· 
tical artifacts, or loose experimental controls; or b) accept 
the outcome as proof of psi; or c) accuse the investigators 
of fraud if he an Imagine some scenario, no matter how·lf' 
complex and unlikely, under which fraud could have oc­
curred. Price just dati nor .understand either parapsycho­
logical research or scientific research in general lf he truly 
believes these al'lt the only •lternatives open to him. Unfor· 
tunately, Price Is behaving like many of the other out· 
5poken critics of psychical research. To Price's credit, he has 
at least tried to make his basis fOf action explicit. 

Both Rhine and Soal, in their responses to Price's critique, 
eagerly accepted Price'i implicit endorsement of their ex• 
perimental proceduret. Soal commented that, "It is very 
significant· and somewhat comforting to learn that Price 
admits that •most of Soal's work' cannot be accounted for 
by any combination of sratistlcal artifact and sen•ory 
leakage" [5-4~ Soat al10 examined in detail Price's various 
proposed schemes for fak.lns the experiments {54]: 

Price 1oas to areal lensth in devising variations on this 
theme, but th.y all depend on thl Ascnt belns In collusion 
with the chle~ Experimenter or with the Percipient. Now 
four of the Aaents with whom Mrs. Stewart was hlshly 
r.ucCtSih.d were lecturers of high .academic st.andinaat QuHn 
Mary Colle1e In the Unlwrsity of London. Two were senior 
lectureri .and the other two were mathematlclins who had 
done di~inguished creative work. A fifth Agent who was 
brilliantly r.uc:cas•ful ovt( a lona period wu a $tnior civil 
servant, In fact· an aul5ianl dlrtetor of mathematical ex• 
1mlnation1 In the Civil Service. Now is it plausible to sup­
po&• that I, as chief Experimenter, could persuade any of 
th~r;e men to enter Into 1 stupid and pointleu collusion to 
fake the ew~rimentt owr 1 period of yun? What had any 
of them to &lin from such d.plorable conductr If I had 10ne 
to al'y of th~m 1nd ~uggcsted (at Price recommrnd') that i" 
I Jood CI\H.e I little deception would Oo 1'10 harm, I know 
quite plainly th&t the result would h~ve botn a fir~t·clau 
1undal in univer&ity clrclu. 

paper ... is, on the whole, a good event for parapsycholoiY" 
(SS). For one thing, it wu a way of gt!ttln& a lot of ln,truc· 
tion on parapsychology before the scientific community. 
Rhine oalso felt Price's vivid portrayal of the potential impor­
tance ot ESP was valuable. He welcomed Price's effective 
rebutt~l ag~inst the 5t~ndard criticisms agaln5t ESP. And 
Rhine especially liked tl'le fact that Price 1ocussed on the 
point that p5i was Incompatible with the materialism of 
science [SS}: 

(Pric:e], even more than any other c:rltlal reviewer, sivAi 
Indication of havins felt th• force of the evidence fOf ESP. 
Whtn he turns then-albeit a bit too emotionally-and uys 
that, ac:cordins to the current concept o~ nature, ESP Is 
lmpo&liible and therefore the parapsycholoti5ts MUst all be 
f1kt11, he at least draws the im~e where It can be squarely 
met. The an,wer of the.parapsycholosist is: "Ves, elther the 
preienr mechanistic theory of man I$ wrons-thit is, funda· 
mentally incomplete-or, of coune, the parapaycholo&iU~ 
•~ all utterly mistaken." OM of these opponents Ia wrong; 
toike it, now, from the pasu of ScitmCfl This recosnitlon of 
the i"ue gives point to the flndlnp of parapsycholosv in a 
way noM can eaiily miss. 

Notice that Rhine and Price agr~ on some a~ds ofthfs 
controversy. Both Rhine and Price believe that if .the ·clairrs 
of parapsyc:holosv are correct the foundations of Kience 
are seriously threatened. Rhine welcomes such ~ de,truc­
tion of what he calls materi.allsm. Price ~ms willing to 
tak.e the most drastic measu~ to avoid this overthrow of 
what he calls the basic limitins ptinciples. (Not all para· 
psychologists agree with RhirM that the accepunce of psi 
need be in~;onsistent with scientific materialism.) One issue · 
involves what It means fOI' contemporary selena to accept 
the reality of psi. This concems matter~o that are currently 
controwriial among philosopheri of. r.cienC$,..And so, it is 
probably not fruitful to attempt to 'deal with them ·here. 

Rhine ant;! Price al5o agree that tt\4 standard. argument• 
as!iL~st parapsycholosical t'Jidence do. not hold up. Accord­
ins to reasonable scientific crHeria, the evidence for ~~ is 
more than adequ.ite. And so It is at this point that both 
Rhine and Price want to have the showdown. Price, u a 
defender of the materiali,tic faith, puts all j'lis.rnoney on the 
hope that the parapsychologists have fak.ed t~ data. He 
has no evidence to ~ck. this dalm. But if he can invent 
possible scenarios wherebye trickery miaht ~ been com· 
mitted in a given experiment, then he believes he can, 
under license from David Hume, assume that fraud must 
have taken place. He is not completely dogmatic about this. 
If the parapSychologist can come up whh po5itlve results in 
at least one experiment conducted under what Price con· 
siders to be fraudproof conditions, then Price has com· 
mitted himself to accept the consequences. 

Many l"ues are rai~ by Price's dramatic confrontational 
posturing. At this point, I will just mention one. Price goes 
beyond conventional scientific practice when he empowers 
a given experiment with the ability to prove the ellir.tence 
of psi. Once we realize that no ewperfment by itttlf defi· 
nitely establishes or disprove' a scientific claim, then Price's 
extreme remedies to save his imaae of t.dencc become 
unnece55ary. No matter how "Nell·desicned and 5temingly 
flawless a given experiment, there is always the pouibility 
that future conslderationli will reveal previously unfor~cen 
loopholes and we;aknesses. . . 

Indeed, a careful anaiY'is of the Soal experiment will 
reveal a variety of weakness,es. for oample, in spite of the 

Rhine found even more solact in Price's attack. !'Strange number of observers and experim•nters, Soal always had 
thoush it may seem, the publitation of the George Price control over the prepired tatget sequences or over the 
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basic u•cording. And both Sh.ackleton and Srrwart nnly 
prndun•ci ~UITf'~~ful rl"~ult~ whf'll Snal wa~ pn•sl'nt. On 0/lt' 

on ..1~iun, without informing So,ll, his m·itWI'!.tlg<~tm Mr~. 
Goldnt1y conducted a sitting with Shac:kleto(). The outcome 
wa~ unsuccessful. The Americ.an p.arapsychologist J, G. Pratt 
ran a serirs of t'l<prrlments with Mrs. StPWil.rt without Soal's 
presence. No ~vidence for psi was found. And whNeil.s all 
Rhine's rP.sults showed no ditfertnce between telepathic 
ind clairvoyance trials, both Shackleton and Mrs. Stewut 
produ(.ed succeutul results only on telepathic trials. Fur· 
thermore, in spite of the much vaunted measures to suard 
against sensory le;akage, the actu.af experimental setup, when 
carefully considered, off~tred a variety of pos!!.lbilities for 
ju5t such unwittil'\g communicition. 

None of the. foregoing considerations, in them5elves, 
account for Seal's flndinss. But they make superftous, I 
would argue, the hasty assumption that the findings can 
only be e)(plained either by psi or some elaborate form of 
dishonest collu,ion. 

THE OtSC::IIfCITING OF SOAL 

As It turns out, If Soal did cheat-and it now seems 
almost certain that he did, he almost certainly did so In 
ways not envisaged by either Price or Hansel. The 5een1.rios .. 

·' generated by these two critia involved collusion among 
several of the principals. Soal app.arently managed the fraud 
entirely an his own, or, at most, with the collusion of one 
other person. Furthermore, he prob.ably used a variety ot 
different ways to accomplish his goals. 

