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Background: The Question of Boundaries

In the mid-1970s, parapsychology experienced something of a par-
adigm shift when two excellent reviews of experimenter effects in psi
research were published (Kennedy and Taddonio, 1976, White,
1976a, b). Both reviews raised the possibility that scoring differences
related to experimenters, randomizers, data checkers and others were
not necessarily a result of subjects’ conscious or psi-mediated reaction,
as had previously been thought, but rather were a result of psi on the
part of laboratory personnel.

The implications of such an idea for psi research are profound. In
certain types of experiments—say, a test of PK on a novel target sys-
tem—it is not important to know who is producing the PK effect if we
want to know only if PK can affect the system. Further, in research
with psychically talented “special subjects” the consistency of their high
scores across numerous expertmenters, randomizers and so on, grants
credence to the idea that in these cases the subject is, indeed, the source
of the psi cffect.! But the vast majority of experiments in parapsychology
are aimed at the discovery of predictors of high-scoring subjects or the
development of test methods that would produce high scores in average
subject volunteers. For this type of research the problem of the psi-
based experimenter cffect is particularly critical. It is necessary to know
whether a correlation between, say, extraversion and PK scores rep-
resents a genuine relationship between personality and psychokinetic
ability or whether it is merely a paranormally produced expression of

I wish to thank Richard Broughton, George Hansen and Nancy Zingrone for their
valuable comments. Special thanks go to Patric Giesler whose insight and clarity led to
major improvements of all aspects of this paper.




Psi Ervors and Psychic Functioning 219

the experimenter’s expectation that such a relationship would occur.
If experimenter psi influence cannot be ruled out, the latter interpre-
tation remains a possibility.

‘Two suppositions regarding the range of psi functioning, also de-
veloped in the mid-1970s, form the foundation of the psi-based ex-
perimenter effect. The first of these, supported empirically in research
by Stanford and others, is that an individual can use psi without being
consciously aware that he or she is doing so. “Nonintentional psi,” as
it came to be known, was tested by experiments in which the decision
as to whether a subject would experience a pleasant or boring condition
was based on a random event about which the subject had no knowl-
edge. Thus, even though subjects were not aware of the random event
nor of the relationship between its outcome and their future activity,
they seemed to produce a psi effect so as to experience the pleasant
condition.

The second supposition, proposed on theoretical grounds by Schmidt
(1975) and Walker (1975) and supported by various literature reviews
(Kennedy, 1978, 1979¢; Stanford, 1977), was that psi operated effi-
ciently to achieve the desired result and was not diminished by the
complexity of the task at hand. (This concept has been referred to as
psi's “independence of task complexity,” its efficiency, or its “‘goal-
oriented”™ nature and 1 will use these terms interchangeably.) Given
pst’s independence of task complexity, the experimenter could not be
ruled out as a potential psi source on the grounds that in order to
produce a given resuli—say, the significant correlation in the above
example—he or she would not only have to use PK on the random
event generator (REG), but would also have to use ESP to find out a
subject’s personality score in order to know how much to bias the REG.
This two-step task is a more complex one than the subject’s one-step
(PK only) task, but that does not mean that the experimenter could
not have accomplished it.

These findings suggest an unfathomable reach for psi processes. If
psi can operate without conscious awareness, then we cannot necessarily
identify the source of a given psi effect on the basis of some behavior
(e.g., sitting in front of a computer terminal and “wishing” for hits).
Potential sources for a given effect, then, include the experimenter, a
randomizer, or anyone who cannot be excluded on the grounds that
their psi would have to go beyond the limits of known psi functioning
in order to produce the effect.

But what are those limits? If psi is goal oriented, we cannot say that
the task is too difficult—that it involves too many steps or the acquisition
of too many bits of information—for psi to accomplish. If psi is not
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diminished by distance, then we cannot say that an individual is too
far away from the laboratory to produce the effect. And if psi is in-
dependent of time, the problem becomes even broader. For example,
the “observational theories” of Schmidt (1975) and Walker (1975),
which posit that psi is independent of space and time, hold that anyone
who observes the outcome of a random event can influence that event,
no matter when the observation takes place. These theories engender
the ‘‘divergence problem’ (Schmidt, 1975) which states that the psi
effects of subsequent observers do not necessarily cancel each other
out. Thus, if psi is independent of time, we may need to take account
of possible effects from sources who are not even in existence at the
time of the experiment.

While most parapsychologists restrict their concern about the source
of an effect to an experimenter-versus-subject debate, this restriction
owes more to convention than to theoretically justifiable reasons. If
psi is independent of space, time, intentionality and task complexity,
then theoretically any given psi effect could have been caused by any-
one, acting at any time or from any place, and for any reason. This,
then, is the dilemma confronting parapsychologists: without boundary
conditions-—circumstances under which psi theoretically cannot op-
erate—we are in the scientifically untenable situation of trying to study
a phenomenon which, because of the very way we have conceptualized it,
appears to have an infinite number of causes.

As will be discussed below, there is reason to question how ““bound-
less™ psi really is. However, while it is unlikely to be as powerful as I've
suggested, experimental evidence does imply that the problem is not
entirely a hypothetical one. To cite some recent examples, the Kreitlers
(1982) found that subjects made more references to anger on a variety
of measures when “agents” in another building were role-playing anger-
arousing scenarios in which, as part of the psychodrama, they were
asked to “transmit’ their anger. The agents were not trying to transmit
their emotion to the subjects; in fact, neither they, the subjects, nor
the experimenters working with each group knew of the other's exis-
tence or even that the experiment involved ESP. Solfvin (1982} told
assistants taking care of mice that had been inoculated with babesia
rhodaini (akin to malaria) that a psychic healer would be *‘trcating”
certain mice, though the assistants were not told which animals these
would be. In fact, no healer participated in the study. Solfvin merely
placed photographs of randomly chosen mice into envelopes labelled
“H” (“healed”) and “NH” (“‘not healed”). This simple sorting—the
type of chore that might be assigned to a student assistant in another
psi experiment—resulted in the experimental mice actually showing
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significantly greater recovery from the illness. Lastly, Bierman and I
(Weiner and Bierman, 1979) found that a manipulation carried out
some six months after the completion of an experiment (Weiner, 1978)
seemed to have had a significant effect on the data.

While these studies are not the only examples of the further reaches
of psi functioning, they illustrate some of the practical problems of
doing science on omnipotence. An implication of the Kreitler's study
1s that persons not even aware of the existence of certain individuals
can remotely influence those individuals; Solfvin's experiment shows
a powerful effect resulting from a very simple action; and the Weiner-
Bierman finding suggests that if an event after “‘completion” of an ex-

L periment can have an effect, then the experiment is never really done.

Of course, whether psi is, in fact, so completely boundlcss is another
question. Not all parapsychologists believe, for instance, that psi is in-
dependent of space and time (e.g., Morris, 1980, 1982; Osis, 1965).

t Further, if psi truly has no boundaries, if it is omniscient and can come
£ i' from anywhere, then each parapsychology experiment would be bom-
| barded with an infinite number of possible psi “‘inputs” and we would
} see no consistency across experiments. However, such is not the case.
While we may not as yet have a cookbook formula for significant results,
it is certainly not fair to say that the literature, taken as a whole, shows
no generalizable trends. Therefore, it seems that some boundary con-
ditions to psi exist; the question, then, is: what are they and how do

we discover them?

Parapsychologists have generally dealt with the boundary problem
in one of two ways. Some have developed new models that take the
possibility of nonintentional and goal-oriented psi into account. Others
have continued to conduct research as though the problem of nonin-
tentional psi effects from experimenters and others is of minor con-
sequence, presumably under the not unreasonable assumption that dis-
covery of a repeatable experiment will obviate these headaches.

[ A third approach is to search across studies for conditions under
| which assumptions about the “boundlessness’ of psi functioning seem
not to hold. This approach is problematical, for the way in which we
interpret the results of a study depends very much on our position
regarding the suppositions described above. For example, how one
might interpret, say, evidence of PK being independent of distance
may depend on one’s opinion about the possibility of nonintentional
psi from someone closer to the REG than the putative subject. Similarly,
Morris’s (1982) argument against psi’s independence of time is pre-
dicated on evidence for psi’s independence of task complexity. Thus,
taken together, the hypotheses that psi is independent of space, time,
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intentionality and task complexity, form a tight web that makes the
evaluation of any one of them contingent upon the evaluation of the
remaining three. Somehow, then, we need to find a thread that we can
follow into this web. While any one of the hypotheses might serve this
purpose, the hypothesis that psi is goal oriented seems to be a funda-
mental one. If we can find evidence that in certain cases psi is not goal
oriented, that its power to accomplish certain tasks is limited, then we
may be able to use that information to develop tests of the remaining
hypotheses.

This paper is an exercise toward this goal. Specifically, it reviews
the recent experimental literature to see where the hypothesis of psi
as a goal-oriented process might be challenged. This is done through
a particular perspective, the rationale of which is developed in the next
two sections.

Psi Errors as a Clue to the Boundary of Psychic Functioning

Parapsychologists sometimes comment ironically that psi having no
apparent limitations, seems so powertful, yet it is also so elusive. This
combination of characteristics 1s not necessarily paradoxical; we can
imagine psi to be like a magical genie who is difficult to capture, but
that once caught, it will grant our every wish, no matter how difficult
that might be. However, if psi were completely goal oriented, then psi
(when it occurs) should not be wrong. We should see each study with
significant results coming out just as the psi source ordered—no re-
versals or contradictions of the hypothesis, no “displacements” onto
another target. Thus, trying to determine the limits of psi by comparing
nonsignificant with significant experiments will not be particularly in-
formative, for we cannot know whether in the unsuccessful studies psi
had *“‘reached its limit”” or had merely failed to appear. An examination
of psi errors, on the other hand, may be more fruitful. While examples
of psi errors cannot be said to represent boundary conditions to psi,
they can (depending on certain assumptions discussed below) represent
psi inefficiency in the process of accomplishing the psi task and, as such,
may provide some insights into the conditions under which the goal-
oriented hypothesis breaks down.

The Meaning of Missing

Before we begin, it is important to emphasize that a psi error is a
systematic distortion of an apparent psi effect. If we use the old analogy
of psi as a weak “signal” in a noisy channel, a psi error is not a case of
the signal being buried in noise, but rather one of the signal being fed
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into some sort of inverter. This point is obvious, but it becomes im-
portant when considering explanations for psi errors, for such expla-
nations should clarify why an error as opposed to chance results would
be expected.

In this paper I will be speaking primarily about one type of systematic
distortion, psi-missing,? though displacement effects* will also be dis-
cussed. Whether these phenomena constitute an error, however, de-
pends on one's assumptions regarding the purpose of psi. These as-
sumptions need to be clarified.

