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Views on Replication

It appears that a majority of cxperimental parapsychologists (e.g.,
Honorton, 1976, 1977; Palmer, 1977; Sargent, 1981a) and skeptics (e.g.,
Crumbaugh, 1966; Nicol, 1966; Hansel, 1980; Hyman, 1982) are agreed
that experimental parapsychology needs to be able to demonstrate one
thing in particular if it is to escape the dreaded label of “pseudo-science,”
and that is: repeatability. ‘““Parapsychology lacks a repeatable experi-
ment” is a frequently encountered skeptical war-cry, with the word
“truly” often used gratuitously to preface “repeatable.” Now we can all
(probably) agree that a repeatable experiment is 2 Good Thing. The
problems arise when we try to define exactly what a repeatable exper-
iment is and how we recognize it. When is an experiment repeatable,
or {to be precise) when is it the case that an experiment gives results
which may be said to be reliable or repeatable?

In an earlicr paper (Sargent, 1981a) I noted some distinctions within
the term “repeatability,” which are certainly not original, but which
bear reiteration. First, there is intra- versus inter-cxperimenter (or lab-
oratory) repeatability, intra-experimenter repeatability being the repe-
tition of an experiment by a single experimenter and inter-experimenter
repeatability being the repetition of an experiment by a different ex-
perimenter to the one who conducted the original experiment. While
it is frequently the case that the intra-experimenter repeatability of ex-
perimental findings is asserted to be higher than the inter-experimenter
repeatability, I noted instances in which this was not obviously true (e.g.,
response bias effects; Sargent, 1981a, 1982).

The second distinction I made simply reiterated that made by Stanford
(1974c) between concrete and conceptual replications. A concrete rep-
lication is an attempt faithfully to reproduce the conditions of a first
experiment in order to observe the same results (hopefully). A concep-
tual replication is an attempt to confirm (or refute) the findings of one
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experiment by conducting another, with a differing design, the design
and results of which bear some clear conceptual relationship to those of
the first experiment. For example, if one experiment shows that elevation
of some variable X (blood glucose, L-DOPA levels in the CNS, anything
really) improves psi performance, then reducing the level of X should
impair psi performance if X truly influences psi. Yet clearly an experi-
ment which set out to examine the eflects of a reduction of X on psi
performance would not be a concrete replication of an experiment which
investigated the effects of an elevation of X on psi performance; it would
be a conceptual replication (sce Braud and Braud, 1973, 1974).

I argued in the earlier paper (Sargent, 1981a), following Stanford
(1974c), that conceptual replications are superior to concrete replica-
tions. Why? First, because concrete replications are impossible. One sim-
ply cannot reproduce all the conditions of an original experiment, for
various reasons. First, some potentially important factors may not be
isolated; if one were, for example, to survey the chronobiological lit-
crature one might develop a healthy fear of just how complex deter-
minants of psi performance might be. Second, some factors might not
be controilable for practical reasons (c.g., climatic variables) or even in
principle (e.g., subtle experimenter personal attributes effects).

Also, concrete replications cannot in principle reveal certain types of
psychological artifacts such as non-specific and iatrogenic effects. A clas-
sic example of this may be found in the huge pile of studies investigating
the role of relaxation in systematic desensitization therapy for phobic
disorders (Jacobs and Wolpin, 1971). Many experiments showed that
relaxation treatiment groups were superior to no-relaxation controls in
this treatment; only recently have studies shown that tension groups fare
just as well as relaxation groups, thus showing that the original exper-
imental /control difference was just a non-specific effect and had nothing
to do with relaxation per se. A continual blind adherence to relaxation
vs. control concrete replication studies would never have revealed this.
Conceptual replications advance our understanding, concrete replica-
tions merely retard it.

Finally, we are now faced in parapsychology with a number of theories
and working models of how psi cvents occur and under which conditions
that make predictions and can be tested (e.g., Honorton, 1974, 1977,
Mattuck and Walker, 1977; Schmidt, 1979; Stanford, 1974a, 1974b,
1978; Walker, 1975). Now, no theory or model makes just one or two
predictions; to be useful, they must make many and only conceptual
replications can make progress with studying them, especially in a field
like parapsychology where resources are limited.
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Now, let us consider some of the very real difficulties involved in
trying to assess replication rates, even when only concrete replications
are being considered.

What's a Replication Anyway?