If it had not been for a series of seemingly fortuitous 
event5, Soal's experiment might still occupy the honored 
place in the parapsychologists' exhibits ot evidence for psi 
[56]-(60]. The discrediting of Soal's data occurred through a 
number of revelations during the period from 1955 through 
1978. Up until 1976 the accumulation ot evidence sug· 
gested that sometl'ling wa• highly suspicious about the 
records in the Shakleton e1<perimenu. The cue was strons 
enough to discredit Seals' results in the judgment of some 
leadins p41r~psychologists, but many oth!1'5 still defel'lded 
Seal's findings. 

The final blow to the credibility of So.al's results came ln 
1978 when Betty Markwiclc. pubU,hed her article "The 
Saai·Coldney experiments with Basil Shackleton: New evi· 
dence of data manipulation" (60]. As with the previous 
revelations of peculiarities In the data, M.arkwick's stunnins 
findings arose out of a series of fortuitlous incidents. 

The story is much too complicated to relate here. Essen­
tially, Mirkwick had begun a rather elaborate .project to 
clear Soal of the .accumulating chargeto that he had tampered 
with the data. Her plan involved searching the records with 
the aid of 1 computer ro find subtle ~!terns which, If they 
existed, would account tor the anomalies found by the 
critics and would vindicate Soal. Mark.wick did not find 
such patterns. Instead, she discovered previously unnoticed 
patterm that could be accounted for If one assumed that 
~al had u~d a sophi1ticated plan for inserting "hits" into 
the records while he was apparently ;umm.arizing and 
checking the results. Reluctantly, she was forced lo con­
dude thiit only the hypothesis of deliberate tampering with 
the datil could e)(plain her findings (60]. 

111111' Wl"iF~hl in thl" I.Jrr of th,. rvidPrlc!l. We r.1n rar~y 
f,uhcm\ h111\' '""j11r111, Mhu•v•• 1/,.;, l••.rl\, .u1d r>Nh.aps So.tl 
Wol' ''" 'IP\1'1 It " lut.l .. to olllo(LII' lh,\1 the• llriM)n l:l'fl ·~ 
t'~I'JIW•ptOIIf Wl\1'41 tiH• IIHll.llt• h;r• rlr•~rlv 11111111. 

Markwick, obviou~ly dismayed at havin1 discovered that 
Soal almost certainly fo~ked his dat1, sunests two pouible 
explanations for why he might have done so. One of her 
hypotheses made uu• of th• well·known tact that Soal 
sometimes did automatic writing in il. dissociated state, 
Mafkwlck suggested the possibility that So.al may have had 
a split personality and that the cheatins was done by his 
other self. 

Markwkk's second hypothesis involved daUr masuse and 
has mOI'e universal psychological plausibility (althoush It Is 
not necessarily inconsistent with her first hypothesis). She 
.assumes that So.al's enormous accumulation of neJative ESP 
findings were obtained legitimately. She also assumes that 
hi~ poft hoc finding ot consistent displacement effects in 
the data of B.asll Shackleton and Gloria Stewart was also 
legitimate (60). 

Havins embarked upon the Shacldeton series, on• may 
lm.&gint dur Korina r.ate be11in1 to fade (u ESP score• m~ 
wont to do ~fll)r thf. inlti.al flush of 5uccess). So.ll, seeina the 
chance slipping away of &lining 5cif.ntifi<' r•c:osnition for 
Parap$ychology, a c.&use in which he pmlonately bellev~$. 
succumbs to the temputlon ol "rectlfyln&" a "remporary'' 
deficiency. 

Markwic;k.'s ~~c:ond scenario Is consistent with known 
patrerns in which scientists have tampered with their data 
[61), (62]. The componlfnts appear to be: 1) the invMtigator 
believes, on the basi5 of previous experienc;e, that the 
phenomenon under investigation is "real"; 2) for some 
unknown reuon his currer1t research fails to reveal the: 

· phenomenon; 3) If he reports negative results his readers 
might wrongly believe that the phenomenon does not exist: 
4) as 1 result, the "truth" and assumed positive conu­
quences of t~e phenomenon mlsht be I06t to humanity. 
Given these ingredients, it takes a very smaU step for the 
investisator to convince hims.elf that he Is helpins both the 
truth and a good cause along by doctoring his dltA. 

William James, whh reference to his experiences In psy­
chical research, suggested that cheatina in order to c:an· 
vlnce others of the "reality" you know to be the cue might 
be defensible. James discussed this matter in his last euay 
on Psychical research. He referred to the policy of Engli&h 
Investigators to con1ider a m~lum who has been caught 
cheatins as. one who always cheats. He indicated that he 
thought this had generally been a wise policy (2]. 

But, ho..wver wl1e n i policy the S.P.~.'I muim may h•ve 
been, as 1 test of truth I belie\#\'! il to be almost irrelevant. In 
most thinp human the •ccutilion of dtllber.ar• fraud and 
fal~ehood I' srouly SUperliciai. Mo1n'1 character I& tOO SCI­
phl&tlc•liy mht~ for tht llltrnatlw of Hhonest Of dishone1t" 
to be i shilrp one. Scientifi~: Mtn rhemselve• will cheilt-il 
public lectures-rather th'n let tllptrimenti obey rhoir 
wr~~ll·known tendency towards fililure. 

James gave two examples of such cheatins. And them 
revealed the following about his own behavior {2): 

To C:OMpAfl small ml!n with srut, I na~ m~lf cl1eated 
&hamefeufy. In the early da~ of thP S.andtri Th~ater lt 
Harvard, I once hid •har!IP. of 1 heut on the physiotosv of 
which Profe~~or New~ll Mutin wn aivinfll popular ledurf!. 

Protl"~tillon~ to thr ,.lfect lho~t Soal, a rl'~tle<:tNi ~dMtiAt, This hP.~rr, which hrlongrd to a wrtlt, ~UJ')flortf'd '" ind,.~-
would 1111t h•vf' 1 hr•atrd in hi~ nwn ~~pl'rimPnt~-Jnd ~tr~w whi' h thrf'W a mtl'lin~ .~hddow, Rm~tly ~"nl~rsrd, upnn 
th,lt olllYWOJY th,. risorou~ r~pNimrnt.ll runditilln~ in thr thr ~C'"''"· whih• lhr• hl'art pul~~tl'd. Wh('ln r~t1;1in nrtVI'\ 
!lh;IC ldt·fiHI "''lito~ prr•l'iudr•d fraud-wr•m to nw !() tarry wrrr stimulaiN:I, th•· lt!ctvr•!r ~~id, th,. hrurt wnuld ~~~ ill 

Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800330001-4 

I· • "'IA,N; ~ ... U~~(HO~O~ICA~ UStAICH 

,., 

I 

I 



··:. 

. \' 

···~ '1 

'.! 

12-1~-1994 09:41 703+~82+1444 P.21 
Approved For Release 2000/08/10 : CIA-RDP96-00789R003800330001-4 
rttrtain wo~ys which he descrlbtd. But the poor hurt wu too Bec~use the symbol~ .are rel,uively me~nlnaless .and uni11 rr-r-
1.tr goM and, • .allhoush It stopperl duty whPn r~e ~rw of estlng, the repetitive guessing over many trials i~ bncing 
.mc~t ~"' ~xr.•tfld, rh~t was thll ftn.ll end ~JI IIi l•le s l<'lkt>r. ind, o~ccording to the parapsychologi~ts contributes to t 
Pr,.~ldlnl over the performance, 1 w~s !llrrth!d ~~ the fluco. 1 k . • . '. l~rth 
and found myselt suddenly a<ting lill.r one of tho$c miliwy il , iC of motrvatron and em.ouonal •.nv~lvemenl. wh1ch 
seniuses who on the field of b~nlr. convert dis.-tuer into rrusht be needed for the effectrve lunctton1ng of pst, 
11ictory. TheM wu no limll lor dl!libl!ratlon; so, with my As 1 result, one break with the past Is the increased use 
lorelins~r und~r a p.a~r of the m~w rha! cast ~o. sh~dow, I of more compltiC and maaningful targets such as reproduc-
found myself tmpuh;1vely. and •vtom.ttlc.tlly •mrrlttns the tions of paintings travel slides geographical locations d 
rhythmical movements whiCh my colleazue h.td ptophesled . ' ' • . • an 
the heart would undergo. 1 kept the experiment from f;~ilina; emot&onally laden pnotoBraphs. In addt!lon, rnstead of th& 
.lnd not only Qved rny collu1v• (~nd th• turtle) from forced-choice procedur• of the c~rd·guessing, mo~t f"<P 
humiliation ttlat but for my prttence of mind would have menters allow free·responding on the p.trt ot their per· 
b.een their lot, but I established In the .-~dien~e the true ents. Percipients are eflcour1ged1 on a given trial, to 1tt •• 