Let us consider two interpretations of psi and psi errors. In the first
interpretation, psi is defined unidirectionally; for example, ESP is op-
erationalized as a statistically significant correspondence between a re-
sponse and a randomly determined target. Under this view, only pos-
itive scores make sense as evidence of psi and any systematic distortion
of scores such as significant negative scores, represents a mistake. Such
a mistake may result from a cognitive-processing error when making
this response, such as ““consistent missing” (Timm, 1969), a guessing
error in which a person systematically responds to a particular target
with the same (albeit incorrect) call, or other cognitive mechanisms,
such as systematic confusion and defense mechanisms (Irwin, 1979).
Additionally, psi may mistakenly focus on the wrong target, leading to
displacement. Missing can then result as a by-product of displacement
if a subject who is showing displacement in forced-choice guesses also
tends to avoid repeating the same symbol twice in a row, but displace-
ment can occur in chance or hitting data as well and therefore be a psi
error in its own right. At any rate, under the view that psi is a mean-
ingful concept only when the information is accurate, these effects
signal genuine mistakes and as such demonstrate psi inefficiency. 1 will
refer to this view of missing and displacement as the “‘genuine-error”
interpretation of scoring distortions.

The definition of psi as a correct match between response and target,
however, assumes that the assigned task objective is indeed the source’s
real objective. In a second interpretation of scoring distortions, this
assumption is not made and the “true’” wish or intention is inferred
from other information. For example, if the subject does not believe
in psi, then we might expect that his or her “‘real” desire is to produce
low scores. Psi-missing in a control condition may be interpreted as
the subject’s or experimenter’s psi working to obtain the goal of a
significant difference between experimental and control conditions. In
this view, then, missing can represent the efficient operation of psi to
fulfill the source’s purpose; we have merely misidentified that purpose.
I will refer to this second interpretation of scoring distortions as the
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“motivated-error” mterpletation using the concept “motivation’” very
loosely to include a host of emotional or attitudinal factors from which
a desire to score below chance is inferred. To say that a psi source is
motivated to err does not necessarily imply that he or she is consciously
trying to do so or is even aware of his or her motivation.

While many authors have referred to motivated-error interpretations
of missing, the hypothesis is best capsulized in Schmeidler’s recent
writings on the topic (Schmeidler, 1982, 1983) in which missing is
discussed in terms of the subject’s motivation against the experiment,
his or her need for punishment, or emotional resistance stemming from
such factors as anxiety regarding success, dislike of the target and
50 on.

Treatment of Psi Errors in Theories of Goal-Oriented Psi

Understandably, theorists trying to deal with psi’s boundlessness have
not yet turned their attention to psi errors. Still, it is of value to review
briefly theories of goal-oriented psi to see how they deal with the prob-
iem. Stanford’s (1978) conformance behavior model structures psi
events in terms of three elements: a ““disposed system’ which can be,
but is not limited to, a subject with a particular target objective; an
indeterminate process (i.e., a random event generator or indeterminate
brain processes); and a relationship between the two such that the ran-
dom process determines which one of a set of unequally favorable
events will occur to the disposed system. According to Stanford, psi
occurs as a consequence of a natural principle to bias the random events
toward favorable outcomes. Stanford acknowledges the source-of-psi
problem, stating that incentive value of the REG-determined outcome
is probably important in deciding who the source(s) may be, but he is
clearly leaving this issue for future refinements of the model. Psi-missing
is not explicitly addressed, but the motivated-error interpretation of
missing is consistent with the model if we posit that for some reason a
disposed system may benefit from below-chance scores.

Braud’s (1981) lability /inertia model is a refinement and expansion
of the conformance behavior model. Braud conceptualizes psi in terms
of a labile system (one with a lot of randomness) becoming reorganized
so as to match a more structured, inert system. It is not immediately
apparent how missing might be incorporated into the model (or even
if this is Braud’s intention), for missing would constitute an “‘antimatch”
between the two systems.

Schmidt (1975) vicws a psi source as a system with a variable psi
strength that serves to bias the probability of random outcomes away
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from their a priori values. Missing is neatly defined as a psi strength
less than unity and while Schmidt mentions that missing may result
from psychological factors, he clearly holds to no particular position
on the question. Walker’s (1975) quantum mechanical theory of psi
relies on a motivational interpretation for psi errors, though this is not
a major part of his theory. In the theory, a necessary condition for psi
to occur is for all observers of a random event to share the same “emo-
tional set” (p. 10). Below-chance scores from skeptical subjects are ex-
plained by the discrepancy between the subject’s and experimenter’s
emotional set, since the subject (unlike the experimenter) would feel
displeasure at obtaining a hit.

Rao’s (Rao, 1978b; Rao, Kanthamani and Krishna, 1979) volitional
model is a theory of goal-oriented psi which holds that scoring is a
function of intention and attention. Motivation is seen to influence in-
tention, so the model might accommodate the motivated-error inter-
pretation discussed above. However, in this model below-chance scores
are not necessarily errors, but are also considered a manifestation of
the nature of psi as a “*balancing™ function.

Given this brief overview, how might psi errors shed light on the
limits of psi efficiency? Under the genuine-error interpretation of scor-
ing distortions, the occurrence of missing and displacement in and of
themselves would seem to contradict the usual assumptions of the goal-
oriented model. Kennedy (1979¢) however, has sought to reconcile
ESP errors with goal-oriented models. He has argued that theories
which consider the brain as a random event generator with indeter-
minate neural processes (e.g., Stanford, 1978; Walker, 1975) could
explain ESP errors as cognitive or interpretational mistakes that occur
when processing the ESP information into a response. While this is
certainly possible, it does not deny the fact that at the level of output
(i.e., the subject’s response) some mistake has occurred. Cognitive errors
then, may represent a “laulty component™ in the brain-REG and, as
such, may reveal constraints on the system. Thus, any suggestion from
the literature that missing is related to cognitive error will suggest
boundary conditions to the expression of ESP. A goal-oriented model
which allows for motivated missing, on the other hand, would see such
“mistakes” as the mechanism by which the source’s purpose is achieved.
These goal-oriented models would be drawn into question if missing
occurred under conditions in which motivation for below chance scores
could not be reasonably inferred.

In the next section I consider the experimental literature of the past
six years as a region within which to explore these issues. In particular,
1 will examine cases of psi errors as a function of cognitive error or
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motivation. The goal-oriented model will be challenged if the review
uncovers evidence of {a) missing as a result of cognitive-processing
mistakes; (b) missing where motivation is an unlikely explanation; or
(c) displacement which cannot be considered a mechanism for motivated
error.

Experimental Review®

Psi-missing as a function of a cognitive error. Earlier I mentioned con-
sistent missing, a guessing error in which the subject systematically
responds to a particular target symbol with the same (but incorrect)
guess. The occurrence of this error would suggest some sort of cogmtive
“crossed wire” between the psi “input” and the guess. If we find con-
sistent missing responsible for significant below-chance scoring, it would
support a cognitive-error explanation for missing. Kennedy (1979a)
reviewed previously published work with 11 subjects for whom con-
sistent missing analyses were reported or for whom data were available
to carry out the analyses. He found that consistent missing was not
systematically related to scores: in some cases the calling confusion
occurred with psi-missing, but it also occurred in chance and hitting

" data. Thus, from Kennedy's work we see that consistent missing may
. contribute to, but does not account for, below-chance scores. Further,

in an experimental cffort, Munson (1980) failed to find evidence of
consistent missing in unselected subjects.

Rao’s research on the relationship between ESP errors and cognitive
(memory) errors was not promising for the cognitive-error hypothesis
(Rao, 1978a; Rao and Weiner, 1982). The original report (Rao, Mor-
rison and Davis, 1977) had found in an exploratory series that when
hitters on a word ESP test guessed incorrectly, they tended to respond
with 2 word of high semantic association to the target word (which
implies memory retrieval processes at work in ESP), whereas missers
tended to respond with a word of low semantic association. This finding
was not replicated in a subsequent series nor in their second report
(Rao, Morrison, Davis and Freeman, 1977), though the latter study
obtained marginal evidence that subjects whose memory errors showed
this response tendency also exhibited the tendency in their ESP errors.
In the recent pair of attempts Rao's (1978a) effort can be said to have
only weakly supported these results, at best, and the Rao-Weiner study
was not significant.

Blackmore {1981) took a different approach to the study of ESP
errors by seeing whether ESP ““confusions’’ would resemble either per-
ceptual or cognitive (nemory) errors. In her experiment the targets
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were either identical, perceptually associated, or semantically associated
to the response choices. (For example, if the response choice was
“black,” “white” would be a semantically associated target, whereas
‘slack” would be a perceptually associated target.) She found significant
differences among target types, but the differences were due to sig-
nificant missing on the identical (i.., no confusion) targets and therefore
her study, too, sheds no light on ESP confusions.

On the other hand, Rao and Harigopal’s (1979) experiment, while
a test of personality differences and ESP, may support the cognitive-
error hypothesis, as they found overall missing for Indian subjects who
had scored high on tamas, a personality trait within the guna system,
which is associated with a tendency toward cognitive mistakes. Further,
a handlul of studies can be interpreted retrospectively as showing miss-
ing under conditions of high cognitive load or interference. Kreiman
(1978) confirmed his prediction that after memorizing a list of words
(some of which were to be selected as precognition targets) subjects
would avoid the ESP words at the beginning of the recall period when
memory processes would presumably be competing with ESP for at-
tentional capacity. This aspect of his experiment was not replicated by
Weiner and Haight (1980) nor Schmeidler (1980}, though it did receive
marginal confirmation in a subsequent test (Schmeidler, 1981). High
cognitive load may explain why Bosga, Smid and Bierman (1981) ob-
tained significant missing with sleep-deprived subjects for free-response
trials, but not for forced-choice trials; presumably, free-response trials
would require more cognitive effort. Otani (1979) reported scoring
declines in the one or two trials following an unexpected auditory stim-
ulus, but it is not clear from the abstract whether the “decline’ was
pst-missing. In an ESP task involving the placement of letters of recalled
words either above or below a dividing line so as to match randomly
determined orders, persons who were “‘high imagers’’ psi-missed when
recailing hard-to-visualize words {Sargent, 1978¢). Levi (1979), on the
other hand, obtained psi-missing in a PK condition (*‘goal-oriented”
imagery and no visual feedback) which, to my mind, constituted the
condition of least cognitive load, though Levi interpreted the situation
differently.

Thus, the cognitive-error hypothesis for psi-missing was not well
supported in recent research; consequently, it does not challenge the
goal-oriented model. Consistent missing as a phenomenon suggestive
of cognitive error was not systematically related to below-chance scores.
Both Rao’s and Blackmore’s work failed to provide evidence that ESP
misses or confusions resemble cognitive mistakes. There was retro-
spective evidence that missing may be facilitated by situations with high
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cognitive load, but we cannot rule out that affective reactions that may
accompany such ltoad (e.g., frustration, lack of confidence) may be the
real cause of the missing. For example, Sargent’s (1978¢) work with
target-word imageability had subjects making ESP calls as part of the
way they wrote their recall responses. Thus, the ESP test took place at
the same time as recall but was not an integral part of the recall process.
Momentary frustration among high imagers confronted with the task
of trying to remember low-imageability words is as likely an explanation
for their missing as a cognitive-processing interpretation.