Recently, "box-score’ analyses have been made of all studies under-
taken to investigate effect X in psi research, where X may be RNG
testing (Honorton, 1978b), Ganfeld psi testing (Honorton, 1978a) the
relationship between neuroticism and psi test performance (Palmer,
1977), extraversion and psi test performance (Sargent, 1981b), and so
on. Here, an attempt is made to include all relevant studies. But just
which studies are relevant and which are not? This is no simple matter,
even if it is considered desirable to do this.

For example, if considering Ganzfeld /psi research, would one include
the studies of Braud (1977) and Schachter and Kelly (1976)? The Braud
study used pre-sleep hypnagogic state testing and the Schachter-Kelly
study relaxation plus a self-induced hypnagogic-like state. Honorton
(e.g., 1978a) does not include these in his box-score analysis. I think a
very good case could be made for including the Schachter-Kelly study
and a weaker one for the Braud study. Certainly there appears to be no
objective answer to this.

On the other hand, should one include studies such as those of Rogo
(1976, two studies) in which only partial isolation was used? If so, I cannot
see why the Braud study should be excluded; although the subjects were
not actually in the laboratory, it seems as good an approximation to the
Honorton-Harper study as the Rogo study does. I think it is becoming
clear that there is indeed room for negotiating whether particular studies
are adequate replications or not. I do not think that we can call any
experiment in which subjects have ping-pong balls put over their eyes
a Ganzfeld experiment and pool it willy-nilly with others. If the points
above do not suffice, let me illustrate my thesis with a reductio ad ab-
surdum.

An experimenter runs a Ganzfeld GESP experiment and each subject
is given 30 seconds to make his responses; that’s the duration of Ganzfeld
exposure. Is this really a viable experiment? Would one say that this
should be included in a box-score analysis? Surely not. Yet there are
studies in existence which have used as little as seven minutes of Ganzfeld
stimulation, and several which have used 15 or less (e.g., Rogo, 1976,
2 studies; Sargent, Harley, Lane and Radcliffe, 1981; Stanford, 1979;
Warnock, Dunne and Bisaha, 1977). Where is the dividing line? The
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answer, of course, is that there is no dividing line. One simply cannot
say *'17 minutes and 25 seconds,” and dichotomize studies into accept-
able replication attempts (with a duration of Ganzfeld isolation above
this) and unacceptable ones (with a duration of Ganzfeld isolation below
this). Experiments cannot be dichotomized in this way any more than
they can be dichotomized into “significant” and “insignificant™
outcomes.

T'he natural state of affairs is a continuum. Experiments are more, or
less, acceptable as replications. Some of the criteria involved are rea-
sonably ‘“‘objective.” Session duration in Ganzfeld (or progressive relax-
ation) testing is a good example. Since Honorton’s (1977) internal at-
tention states model predicts that sensory habituation is the key to psi-
optimization and it is also time-progressive, then it follows from theory
that session duration should be positively related to performance. There
is evidence that this is so, even though the only direct comparison with
subjects randomly allocated to different session durations (Sargent et al.,
1981) did not show a main effect of duration. And duration is not di-
chatomous!

Another variable which should certainly be involved is sample size.
Experimental research in psychology indicates that psychologists system-
atically underestimate the sample size necessary for replicating effects
ata significant level (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky, 1971). Asan example,
the first Ganzfeld study reported (Honorton and Harper, 1974) used N
= 30 and obtained P = .017 onc-tailed from a 43 percent hit rate. It
does not require very high intelligence to work out that, if all attempted
replications used N = 30, then around one-half of them should give
insignificant results due to sampling error. Rhine (e.g., Rhine and Pratt,
1957) always emphasized the importance of adequate sample size in psi
testing and his warnings have rarely been reiterated. If this seems to be
stressing a point unduly, the reader should consult the Kahneman-Tver-
sky paper!

It is rare for researchers to compute the N’s involved in successtful
and unsuccessful replication attempts and this practice should be en-
couraged. One problem is that the effect of N may be obscured by other,
e.g., social-psychological, effects—the boredom of running a jong ex-
periment may generate experimenter personal attributes effects which
depress subject performance. This type of effect will probably be a func-
tion of amount of time involved rather than number of trials, so the
effect of N should probably be found more clearly with, e.g., fast RNG
studies than with, say, relaxation or hypnosis research. Hyman (1982)
claims to have found a nearly significant reversal with psi/Ganzfeld ex-
periments (i.e., significance level negatively related to N}, but it is clear
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from his paper that he has been using N for the total design of an
experiment and not for the Ganzfeld trials (cf. the Wood, Kirk and
Braud paper, 1977, and others).