~fs~o~~~~ ;,'!}!c~,~~je~~c~'t:ee:i;:~ ~~a~;i~t ~~~'~ 11~":011~~ associate and descri~. both in words ind in drawings. 
d!!stroy the impreuion ol his word~. "There is no worie lie whatever c:omes to mtnd. The use of free responses com-
than a truth misunderstood," '' i mi~im whleh I have heard plicates enormously the problems of scoring and sta-tistical 
ucri~d .to i fotmer vener.at!d P.residenl of Harvard. Th~ analysis. But par&p5ycholosls.ts believe the added complic~· . 
heart s fatlure would, l\a11e been m.,understood by the aud•· tions are a small price to I"UUy If the newer proced 
enc• ~nd glwn tke he to the lecturer. It was hud enoush to • ; ures 
mike them unch~11"nd the subject inyhow; 50 that even produce better psychiC funct&onlng. 
now as 1 write in cool blood 1 ~m tempted to think that 1 Along with the free·response designs, parapsychologist~ 
~cted quire comedy. I wu ictlng lor the I.Jrgl!r truth, at any have renewed their interest in the possibility that psych ·r 
rate, however ~utomaticoally ... To this diy the memory of functioning may be enhanced in altered state5 such 
that crirlal amer1e(l(y hat m~de me ful charitable towards • .... • • d · 
411 medh.Jml 'Nho make phenome,., come In OM way when dreilmmg, n~pnosls, medttalton, &e~so~- e~r1ved st•1· 
they won't come eully In another. On the principles of-ihe and progreu•ve relaxation. The b.asrc tdea •s that thn-.. 
S.P.R., my conduct on that one oec.uiori ought to discredit altered st;~te' sre.at!y reduce or block attention to external 
ev_eryt~lng I ever d~. everyth.ing, lor elCar:nple, I may write in sensory lnfotmation while, at the same time, increasing 
rhts artrcle-.1 m.&nlfestly un,ust concluSion. attention to internal mentation. Under such conditions it is 

1 wonder If Ja~ would have approved of the w.ay hypothesized that the psi signal is easier for the percipient 
William Crookes cover~d up the cheating of tha medium to detect because It hils less competition from sensory 
Mary Showers in beh~ff of "the larger truthl" Mary Showers, Inputs [64]. One survey of 87 experiments in which perdpi· 
.a youns medium, conducted at least one joint seance with ents were in an altered state found that 56 percent reported 
Florence Cook in Crooke'' home. Apparently Crookes had significant hittlns of tarsets [65]. 
&everal other sittings with Mary. Daniel 'Home presumibly Another dep.trture from the Rhine paradiam was ~timl 
heard rumors that Croolc.es might be having an affair with lated by davelopmenu In electronic technolol'f. Psi exper· 
the young Mary Showers. Crookes wrote a letter to Home ments employins Random Event Generators began In the 
explaining how the scandal had orisinated [63]. 1970s. Electronic equipment could b@ used to seneme 

random targets as well as automatically record the percipi· 
Accordlns to Crookn he hid obtilined a eomplote coni-.· 
sron from Mary Showers In her own hindwrilil'll tn•t her 
phenomeN were wholly dependent upon trickery o~nd the 
ocusion11 ut.e of an accomplice. Crookes uid, however. 
th.lt he h.ad undert.arken !'lOt to rewal the fact thilt ~ry was 
fr,uJdulenr even to her own mother. bocause of "the very 
sre-at injury whieh the cause ol truth would JuHer if so 
Impudent a fr.1ud were to be publicly I!Xp<Ked." 

THE POST•RHINE EllA 

Rhine's card·gu.wing paradiam dominated eMperimental 
parapsycholoiY from 193-4 to at least the 1960s. Since the 
19605 card·guening experiments have played • minor role. 
Contemporary parapsychologists have deviated from Rhine's 
paradlsm In a variety of ways. In Rhine's paradigm both the 
possible targets and the possible responses are saverely 
restricted. The tarBtts consist of five. delibero~tely neutral 
and simple, symbols. And, on each trial, the percipient Is 
restricted to calllns out the name of ooe of these possible 
five •ymbols, From a 5trlctly methodoloaical vitwpolnt these 
re'ltrictions nave ~veral .advant.JttS. MoSt percipients have 
no strong preferences for any of the symbols; randomizing 
of targets is straightforward; scorin1 of hits .1nd misses is; 
unambiguous; and the mtistical calculations are fairly 
standard. 

But these ~ame features h.ave bet'n blilmed by contem· 
pmary investigators for the l.ack of impres~lvt' findings sincE> 
thl' ~pi'Cra<·ul.u ~mring rl'ponrd by Rhinf' in ·1q34 f-161. 

--.ent's responses and keep runninc tallies of the hits. AI· 
though such equipment has been uied to test ESP, the most 
wlde'J)read use has been in the study ot ps~hokinesis. In 
soch e"periment5 an operator or '1psychlc'' attemprs to biu 
the output of a random event senerator by mental means 
atone. In 1980, May, Humphrey, and Hubbard found report~ 
of 214 such experiments,· "74 of which show statistlcil' 
evidence for an anomalous perturbarlon-a f~ctor of nearl\ 
seven time' chance expectation'' {66]. 

A third major dep.tnure has been the so·c.afled "Remote 
VIewing" paradlsm (22], [24], (2£\J, (67], [68}. The cl;tlms 
made for the ability of this procedure to consistently dern· 
onstrate ESP with a variety of percipients are perhapli the 
5tronsest ever put forth by parapsycholoslt.ts [28]. · 

Our laboratory experiments suuut to us th.at anyone who 
feels t:omfort&ble with the idea of hivlnl Pif.llnormal ability 
can h.ave it .... In our e11J)*rimenu, we h.Jve never found 
a11yone who could not lem to percei.,. tctnel, inctudin1 
buildinp. roAds, .and people. evt'!n thOJe at sre.at distance' 
.and blocked from ordin.uy partt'ption .... W• have. at of 
rhls wtitins. nrritd out aucc•ssful "mote viewln1 ctwpori­
rmontl with .about twenty J)<lrtlciP"""· almOfot all of whom 
came to ui without any prior e•perie-n,~. 11nd In some c.ues, 
whh little- intf'rPsl In fHV'C:hlc tunclionin&. So fJr, wl! t·~nnor 
ldantlfy a ~Ingle individual who h.s not ~ucr••dr.d in a 
rC"mott! 11iewins ta~k to his own uti,1.actlon. 

In a morC' rf>C'Pnt .useu~mtnl of tflmotl' viewin~. T~rg 
and Harary ot~smt, ''In l.aboratori('f' .Km~~ thil' t'l\IIIWy, ;tnd 
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in m.11w olhN nations as well, forty-six f'lCfWriml'nt,,l ~Nil'~ 
h,tVI' lll\lt''ligiltl'd u·motr vic!wing. Twr-nty-lhlf•P ol lht•sc• 
invP~ItgJtium havl' roporled sUCt'f'Ssful r!'SUilll .uul pro­
duc-ed stati!;tica:lly significant data, whNc thr"'' would bt> 
(liCp~Cifld'' (68]. 

