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CONCLUSION 

It seems reasonable to conclude from this very lim­
ited bird's-eye view of European trends that clinical 
psychology, as a science and profession, is making sig­
nificant strides abroad. American psychology has no 
monopoly on progress. It may well behoove us to look 
beyond our oceans and linguistic frontiers. Interna­
tional congresses, such as those sponsored by the Inter­
national Union o[ Scientific Psychology, the growing in­
terest of APA and of its divisions, the support of other 
affiliated or related groups, and perhaps the realities of 
the jet and space age augur well for International Psy­
chology. 
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ESP AND FLYING SAUCERS: 

A CHALLENGE TO PARAPSYCHOLOGISTS 

j AMES C. CRUMllAUGTT 

MacMurray College 

I T has been claimed that the reason it may be im­
possible to devise a "repeatable" ESP experiment­
one that gives results favorable to ESP in at least 

a majority of repetitions done by qualified skeptical ex­
perimenters--is that variables of personality and of 
attitude toward ESP in experimenters as well as in sub­
jects affect results and that some experimenters are 
doomed to failure. On occasion, the necessity of this 
criterion of repeatability has been blandly denied, al­
though it has been a fundamental requirement of proof 
in all experimental science. 

]. B. Rhine claims to have proved the existence of 
ESP in spite of admitted failure to specify conditions 
for a repeatable experiment. He has argued that subtle 
uncontrollable variables make the latter impossible, but 
that the "positive" experiments have hit upon the cor­
rect combination of variables and constitute proof of 
the phenomenon-that unless we can pick some fault in 
the published reports of these experiments, we must 
accept them as proof. This is tantamount lo denying 
the necessity of the criterion of repeatability in estab­
lishing scientific proof. As E. G. Boring staled (in 
correspondence long ago), it is unwise to sponsor an 
evaluative judgment of whether this or that research is 
valid purely on the basis of published reports alone. 
This points lo the necessity for repeatability, which has 

been emphasized by R, A. Fisher (1938): "Very long 
odds ... are much less relevant to the establishment 

of the facts of nature than would be a demonstration 
of the reliable reproducibility of the phenomena." 

Explanation of "failures" in terms of attitudes of 
skepticism and of handling of the subjects has caused 
most reputable experimentalists to lose interest in ESP. 
Nevertheless, to test the hypothesis that my own results 
were a function of my "experimental personality," I 
obtained grants from the Parapsychology Foundation. 

In consultation with the Duke Parapsychology Labo­
ratory staff, I designed an experiment in which both 
experimenter.1· and subjects were fractionated on vari­
ables of self-confidence versus insecurity and of belief 
versus disbelief in ESP, using criteria of these traits 
that were agreed upon in consultation with the Duke 
staff. My students were carefully screened for these 
trails, and experimenters and subjects were selected 
from among the interested ones. The first experiment 
(completed in 1955) gave marginally significant differ­
ences from chance expeclation (at the 5% level of con­
fidence), which means that the results were favorable 
lo ESP. Feeling that, if the results were genuine they 
would stand up under repetition, I performed the same 
basic experiment again in 1956. The results of both 
the second experiment and of the two experiments com­
bined (which yiek\ecl a total of 1,920 ESP "runs" gath­
ered by 24 carefully seleclecl experimenters upon 24 
carefully selected subjects) were negative-that is, they 
were those lo he expected by chance. \Vhilc these ex-
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perirnenlers and suhjl'ds should he equivalent lo 111any 
times this numhcr of unselected cases, if Lhe small N 
is a factor in the results, iL would become apparent in 
further repetitions. 