A third example of an objective reason for being concerned about the
validity of an attempted replication would be inadequate variance in
mdependent or dependent variables in cases of correlational experi-
ments. For example, it is in fact quite astonishing that Delanoy (1981)
obtained a significant positive correlation between Ganzfeld ESP per-
formance and extraversion considering that all her subjects had extra-
version scores above the mean for the general population. Had this study
failed to replicate the results reported by myself and my associates (Sar-
gent, 1980; Sargent et al., 1981), it could certainly have been protested
that Delanoy’s low-variance sample (and low N to boot; N = 6, but there
were 12 trials per subject) did not permit a fair test of the effect we had
reported. And indeed her sample did not show such an effect; it showed
a more powerful vne.

I have given some examples of “objective” reasons for being con-
cerned about whether experiments are really “replications” of others
or not and I have tried to point out that there are no dichotomies in-
volved. It is not a casc of a study being an adequate replication or not.
It is a question of how adequate it is and this is not always casy to decide.
Where such factors as low N, low variance and so on are concerned,
inter-subjective agreement may be high. However, for other issues, such
agreement may not be so casy to find.

What's a Replication Anyway?—2. More About Cheshire Cats

In the following section I shall use a particular line of research to
illustrate my argument, i.e., psi/Ganzfeld experimentation, since it is
one which I have worked within for some time and there is sufficient
data base and number of researchers involved to discuss the research in
a little detail.

I want to give some examples of variables which may affect the system
which is used and where social negotiation is considerable, Some of the
variables have been discussed elsewhere (Sargent, 1981¢).

Let us consider the target pool used in free-response testing. It is true
on trivial logical grounds that this must affect psi performance as it is
measured statistically. T'o give the obvious case, if the pool of pictures
presented to the subject or independent judge for judging in frce-re-
sponse trials contains pictures which are insufficiently discriminable, then
psi cannot be measured. The system is too insensitive. Now when we
move on to factors such as emotive content of targets, again there may
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be effects from first principles (Sargent, 1981c), but we do not know
what these effects actually are. We have a great problem here. We know
the target pool must be important, but we do not know what effects
target pools have. We do not even have the tools with which to measure
the aspects of targets which might be important, despite the pioneer
work in this field of Lendell Braud (e.g., Braud and Duke, 1980). Now,
recently an American researcher and I acted as judges for Ganzfeld data
the other had collected. 1 found her target pool simplistic, dull and
boring, as did the two of my associates to whom I showed some targets.
On the other hand, she found my targets over-elaborate, complex and
hard to use in judging. These factors may be of crucial importance. We
simply do not know. However, given the very boring nature of the targets
that researcher uses, I will not be surprised by further null data from
her!This belief on my part may be right and may be wrong. It is certainly
one which can be debated.

Let us consider another concrete example. At the 1977 Parapsy-
chology Foundation Conference, Jan Ehrenwald asked Honorton why
certain experiments using the Ganzfeld procedure have failed to yield
significant results. One interesting answer, of course, is sampling error,
which would account for the majority of such failures. However, ex-
perimenters who do not obtain significant results with the procedure
show an understandable, if irrational, resistance to explanations in terms
of such error. In any case Honorton (1978a) discussed two studies by
Palmer and associates in the context of failed replications. The study by
Palmer, Bogart, Jones and Tart (1977) Honorton accepted as “a good
study” and accepted that "I do not know how to explain that kind of
failure.” The study by Palmer and Aued (1975), however, Ionorton
was not happy about: “‘the agent . . . didn't even interact with the
subjects before the session, or if so, there was only a very quick intro-
duction. If we’ve learned anything in 90 years, it is that you cannot do
psi experiments that way” (Honorton, 1978a, p. 93).

Skeptics would doubtless regard Honorton's argument here as post-
hoc, special pleading, etc., despite the fact that there are data which
suggest importance of sender-receiver familiarity in Ganzfeld GESP test-
ing (e.g., Sargent, 1980; but see also Sondow, 1979) and, of course, a
large literature on interpersonal effects generally (White, 1977), though
it must be said that that literature is pretty chaotic. On the other hand,
my consideration is that the kind of argument Honorton is offering here
is a kind of appeal to background knowledge acquired and shared by
the experienced researcher and that this kind of argument is routinely
deployed in social science. I have overheard animal psychologists dis-
cussing whether such-and-such a batch of rats may have given aberrant
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data because they were handled by a rather insensitive lab assistant, and
in the field of abnormal psychology (which I select only because I happen
to be reasonably knowledgeable about it) post-hoc arguments of the
varicty used by Honorton are very commonplace. This is because ex-
perimenters who have worked with particular techniques for long pe-
riods or who have worked in particular areas of research for a long time,
build up much implicit knowledge about their procedures which is not
and in some cases cannot readily be formalized. To be sure, some su-
perstitious conditioning may be involved here, but some of the implicit
knowledge is probably accurate. The important thing for the purpose
of the argument being advanced here is that, in the terms of Gollins and
Pinch (1979), “nothing unscientific is happening™’; these appeals to im-
plicit experiential background knowledge are part and parcel of ordinary
social science. It is, apparently, only in parapsychology that certain social
scientists appear to get irate about them.