A fourth emphasis has been the- study of personality 
<"orrelates o1 the alleged psi ability (48). 

In addition to the experim~ntal programs on altered 
states, random event 1enerators, remote viewing, and per· 
~anality correlates contemporary parapsychologists have 
been activ~tly doing research in other areas. The v;arious 
chapters In tho H~ndboalc of P•r~psycholosy provide a 
good idea of the r;mge of topics (-48~ The research on 
reincarnation, survival after death, paranormal photography, 
psychic metal bending, poltergeist phenomena, hauntings, 
and faith healing, while admittedly colorful, does not de· 
serve the seriou!l attention of scientists-at least not in its 
current state. I suspec:t that most serloo' parapsychologists 
would also not wJnt to rest their case on such research. 

Today the parapsychologi$ls who want the scientific 
establishment to take their work ~eriously do not offer for 
inspection the evidence that previous generations of psy­
chic researchers believed was sufficient-the findings of 
Hare, Wallace, Crookes, Gurney, Rhine, or Soal. Nor do 
they offer up the reports on reincaration, psychic healing,·· 
paranormal photography, spoon bending, psychic detec· 
tion, and the related phenomena which so readily appeals 
to the media and the public.. Instead, they ask us to look at 
the trends and patterns which they find In research pro­
grams carried out in a variety of different parapsychological 
labor01tories. 

Two aspects of this new type of claim are worth noting. 
One is the adminlon that a single investigation, no mattt!r 
how seemingly rigorous and fraud-proof, ~nnot be accept· 
~ble as Kientific evidence. The idea of a single "critical 
experiment" is a myth. The 5tcond, and related, aspee1 Is 
that replicability is now aa:epted 15 the critical requirement 
for admi55ion into the scientific marlc.etplace. 

Both proponents and critics have previously auumed, 
either tacitly or explicitly, that the outcome of a &Ingle 
investigation could b& critical. Sidgwick believed that the 
results of the investigation of the Oeery sisters were of this 
nature. The evidence w~s so strong, he. argued, that the 
critics either had to now either accept the reality of telepa· 
thy or accuse the investigators of fraud (30]. urpenter, 
rather than withhold judsmenl until independent investiga· 
tors had either 1ucceeded or failed in attempts 10 replicate 
Crookt5' experiments with Home, acted as If he either had 
to agree to Crookes' claim or prove that Oookes had been 
duped. Both Price and Han5el insisted that it would be 
sufficient for Rhine and Soal to convince them of ESP If a 
parap5ychology could perform succeas#ully a single "fraud· 
proof" eJJ:perlment. 

The myth of the single, crucial experiment has resulted In 
needless controve"v and has contributed to the False Dl· 
r.hotomy. Flew is just one who hu argued convincingly that 
a singiP., unreplicated event which allegedly atte't' to a 
miracle, is simply a historical oddity which cannot be part 
of a ~i•ntific ~rsument [J~ 

Apparently not all ~rapsycholosists are convinced thai 
the achl•vement of 1 repeatable pti experiment if. either 
~R~ury or dE!sir.able for the .advancement of p~rapsyc:hol­
ogy. Thr. lat~ J. G. Pratt 01rgued that, "~i i5 01 spontaneous 

occurrf'nn• in nl\turt' .• 111rl w,. c.111 '"~ mnrl' prr.dict prrd~f'IV 
wlw11 11 '' goiu~ to 111 • 111 tn Olt' '.trPhtily I•Lalllf•d oltld 
rj~t)f(lU!o,l\, ~ tlntrulh•d I'Kpt•rinll'nl• lh,ll\ WI' I dll Ill I•VP!yd,1~· 
lifl• psychil expE!fil'ncr~ .... Prt:'dictablt- WJWatability i~ 
un.attainablco because of tho nature of the- phenomr.-na'' l6q]. 

Pratt arguf!d that parapsychology 'hould givl' up tht• 
quest for the replic.ablf' experiment-an impossible goal in 
his opinion-and concentrate upon accumuliting ~nough 
data on anomilous h.appenlngs to convince scientists and 
the public that psi is real. Other parapsycholo&ists, how· 
ever, realiz:e th~t ~cienlisu are not gains to be convinced 
until some sembl01nce of replic.ability has been achiP.ved. 
The late Gardner Murphy, while notins that replicability 
was not necessary for scientific acceptability in 'ome areas 
of science, argued that for supporting cl~ims far such irra· 
tlonal phenomena as psi, replicability was nec:es!i.try. And, 
speaking as one of the dominant figures in parapsychology 
in 1971, he made it clear th.at he felt that parapsychology 
had a Ions way to go before it achie'lled replicable results 
[70}. 

Perhaps Honorton's position represents the cont~m-
porary position of the major parapsycholo1ists [71): 

P.ar.tpsycholosy will slind or f;;lll on ;r, .ability to demon• 
Strate replicable and conceptually meomingful findingc. Fu­
ture critics who are lntere&eed in lht resolution rather than 
rhe perpetu.atlan of thr. psi controwAy are advised ro focuJ 
their attention on SY!Itmatlc lines of restarch which are 
CIJ)ibie of ptod~King such findin~. 

PSI AND REPEATABILITY 

As the pr~eeding quotation indicates, Honorton belie~ 
that critics 5hould focus on "systematic lines of rtsaarch" 
which apparently displ.ay replicable and/or "conaptu;~lly 
meanlpgful'1 finding5. And, as we haw: .een, contemporary 
parapsycholo&lsts have offered us a number of 'uch 5ys· 
tematic lines to demonstr;~te that they have, In fact, alre;~dy 
achieved the soals of repeatability and conceptual mean· 
lngfulness. The claims put forth in behalf of the altered 
state, random event generator, and remote vlewins para­
digms have already been cited. Similar claims h~ve been 
made for work on correlates of psi such as attitudes and 
personality [72]. 

What can we expect if a critic, In an effon to be open· 
miAded and responsible, accepts the challense of Honorton 
and his fellow parapsychologists to eumine tht accu• 
mulated evidence from one or more of the "systematic 
lines" of inquirvr This challenge opens up a variety of 
poulbilities. Which experiments should be Included In the 
evaluation? It is impractlcill to consider all the experiments 
In parap5ychology buause even in this relatively sparsley 
populated area the number is by now enormous. In just 
considering a subset of experiments in tht ESP area, Palmer, 
for example, covered approximately 100 experimental re· 
ports [12]. Including PK as well as EsP, I would estimate 
that, today, a determined critic, who wants to evaluate 
exhaustively all available experimental reports, ml&ht haVfl 
to cope wlrh upwards of 3<XXl experiments. Given my 
recant ewperience in trvlnK to do justice to just -4:2 experl· 
ments on the Ganzfeld pt;l phenomenon [73), I would 
er.tlmate that it could take a re!.ponsible critic ov~r five 
years of almost full·time effort to properly I!ValuatP. this 
material. 

Anothr.r probl~m facing both thP. proponent and nitic i~. 
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once a suitable umplft' of experiments hu been selected, 
how to make an over.atl judgment about what pattern,, 
trends, strengths, <~nd we<~kna~sP.~ characterize the sample. 
Up until recently, such a review of a body of literature ha~ 
been an unstructured and highly subjective: affair. Under· 
st;~ndably, two individuals surveying lhe same body or 
liter~ture could, .and did, often come up with diametrically 
opposed conclusions. 

As cosnltive P'yt:hofosi~ts have emphasized, the ca~city 
of humans to handle mentally a number of items is severely 
limited. What constitutes .an "item" varies greatly with the 
structure of the material and the Individual'~ previous 
familiarity and expertise in a given tield of knowledge. Even 
within his field of speciality, a scientist would have great 
difficulty in tryins to comprehend p;~.tterns in over a dozen 
or so reports without external .tlds ;~nd a $ystematio proce­
dure. 