Psi-missing as a function of motivation. With the exception of two partial
reversals in which believers in ESP sigmficantly missed (Thalbourne
and Jungkuntz, 1983) and subjects with less belief in PK significantly
hit (Weiner, 1979), lack of belief in psi continued to be related to
missing. Goats missed in two series (Thalbourne, Beloff and Delanoy,
1982) and in a language ESP test Munson (1981) found that goats (as
determined by a question emphasizing belief that the subject’s ESP
could **cross the language barrier”) scored significantly below chance
overall and especially so on the foreign-word targets. The first series
of Solfvin’s (1982) healing experiments obtained a reversal (control
mice healthier than experimental mice) for the animals handled by a
skeptical assistant. Persons who reported having had no ESP experi-
ences in a study strongly emphasizing spontaneous cases significantly
missed on a forced-choice test (Haight, 1979), which the author inter-
prets in terms of a sheep/goat effect. In a clever design, Lovitts (1981)
presented an ESP test to half her subjects under the guise of a subliminal
perception experiment intended to disprove the existence of psychic
phenomena. Sheep and goats who knew that they were taking an ESP
test scored above and below chance, respectively, in accordance with
the general trend in parapsychology, whereas scoring direction reversed
between groups in the “disprove ESP” condition. Thus, scoring di-
rection above or below chance was related to subjects’ perceptions as
to whether or not success would be congruent with their beliefs.

Like belief, expectation regarding success (or, rather, failure) was
also found to be related to negative scores. O’Brien (1979) manipulated
the expectancy of data checkers, obtaining in one of a pair of series
significant missing for the checker given a negative expectation. Jacobs
and Breederveld (1979) suspected that the psi-missing of only children
in an earlier study had been an experimenter effect. They tested this
supposition by replicating the study with two experimenters, each with
different expectations about the results. Subjects tested by the negative-
expectancy experimenter obtained significantly lower scores than those
tested by the positive-expectancy experimenter. Sargent (1978a) scored
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a sct of precognition runs and then randomly divided them into high
versus low expectancy conditions, finding a significant difference be-
tween conditions even after correcting for selection from multiple
analyses. Missing, then, seemed to be successfully induced by expectancy
manipulations.

In addition, two other studies vielded results that could be inter-
preted as expectancy effects. In a within-subjects design, five of six
groups of meditators significantly missed in forced-choice tests given
prior to meditation (Rao, Dukhan and Rao, 1978), perhaps as a result
of their expectation that pre-meditation scores should be lower than
post-meditation scores. McLaren and Sargent’s (1982a) special subject
missed on dream precognition trials for which he was not confident.

Turning now to research involving other types of motivation, we
find that certain studies attempting to increase subject motivation for
hitting through monetary reward (Thalbournc and Jungkuntz, 1983)
or subject preference of target events (Solfvin, Krieger and Roll, 1979)
actually obtained missing. Similarly, significant overall missing in
Schmeidler and Borchardt’s (1981) experiment was based largely on
significantly low scores in a preferred condition.

Under the motivated-error interpretation of missing, low scores
come about as a result of subjects’ unconscious negative reaction to
the experiment, a reaction which could be stimulated by bad mood,
discomfort in the testing situation or some other such factor. The lit-
erature of the past six years presents a mixed picture on this question.
Rao (Rao and Kanthamani, 1980a) scored significantly below chance,
which could be anticipated from his self-report {made prior to knowl-
edge of the results) regarding his mood and general attitude during
the course of the experiment. The subject-discomfort interpretation
may also be supported by Shrager’s (1978) finding that young children
significantly missed in a GESP test when the agent was not their mother,
Tedder and Monty's (1981) observation of suggestive missing for sub-
Jects less familiar with the experimenter and post-hoc analyses showing
missing for subjects who had never been to the laboratory previously
(Child and Levi, 1981; Morrison and Davis, 1979). However, the Child-
Levi and Tedder-Monty results werc weak and the Morrison-Davis
report also mentions significant positive scoring among first-time visitors
in a similar experiment. Haraldsson (1980), re-examining old data in
an attempt to understand why the first of a pair of percipients in a
physiological-response ESP test would psi-miss, found that lack of fa-
miliarity with the test environment was not a viable explanation. A test
of this “first percipient effect”” reported in the same paper also showed
that giving the first percipient an acclimation period did not eliminate
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the effect. So subjects’ discomfort was not necessarily related to negative
scoring.

Finally and most importantly for the motivated-error hypothesis,
there are many cases of missing in this body of literature which cannot
be only explained by inferred motivation or emotional reaction. Missing
has been associated with metabolic type (Ruiz, 1984), subjects who
reported ESP experiences that were not of the intuitive type (O'Brien,
MacDonald and Bibeau, 1979), low-anxious subjects given end-of-run
feedback only (Haight, Kanthamani and Kennedy, 1978), drawings
that had been in contact with a person (Knibbeler, Boshouwers and
Bierman, 1981), later runs of a precognition (but not a clairvoyance)
test (McLaren and Sargent, 1982b), the pre-ovulatory phase of the
menstrual cycle (Keane and Wells, 1979), an intentional, as opposed
to a nonintentional PK task with pre-recorded targets (Terry and
Schmidt, 1978), and the intervals when, unbeknownst to the subject,
his left cerebral hemisphere (as opposed to his right) was being moni-
tored, but only when he received feedback on the PK task (Heseltine
and Mayer-Oakes, 1978). Although it is likely that at least some psi-
missing results are due to statistical fluctuation, it is still not clear how
many of these results can be explained in terms of inferred motivation
or emotional response to the test conditions.

In summary, there is evidence to support a motivated-error hypoth-
esis of missing if we restrict our consideration of motivation to those
motivations having to do with belief or expectancy. Inferences that go
beyond these, for example those regarding motivated errors due to
subject discomfort, lack of enjoyment of the task and so on are not so
well justified. This suggests a limit on the extent to which a goal-oriented
theory can explain cases of below-chance scores on the basis that at
some level the psi source “wanted’” the scores to be low.

Displacements. Displacements are of interest in the present review
for two reasons: they can be the mechanism for motivated missing, but
if not motivated, they can be considered a "*misfocus” of psi and there-
fore an error in their own right. If displacement is a2 mechanism for
motivated missing, then it is not inconsistent with the goal-oriented
hypothesis. On the other hand, displacement that does not serve this
purpose would seem to constitute a genuine psi error and contradict
the hypothesis.

Let us first consider displacements in forced-choice testing. Working
with unselected subjects, Crandall and Hite (1983) found that missers
tended toward +1 or —1 displacements, whereas hitters did not. This
experiment is difficult to asscss for a variety of methodological issues
too detailed to mention here. However, as we shall see later, it is in-
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teresting that the displacement /missing effect was stronger in the task
(clairvoyance or GESP) which the subjects preferred® and that in some
series, sheep showed significantly higher displacement than undecided
subjects or goats. Crandall and Hite’s findings would argue against the
idea of displacement as an expression of motivated missing, for we
would not expect sheep or subjects working in a preferred task to be
motivated 1o miss. Either that expectation is incorrect or displacements
under these circumstances constitute a genuine psi error.

Sargent (1978b) has found —1 displacement effects in much of his
research, but the interpretation of them as a misfocus of psi is com-
promised by evidence that the effect may be an idiosyncratic pattern
associated with Sargent himself. Sargent (1978a) tested this notion by
carrying out the post-checking expectancy manipulation described
above, which was successful for the —1 displacements. In a second
study (Sargent, 1978b), he confirmed his prediction that significant
effects would occur in the —1 displacements of previously collected
data that had not been analyzed for displacements. Sargent (Rao, Sar-
gent and Schlitz, 1983) has also produced results in +1 displacements
when acting as a subject, though the form of the results is rather com-
plicated.

The displacement literature, then, shows some evidence of displace-
ment occurring with below-chance scores on direct targets and of dis-
placement as an idiosyncratic psi effect. The first point, displacement
occurring with missing, may be consistent with goal-oriented models if
the source is motivated to miss and uses displacement as a mechanism
for achieving that end. If, on the other hand, missing is not motivated,
but is just a by-product of displacement, it would support the notion
that displacement is a genuine error and contradict the goal-oriented
hypothesis. One attempt to see whether such missing was motivated
was carried out by Child and Levi (1981). These investigators had
previously observed missing and displacement in a free-response ex-
periment (Child and Levi, 1979, 1980). Their later experiment was
designed to eliminate motivational problems that may have been the
cause of the previous result; however, this experiment also produced
psi-missing. Thus, they were not able to confirm that missing had been
motivated, at least by the factors they had controlied. The fact that
Crandall and Hite (1983) observed greater displacement/missing in
sheep and in the task subjects preferred also undermines the motivated-
cerror nterpretation,

The second trend, that of displacement as an idiosyncratic experi-
menter effect, is consistent with some of the goal-oriented models,
especially the observational theories. These theories hold that in ESP
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tests the person who observes the call-target correspondence (i.e., the
data checker), rather than the subject, is the psi source. The observa-
tional theories would expect that when Sargent is looking for displace-
ment he could “induce” significant effects even when he is scoring
other persons’ calls. From this perspective, then, these displacements
are not necessarily a misfocus of psi, for they could have occurred as
he was checking the data for —1 displacements. However, the obser-
vational theories do not explain why Sargent would find effects in dis-
placement analyses rather than in those with direct targets nor why he
would find these effects much more often in —1 displacements than in
+1 displacements (Sargent, 1978b). Tracking down the cause of such
results may suggest limitations on the effect of observation on ESP. In
short, it is not clear from the displacement literature whether or not
displacement is a motivated error.

Summary and Discussion

Let us recap the issues. The dilemma facing parapsychology, as a
result of theoretical and experimental advances over the past decade,
15 that the concept of psi has become too expansive for the bounds of
scientific methodology, at least as it has so far been applied in our field.
Yet there are indications that some limitations to psi exist. The inves-
tigation of psi errors was discussed as a way to understand those limits
by suggesting the conditions under which the hypothesis that psi is
goal-oriented breaks down. If one assumes that psi is unidirectional—
that is, that only correct target-response matches are evidence of psi—
then scoring distortions are genuine errors. Generally it has been be-
lieved that such errors occur as a consequence of either a cognitive
mistake or misfocused psi. Errors, however, may also be motivated by
attitudinal or emotional factors. From this analysis we argued that the
goal-oriented model would be drawn into question if we found evidence
of (a) missing as a conscquence of cognitive error, (b) psi errors that
could not be attributed to inferred motivation, or (c) displacements
which do not fit the motivated-error hypothesis.

The review showed that the hypothesis of cognitive error as a cause
of psi-missing was not well supported in recent research. Direct tests
of the hypothesis produced mixed results and Kennedy's review showed
that one type of cognitive error, consistent missing, does not always
result in below-chance scoring. In a retrospective analysis, some studies
show missing under conditions of high cognitive load or attentional
interference, but alternative motivational factors may account for
this trend.
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Before abandoning the idea of cognitive error as the cause of missing,
however, we should bear in mind that cognitive processes are exceed-
ingly complex. Kennedy found that consistent missing was not only not
similar across subjccts, but varied over time within the same individual.
The special subject B.D., for example, exhibited a different type of
calling confusion on his low-scoring runs than on his high-scoring runs.
Rao, Morrison, Davis and Freeman (1977) noted that there was no
evidence that, overall, their subjects responded with a closely associated
word when making a memory error. In other words, their experiment
was attempting to compare response tendencies in ESP to response
tendencies in memory, which, for their subjects at least, did not exist.
Perhaps, then, parapsychology’s failure to find support for a cognitive-
crror hypothesis of missing has as much to do with the vagaries of
cognitive processes (or at least of current understanding of them) as
with the elusiveness of psi. Thus, at present there is little support for
the cognitive-error hypothesis, except in individual cases, but this sit-
uation may change in the future.