So, a distinction can be made between inter-subjectively agreeable
problems in determining “‘replication status™ (sample size, etc.,) and im-
plicit background-knowledge arguments with a very strong subjective
component {e.g., importance of sender-receiver relationship). Needless
to say I have not pursued my argument this far to end up with a di-
chotomy of this kind. There are middle cases; cases in which there are
numerous cmpirical data which support an argument from implicit back-
ground knowledge and increase intersubjective agreement; cases in
which an extrapolation from theory (cf. the importance of session du-
ration in altered states experiments noted above) rests on too many extra
assumptions to be a straightforward affair (cf. Eysenck, 1981), and so
on. In effect, there is a continuum between intersubjectively highly
agrecable and much more debatable parameters and values.

There are also parameters which are very difficult to find out about.
Details are not published. I am reminded of a subject I once tested who
had also been tested at a psi-inhibitory laboratory. His ESP performance
was superior in Ganzfeld testing at Cambridge, and before he knew the
result of his session he noted that he had been more comfortable with
us than he had been at the other laboratory, because he had been re-
clining on a mattress with us and a reclining chair at the other laboratory,
and also he had been distracted by corridor noise at the other lab whereas
he had been undisturbed with us.

Corridor noise in a Ganzfeld experiment! Although no published re-
port has appeared from the other laboratory, I am certain that no men-
tion of this problem will be contained in any report that does appear.
How can one have a Ganzfeld experiment in any realistic sense with such
disturbances? The answer is that no room is totally sound-attenuated
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and everything is a matter of degree; experimental facilities are more
or less adequate, not either adequate or inadequate. Just to make the
picture even more complex, in this subject’s test session at Cambridge
there was a loud noise outside the testing area which was audible to the
experimenter, very clearly; the subject did not report hearing it, prob-
ably because he appeared very relaxed and “dreamy” and in an al-
tered state!

Factors like this may be impossible to find out about. I have chosen
the example 1 have because of the obvious importance of relaxation and
sensory habituation, so that the importance of the mattress and noises
from the corridor will readily be agreed to by almost everyone. However,
many other parameters of less agreed importance will also surcly differ
systematically across laboratories. These parameters may involve very
subtle effects, including how scruffy and homely a laboratory looks, how
high-status an experimenter appears, age of subject X age of experi-
menter interactions and all manner of things. We not only have no idea
about most of them, we wouldn’t even know how to measurc them if
we did (cf. Rosenthal, 1976).

I suggest that the status of replication cxperiments resembles the
Cheshire Cat; just as the cat disappears and only the smile is left, on
close inspection the construct ‘‘replication’ appears more and more com-
plex and difficult until finally it begins to disappear in a haze of obscurity
and only the appearance remains. But this is by no means the end of
the story.

What's a Replication Anyway?—3. Peer Review and Other Random Processes

Other factors influence our perception of the value and importance
of replications. Consider the five following scenarios:

1. Professor X and three of his Ph.D. students replicate a particular
psi experiment. Four scparate researchers, working indcpendently
around the globe, all fail to replicate it.

2. Professor X and three of his Ph.D. students replicate a particular
psi experiment. Around the globe, four scparate and independent stu-
dent researchers fail to replicate it.

3. Professor X and threc of his Ph.D. students replicate a particular
psi experiment. Professor Y and three of his Ph.D. students, however,
fail to do so.

4. Four separate, independent researchers replicate a psi finding
whilst Professor Y and three of his Ph.D. students tail to replicatc.

5. Exactly as scenario 4 above, with the additional piquant factor that
the four separate researchers are all rabid skeptics—and they actually
publish their positive results.
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Now I think one would find much agreement that these five scenarios
in order provide progressively stronger evidence for the experimental
hypothesis being tested. The factors involved here include separation,
status and prior disposition. Replications by different researchers are of
greater subjective “value” if the researchers are totally independent; if
they worked together for many years, one is not quite so impressed.
Again, rescarch by real live honest-to-God professors cuts more ice than
research by students, and if the professor should happen to be at Oxford,
Cambridge, Harvard or Yale, this is much better than being at Newcastle,
Stirling, Wyoming or Wisconsin (and heaven help you if you are at the
Tri-Valley Center for Human Potential). Not that there is anything
wrong with the latter universities, of course, just that a (very strong)
subjective bias is being shown up here (for some of the more hilarious
consequences of this bias, the reader is urged to consult Peters and Ceci,
1982, and their exposé of the pecr review system of refereeing re
this bias).