When the nonp.at.apsychologist critic tries to make senie 
of a large body of para~ychological literature, he is at a 
great disadvantage. His critical capacities have not been 
trained to pick out relev~nt from irrelevant details in seek· 
ing interrel.ationshlps. lAcking concrete experience with 
many of the experimental designs, he Is at a decided(dls· 
advantage in knowing what things could go wrong .and 
which sorts of controls INOUid be critical. And when tha 
number of nparate reports it more than a do:ten Ot so, he 
cannot be expected to be .able to grasp the total picture 
whhout help from systematic and quantitative summariza· 
tion pra<:edures. 

Yet, so far as I an tell, only two critical evaluations of 
"systematic lines" of parapsychological rese.arch ha~ ever 
been carried out with any procedure approximating sys· 
tematic, explicit, and quantitative guidelines. Both of these 
were c.arried out fairiy recently. One w•s by Charles Akers, 
a former JW'apr.ychologlst with both e~Cperience and pub· 
llc.ations in rne field (74). The other wu by myself, acting as 
.an extern.al critic who accepred the parapsychologists' chal· 
lenge to fairly evalu.ite a systematic line of research which 
they feel fepresents tl\eir stror'lge5t case for the repeatable 
experiment [73], [1SJ. 

AI<US' METHOOOlOCICAL CllTICISMS 0, PARAPSYCHOLOCY 

Akers' methodolosic.al evaluation of contemporary par.a· 
psychological research represents a landmark in para· 
psychological criticism. Akers, who holds a Ph.D. degree in 
Socii! Psychology, has worked u ' parapsycholosist in 
Rhine's laboratory 1nd knows the contemporary Kene from 
the inside. 

After a careful ~election procedure, Akers .arrived at a 
sample of 54 ESP experiments. These ellperiments had all 
been cited in the H.Jndboolc of Parapsychology or other 
parapsycholoilcal literature as exemplars of the evidential 
d.at.abase. The selection was restricted to studie~ in which 
sisnific.ant results h.ad been cl.aimed for a sample of rela· 
tively unselected percipients. He e•cluded unpublished re· 
ports, Sludies which were reported only as ~bstracts or 
C'onvention reports, .1nd studies whic::h were eltpioratory or 
pr€>1imino~ry to a stronger repllc~tlon. He .also excluded 
t'ltpNim"nts which produced scores in the wrong direction 
("psi missing") (74). 

I hi' lin~l umplr of 5-4 e~perimf'nt~ i> f~irlv rnrnplrtr•. If IIIJ 
not ind~1vr., it is Jt lr~st rf'J)rrSI'tH~IIvr ul findin11s in 
Jllt•rpd •I~H· o1nrl pN~un~lity rf'~ran·h. 

Akers th•m screened all his S-4 studies iequenti.ally througr 1 

l!ac:h of hlf; seVI~ral criteria to s~~ how m.any r.ould p.~,, 
throu&h .ill of them. He fiN! looked at how m.any ot thP 
studies used inadequate randomiution ot the targP.ts. AI· 
though he found almost half of the Uudies used inferior 
method!! to ro~ndomize tirgets he considered this to btt a 
''minor cont-aminant." In hit opinion, such randomization 
f.ailutes as he ob$erved would not be sufficient to account 
for the ~bove chance results which "'ach of th"e studl~;>• 
obtained. 

NeMt he looked at the possibility of !>ensory leakage. F1. 
ex.ample, in sever~l of the Gan;deld ~ucperlment5 the aaen1 
handled tl\e slide or picture which served as the target. 
later the percipient was given that very same target along 
with some foils and asked to select which item had been 
the tarset. In such a situation either inadvertent or de· 
liberate cueins is clearly a possibility. A parap,ychologlst 
should not be entitled to claim ESP a5 the explanition for a 
suc~essful selection by the percipient under such cir· 
cumstances. Akers assigned a flaw to any experiment which 
had this or one of his other catecorles of possibilities for 
$ensory leakase. As many as 22 of the 54 experiments were 
dtl!!d for having at least one flaw of the sensory leakage 
kind (some had more lhan one kind). 

In a slmll.ar fashion, Akera checked for security problems, 
recording errors, optional stoppinc, data selection, in.ade· 
quate documentation, multiple testing, and some ad· 
ditional flaws of a te<:hnical n.ature. On each criterion, 
Akers assigned a flaw only It, In his opinion, the detect was 
sufficient to account for the above chance hitting actually 
reported [74]. 

R~ulls from the S4•eKperiment surwy have demonwat~ 
that there are many alterNtl.,.. tllplanations for ESP phe· 
nomen.a; the choice Is not simply between psi and experi· 
montor fraud .••. The numben of exptrlments ll.awtd on 
Vilrlousgroundt were u follows: randomlutlol'l failures (13), 

· "sensory leakage (22), subject cheatins (12), recordlns errors 
(10). c:lanifiCition or scorina errors (9), statistical errors (12), 
repottlns failures (10) .••• All told, es percent of the e~eperi· 
ments were considered fl.awed (<46/54). 

In other words, only 8 of the S-4 e)(perlments-alf of 
which were selected to be best cues-were free of at leut 

"One 5erlous flaw on Akers' criteria. But Akers points out a 
number of reasons to be concerned about the adequacy of 
even these "flawless" studies [74). 

In conclusion, there were eight e11perirnent1 conducted wltn 
reuonable care. but none of the~e could be comtdered u 
rnflthodoloBically strons. When all 5-4 experimentt .ue con· 
sldered, It an be stated that the reuarch m.tl'lodt art too 
weak to ettabllth t~ existence of 1 ~r11'10NNI phenome• 
n(H'I, . 

Akers' conclusion is especially do1masins to the case for 
psi because he leaned over backwards to sive the bene1lt of 
doubt to tho elCptrimenters. In some cases where the docu· 
mentation was incomplete, Akers .auumed that the investi· 
gatot had taken the proper precautions asainst • .,nsory 
IP.akago. And Akers did not auisn tlaW! 10 eJCpc-riments it 
their randomization procedures were leu than optim.al (he 
considen!d thi5 to be onlv a "minor contaminant"). Expcri· 
m~nts th.at were defic:i~nt on his other criteria such .as 
optionill stopping and others were not assisned fi;\W~ if. on 
Akers' judgment, the deficiency on that (:riterion WiiS ln5uf· 
ficit"nl to havf' C'OIU!icd thf! tot;~.l numbe-r of hit,, In llthM 
word!O, Ak.rr~ wJ~ not judging wht-thrr lhl' t>!Cpf'rimt'nl h.ul 
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met !itandards of 1cientific acceptability, but r;~thN, h" w.H 
·'~~i~rling flaws if a given deficiency by it.~elf wa5 ~uffirirnt 
ru h.JVI' .li.'(OUn!cd for the resulti. And, finally, Ak1•rs did 
nut conside-r the possibility that combin;ilions of deiicien· 
cies, each in themselves being Insufficient, might have 
been mom than enough to account for the reponed lind· 
ings. 

target, .arE' brouRht to the perclpiPnt. ThP. percipient then 
indkat('!~. by rankii\R or rating, how • lose f'arh of tnt' 11em~ 
in the poul au• to thP impression~ that n<:curred to him or 
her during th~ GanzfPtd session. The most typical scoring 
procedvre cl.assifie~ the outcome .as .a "hit" if thr. percipient 
correctly judses thll actual tarset as closi!St to the Ganzteld 
lmpre&5ionr.. 