The motivated-error hypothesis could reasonably account for missing
if we restrict our consideration to those motivations having to do with
belief or expectancy. Missing as a function of subject discomfort, mood,
or reaction to test conditions is less well supported. As we shall see
later, this conclusion is supported by evidence of negative scoring among
subjects who look favorably on the task. Finally, there is a large body
of studies in which motivational interpretations for missing become
strained.

A reasonable response to the failure of the motivated-error hypoth-
esis to account for all cases of missing is to say that we are not addressing
the motivations of the appropriate psi sources. If the experimenter is
the real source of psi, for example, we should consider his or her com-
fort, attitude toward the experiment and so on. This response points
up one of the problems of evaluating the goal-oriented model. If psi
can be used nonintentionally, then we cannot pinpoint the source on
the basis of some overt behavior, but must instead lock to some other
means to link the source to the psi effect. When the link is forged by
inferences regarding motivation, comfort and the like, the goal-oriented
hypothesis becomes difficult to falsify, for we do not know whose mo-
tivations to consider nor how to identify those motivations.

1 have developed this point elsewhere (Weiner and Geller, 1984) so
I will not elaborate here. More to the point of the present discussion
is the following question: which came first, the motivation or the error?
Are all psi errors motivated, but because of our limited understanding
of motivation we cannot clearly see this or do we infer motivation from
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the fact that the error has occurved? If the former, the goal-oriented
hypothesis can be falsified only when we have complete information
about conscious (and presumably unconsctous) motivations, which is a
formidable task. If the latter, we run the risk of our inferences serving
to protect, rather than to test, the goal-oriented hypothesis. For ex-
ample, Edge’s (1978) experiments in plant PK have been cited more
than once as evidence for conformance behavior. In his experiments,
light-starved plants were placed in front of a lamp which would be
randomly turned on or off according to REG decisions. The conform-
ance behavior model would presumably predict an REG bias in favor
of increased light (in accordance with the disposed system’s need), but
two of the three significant series in Edge’s report showed a negative
bias—the light was off more than it was on when in proximity to the
plants.”

Edge noted that after the experiment the plants had shown a pho-
totropic response, bending toward the light and becoming greener, so
presumably the “need relevance” of the light is not in doubt, yet these
studies are considered support for the conformance behavior model.
Most parapsychologists would suggest a psi-based experimenter effect
to explain Edge’s results, but in doing so, are we offering an explanation
or merely changing our inferences regarding the source in order to
retain our assumption of motivated missing? This problem, of course,
is a general one having to do with the evaluation of goal-oriented models
by arguments based on inference and is not limited to the conformance
behavior model.

The motivated-error hypothesis for missing, then, can become un-
falsthable unless it is restricted to motivations which can be inferred
from clearly defined criteria: questionnaires, interviews and the like.
Debes and Morris’s (1982) experiment is a good example of how missing
in a certain task condition can be traced through subjects’ questionnaire
responses to their reaction to task instructions; more of this sort of
investigation should be carried out.

For displacement effects to challenge the goal-oriented model, we
must establish that they are genuine psi errors and not motivated. Un-
der some goal-oriented models, especially the observational theories,
Sargent’s (1978b) work can be interpreted as a motivated psi effect.
Additionally, the frec-response displacement literature supports the
goal-oriented models, but in an indirect way. Both of the experiments
testing to see whether missing in a free-response task was related to
displacement onto other pictures in the target pool found this to be
the case (Child and Levi, 1980; Thalbourne, 1980). Two arguments
can be advanced to explain why free-response displacement such as
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this would be the most efficient way for a subject to miss, if he or she
were motivated to do so. One argument, proposed by Thalbourne
(1983), is that in a free-response test, missing would more likely occur
through displacement onto another target than by active avoidance of
target-relevant mentation. His rationale has to do with the amount of
cognitive effort involved in the two methods. Missing by avoiding target-
relevant information would require not only the repression of images
that directly match the target (such as avoiding “‘tree” if a tree is in
the target), but the repression of a whole network of “tree-like” re-
sponses as well (i.c., responses related to *“‘tree” through semantic as-
sociation, such as “flower”’, or visual similarity, such as “umbrella”).
If this network is not repressed, a correct target-protocol match could
still be made on the basis of associated responses. Applying Thal-
bourne’s argument here, then, we can say that the simplest and most
efficient way to miss on a free-response task is to displace onto another
target in the set.

The second argument was made by Kennedy (1979¢) and stems
from a different line of reasoning. Kennedy suggested that if psi op-
erates efficiently in a free-response test, one’s mentation would focus
on those elements of the target that most distinguish it from the non-
target alternatives. In order to do this, psi must obtain information
about the entire judging set, a hypothesis implied by the displacement
effect.® Thus, from both lines of thought displacement in free-response
studies is an efficient way to miss, if one were motivated to do so. This
argument does not prove that missing in free-response experiments is
motivated; merely that if this is the case, the motivation is fulfilled in
the most efficient way. Free-response displacements, then, are in ac-
cordance with the goal-oriented hypothesis if we accept Thalbourne’s
and Kennedy's interpretations.

The argument that displacement is an efficient way to miss does not
necessarily extend to displacement in forced-choice experiments. Unlike
displacement in a free-responsc test, displacement in forced-choice data
would not seem to be a particularly efficient means for missing. Dis-
placement on forced-choice calls leads to missing on direct targets only
if the subject has the particular response habit of not repeating the
same symbol twice in a row. If onc were motivated to miss on direct
targets, why bother to produce this calling bias and also to displace?
Would it not be much simpler to merely select one of the nontarget
symbols? However, we know so little about what route psi might
“‘choose” in certain circumstances, we are not justified in drawing hard-
and-fast conclusions as to what constitutes an efficient or inefficient
method of accomplishing a task.
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What, then, do psi errors say about the limits of psi functioning?
The review of cognitive error as a cause of missing did not provide
any strong hints in this regard, but this may be due to science’s lack
of understanding of human cognition. Thus, while present evidence
does not suggest boundary conditions to psi resulting from cognitive-
processing constraints, it may be premature to abandon the notion
completely. The displacement literature presents a mixed picture: The
results either support or contradict the goal-oriented hypothesis de-
pending on one’s interpretation. Since so little work on displacements
has been done, we cannot freely generalize, but this area of research
may be a fruitful one for the exploration of boundary conditions. Fi-
nally, I had proposed that if psi errors are not motivated, then they
are genuine errors and therefore contradict the goal-oriented model.
While the review did show evidence of errors resulting from certain
motivations, there are many cases of errors in which the motivated-
error hypothesis falls flat. Further, our implicit assumptions and our
tendency to make inferences regarding motivation require careful ex-
amination, lest they render the goal-oriented hypothesis unfalsifiable.
In short, on both empirical and logical grounds motivation is not an

* adequate explanation of psi errors. This conclusion constitutes a serious

challenge to the notion of psi’s omniscience, for it undermines the only
acceptable explanation for errors from an omniscient force: “They
were meant to be.”

Magnitude-Based Constructs of Psi

There is an alternative way to view negative deviations that casts
quite a different light on the above discussion. In this construct, the
measure of psi is the magnitude of the deviation of a score from chance
expectation, irrespective of direction above or below chance. This con-
struct follows from Palmer’s (1975) Model 1 in which factors influencing
direction are separated from factors influencing magnitude, but in this
construct the focus of experimental interest is on the latter rather than
the former.

Magnitude measures can be taken with the subject as the unit (*'sub-
ject variance’’) or across runs with a subject’s performance (*‘run-score
variance’’). High subject variance would suggest that experimental
conditions were eliciting psi, but that the direction of scores above or
below chance varied from subject to subject. High run-score variance
would imply a fluctuation of scoring direction within a subject’s indi-
vidual performance. A substantial amount of research has been carried
out using magnitude measures, which has been ably reviewed by Car-
penter (1977).

——— S
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Since 1978, a number of studies have employed a subject’s deviation
(“subject variance”) as the primary or secondary measure of his psi
ability.? This research shows a striking trend of high variance (large
deviations) for subjects who can be considered to have had a favorable

. attitude toward the experiment or for a particular condition, whereas

low variance was associated with unfavored conditions. For example,
McLaren and Sargent (1982b) found that subject variance correlated
positively to self-reported motivation in one psi task. Ballard, Cohee
and Eldridge (1983) reported that low-anxious subjects exhibited larger
deviations than high-anxious subjects and, in a second study, that sheep
had higher variance than goats. Weiner (1979) noted a similar finding
for subjects with greater or lesser belief in PK. In another study, stu-
dents with positive attitudes toward their teacher-experimenter showed
higher variance than those with negative attitudes (Haight and Weiner,
1981). In Stanford and Lafosse’s (1980) rescarch, subject variance was
higher for those persons assigned to a fast versus a slow target-pro-
gramming condition; although subjects were blind to this manipulation,
those in the fast condition had rated the experiment significantly more
favorably than those in the slow condition.

The only studies which do not show this trend when they might be
expected to do so are two experiments using emotionally arousing tar-
gets that showed no relationship between variance and anxiety (Ballard,
Cohee and FEldridge, 1983 [Study 2]; Ballard, 1980). This trend is
remarkably consistent with Carpenter’s (1977) prediction from the
earlier subject-variance literature that, among other conditions, large
variance will be produced by those subjects who find the task emo-
tionally involving.'®

High variance from subjects favorably disposed to the task would
seem inconsistent with goal-oricnted theories that rely on the motivated-
error interpretation of missing. If missing is motivated, then we would
predict that subjects with favorable attitudes toward the task would
hit. While some subjects in these high variance studies are producing
large positive deviations, others are producing large negative deviations.
Thus, these studies support the conclusion drawn above that motivation
is not an adequate explanation for psi-missing. If the goal-oricnted
models are to explain below-chance scores, they will need to do so by
other means.

Some parapsychologists have proposed such a means through a rad-
ical reinterpretation of the meaning of hitting and missing. Rather
than considering below-chance scores as some sort of error (motivated
or otherwisc), missing is seen as an aspect of psi itself, a manifestation
of psi’s “balancing function” (Rao, 1978b), or principles of homeostasis
(Carpenter, 1983) or symmctry (e.g., Heseltine and Kirk, 1980).
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Such a view is attractive for it makes the problem ot how to interpret
missing a “nonproblem’ in much the same way that uniting clairvoy-
ance, telepathy, precognition and psychokinesis under the rubric *“psi”
made the search for distinctly separate mechanisms a less troublesome
issue. Further, it unifies certain trends that might otherwise seem in-
consistent. For example, of the ten studies since 1978 which reported
psi-missing as an eflect of chronological order, seven showed missing-
to-chance “declines” (Delanoy, 1982; [rwin, 1982; Kennedy, 1979b;
Kennedy and Haighe, 1978; Heseltine and Kirk, 1980; Krieger, Solfvin
and Roll, 1979; Solfvin, Krieger and Roll, 1979), whereas only three
showed scores declining into significant rmssing (Lowry, 1981; McLaren
and Sargent. 1982b; Rao and Kanthamani, 1980b). Under a magnitude-
based model this trend is consistent with the large body of data showing
hitting-to-chance declines. A magnitude construct of psi would also
explain the results of Kobayashi, Terry and Thompson (1979), who
found similar EEG responses during the ESP test among a group of
subjects whose scores deviated significantly from chance (high variance),
but a different response for subjects whose scores were close to chance
(low variance).