Again, if one knows that a particular researcher was not inclined to
have much faith in a particular experimental hypothesis and then does
confirm its validity, one will be more impressed with the replication.
And still more subtle factors may be involved. If a researcher has ex-
perience with the general line of research within which the experimental
hypothesis is embedded, his significant results may not be as desirable
as those of an equally experienced researcher who usually does quite
different things for a living. If one considers Ganzfeld/psi rescarch, a
significant first study from a researcher who had previously reported
many successes with hypnosis, meditation and progressive relaxation
would perhaps not carry as much weight as significant results from a
researcher who had always spent his time exploring the finer points of
RNG testing. Then again, researchers form opinions about the com-
petence and even the integrity of their fellows and the subjective value
of replications will be influenced by these subjective factors.

In short, the “‘repeatable experiment’ seems, at last, to be a mirage.
It is simply not possible to state definitively just what actually constitutes
a replication attempt; it is not possible to objectify the factors which
make some replications more equal than others; and, and herc is the
final blow, there is no such thing as a repeatable experiment in logic
anyway, once a simple admission is made, and that is to deny the 100
percent repeatability criterion demand. Once this is done, and it cannot
be avoided, even the cat’s smile begins to disappear.

Just how repeatable would an experiment have to be in order to be
a ‘‘repeatable experiment,” pretending for the time being that we ac-
tually can decide what constitutes a replication? One criterion which I
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have never seen explicitly advocated, but which is frequently implicitly
used, is the 100 percent replicability criterion; the “repeatability on
demand” criterion. One hundred percent repeatability means that any
experimenter (or, in the magic phrase, any competent experimenter,
although the term ‘‘competent” seems almost gratuitous) can replicate
an experiment and obtain psi effect X. This criterion is never used in
social science. There are no effects that replicate like this in social science.
If this criterion were used seriously, all of psychology, sociology, crim-
inology, most of medicine, biochemistry, genetics, pharmacology, and
other areas of science would become pseudo-science overnight. It is
manifest nonsense to advocate the “‘any competent experimenter'' cri-
terion, and I shall disregard it in further argument.

Thus, a ‘“‘repeatable experiment’’ is one that gives a significant result
somewhere above 5 percent of the time. But where? The answer is, of
coursce, that there is no such thing as a “‘repeatable experiment.” There
are experiments which are more or less signiftcant and emphatically not
just two kinds—significant and insignificant (cf. Sargent, 1981a). And
just where one puts a subjective cut-off and says ““This is good,” *“This
is promising” or “This is inadequate” is totally subjective. This cannot
be a rational decision: it is purely subjective. One may be able to compare
the replication rates of different lines of experiment (or estimate changes
in replication rates over time for a single experiment) although I am
dubious even about this; what one cannot do is to state that a particular
experiment is, or is not, repeatable with any real confidence.

We might also consider here the possibility of an empirical standard
for replication in psi research. Dropping any pretense at a rational cri-
terion, we might become thoroughgoing conventionalists and use some
area of research in experimental psychology as an empirical yardstick
for assessing replication in parapsychology. Honorton (1976) has sug-
gested this and such possible parallels as subliminal perception (Dixon,
1979; Roney-Dougal, 1981) and olfactory psychology (Sargent, 1981a)
have been suggested. There are, however, problems involved with this
strategy. The first is that psychologists do not often attend to problems
of replication (cf. Barber, 1976, who points out that only 10 percent of
introductory texts on psychology even contain the term “‘repeatability”
in the index). The second is that the nonpublication of null data is far
more prevalent in psychology, where around 90 percent of experiments
involve a rejection of the null hypothesis at the 1 percent level of sig-
nificance (cf. Barber, 1976, and his references), than in parapsychology,
so the dice are rather loaded against psi from the start if such comparisons
are made. The third problem, of course, is deciding just which area of
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psychology is the most appropriate. The more one ponders such an
empirical comparison, the more complex things become.

Parapsychology and Mainstream Science: Another 100 Years on the Margins?