Both flying saucers and ESP may exist, but few 
trained experimentalists will accept them as proved 
until they have met all criteria of controlled experi­
mentation, including repeatability of the observations. 
To obtain this proof the experimenter must accept the 
responsibility of specifying the conditions under which 
consistent ohservations may be made. Since there is 
no universal negative, an hypothesis of the nature of 
ESP cannot be disproved, and the burden of proof rests 
squarely on the positive claimants. It is not important 
Lhat my own experiments did not offer evidence for 
ESP; for, even had they done so, Lhey would have 
proved no more alone than the presently existing posi­
tive experiments. The important thing is that all skep­
tical experimenters should be able either to reproduce 
the results in their own laboratories or to observe such 
results being reproduced in other laboratories. Rhine 
has rejected observations of an experiment by a skep­
tical committee or individual as invalid on the grounds 
that such procedures put the subject on the spot and 
interfere with the operation of psi capacities. Such 
measures, it would seem, scare the ESP out of him. 

As a major step in furnishing the necessary repeat­
ability for experimental proof of ESP, I challenge the 
parapsychologists lo settle upon one experimental de­
sign-any one that offers adequate control-and to ob­
tain adequate repetitions of it with positive results. I 
had hoped to obtain interest in repetitons of my own 
experiment. Rhine, Osis, and other parapsychologists 
have, however, shown an interest in repetitions of an 
experiment by Anderson and White (1956) with school 
children, which gave significant differences in ESP 
scores between students who liked and those who dis­
liked the teacher-experimenter, and which was repeated 
hy Anderson (1957) and by Anderson and White (1957) 
with similar results. The Anderson-White technique of 
gathering data is similar to my own, and their experi­
ment, being a group experiment, is easier to do. If 
these results are genuine, the experiment should bear 
repetition by a large number of laboratories. Thus I 
propose the following: 

l. Let. the parapsychologists, as represented by the 
Duke Laboratory, settle upon the Anderson-White ex­
periment-or any one specific experimental design­
and submit this design to all interested experimenters 
through the pages of the Journal of Parapsychology. 

2. Let a committee appointed by a scientific organi­
zation act as moderator and call for experimenters to 
examine this design. The design should include the 
qualifications for experimenters. 

3. Let lime])(' allm11'.d fur lhe criticisms of this ck­
sign to he returned from prospective experimenters and 
forwarded lo Duke. 

4. From the criticisms, ]el the Duke Laboratory syn­
thesize an exact procedure that appears acceptable to 
the majority of experimenters. This procedure would 
then he resubmitted to all interested and qualified ex­
perimenters through lhe Journal of Parapsychology. 

5. Let the committee make a final selection of ex­
perimenters who arc willing lo repeat this final form 
as exactly as possible. Herc it would he vital that three 
groups of experimenters be secured: (a) those who 
have previously obtained positive ESP results, (b) 
those who have previously obtained negative ESP re­
sults, and (c) those who have done no previous ESP 
experimentation. The number in each group should be 
odd and equal. A minimum of five experimenters 
would probably be needed in each category, though 
more would be preferable. Several months would be 
needed for completion of the experiments, but a dead­
line should be set. 

6. When completed, let a report of each experiment 
be submitted to the committee, who would announce 
the findings of all experiments. 

Then comes the evaluation of the over-all results. 
The experimental design would, of course, specify the 
statistical procedures and the level of significance ac­
cepta blc as a "positive result." But it would now be 
necessary to determine the meaning of the combined 
results of all experiments. Here several considerations 
would govern: 

1. If the majority of experimenters in each of the 
three categories obtained significant positive results, the 
presence of an extra-chance factor (which Rhine calls 
ESP) would be proven to the satisfaction of most ex­
perimentalists. It is important not to conclude proof 
from the significance of the total pooled data of all ex­
perimenters-for a given category or for combined 
categories-unless the majority of individual experi­
menters obtained positive results; for spurious extreme 
results in one improperly controlled experiment could 
give significance to the total data, even if all other ex­
perimenters obtained negative results. 