However, the construct also has disadvantages. By obscuring the
distinction between hitting and missing we radically alter our concept
of psi in a way that removes it further from the life experiences we are
trying to understand. We also run the risk of disregarding important
information about the controlling mechanisms of psi if we do not take
scoring direction into account.

Conclusion

This paper is a review of current research in an attempt to address
a current theoretical issue. If psi is omniscient, we may never be able
to make sense of parapsychological experiments. One way to discover
limits to psi is to find situations in which psi makes mistakes, These
mistakes challenge the notion of psi’s omniscience unless we assume
that the errors are not really errors, but only seem so because of our
limited understanding of psi.

There are two views as to how scoring distortions may not necessarily
be errors. The first and most dominant one in the field is that such
distortions act to fulfill the psi source’s true purpose. This assumption
is justifiable only when we have clearly defined criteria that allow us
to infer that purpose; otherwise, the assumption is unfalsifiable and
serves to protect our notion of psi’s omniscience. The second view is
based on an alternative construct of psi which eliminates the need to
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explain below-chance scores. While this construct is fascinating and
has led to interesting lines of research, 1 feel that it is premature to
completely abandon the examination of psi missing. If errors constitute
a crack in psi’s omnipotence, as I am suggesting, then we would not
want Lo pass up the opportunity to peak inside. What we see may tell
us what sort of research questions are important or it may tell us how
our assumptions about psi have unwittingly served to maintain our
belief in psi’s omniscience in the face of contradicting information. In
either case, the process of exploring these issues can only lead to em-
pirical and theoretical advances.

NOTES

1. T shall usc the term “psi source” to refer to that system which in some way is
responsible for the psi effect. For ease of exposition, **psi source™ is anthropomorphized
and is used in the singular. This usage does not imply any theorctical position on the
questions of the range of possible sources or of multiple sources.

2. The term “‘goal oriented”” has two slightly different connotations which have some-
times been combined or used interchangeably. Strictly speaking, the hypothesis of psi’s
independence of task complexity states only that psi works efficiently; that is, that effects
occur on the final outcome (‘goal”) of an indeterminate process no matter how many
intervening steps there may be. What a person desires that outcome to be (i.e., the subject’s
“goal”) is a slightly different concept. The distinction between these two meanings is
easily seen by considering the case of a PK competition between two subjects in which
for the same random event, one is trying to obtain a hit and the other is trying to obtain
a miss. Both are attempting to influence the same “‘goal” (the random cvent) but their
“goals” (hit or miss) are opposed. This distinction is important when we consider the
role of motivation in goal-oriented models,

3. When low scores are the assigned task, as in a Jow-aim test, significant above-chance
scores constitute “'missing.” However, low-aim tests are rarely administered in parapsy-
chology. For clarity, T will speak of missing as below-chance scores.

4. In parapsychological usage, “displacement” refers to two different ESP effects. In
a forced-choice test, displacement means that the subject’s calls systematically correspond
not to the intended target, but to the one prior to it (=1 displacement) or following it
(+1 displacement}. In a free-response test, displacement means that the subject has ob-
tained information not about the actual target, but about one of the nontarget alternatives
in the judging set. 'The fact that the same term is used to refer to both effects does not
necessarily imply that they are the same phenomenon.

5. The review covers experimental research reported or abstracted in English or
Spanish from 1978 10 the time of this writing from the following publications: European
Journal of Parapsychology, fournal of the American Society for Psychical Research, Journal of
Parapsychology, Journal of the Society for Psychical Research, Parapsychology Review, Research
in Parapsychology. Details for studies to be published in Research in Parapsvchology 1983
were not available. Not all studies showing psi errors are discussed in this paper, but I
have tried to include as many of those bearing on these issues as possible.

6. T am referring here to subjects’ individual preferences (Crandall and Hite, 1983;
p- 216), rather than group preferences. as the former is more appropriate when consid-
ering individual performance.

7. Edge (1982) later raised the possibility that the results of this study may have been
artifactual. The point here has less 10 do with the actual results than with how they have
been interpreted vis-a-vis the conformance behavior model.

8. There is some question as to at what stage in the process this displacement /missing
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occurs, since it is sometimes seen in the scores of certain judges only (Palmer, Bogart,
Jones and Tart, 1977; Thalbourne, 1980). Whatever causes this phenomenon, then,
may be related 1o the judging process as well as to the subject’s imagery process. This
conclusion is consistent with the observational theories of Schmidt and Walker which
consider the target /protocol comparison (i.e., judging) the crucial step in free-response
ESP. However, as inter-judge reliability in free-response tests is usually rather low and
so little is known about the judging process, it is premature to point to any particular
cause of different results among judges.

9. A study with overall significant hitting or missing can be significant on a variance
analysis as well. No study was included in this section if the variance analysis was clearly
redundant of directional scoring.

10. This trend is interesting and deserves some comment. One possible explanation
is that individuals are relatively consistent in their scoring direction, but nced certain
conditions Lo magnify their deviations from chance. In other words, people may be
identified as *‘hitters” or “missers’ and when they are tested under conditions which
they enjoy, their psi is elicited. While this explanation may be supported by the correlation
of scoring dircction with personality traits {e.g., extraversion) reliability of psi scores is
generally low and it is unlikely that a subject would consistently score in the same direction
over many tests.

Crandall and Hite’s (198%) observation of displacement and missing on direct targets
for sheep and subjects working in a preferred task may be relevant herve, for it suggests
that subjects who took favorably on a task (either because of their belief in psi or their
enjoyment of a task) might displace their calls onto other targets and get lower scores
on direct targets, 1f this is occurring in other experiments, it might explain why some
subjects produce negative deviations under favorable conditions.

This trend of large deviations under favored conditions is partially consistent with
Palmer’s suggestion (1978, 1982), based on extensive reviews of the ESP literature, that
spontaneily and hypnagogic states influence magnitude ol scoring whereas social-psy-
chological variables influence direction. The trend toward large subject deviattons under
favored conditions supports Palmer’s observation if we assutne that subjects may behave
more spontaneously in a situation they enjoy. On the other hand, the trend also contradicts
his suggestion, since he noted that belief and anxiety affected scoring direction whereas
in these studies these factors were related to magnitude. Perhaps the clue to this dis-
crepancy lies in the fact that the present review includes PK studies and that it restricts
its attention to only those experiments in which scoring direction was inconsistent across
subjects in the seme experiment and does not consider, as Palmer did, similarities across
studies with high overall scoring, but which in some experiments showed hitting and
others missing. Thus, we might consider not only those factors that affect magnitude
and direction, but those that make for consistent scoring across subjects and those that
do not. Interestingly, recent studies which analyzed for run-score variance did not nec-
essarily show high variance under preferred conditions, which suggests that an additional
set of factors may be responsible for within-subject directional fluctuations.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ballard, J. A. “Unconscious perception of hidden stimuli enclosed with ESP cards.”
Journal of Parapsychology, 1980, 44, 519-339.

Ballard, J. A., Cohee, ]J. €. and Fldridge, T. M. ““Target aftect, anxiety and belief in
ESP in relation to ESP scoring.” In W. G. Roll, J. Beloff and R. A. White (Eds.),
Research in Parapsychology 1982, Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1983, pp. 195-
196.

Blackmore, S. “Errors and confusions in ESP." European Journal of Parapsychology, 1981,
1, 49-70.

Bosga, D., Smid, H. and Bierman, D. J. “Feedback effects on clairvoyance in a sleep-
deprived state.”” In W. G. Roll, J. Beloff and J. McAllister (Kds.), Research in Para-
psychology 1980. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1981, pp. 104-105.



|

Psi Errors and Psychic Functioning 241

Braud, W. G. “Lability and inertia in psychic functioning.” In B. Shapin and L. Coly
(Eds.), Concepts and Theories of Parapsychology. New York: Parapsychology Foun-
dation, 1981, pp. 1-36.

Carpenter, ]. C. “Intrasubject and subject-agent effects in ESP experiments.”’ In B. B.
Wolman (kds.), Handbook of Parapsychalogy. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold,
1977, pp. 202-272.

Carpenter, |. C. *Prediction of forced-choice ESP performance: Part I. A mood-adjective
scale for predicting the variance of ESP run scores.” Journal of Parapsychology,
1983, 47, 191-216.

Child, 1. L. and Levi, A. “Psi-missing in free-response settings.” fournal of the American
Society for Psychical Research, 1979, 73, 273-289.

Child, I. L. and Levi, A. *"T'he use of judges’ ratings to test hypotheses about psi processes.”
Journal of the American Sociely for Psychical Research, 1980, 74, 171-181.

Child, I. L. and Levi, A. *‘Psi-missing again in ganzfeld sessions?” In W. G. Rol}, J. Beloff
and J. McAllister (Eds.), Research in Parapsychology 1980. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow
Press, 1981, pp. 85-86.

Crandall, J. E. and Hite, D. D. *‘Psi-missing and displacement: Evidence for improperly
focused psi?” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 1983, 77, 209-
228.

Debes, J. and Morris, R. “Comparison of striving and nonstriving instructional sets in a
PK study.™ Journal of Parapsychology, 1982, 46, 297-312.

Delanoy, D. “The training of psi in the ganzfeld.” In W. G. Rolil, R. L. Morris and
R. A. White (Eds.), Research in Parapsychology 1981, Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow
Press, 1982, pp. 157-159.

Edge, H. “Plant PK on an RNG and the experimenter effect.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.),
Research in Parapsychology 1977. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1978, pp. 169-
174.

Edge, H. “Plant PK: A failure to replicate.” In W. G. Rall, R. L. Morris and R. A. White
(Eds.), Research in Parapsychology 1981. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1982, pp.
143-144.

Haight, |. M. *“Spontaneous psi cases: A survey and preliminary study of ESP, attitude,
and personality relationships.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1979, 43, 179-204.

Haight, J. M., Kanthamani, H. and Kennedy, J. E. “Interaction of certain personality
variables and feedback in a computerized ESP test.” Journal of Parapsychology,
1978, 42, 51-52. (Abstract)

Haight, . M. and Weiner, D. H. “A new inquiry into the effect of teacher-pupil attitude
on clairvoyance performance.” journal of Parapsychology, 1981, 435, 154-155. (Ab-
stract)

Haraldsson, E. “Confirmation of the percipient-order effect in a plethysmographic study
of ESP."" Journal of Parapsychalogy, 1980, 44, 105-124.

Hesehine, G. L. and Kirk, J. H. “Examination of a majority vote technique.” Jourrnal of
Parapsychology, 1980, 44, 167-176.

Heseltine, G. .. and Mayer-Oakes, S. A. “Electronic random generator operation and
EEG activity: Further studics.” fournal of Parapsychology, 1978, 42, 123-136.