The message of this paper seems uncompromisingly negative and even
hostile to scientific endeavor. There are two good reasons for this. The
first is that the belief that “'science” is an undefinable entity and that
there are massive chunks of conventionalism in the edifice of science,
is rapidly gaining ground among philosophers and especially sociologists
of science. The second is a growing realization that Feyerabend (1978)
was right to proclaim, “What'’s so great about science?” These are two
very important and all-embracing issues, and obviously in this paper 1
cannot deal with them; but a few comments can be made.

The problem of the ‘“‘demarcation criterion” in science has always
been a thorny one. Popper (1959) certainly eliminated inductivism as
a criterion—to his own satisfaction—and attempted to substitute falsi-
ficationism in its place (Popper, 1963, 1972), but even in its method-
ologically sophisticated versions, falsificationism just does not appeal.
Popper’s qualifications about premature falsifications, the need for sci-
entists to remain ‘“‘tenacious” in defence of theories in the face of ap-
parent falsifications, his inability to define exactly what a falsification is
and, above all, examples from the history of science of apparent com-
prehensive falsification of hypotheses now accepted (cf. Feyerabend,
1975) make the falsification criterion unappealing. The real reason why
it doesn’t cut much ice, though, is illustrated in Popper’s reply to the
question of why scientists don't behave like the fearless falsificationists
of his model: “Well, they should.” Popper does not dispute the ques-
tion—he accepts that scientists just don’t behave as his model suggests.

Eysenck (1979, 1981) has suggested that falsificationism (if we pretend
that it is a coherent philosophy of science for a while) typifies the highest
stage of scientific development. Before that, in earlier stages, justifica-
tionism and inductivism are quite sound—and indeed necessary—strat-
egies. To borrow the language of Lakatos (1978), a “‘research program,”
when young, needs protecting. A Type Il error early on is more dan-
gerous than a Type I error. There is simply no need to apply the same
criteria to the whole of science; research programs of different levels of
maturity should be evaluated by different criteria. This seems to be
common sense; one would not test the intellect of a five-year-old child
by setting him university examination papers. He might be a very prom-
ising five-year old indeed, but faced with an unreasonable test he won’t
appear so.
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And, indeed, what is so great about science anyway? The excellence
of science cannot, as Feyerabend argues in a masterful essay (1978), be
established using scientific methods. One cannot justify the method-
ological supremacy of science by using the criteria of manipulation, con-
trol and prediction, since this is in effect using the rules of science to
decide the issue. Many things of crucial impertance to our lives are things
about which science has nothing to say. If one wants to control and
manipulate the world, science is a wonderful tool; if one wants to un-
derstand it and feel at one with it, then a religious or phenomenological
epistemology would be appropriate. Only a fool would turn to science
to find out what anything actually means. Understanding and acknowl-
edging a plurality of epistemologies—and giving them a fair share of
resources as Feyerabend (1978) urges—is essential to an understanding
of psi phenomena. If this line of argument appears vague and undisci-
plined—and, with no training in phenomenology and not being of a
religious frame of mind, it probably does—then let me simply point out
that, in the rules of social science, there is absolutely nothing which
forbids you to bore your subjects to death in experiments. That this
might not be psi-conducive is an insight which comes to us not from
science, but from common sense. And that inchoate, only partly for-
malizable body of knowledge is at least as useful to any parapsychologist
as the corpus of scientific knowledge. Science is only a tool for exploring
some aspects of our universe. It is not the only tool in the tool-chest and
not the most appropriate one for many tasks. It is, however, currently
the only tool which shows signs of telling the carpenter to throw the rest
of the toolbox away!
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DISCUSSION

BELOFF: | take your point about the somewhat arbitrary nature of
what replication means and that it is impossible to give any hard and
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fast ruling on this. With reference to my student Deborah Delanoy, the
most salient fact about her work is that in spite of her very high moti-
vation to get results with her Ganzfeld work, she’s not getting results.
Once she was persuaded to run a correlation between extraversion and
scoring and she got something that was significant, much to her surprise
and incredulity. But the fact is that after having chosen extravert sub-
jects, sheep subjects, all the ones that traditionally were supposed to yield
good Ganzfeld results, and after having been coached by you in correct
Ganzfeld procedures and so on, with everything going for her she still
gets mostly negative results, not significant results, they're all over the
place. And this is, of course, a keen disappointment. But generally I
would say that the kind of situation that I've found in my experience
and the experience of my students to be the most distressing is where
one and the same experimenter can’t get replication of his own work.
I had a very salient case with Richard Broughton, who started getting
very promising results on hemisphere difference findings and then found
he couldn’t repeat his own experiments. Now I mean those are the kinds
of experiments that one can most hope to get results with, because, as
you said, once you transfer to a different laboratory, a different method
you are not really replicating. But once you find you can no longer
repeat your own work, then you really are stymied. And 1 wondered if
you have any comments or suggestions about this.