In the lypical experiment a pool of four t;uget candidates 
HYMAN'S CRITIQUE 0 , THE CANZFELD E~PERIMENTS is used on each rrial. Over a number of triali, the percipi· 

ents would be expected to achieve hits on 25 percent of 
Although Akers' uu;l my critiques were conducted inde- the trials just by chance. If the actual rate of hitting Is 

pendently, and although our samples and procedures dif· significantly above this chance leYel, then it is assumed, 
fered In many important ways, we came to e"entlally the given th.llt proper experimental control11 ho~Ye been l!m• 
same conclusion. In spit• of claims for both $Cientific con· ployed, that ESP has probably operated. 
firmation of psi and repeatlbllity within certain systematic Charles Honorton, the J)lrapsychologist who first pub· 
lines of research, both Akers and I concluded that the best lished a Canzfeld/psi ellperiment [76} and who also h.as 
contemporary rese.arch in parapsychology does not survive 'trongly defended the p.aradiJm a• "psi conducive," r~· 
serious and carefvl scientific scrutiny. Parapsychology is not sponded to my request for cooperation by undert•king to 
yet ready to bring Its case before the general r.cientific supply me with copies of eYery relevant report between 
public. 197-4-the date of the first published Canzfeld/psi experi· 

My approach was to look. for a research program In ment-.and the end of 1961-the year I made the request. 
parapsychology that con5iited of a series of experiments by In January 1982 I received a J)lcuge containing 600 page• 
a variety of investigators and that wa~ considered by para· of reports on the Can:tfeld/p5i experiment. 
psychologi$tS as especl.1lly promising. I quickly di!>covered il The experiments in the database given to me for ex· 
5ystematic body of research which many of the leading · amination were extracted from 34 ~parate reports written 
parapsychologists considered to be the mo5t promh.;ing one or publiihed from 1974 through 1961. By Honorton's. count, 
on the contemporary scene. This research program was these 34 reports described 42 separate experiment1. Of 
based on the Ganzfeld/psi paradigm. these, he classified 23 as having achieved overall signifi· 

The word "Canzfefd" is German for total field. It is us~d cance on the primary measure of psi at the 0.05 level. This 
to describe a technique in the study of perception which successful replication rate of SS percent i5 consistent with 
creates a visual field with no inhomogeneities. The motiva· earlier estimates of success for this paradigm which r.anged 
tlon for creating such .a visual field stems from certain from SO to 58 percent (73). Approximatl!ly half of these 
theoretical predictions of Gestah psychology. A recently experiments had been published in refereed Journals or 
developed and simple procedure for creating such a mon_o,graphs. The rem~lnder had appeared only as abstracts 
Ganzfeld is to tape halves of ping pons balls over the eyes or pape" delivered at meetints of the Parapsychological 
of subjects. A bright light Is then directed to the covered Association. The studies had been .authored by 47 different 
eyes. The percipient experiences a visual field with no investigators, many of them prominent members of the 
dlscontinuitle~. and describes the perceptual effect as Ulc.e Parpsychologlcal Association. 
beins in a fog. The details of my analysis and' my conclvsions have been 

The parapsychologists became interested In the Ganl.feld published In the }ourn.tl of P1r1psycholoay [73]. The same 
when it was reported that subjects who experience the issue of that journal cont.ains Honorton's detailed rebuttal 
Gan;deld quiddy enter into a pleasant, altered state. lhey to my critique [77]. Hera I will merely supply the barebones 
.1dopted it as a quick and easy way to place percipients Into of my critique. 
a Slate that they 1elt would be conducive to the reception '1') I first examined the claim that the proportion of sue· 
of psi signals. tn a tYpical Gan:deld/psl experiment, the cessful replications of the Ganzfeldjpsl experiment was SS 
percipient has the pin pong ballt tJped ~r his eyes and percent. This estimate, It turned out, was based upon a 
then is placed In a comfortable chair or reclines on a bed. number of questlonJble assumptions. Much ambiguity ex· 
In addition to a bright light shining on the lui~ ping ists as to what the unit ot analy5is should be, In some cases, 
pong balls, white noise or the sound of ocean surlls fed the individual experimental conditions within a sinzle com· 
into the p.erdplent's ears through earphones. pllcated experiment were each counted as separate "elCperi· 

After 15 min or so in this situation, the percipient Is ments." In other cues, the pooled data over a number of 
pre$umed ready to receive the psi signal. An agent, In separate experimental conditions were counted as a single 
.another room or building, is given a target which is ran· unit. That this can make a difference Is 5hown by the fact 
domly selected from a small pool, 5ay, of four pictures (the that wnen I tried to apply a consistent criterion to the 
pool of pictures h.u been selected, in turn, by random database for determining individual units, I cama up wirh 1 

means from a l1rge collection of such pools). The agent 51,1t:cess rate closer to 30 than to SO percent. Oth•r consid4lr· 
concentr1tes or studie. the target during a predetermined ;~tions such as unknown experiments leid me to conclvde 
time interval. At the ume time the percipient, isolated in a that the actual success rate, defining "success" according to 
relatively sound-proofed chamber, freely describes all the Honorton's criterion, was probably around 30 percent. 
.auocialions and imprl!s&lons thn occur ro him during the 2) But even a success rate of 30 percent is imprfluivl" if 
r.ending interval. the actual rate of succe5$ to be e~~:pected by chancE! wa~ thE' 

At lhe end of the $ession the halved ping pong balls are assumed 5 percent. I pointed to a variP.ty of llltAmpii'S In 
remowd. The pool of pictures for that trial, including the which multiple ltlMS were apf)iied to !hr. samn data in such 
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.a w.ay .as to lnfl.ate the .tctu<~l probabHity for success just by 
chance ovr'' the u~umed rate. Taking into consideration a 
number uf factor&, I estimated that the actual chann~ lr.v~l 
could easily be 25 percent or higher. 

3) In addition to analyses that inadvertently inflated the 
significance levl!ls, I noted a !'lumber of other departures 
from optimal e11perimental procedure that could have artifi· 
cially contributed to the outcomes. These flaws could be 
clustered into three categories; Security, Statistical, and Pro· 
cedural. Security fla~ included failure to preclude sensory 
cues .u well al IOOU! monitoring of critical aspects In the 
elCperiment. Statistical flo&W1l con~ls.ted of wrong use of 
statistical procedures. Procedural fl.aws consisted of inade· 
quate randomization of ~rgets, incomplete documentltion, 
and possible problems at feedback. What was both surpris­
ing and dismlyins to me was that not a ~insle experiment 
In the database was free from atlea't one of these defects. 
These defects were chosen to be th~ that I assume most 
parapsychologists would agree should not be part of a 
well-conducted experiment. 

4) I tried to make it clear that I was not assuming tho&t 
these flaws were the cause o1 the observed results. Rather, I 
assumed that the pr~ence of ~uch defects could be taken 
as a symptom that the ewperim!lnt had not been conducted 
with adequate care. Indeed, it was clear that at least some 
of the experiments In the database had been Intended to 
serve only .u ptlot or preliminary experiments. Neverthe· 
less, I did look at the cor~lation between t.he three clusten; 
and success of the experiment. Althouah the Security and 
the Stati5tical clusters dld not cotrelate with outcome, the 
Procedural duster did correlate with the problbility of 
obtaining a signifian\ outcome. Honorton strongly dis· 
agrees with this conclusion (77]. 

As a result of my deUiled ewamit'latlon of the claims for 
the Ganzfeld/psl flr,dings, I condoded my long report as 
1ollows [73]: 

In conchJ$1on, the c:Uffl!nt data bue hii toe ,~ny ptoblema 
to be ~eriously put be~ outsiders as evidence for psi, The 
types of problemli exhibited by this d.tt~ base, however, 
suggest lnt!restlng challenses for the par,psychological 
community. 1 would hope that both p;&rap~ycholosistl and 
criti« would wi10h ta tt.ve pva~~nolosic:al eMpetimentli 
conducted ~ccordlns to highest tlllndards ponible. If one 
sor1l i5 to convince t~ rHI of the scill!ntilic community th1t 
the p.arapsycholosi"s can produce d.ita of the high.st qual· 
ity, then it would b4 a c•rriblt miua~ to employ tile currtnt 
Gan:tfeld/psl data bHe for this purpose. Peorh.Jp& the Para· 
psycholosic:ill AsS«iatlon can lead the WiV by Mltlng down 
guidelines as to wlut thould (Onstltute .1n adequ.11e con· 
llrmatory ew~riment. And, then, when a sufficient number 
of nudie1 h.1ve o&ccumulated which meet thete guidellnM, 
they co&n be presented to the tesc olthll! scientific commun­
ity as ,n e~eampl• ol wtat par.Jp~ychology, at Irs belt, an 
achieve. If stl.ldies co&rrled out .accordin! to thnt" auld6llnet 
.tliO continue to yield ~ultt tusgetlill'e of psi, then lhfl 
outside scientific community $hould bo oblised to take 
notice. 