[rwin, C. P. “The role of memory in free-response ESP studies: Is target familiarity
reflected in the scores?™ Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 1982,
76, 1-22.

Irwin, H. ]. Psi and the Mind: An Information Processing Approach. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow
Press, 1979.

Jacobs, ]. C. and Breederveld, H. “Psi-missing of only children: A demonstration of an

experimenter effect.” Research Letier, Parapsychology Laboratory, University of
Utrecht, 1979, {No. 9), 8-15.

Keane, P. and Wells, R. ““An examination of the menstrual cycle as a hormone-related
physiological concomitant of psi performance.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in
Parapsychology 1978. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp. 72-74.




242 Current Trends in Psi Research

Kennedy, |. E. "“The role of task complexity in PK: A review.” Journal of Purapsychology,
1978, 42, 89-122.

Kennedy, |. E. “Consistent missing: A type of’ informatiomprocessing error in ESP.”
Jaurnal of Parapsychology, 1979, 43, 113-128. (a)

Kenncdy, J. E. “Exploratory PK cxperiments using light as the stimulus.” Journal of
Parapsychology, 1979, 43, 358-359. (b)

Kenncdy, J. E. “Redundancy in psi information.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1979, 43,
290-314. (c)

Kennedy, J. E. and Haight, |. M. “Are psychological tests nonintentional psi Lasks?”
Journal of Parapsychology, 1978, 42, 33-50.

Kennedy, J. E. and Taddonio, ). L. “Experimenter effects in parapsycholagical research.”
Journal of Parapsychology, 1976, 40, 1-33.

Knibbeler, C., Boshouwers, G. and Bicrman, D. J. “A test of the psi-structure theory.”
In W. G. Roll, J. Belofl'and J. McAllister (Eds.), Research in Parapsychology 1980.
Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1981, pp. 110.

Kobayashi, K., Terry, J. C. and Thompson, W. D. *Left-right hemispheric differences
between a psi and non-psi group.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in Parapsychology
1978. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp. 41-43.

Kreiman, N. “*Memoria y precognicién.”” Cuadernos de Parapsicologia, 1978, 11, 2, 3-17.

Kreitler, S. and Kreitler, H. *“Psi transmission of anger and its enhancement through
meaning.” European Journal of Parapsychology, 1982, 4, 199-241.,

Krieger, J., Solfvin, G. F. and Roll, W. G. "Exploring for group effects and preferential
effects in a real-life testing situation: An attempted replication.” Journal of Para-
psychology, 1979, 43, 51-52. (Abstract)

Levi, A. ""T'he influence of imagery and feedback on PK eflects.” Journal of Parapsychology,
1979, 43, 275-289.

Lovitts, B. E. “The sheep-goat effect turned upside down.” Journal of Parapsychology,
1981, 43, 293-309.

Lowry, R. “Apparent PK effect on compuler-generated random digit series.” Journal of
the American Society for Psychical Research, 1981, 75, 209-227.

McLaren, L. and Sargent, C. L. “Awareness of success in free-response dream ESP testing
with a single subject.” In W. G. Roll, R. L. Morris and R. A. White (Eds.), Research
in Parapsychology 1981. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1982, pp. 195-196. (a)

McLaren, I. and Sargent, C. L. “Subject motivation and run-score variance: Four studies.”
Paper presented at the combined twenty-fifth annual convention of the Parapsy-
chological Association and the centenary conference of the Society for Psychical
Research, Cambridge, England, August, 1982. (b)

Morris, R. 1.. **Psi functioning within a simple communication model.” In B. Shapin and
L. Coly (Eds.), Communication and Parapsychology. New York: Parapsychology
Foundation, 1980, pp. 1-24.

Morris, R. 1., **Assessing experimental support for true precognition.” Journal of Pare-
psychology, 1982, 46, 321-336.

Morrison, M. D. and Davis, J. W. “*PK with immediate, delayed, and multiple feedback:
A test of the Schmidt model’s predictions.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in Para-
psychology 1978. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp. 117-120.

Munson, R. J. “Subliminal perception and ESP.” fournal of Parapsychology, 1980, 44, 76.
(Abstract)

Munson, R. |. “Beliet and sex diffcrence in a language differcntial test.” In W. G. Roll,
J. BelofF'and J. McAllister (Eds.), Research in Parapsychology 1980. Metuchen, NJj:
Scarecrow Press, 1981, pp. 63-64.

O’Brien, J. T. “An examination of the checker effect.” In W. G. Roll (¥d.), Research in
Purapsychology 1978. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp. 153-155.
O'Brien, |. T., Macdonald, S. and Bibeau, J. “ESP in life and lab: An investigation of
intuition and card-calling.” In W. G. Roll (Kd.), Research in Parapsychology 1978.

Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp. 86-87.

Osis, K, "ESP over distance: A survey of experiments published in English.” Journal of

the American Society for Psychical Research, 1965, 59, 22-49.



e e

Psi Errors and Psychic Functioning 243

Otani, S. “The effect of short-term stimulus upon ESP process.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.),
Research in Parapsychology 1978, Mewuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp.
35-36.

Palmer, J. “Three models of psi performance.” Journal of the American Saciety for Psychical
Research, 1975, 69, 333-339.

Palmer, J. ' Extrasensory perception: Rescarch findings.” In S. Krippner (Ed.), Advances
in Parapsychological Research, Vol. 2. New York: Plenum, 1978, pp. 59-244.
Palmer, J. “ESP rescarch findings: 1976-1978.7 In S. Krippner (Ed.), Advances in Paro-

psychological Research, Vol. 3. New York: Plenum, 1982, pp. 41-82.

Palmer, J., Bogart, D. N, Jones, S. M. and 'Fart, C. T. “Scoring patterns in an ESP
ganzfeld experiment.” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 1971,
71, 121-145.

Rao, K. R. “Further studies of memory and ESP.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1978, 42,
167-178. (a)

Rao, K. R. “Psi: Its place in nature.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1978, 42, 276-303. (b)

Rao, K. R., Dukhan, H. and Rao, P. V. K. “Yogic meditation and psi scoring in forced-
choice and free-response tesis.” Journal of Indian Psychology, 1978, 160-175,

Rao, K. R. and Kanthamani, H. “ESP tests with competition set: Further explorations
of volitional influence on psi.”” fournal of Parapsychology, 1980, 44, 341-352, (a)

Rao, K. R. and Kanthamani, H. ** *Signs of psi’ in two series of long distance experiments
with a single subject.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1980, 44, 63-64. (Abstract) (b)

Rao, K. R., Kanthamani, H. and Krishna, S. R. “*Psi and volitional activity: An experi-
mental study of psi in a competitive situation.”” fournal of Parapsychology, 1979,
43, 101-112.

Rao, K. R., Kanthamani, H. and Norwood, B. “Sex-related differential scoring in two
volitional studies.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1983, 47, 7-21.

Raon, K. R., Morrison, M. and Davis, J. W. “Paired-associate recall and ESP: A study of
memory and psi-missing.” fournal of Parapsychology, 1977, 41, 165-189.

Rao, K. R., Morrison, M., Davis, |. W. and Freeman, J. A. “The role of assaciation in
memory-recall and ESP.” Journal of Parapsychology, 1977, 41, 190-197.

Rao, K. R., Sargent, C. L. and Schlitz, M. J. “"Fwo scries of volitional studies with
competition set.”” In W. G. Roll, ]. Beloff and R. A. White (Eds.), Research in
Parapsychology 1982. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1983, pp. 190-193.

Rao, K. R. and Weiner, D. H. “Memory and ESP: An attempted replication.” Journal
of Parapsychology, 1982, 46, 56, (Abstract)

Rao, P. V. K. and Harigopal, K. ""The three gunas and ESP: An exploratory investigation.”
Jowrnal of Indian Psychology, 1979, 63-68.

Ruiz, J. G. “Mectabolic types and psi: A study of oxidizer type and ESP test scores.” In
R. A, White and R. S. Broughton (Eds.}, Research in Parapsychology 198 3. Metuchen,
NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1984, pp. 89-93,

Sargent, C. L. “Experimenter psi-effects: I. Retroactive expectancy effects.” Ewropran
Journal of Parapsychology, 1978, 2, 126-136. (a)

Sargent, C. L. “Experimenter psi-cffects: [1. A possible ‘experimenter mindprint’.” Eu-
ropean Journal of Parapsychology, 1978, 2, 239-246. (b)

Sargent, C. L. “Interactions between visual imagery and psi.” Journal of the Society for
Psychical Research, 1978, 49, 805-823. ()

Schmeidler, G. R. “Does ESP influence the recall of partially learned words?” In W. G.
Roll (Ed.), Research in Parapsychology 1979. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1980,
pp. 54-57.

Schmeidler, G. R. “ESP and memory: Support for Kreiman’s summary hypothesis.” In
W. G. Roll, . Beloft and J. McAllister (Eds.}, Research in Parapsychology 1980.
Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1981, pp. 118-124¢.

Schmeidler, G. R. “Some guidclines from research findings.” In 1. Grattan-Guinness
(¥d.), Psychical Research: A Guide to its History, Principles, and Practices. Wellingbor-
ough, England: Aquarian Press, 1982, pp. 265-283.

Schmeidler, G. R. “‘Psi scores and personality: Basic questions and a theory to encompass
the answers.”” Parapsychology Review, 1983, 14, 5, 1-4.




244 Current Trends in Psi Research

Schmeidler, G. R. and Borchardt, R. *“Psi scores with random and pseudo-random tar-
gets.” In W. G. Roll, J. Beloff and |. McAllister (Eds.), Research in Parapsychology
1980. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1981, pp. 45-47.

Schmidt, H. "Toward a mathematical theory of psi.”” Journal of the American Society for
Psychical Research, 1975, 69, 301-319.

Shrager, E. F. “The effect of sender-receiver relationship and associated personality
variables on ESP scoring in young children.” fournal of the American Society for
Psychical Research, 1978, 72, 35-47.

Solfvin, G. F. “Psi expectancy effects in psychic hcaling studies with malarial mice.”
European Journal of Parapsychology, 1982, 4, 159-197.

Solfvin, G. F., Krieger, J. and Roll, W. G. ““Exploring for group effects and preferential
effects in a real-life testing situation.” In W. G. Roll{Ed.), Research in Parapsychology
1978. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp. 155-158.

Stanford, R. G. “Experimental psychokingsis: A review from diverse perspectives.” In
B. B. Wolman (Ed.), Handbook of Parapsychology. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold,
1977, pp. 324-381.

Stanford, R. G. “Toward reinterpreting psi events.” fournal of the American Society for
Psychical Research, 1978, 72, 197-214.

Swanford, R. G. and Lafosse, G. “Type of music, target-programming rate, and perfor-
mance ina motor ESP task.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in Parapsychology 1979.
Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1980, pp. 131-134.

Tedder, W. H. and Monty, M. L. “Exploration of long-distance PK: A conceptual rep-
lication of the influence on a biological system.” In W. G. Roll, J. Beloff and |.
McAllister (Eds.), Research in Parapsychology 1980, Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press,
1981, pp. 90-93.