SARGENT: As far as Deborah's work is concerned there is, in fact, one
aspect of the procedure that I have great concern about. That was her
target pool. When we exchanged target pools 1 found hers incredibly
dull, boring and simplistic and other people in my laboratory considered
it a very dull, boring target pool. She found my targets very over-com-
plex, very difficult and so on. There were radical dissimilarities, different
views about what kind of target system we should be working with. It’s
the kind of factor you just don’t discover, until one day 1 agreed to judge
her data and a parcel appeared through the post and there were the
targets. This is the kind of thing you're never going to find out unless
you’re actually doing something like that. I've only seen targets used by
two other people. I saw some of Chuck Honorton’s targets and some of
Deborah's and Brian Millar has seen some of ours. So 1 have no idea
about what the target pool is like in most other people’s laboratories.
Here is a very good example of something which we know must be
important. We really don’t have details on it. You cannot reproduce in
a journal some 200 plates with all our targets. So that’s one of the
enlarged range of variables that presents problems. On replicating one’s
own results, I think people have a tendency when they fail once, to stop.
At the PA Convention this year I shall be reporting four experiments
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where in the fourth one, we actually found a real sheep-goat effect. In
fact, it wasn't there in the first three, But T think there is a tendency to
obtain a finding once or twice, then you try it once or twice more and
if it doesn't work you forget it and go home. My guess is that you should
always plan for a long series of experiments. You may get three signif-
icant findings out of eight; if they happen to be experiments 1, 2 and
3 well that's one thing. But they could turn out to be experiments 5, 6
and 7. Most people have given up by then. I think there is a tendency
for people to infer too much from small amounts of data. 1 think that
one trend that was very strongly present in john Palmer’s PA Presidential
Address a couple of vears ago, was the idea that the individual experi-
ments really don’t teach you anything. You can only really draw con-
clusions from pretty wide arrays of data. I think that that’s right. I don’t
think that individuals should be too depressed by one or two studies that
don’t turn out right.

RONEY-DOUGAL: In your paper you didn’t actually talk about where
this is going to take us into the next century.

SARGENT: One of the problems we’ve got here is that we have this
criterion that we keep getting thrown at us: you don’t have a repeatable
experiment. When you start looking at the repeatable experiment you
find it has distinctively mirage-like qualities. I'm beginning to wonder
whether we should be dismantling this concept a bit. First of all, I'm
disputing the criteria of science by saying they’re not what they really
appear to be. Secondly, I'm not certain that the criteria, even if you
could pretend that they cxisted, would really be worth aiming for. One
of the outstanding arguments for trying to persuade skeptics that para-
psychology’s findings are valid is that parapsychologists need research
funds controlled by skeptical individuals. And this may be the wrong
way of doing it. Maybe this is entirely erroneous and what is necessary
is political action. The people that actually pay the money for the re-
search and the people down there on the street should be simply told
how much is spent by the Oxbridge civil servants and their “‘old boy™
links in the research councils every year on a) parapsychology and b) rat
food. T'hen those people could make a decision on whether they like
their money being used like that or not. I think we might have the
problem the wrong way around. Rather than persuade the scientific
community that funds are deserved for working in this kind of area, onc
needs a better control of the funding of science down to a more de-
mocratic and accountable level. I think that’s an implication that we
should start taking to heart if we begin to examine the criteria we're
supposed to be meeting and find they are very dubious when we start
looking at them closely.
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WEST: I agree entirely with Carl that conceptual replication is more
important than literal replication. What is important about replication
is that different experimenters at different times should reach the same
conclusions, It seems to me, looking at the whole field of psi research,
that conclusions on which everyone agrees are remarkably scarce. On
the most basic aspects of psi we still don’t have agreed answers to ques-
tions like which is easier—precognition, telepathy or clairvoyance? Such
fundamental questions remain unanswerable because research has not
given consistent findings over the years.

Now Carl has been talking about the conclusions of the Ganzfeld
experiments which seem to suggest that relaxation is a psi-conducive
state. I wonder if everyone really agrees and if the findings are entirely
consistent with that conclusion. I would like to ask this question, not
strictly concerned with replicability, but related to it. In these experi-
ments, for instance in his own Ganzfeld tests, which have produced suc-
cessful psi scoring on a number ol occasions, Carl has pointed out that
there are many intervening variables involved. The nature of the targets,
the nature of the experimenter and the circumstances of the test, may
affect the results and may affect replicability. Have controlled experi-
ments been done in which the non-relaxed condition has been compared
with the relaxed condition with exactly the same set up, same personnel,
same sample, same environment, etc?