2. If the majority of the experimenters who have 
previously obtained positive results now obtained posi­
tive results while the majority of those who have previ­
ously obtained negative results now obtained negative 
results, this would indicate that the results are a func­
tion of the experimenters; and the final answer could 
lhen be given only by the third category of experi­
menters, those who have previously done no ESP ex­
perimentation, since we would not know which of the 
other categories was in "error." 

3. If the majority of results in this third category 
were consistent with the majority in either of the other 
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categories, it would go far toward giving the final an­

swer; for it would offer a very strong indication thnt 

the "error" was in the opposite type of experimenters. 

4. The commiltee, augmented by neutral experimen­
tal scientists (none of whom has taken part in the ex­

periments), should render a final report evaluating lhe 
lotal findings. 

The problems represented by ESP are loo complex 
lo be easily solved in any pat fashion, and the results 

of these repetitions might leave questions lo be an­
swered by further stucly. But they would go a long 

way toward clarifying I.he issues and pointing up the 
JH'xt necessary steps. 
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HOW DOES ONE DECIDE ABOUT ESP? 

J. R. RHINE 

Duke University 

I SHOULD like lo acknowledge two things at the 
outset: one is the fairness of the Editor in allow­
ing this simultaneous publication, and the other is 

Crumbaugh's gift as a title maker. Over the years I 
have watched with sympathy lhe latter's efforts at mas­
tering the interpersonal relations involved in successful 
ESP testing. I could wish now only that in his frus­
tration he had chosen some more useful course than 
this impatient challenge. Nevertheless, I shall try lo 
clarify the two major points on which I think he is 
somewhat confused. The first has to do with his pro­
posal as a scientific procedure, the second with his con­
ception of where parapsychology stands loday. But 
first there are two minor factual errors that shoulcl be 
corrected. 

In one lesser slip Crumbaugh refers Io "most repu­
table experimentalists" being led to "lose interest in 
ESP." As a matter of fact, there has never been any 
such wholesale interest lo be lost, either on the part of 
experimentalists in psychology or out of it, and whether 
reputable or not. However, such interest as has been 
taken in ESP among the scientific professions is, ac­
cording to available indications, apparently growing 
rather than declining. I would even dare to say the 
interest is actually growing more rapiclly than the ad­
vances in the research itself. 

The other rather small correction deals with Crum­
haugh's remark that "Rhine has rejected lhe observa­
tions of an experiment by a skeptical committee or in­
clividual .... " I have at no lime rejected any such 
observation; moreover there are, as Crum ha ugh himself 
doubtless knows, significant experimental results of 
ESP experiments conducted with observers present, 

some of them known to be skeptical. S. G. Soal and 
his associates have rather specialized in this feature 
(1943, 1954, 1959). Personally I had rather rely on 
good experimental design such as the two-experimenter 
plan and, of course, on repeated and independent con· 
firmation. As in any delicate psychological relation 
(for example, psychotherapy) supernumerary observers 
during ESP testing arc likely lo be a hazard to the sub­
ject's effectiveness. 

THE TWO MAIN ISSUES 

I will first consider Crumbaugh's proposed "majority 
vole" method dealing with the question of ESP, re­
garding it from the point of view of scientific method. 
1t is, so far as I know, the first time such a standard 
of evidence or canon of acceptability has been pro­
posed in dealing with a scientific question. The useful­
ness of the majority vote in many social institutions is, 
of course, quite a different matter. It is difficult to see 
(and Crumbaugh has offered no help on the point) just 
what this particular quantitative result, a majority of 
positive researches, would contribute to the finality or 
acceptability of the ESP hypothesis. Each individual 
must, of course, decide for himself what his personal 
criteria of accept ability arc for a new finding: how 
many and just what type of confirmatory researches 
he requires. Crumbaugh has formulated his require­
ments; but, since it is one that has never had any 
effective use as a method of science, it seems likely to 
remain a purely personal one. 

On the second major point of difference, I think 
Crumbaugh merely misunderstands just what it is para­
psychologists claim they have established. His pro-