Terry, J. and Schmidt, H. “Conscious and subconscious PK tests with pre-recorded
targets.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in Parapsychology 1977, Metuchen, NJ:
Scarecrow Press, 1978, pp. 36-41.

Thalbourne, M. A. *“T'wo long-distance ESP drawing experiments between Austria and
Iceland.” In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in Parapsychology 1979. Metuchen, NJ:
Scarecrow Press, 1980, pp. 174-177.

‘Thalbourne, M. A. “A proposed mechanism for the sheep-goat effect and its relation to
psi-missing, experimenter eflect, and the problem of repeatability.” In W. G. Roll,
J. Beloff and R. A. White (Eds.}, Research in Parapsychology 1982. Metuchen, NJ:
Scarecrow Press, 1983, pp. 89-92.

Thalbourne, M. A., Beloft, J. and Delanoy, D. ‘A test for the ‘extraverted sheep versus
introverted goats’ hypothesis.” In W. . Roll, R. L. Morrisand R. A, White (Eds.),
Research in Parapsyrhology 1981, Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1982, pp. 155—
156.

Thalbourne, M. A. and Jungkuntz, J. H. “Extraverted sheep versus introverted goats:
Experiments VIT and VIIL.” fournal of Parapsychology, 1983, 47, 49-51. (Abstract)

Timm, U. “*Mixing-up of symbols in ESP card experiments (so-called consistent missing)
as a possible cause for psi-missing.” fournal of Parapsychology, 1969, 33, 109-124.

Walker, E. H. ““Foundations of paraphysical and parapsychological phenomena.” In L.
Oteri (Ed.), Quantum Physics and Parapsychology. New York: Parapsychology Foun-
dation, 1975, pp. 1-44.

Weiner, D). H. “High- versus low-risk condition in a con]pulcrized PK game."” Journal
of Parapsychology, 1978, 42, 64-65. (Abstract)

Weiner, D. I1. “A test of the relationship between PK and motor skill.” fournal of Para-
bsychology, 1979, 43, 40-41. (Abstract)

Weiner, D. H. and Bierman, D. . *“An observer effect in data analysis?” In W. G. Roll
(Ed.}, Research in Parapsychology 1978. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1979, pp.
57-58.

Weiner, D. H. and Geller, |. *“Motivation as the universal container: Conceptual problems
in parapsychology.” fournal of Parapsychology, 1984, 48, 27-37.

Weiner, D. H. and Haight, J. M. “Psi within a test of memory: A partial replication.”



it i it —

SR S

!

3

Psi Errors and Psychic Functioning 245

In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in Parapsychology 1979. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow
Press, 1980, pp. 52-53.

White, R. A. “The influence of persons other than the experimenter on the subject’s
scoves in psi cxperiments.” Journal of the American Society for Psychical Researvch,
1976, 70, 133-166. (a)

White, R. A. “The limits of experimenter influence on psi test results: Can any be set?”
Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 1976, 70, 333-369. (b)

DISCUSSION

PaLMER: I much appreciate your providing a perspective on this
omniscience issue, that whether or not psi is omniscient in principle,
it is not omniscient in practice. There are plenty of studies in the lit-
erature which demonstrate the significant differences between psi in
experimental conditions and control conditions. Sometimes that rep-

I resents a reversal in directions and sometimes it does not. A lot of our
process-oriented literature is based on the assumption that psi in practice

is not omniscient. I think that is an important distinction to make and
I am glad you made it.

Secondly, I am one of those people who is very intrigued with the
homeostatic types of models. I have been seeing a lot of that kind of
thing in my own data. But I do not think that they should be construed

_ as solving any problem or putting us in a position where we can say

~ there is nothing left to be explained, that psi-missing is a non-problem.
;1 think that is quite spurious. The problem seems to me to be the same

as in the other approaches, that is, where in the other approaches we
have to explain why psi cancels, why it conforms to a homeostatic prin-
ciple. I think the problems arc isomorphic in the two approaches.
WEINER: [ see the point, but I think that it is very hard to test these
yideas. Rao has tested his volitional model, but we do not yet have ways
3 to test other types of symmetry models. I am thinking of such theories
'as Eisenbud’s, in which he says that pst cannot dlsmpt Nature too much;
if there is too much dlsruptlon then there is going to be a rebound.
"How one would go about testing that, I am not sure. I do know of one
attempt to do so, an unpublished manuscript by Leonard George, which
was quite creative, but he acknowledges thdt he had to make quite a
few assumptions in his approach. On the other hand, if you say that
psi-missing occurs because the subjects have a particular attitude about
the test, you can then develop some ways to look at that. So a homeo-
stasis model may not make psi-missing a non-problem, but I do not see
many attempts to try to test such models.
PALMER: That may be possible to do, we just have not given it enough
thought.
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RoLL: In trying to figure psi out, we have customarily made a dis-
tinction between the reception process and the ““transmission process.”
Several people in the field have found a similarity between the char-
acteristics of ESP as a reception process and the characteristics of sub-
liminal perception. For instance, in both cases there may be “missing”
as well as “hitring” the target and both cases may involve right hemi-
spheric processing. Do you sce any aid from that direction in reaching
a comprehension of psi, particularly this hitting/missing situation?

WEINER: Yes, I do. I am not very familiar with the subliminal per-
ception literature, but I do know that researchers have found “‘sublim-
nal perception missing” and I think that that is very curious. Perhaps
in such cases the stimulus levels are at such a low level that the task is
esscntially a psi task rather than a subliminal perception test. Further,
there has been some work to see whether ESP-processing distortions,
mistakes and so on, might be related to the kinds of things that we see
In perception in general, symbolic distortions and other defenses. That
was the reason for my looking at the relationship between cognitive
processing errors and psi-missing. However, in the body of literature
that I reviewed I did not see a lot of evidence for the idea, but I think
that potentially it would be a way to go for ESP research. Now, whether
that would extrapolate to PK I would not know.

MisHLOVE: Debra, I really think you should be applauded for trying
to sort through a very thorny theoretical question. It is almost like the
Gordian Knot, an insolvable problem herc. This has been an issue for
me for quite a long time and basically the way I have tried to deal with
it for myself is a little more radical, but one which I would like to
recommend to others in the field. There are certain lines of rescarch
which are in principle impossible to deal with in a rigorous way any
longer. What we ought to think about, perhaps, is de-emphasizing that
research in a major way and focusing our efforts on the kinds of research
questions, such as the example you gave of tests of novel target systems,
which are capable of yielding solid answers so that we do not pose
questions that lead us into this problem area. I think applied psi rescarch
is one such area where we are not so much concerned with the process
as with the result. I think the field can be advanced that way. 1 also
feel that the problem that you have posed further warrants a systems-
theoretical approach, such as Bill Roll has suggested, where we are not
concerned with the psi source as being an individual, but as being the
system around the experiment, including the environment, with all of
the participants as subsystemns. While process-oriented research is all
very interesting, I have come to view it at this point as being only
slightly more scientific than ethnographic studies. It is very likely that,
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in spite of the kinds of consistent results that we have seen, such as the
sheep/goat effect and many other consistencies that John Palmer
among others has found in the research, we may be able to look back
on that in the future and say it was all culture bound.

WEINER: I certainly would not disagree that experimental parapsy-
chology can be considered a very specific subculture and subgroup and
that the way we get our results would not necessarily generalize to
other groups or even to the academic world at large. Your comment
regarding looking at this problem through a systems-theoretical view
and taking into account the different sources is a good one. It gets
difficult, though, to actually put that into practice because of the kinds
of problems I have mentioned. What is the system? Under the obser-
vational theories, for example, one ends up with some pretty ridicu-
lously cxtensive systems. The problem occurs outside the observational
theories as well. T want to stress that this is all on the theoretical level
and not necessarily on the practical level. One approach that para-
psychologists have taken to this whole dilemma, which T do not nec-
essarily disagree with, is to basically ignore it, to continue searching
for consistent results. "This will obviate the difficulty of where the psi
is coming from. The only disagreement I have with this view is that
we should not do that, on the one hand and, on the other, speak of
psi's omniscient properties without considering their implications. My
paper is addressing the mismatch between the assumptions of what we
are doing and what we are saying.

MORRIS: The way you phrase the problem is that as of right now
many could regard psi as independent of intentionality, task complexity,
space and time. That creates boundary problems which may be real
or just apparent. If they are just apparent, it would be nice to know
where the boundaries can be drawn. We need sharper concepts involved
in framing the very boundary question itself, especially in the areas of
intentionality. There we get into the place within the system where
intentionality is going on. All of the research that you have cited can
still involve a set of intentions by some of the people in the system.
With regard to task complexity, goal-oriented does not imply goal suc-
cessful. I think this is important. My own preference would be to say
that the boundaries in these areas simply seem to be uncertain, not
that they do not exist.

One of the specific problems that increases the complexity of this is
that boundaries if they exist may be gradient boundaries as in sports,
where, for instance, we do not know exactly how far somebody can
ever hit 2 home run. It may differ amongst psi skills. It is possible there
are separate psi skills with different boundaries. The idea of viewing
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boundaries within a system hicrarchy, as Jeffrey mentioned, is very
important. We may be dealing only with boundaries as we construe
them within our own particular level of organization.

Also, there are a couple of problems in looking at the individual
studics. One 1s that we should not assume single sources in assessing
studies. I have done this too much myself. We may be dealing more
with something like the electoral college model, where there are mul-
tiple sets of sources of varying strengths. These uncertainties in bound-
ary are exactly what one might find if, in fact, psi did not exist and we
are dealing essentially with artifacts in our studies. Although I do not
buy that, I do buy the possibility that many of the studies which give
us problems may, in fact, be studies that suffer from either an uncer-
tainty in psi sources or problems of conductance, analysis and inter-
pretation.

WEINER: Regarding psi as independent of intention, one can consider
different people’s intentions. However, I like to think of it also in terms
of intentions at different levels. For example, there is a subject sitting
in front of a computer terminal, watching a line blip down the screen.
He is watching the line and engaging in some kind of behavior—wish-
ing, yelling at the line, or whatever. We can say that he may be operating
at a level of intention that perhaps is the most direct or focused. On
the other hand, the principal experimenter, who may not ¢ven be in
the building, has just a general or diffuscd intention to produce a suc-
cessful result. In parapsychology we have discussed intentions from
different individuals, but not different types or levels of intentions. My
discussion here is quite vague and needs refinement, but my general
point is that we should look at characteristics or categories of intention
as well as from whom the intentions emanate.

I agree with your comment about task complexity having similar
kinds of problems. One of the things that is very apparent when you
look at this area is that task complexity is defined in terms of the steps
one would take to perform the task through normal means. For ex-
ample, let us say that one is doing a blind PK test in which one is to
roll dice so as to match a hidden target objective. Perhaps inside an
envelope there is a piece of paper that says “6.” One is supposed to
try for sixes, but the person does not know that; all he or she knows is
that he or she is trying to make the dice land to match whatever target
is inside the envelope. This has been considered in parapsychology to
be a more complex task than the standard PK test with a known target
objective. It is considered to be a two-step process in which ESP is used
to find out the target and PK to make the dice land according to that
target. This view, that blind PK is more complex, assumes that psi
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operates the same way we would if we had to accomplish the task through
normal means; i.e., find out the target and then manipulate the dice
accordingly. We really have no reason to assume this and to decide
that what is a complex task to wus is, if I may anthropomorphize, a
complex task to PK.