Honorton, not surprisingly, disagrees with my conctu­
lions [77]. After my critique was completed, Honorton car­
ried out a revised and different .analysis of the database. He 
claims hi1 new analysis eliminates my criticisms about in­
t..ted lil"ifiance levels. Hononon also developed hili own 

~alu.atin1 the methodolosico&l qu.1lity of each 
·~.,.to his r.atln11, there Is no correlation 

~lmtnt and its outcome. 

The problem that both of us f;ace when judging th~ 
quality of the Individual experiments is that we are doing 
thi~ after the fact. Although we agree on 5f'lleral of our 
ratings, we t~nd to disagree: in ways which suggest our 
pre~umed bi.uei. Honotton tP.nds to find more defectl in 
the unsuccesdul experiment' than I do. On the ather hand, 
I tend to find more defects in the success1ul experiments 
than Honorton does. In the absence of double·bllnd rat· 
ings, this aspect of our disagreement represents a stalem~tc. 

However, whether one uses Honorton'5 or my r;.tings, 
the number of departures from accepted methodologk~l 
procedure is Unlcceptably nigh 1or this database. Although 
Honorton and I disagree on whether the observed flaws 
weaken the case 1or psi, we do not diugree that they e~ei~t. 
So far as I can tell, no parapsychologist has provided an 
explanation of why almost all of the e)(perlments In this 
database have at least one of these tlaws. 

CONC~USIONS 

With the e~eception of the contemporary parapsychologl· 
cal literature, the evidence for psi reviewed in this paper 
comes from investigations which tod.ay's parapsychologists 
would not put before us as part of their stronsest case for 
psi. Many of these p:ar:.psychologlsts might believe I was 
being unfair in dwelling upon the~e cutoifs from the past. 
But it Is just this fact th:.t the cases I have examined are 
now castoffs which brinp up lmpart~nt questions about 
how to approach the contemporary evidence. 

Each of the cases from the p;ut which I have discussed 
were, in their own time, considered to be by the para· 
psycholosists of that day examples of scientifically sound 
evidence for psi. It io only subsequent generations, for the 
most plrt, who have set the prtceding e~templats aside. In 
some ca~ the reasons for the abandonment of what was 
once a 1oundatlon stone in the case for psi are clear. 
Subsequent lnvestiptors or critics found previously unre· 
cosnl:l:ed defects in the studlet or stron1 suspkion5 of 
fraud had been generated. Other e~eperimental paradigms 
have disappeared from the database ior less obviou5 rea­
sons. 

·· Some previously ~cessful paradigms have dlsappured 
because they no Ianser seem to yield sisnificant results. 
Others such as the sheep-goo&ts design seem to have simply 
gone out of fashion. One !f1ijor parapsychologist once told 
me that it seems to be the ulti,ate fate of every successful 
paradigm to eventually lose lt5 ability to yield significant 
results. He believed this was related to the fact that psi 
depends both upon the novelty of the design and the 
motivations of the elCperimenter. At first a new po&radigm 
generates e11citement and optimism. But after II hu ~en 
around 1ot a while, the initial elCcltement o&nd enthusiasm 
abo1tes and the experimenter no lonser communicates the 
original emotions that accompanied the plradi8m when it 
wu still relatively new. 

But, whatever the reason, .,ch gent!ration·~ bt~SI ca~~ for 
psi if. cast aside by subsequent generations of parapsycholo· 
gi~ts and are replaced with newer, more up-to·d~te best 
C'ol!it"5. Not only do~s the t!vldenc:e for p~i lack repllrability, 
but, unlike th~ PVidence from oth~!>r ~cience~. it " non­
t'umulative. II I~ as if e.tch new generation wlpP~ th(' ~lat" 
fiNn anrl bf>gln5 all avN aRain. Con~t"qunntly, thC' t•vidrn· 
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ti~l dat~b~se lor psi is always shifting. Earlier ca~c~ art" 
droppPd 11nd r<'plan•d with n~wN and ~111'mingly nwn• 
nromising lin<':\ of r('~narfh. [OnP of tlw rl'iHll'l~ of thi~ 
papN argut's that it is only partially tru(' that parapwd1o· 
logical r~•se.arch is noncumulativE'!. Although his .argument 
might have 50me validity, I do not think it changeo~ the 
point I am makins here.] 

The late J, G. Pratt, In challenging his parapsychologlc:~l 
colleagues' hopes for a repeatable e•periment, wrote [69]: 

OnP t'ou!d almost pick a d.ue at random sinca 1882 and find 
in thl' lilc:>r<~lureo that some1onP ~omeowhfte had tl!(e>ntlv 
nbtalnrd resull5 df!S<:ribed in terms Implying tlut others 
~hould be .:~ble to confirm the llndins~. Amons tho'" per· 
wns or groups reflectinll such enthusiurn arP the S.P.R. 
Committee- on Thoul!ht·Transferenceo: Richard Hos5on (In 
hi• inve&tigation ol Mrs. Piper); ffildlns. B.tggally, and 
C.lrrinsron (in their P•lladino investiB•tions); J, B. Rhine 
(work reported in lxrr~·S6n~ory P~tception); Whately 
Ciringlon (in his wOfk on paranormal cl)!nitlon of drawlnss); 
GC'rlrud4t Schmeidler (in her sheep·soat work); Van 
Jlus~bach, .tnd AndtMn .and White (In thP.ir research on 
tP.acher•pupll attitudes): lh& Millmon.O.~ drtam $tUdios; thl 
!ileopo~nelo. inv.ulg.uors; rhe lnvf'stls.uor& of Kulaglna'' 
dirrctly·ubserv.able PIC effects: t~Mitch usinS the sanzftold 
techniquE': and the SRI in\lt'stil.atol1 ("remote viewin1"). 
One .after anotker, however, the specific WiY' of workins 
uied in these initially succeuful psi projects have fallen out 
of f.avor and laded from the research tcene-e~ecept for the 
latest invastig.ttions wkich, one may reuonably suppoie, 
hivt' not yet had enough time to f.alter and fade away .u 
othtrs before them h.ave done. 

When ?ratt wrote those words in 1976, the "latest investi· 
sations" included the G.1nz1eld/psi experiments, the Re· 
mote Viewing Investigations, and the PK reseirch using 
Random Event Generators. These would have been among 
the contemporary investigations which, given Pratt's peul· 
mi5tic extrapolations, '1one may reasonably suppose, have 
not yet had enough time to falter and fade away as others 
before them have done.'' Today, cigns do seem to indicate 
that these seemingly "succeuful'' Unec of research may be 
much weaker than had been prQvioosly advertised [24], [74], 
[75). 

However, 11 always, new and mate promising lines of 
work seem to be re.ady to talr.e their place. Honorton and 
his colleasues it the Psychophysical Research Laboratorie5 
In Princeton, NJ, &eem to be developing a number of very 
promising lines o1 research [76]. They have been developlns 
a completely automated v.rsion of the Canzfeld experi· 
ment which eliminates many of the problems raised by my 
critique. They h.ave .also been perfecting a "transportable" 
el<periment-one that can be carried out by any Invest!· 
gator who has access to an Apple personal computer. The 
experiment, also completely .llutomited, is i variation of the 
Random Event Generator par.lldism but witn a variety of 
built-in safeguards which apparently eliminate 11lmou all 
th~ option~ for multiple testins. 