I like your ideas about the gradient boundaries and scparate skills.
I do not have any specific comments about them other than saying that
I think they are very interesting.

One last comment regarding your point that these would be the
kinds of effects you would expect to see if psi did not exist. I agree
with you that I would not wish to go that far, but I do sometimes
wonder if psi’s “elusiveness” is a by-product of our attempt to integrate
into the literature all significant findings that we discover. Sometimes
wc are trying so hard to make sensc out of the totality of experimental
results that it leads us to a concept of omniscience.

ALvARADO: This is regarding the history of the concept of psi errors.
There are previous discussions of this idea in the old hterature. Ex-
amples are Hyslop's writings of problems in the process of mediumistic
communications and Warcollier's discussions in relation to his telepathy
experiments with drawings as targets, where some of the percipients
showed distortions of the targets in their responses (he mentioned ef-
fects such as synthesis and fragmentation). Also, Geley paid attention
to the occurrence and significance of defective materializations. All of
them were focusing on mistakes, errors, to see how we can learn more
about the psi process from them. The whole concept of boundary and
omniscience is very relevant to the survival issue in terms of the super-
psi argument,

WEINFR: Exactly.

ALVARADO: T would say perhaps that the survival context is even a
better example than experimental parapsychology in this sense, because
you know you are using omniscience really to kill all phenomena that
are suggestive of survival. Also, how would you generalize the type of
thing you have been discussing to spontancous ESP?

WEINER: | imagine that the persons involved in survival research
are having the last laugh, because super-psi has now hit the laboratory.

There are difficulties in extrapolating my paper to spontaneous cases.
We can, [ think, propose psi-missing in life situations. Louisa Rhine
has talked about this in terms of missing in an experiment being a typc
of information blockage that can also occur in spontaneous experiences.
Her views were based on a certain assumption about spontancous psi
which 1 do not know if I agree with. That is that in a spontaneous
experience, at some level the percipient is psychically aware of all in-
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formation about the target event and any distortions or “holes” in the
information they can consciously articulate are due to some kind of
processing error or blockage. I do not know if you can assume that,
since this position would presuppose psi’s ommiscience, albeit at an
unconscious level. But we can think of situations of psi-missing in ev-
eryday life: invariably making wrong choices when driving to a location
one is not sure about. But one of the difficulties, as Patric Giesler has
pointed out to me and as I mentioned at the end of the paper, is that
laboratory psi effects are starting to get further and further away from
what seems to be going on in life experiences. For example, if it turns
out that parapsychology suddenly takes off on these magnitude-based
constructs of psi, we might be dealin g with an interesting characteristic
of randomness that would have important philosophical implications,
but which might have nothing to do with what happens to people in
everyday life. It is a problem and I am not sure how we can make that
bridge.

GIESLER: First, I have a brief comment on the question of task com-
plexity. Each subject may have his or her own perception of a task as
complex or not complex. What I found in the field setting, for instance,
was that certain illiterates took a look at a task that 1 clearly thought
was very complex and another task that I gave them that I thought
was simple and they felt the reverse, based on other conceptions of
what is complex and what is not. Thus, 1 felt that the perception of
complexity will have to be taken into account in future research on
task complexity.

Next, I have a question. You are addressing the anomaly (psi errors),
as it were, in our research. Historically, the dominant or long-standing
theoretical constructs push aside the anomalies. This is one we have
got to jump on to make progress. What kinds of directions do you
think we should take to morc clearly challenge the goal-oriented model?
I think based on what you said so far, it would have to do with looking
tor errors that could not be interpreted as motive-based errors. How
do we go about that? That would be the first question.

A second one has to do with the magnitude model. It sounds great,
because we have got some reversals, we have psi-missing, we cannot
understand it, but here is a model that says it is all part of psi. But then
ont the other hand, as I recall, there have been some studies where you
can distinguish extremely low variance associated with unfavorable
conditions and extremely high variance associated with favorable con-
ditions. There we are back again to a hitting/ mussing type of paradigm:.
In a sense, low variance would be like an error or missing.

WEINER: I do not have any spccific rescarch designs in mind at pres-
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ent. As those who attended the recent PA convention know, 1 just
completed a study with Nancy Zingrone in which we got psi-missing
and so I was put to the task of trying to interpret it. I think the best
way for parapsychologists to go about this proceeds on two levels, a
conceptual level and a practical one. On a conceptual level, if one is
testing a certain hypothesis, one has to decide what results will be taken
as a confirmation of the hypothesis. What 1 am suggesting is a more
intricate process than just specifying that one is going to use a one-
tailed or a two-tailed test. It means studying John Palmer’s 1975 paper,
mentioned in the text and really deciding on one’s personal model of
psi—what hitting means, what missing means, how do /7 as a parapsy-
chologlst conceptualize psi—almost as though one were examining
one’s personal philosophy, and then to determine what results will con-
firm the hypothesis. And, of course, one must then avoid the temptation
to interpret what was obtained, if this differed from the specified pat-
tern, as supporting the hypothesis. So this is what I suggest for a con-
ceptual approach to the problem. On a practical level, one could try
to anticipate what sorts of factors might be involved in missing in a
particular experiment and try to measure these beforehand. An ex-
ample of what I have in mind is the Debbs and Morris study that Bob
talked about in his paper, in which they found that when people strove
for success they got missing, but when they did not strive they got
hitting. He did not mention this in his talk, but in the original report
they had asked the subjects a number of questions about their com-
petitiveness, perceptions of the task, perceptions of the instructions
and so on. Through these questionnaire responses the authors were
able to come up with a fairly logical explanation for why those subjects
obtained the results they did. This was very important. An experi-
menter, of course, cannot anticipate everything beforehand, but if we
can think of some of the things that might be informative should missing
occur, then we can add them into the experiment.

Let me elaborate your second point for people who are not familiar
with the magnitude idea. In an experiment in which one uses a mag-
nitude of scoring as the measure of psi, subjects can obtain large de-
viations above or below chance or they can obtain small ones. It is
possible to get scores that are too small, i.e., significantly closer to
chance than chance fluctuation would predict. James Carpenter, in his
chapter in Wolman's Handbook of Parapsychology, has discussed what this
might mean. For example, it may be a cancellation effect, that hitting
and missing is oscillating rapidly and they cancel each other out and
produce a significantly low variance. Patric, I think you are right to
say that we could end up right back in the ball park, except at a higher
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tevel of abstraction, when we start talking about significantly low vari-
ance versus significantly high variance. In the literature that I looked
at for this review, I saw only two cases of significantly low variance, so
it can occur.

GIESLER: . . . and these cases of low variance were associated with
negative motivation?

WFINER: Yes, they were.

GIESLER: S0 a certain motivational factor could almost come in?

WEINER: Right.

BENOR: I am thinking here as a psychiatrist who often deals with
averages and yet has to deal with a specific person who has come to
me for therapy. I know what he ought to do according to his diagnosis,
according to what he has told me of himself and according to hundreds
of other cases that are reported. But I still have to deal with that par-
ticular individual who has his own peculiarities and may behave dif-
terently. My moves may lead to an error in the process of what we
both intend to achieve and I have to go back and study what was wrong.
When you talk about the omniscience of pst, I think we also have to
remind ourselves that we are not omniscient in making these hy-
potheses. We may need to go back to the drawing board when we
encounter these errors and just rethink what we are doing from the
beginning. I read Hoyt Edge’s study of the plant, which I found ab-
solutely fascinating. If you start to attribute sentience to a plant that
can somehow perceive on some level that it can affect a light mechanism,
then why not postulate the feelings of the plant as well. Maybe the
plant was depressed, maybe it was angry, maybe it was incensed at
being placed in the situation. Maybe we need to look at this type of
error and move in totally different directions for further research.

WEINER: In Edge’s paper he said, in effect: “Well, we know that
goats miss and [ know it sounds pretty silly to say that plants might
have certain beliefs about psi, but let’s be open-minded.” Edge is a
philosopher who comes to parapsychology with a particular metaphysic
under which this idea is not unreasonable. My comment is that it strikes
us as odd to attribute attitudes to a plant, yet perhaps some parapsy-
chologists have attributed attitudes to their subjects, attitudes that “‘cx-
plain” psi-missing, without having really found out from their subjects
if they had such attitudes.

SCHOUTEN: 1 think you address certain important problems, but
sometimes | wonder, Debbi, whether or not many problems including
some you discussed are not artificial and our own creation. Basically
what we do in experimental ESP research is apply a concept approach.

s
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Now that means we start out with a concept and then we start exper-
imenting. Since you do not know anything about the concept, you
attribute omnipotence to it and everything goes, so to say. I always
wondered why people considered psi so omnipotent. When I look at
what happens in daily life and in the lab I see only restrictions. I see it
happen only rarely. Another factor contributing to the confusion is
that strong extrapolations are made from scanty data. There is a mea-
surement problem involved in what we are doing. Science involves
measuring, that we relate between measurements. Now to measure psi
is a very difficult problem. The best we can do is to say there is a
significant effect or not. The way we measure other variables is very,
very bad. With all respect to experimental parapsychology—T am myself
involved in it—we know how bad the instruments we have are. So the
moment you find some results, you have to be cautious. Most of our
results are not repeatable. I think you really are in danger, if you take
just one or two experiments which show a a significant result and make
a big jump and say for instance, like our last example, if Hoyt Edge
found a correlation in the study of the behavior of plants, whether
they behave or not, I think to use this to start a discussion about con-
sciousness in plants, is to my taste going much too far. At least there
should be many, many studies which show a relationship like that. We
should be able to exclude experimenter effects and only after that, I
think, do you have a basis to talk about things like that. 1 am a bit
pessimistic, perhaps.

WEINER: I have a footnote in the paper referring to a later paper
by Edge in which he suggests that his earlier results may have been
artifactual. The point I wish to make in the paper is not whether plants
really have these motivations, but rather the fact that here is a study
that showed negative results, significant missing, that is interpreted in
at least three instances in the parapsychological literature as though it
were consistent with the conformance behavior model which would
predict hitting. I am concerned primarily with the way we interpret
experimental outcomes.

SCHOUTEN: There are a lot of problems in the lield which I think
are the results of using a concept and attributing something like om-
nipotence to it. We do not have to prove that the concept is not om-
nipotent. If somebody tells me psi is omnipotent, I want proof of that.
Given such an inflated concept, if you then also cxtrapolate from results
I think you get a sort of mess as in the observational theories. It just
starts as a mathematical model and suddenly you find that while they
use a symbol for psi, it turns out that this symbol has properties that
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in fact create problems. I think we should start the other way around.
That is, be cautious about our data, first get solid data and not make
these big deals.

WEINER: I think we are in agreement on that point. What I was
trying to do in this paper was pull the reins in a little bit on this idea
of psi’s omniscience, because, as I said before, I do not think para-
psychologists really think that psi is so omniscient or else we would not
be doing any research. Yet on the other hand we talk as though we do
think psi has extraordinary power. So I was just addressing that mis-
match. But I agree very much with your basic point regarding caution
in the extrapolation of data.