Nearby, but completely independent of the work going 
on at the Psychophysical Laboratories, is the research on 
<~nomalous phenomena beln& carried out by Robert Jahn 
and his associates in the School of Engineerins and Applied 
Science at Princeton University (1], {79], [80]. For more than 
five years Jahn and hi& aS50Ci~teS no~ve been perfecting the 
instrumentation and experimental design' for conducting 
sophisticated variations of both the remote viewing para• 
digrn and the PK work with random event aenerators. 

Although th~y havt' C'CIIII'C'IL'd l.ugr d;at;aba!>P.S for eaC"h of 
tlwst• p;u.HiiF(n\s, m<,q of tlw wr,rlo. h.t!. bN•n n•porlt~d only 
ill IN hni1 Jl rl'porl' 1 hi' ri'J.>mh•J linthngo, do "'t'nl impn•<,· 
~ivl',· but thl'y h.1vt• wt tu be describl'd in suffidm't drtail 
1or a full-scale E'valuatlotl. And. giv('n both the St·.al~ of thA 
pffort ;and the &ophi~tic.atlon of thl' mf'thodology and in­
strumentation, it will be many ye;m bf'fate ;adr.quato repli­
cations In Independent l;~boratories will be pOS$Ibl(!, 

As promiiing as this m0$1 recent work by Honorton and 
Jahn might seem to be, none of it has reo~ched a stage 
where It is ready for a fuii·Kale critical evaluation, Alreidy, 
the sharp-eyed critic can detect both inconsistencies with 
previous findinss in the same lines of re&earch and depjr­
tures from ideal practice. As the history of po~rapsycholoay 
teaches us, we will have to wait for several more years 
before we can adequately Jud&e if somehow these latest 
eiforts can avoid the f.ue that all their promising prederes· 
sors have suffered. 

Perhaps, however, hiitory does not have to repeat iuelf 
In all its depressing aspects. And I can see some encourag· 
Ins signs of breaks with previous patterns. In the way 
proponents carry our and defend their finding!' and the w~y 
critics respond. 

Since its inception as in institutionalized undenaking, 
psychlcil research has suffered from the lick of relevant, 
informed, and constructive criticism. This particular de· 
ficiency seems to be chin81ng. For one thing, the younger 
generation of parapsychologlits have produced some inter· 
nal critiC& who are both ll.nowledgeable and effective. In 
~ddition to Akers, there are other$ such as Susan Black· 
more, Adrian P.1rker, Gerd H&wlmann, and J, E, Kennedy 
who have recognized the current deficiencies of 
parapsychological re5t•rcn and have a strona committment 
to rtl$1nl the standards. Althou1h it Is still difficult to find 
external critics who arc both informed and constructive, 
one can see some indications that this situation may also 
improve. 

Another positive sisn is the attempt to replice sublectlve, 
impressionistic ev.1luations of 'the parapsycholo1lcal liter­
ature with more systematic, e)(pliclt assessments. Both 
Honorton (77] ind I (73) have used "meta~analysis" In our 
dispute over the adequacy o1 the Ganzfeld/psl databaJe. 
''Meta·analysls'' Is a term coined to describe the approa~h 
to. reviewing a body of research which makes the various 
pha5es ali explicit and qu.antit!tive as feasible (B1 L [&2}. 

The approach to rrsearch inte.,ation referred to as ''ml!la· 
llnil~l'" is nothlns more than the attitude of data an.l~is 
applied to quantitative summaries of lndividu.l ex~riment~. 
By recording the properties of studies and their llndlnss In 
qu.anllt&tive term5, the meta·analyiil of re5eo1rch invitet one 
who would inte1r1te nurnetout and di~m findins~ to 
o1pply th• full power of ~to~littical methods to th• task. Thus 
it Is not .a technique: rather it is 1 perspective thai uut many 
techniques of mea,uwMnl and stati"ical analY'ls. 

(From (81).) 
Meta·;malysis is by no means a pJnacea. Much subJectiv­

ity remains on such mailers as which studies to include and 
exclude from the umple, how to score tne ''effe('t sl.ze" or 
degree of 'uccttu of a study, what variables to include, how 
to assian studies. values on the variables, and what should 
be the sampling unit. In addition. many serious problems. 
have to be res.olved .about how to cope with lhr fact that 
individual studies are r'IOt independent and the analyse1 are 
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conducted "post hoc." Yet, it hu many .ldvantages over the journolli have to esublish explicit guidelines and minir, d 
pmviously unstructured and .~uh,r.ctivP. •m~~~ments. Th~ ~tandilrds. Then thr.y have to makP. ~urr. that mcmb('f~ of 
reviewf!r Is forced to mak~ m~ny more ot his or her sl.-n· th~ir profe~~ion becoml' fully .1waw Clf these st~nrbrd~ .ln•l 
d;uds and procedures explicit. Thr. rr~ulting debatP. can be r()('ognize thP. necessity for !ivins up to thr:m. 
more focussed and the spedfic are;IS of di~agreement can 
be pinpointed mot~ accuriliAiy. In ~ddition, thP. use of 
quantitative ~ummaries oflen brings out patterns and rela· 
tianships that would ordinarily escape the un;~idr'!d re· 
viewer's cognitive limits. 

Along with an i~reue in more informed and construe­
live criticism there are signs that the parapsychological 
community is responsive and willing to ch.;mge both its 
procedures and claims in line with some of the criticisms. 
Although we still disagr~:e strongly on miny of the issues, 
Honorton ho.s made many changes in his claims and proce­
dures in a sincere effort to take some of my criticism' into 
account [73], [n). At its 1984 annual meetings in Dallas, TX. 
the Parapsycholosical Association established a committee 
which will attempt to establish guidelines for the perfor· 
mance of acceptable experiments In various lines of para· 
psychological research. Along with some major para· 
psychologists such n Honorton, the committee Includes 
both internal critics such u Akers .and external ones such as 
m~elf. 

My survey of psychical research from the time of Hare 
and Crookes to the present has suggened that, although 
the specific evidence pur forth to support the existence of 
psi chanses over time, many of the key issues and con· 
troversies have remained onchanged. The parap~~·chologists 
still employ similar strategems to seemingly enable them to 
stick to their claims in the face of variou9 incosistencies. 
And the critics, snarins many assumptions with the propo· 
nents, stilt behave in rather emotional and irrational ways. 
Indeed, the level of the debate during the preceding 130 
years hu been an embarrassment for anyone who would 
like to believe that scholars and scientists adhere to stan­
dard' of rationality and fair play. 

I suspect it i5 because the quality ot the criticism has 
been so poor and its content so ob1.iously irrelevant that 
par;~psychologists ha\le managed to live so Ions with the 
illusion that the quality of their evidence was so much 
better than it really was. Both Akers and I were surprised to 
find how d~efective, in terms of the most elemtmtary sran· 
dards, the be5t of. the contemporary parapsychological re· 
5earch really was. I know that some parapsychologists have 
been surprised to realize how filr the current statui of psi 
research deputs from the professed mndards of their field. 
And 1 would not be 5urprised that most of the rest of the 
parapsychological community, in the absence of systematic 
and critical surveY', had atosumed th.lt their database was of 
a mu<:h higher quality than it, In fact. i5. 

All this sugaesh, ;a1 I have alrndy lndlcatcd. that the 
paro1psy<:hological evidence, despite .l history of more than 
'130 yNr~ of Inquiry, is not ready to be placed before the 
~CiE'nti fie community for judgment. Thr parap~ych()logists' 
finH ordrr ot businE!n should bt' to g.-t thrir own house in 
ordN. They no longer can safely assum£- that thL• typical 
par.tp~yt:hologist has the compet('nce to corrE>ctlv use sta· 
ti~ti<·;~l tool~, d<-~ign •ppropriatl:' i•w•~tigations, carry out 
thi'S<• inw.~tigation~ corrl!'c·tly, or 111 writt' thrm up properly. 
11\dN•d, th!' E'videncr. ~uggl"~l~ th1• oppo!iiH'. Blllh thfA 
P.H.1psydmlogi!'al As~odatiun and tht• paraps\·t hulogkal 
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