SARGENT: Yes, that indeed is the case. I suppose the best example
would be the experiment by William Braud, Robert Wood and Lendell
Braud who compared the Ganzfeld group with a no-Ganzfeld group and
also the Braud and Braud experiments which used both relaxation and
tension groups. We have the three strata there. Relaxation, control and
tension groups. Chuck Honorton has also reported a Ganzfeld study
with a control group. Control groups perhaps have not been as popular
as they might be, there are certain motivational problems with them.
Practically, in my own work, it has been impossible to use them. Since
everybody knows about the ping pong balls, if you actually told them
to come in and just sit down and make themselves comfortable and talk
about what they thought somebody in the next building was looking at,
then they’d say, “Gee, we're not going to get the ping pong balls!” The
motivation would be shot to bits and we now have an artifact possibility
that they might do poorly simply because they had bad motivation. If
you wanted to look for literature which has quite a wide range of control
groups it would be the hypnosis literature where control groups have
been much more frequently used. 1 think there are something like 23
comparisons of hypnosis and control groups in the literature. 1 think
that on 15 occasions the hypnosis group has shown a significant deviation
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from the chance level whereas the control groups have never done so.
Another point that perhaps I didn't develop as well as 1 might have is
that there certainly are findings that have regularities to them. There
are certainly many findings where if you look at the statistically signif-
icant results they're clearly all of one kind. For example, if you look at
the sheep-goat effect, the results always show sheep better than goats
when they turn out significantly. You don’t get it the other way around.
And the same is true with the extravert and introvert difference. There
are known to me 21 significant findings in which, in 20 cases, the ex-
traverts were superior to the introverts; only once has the reverse been
found. And this was the only case where an automated test was used;
perhaps the introverts felt more at home with it. It is also true in the
case of positive versus negative deviations of progressive relaxation,
dream states and Ganzfeld testing. There is the relationship between
neuroticism and ESP. There are many occasions in which the data show
clear regularities; all the significant results go one way. That’s a slightly
different matter from the repeatability rate, though. It'sa related matter,
but it is rather different, because you now are saying let’s forget the null
data, let’s have a look at the stuff that shows you that a real effect is
there. I think this is actually a criterion where you can say a real effect
is definitely present, without having to invoke repeatability, strangely
enough, because you are not actually making that many comments about
repeatability.

RousskL: H'I ever get funds to create a lab I will be looking for that
kind of information to orient students towards noting all the details. But
if we need that much information about the physical nature of things,
shape, size, light and personality variables and also about the experi-
menter, it gets very complicated. A few years ago, in an article in the
Parapsychology Review, entitled ““Holistic Methodology™, you advocated
simplification. So my question is where did you get with this idea of
simplification, because yesterday you mentioned many judges and how
you now use the idea of simplification?

SARGENT: Oh my goodness, it’s always pleasant to find people with
a long memory who dig up what you said years ago and hit you over the
head with it. We started actually researching using the simplification
postulate. There is a paper in the 1982 European Journal of Parapsychology,
by Trevor Harley and myself where we both did parallel experiments
in which we played all the roles—experimenter, subject, randomizer.
You get rid of everybody if you have problems with the experimenter
effect. The easiest thing to do is to get rid of the subjects. You can't get
rid of the experimenter, but get rid of the subjects and there is just you.
For political reasons it’s probably sensible to have two of you doing this
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experiment at the same time. We really did do this and we got results
so similar that if you’d known the performance rate of one subject you
could have predicted the results of the other with perfect accuracy.
Neither of our results were individually significant, but when you put
them together you got statistical significance, which is rather amusing,
but it was exactly what we wanted to get. But the only problem is that
when you really think about it you know those are very good results
from Sargent and Harley. Now there is only one Sargent and there is
only one Harley. So we can go on doing that, but the problem is that
it’s just those two individuals. The problem with simplification, when
one starts to think about it deeply, is that you really only start getting
increasingly idiosyncratic effects and T'm hopeful that you could do that
with other people and they might get stable results. You might start
getting the kind of private science that some of the observational theories
drive us towards, if you do this kind of thing. That is, I think, a valid
direction for research to go and it would certainly be a new methodology.
What I was trying to present in this paper was how we tend to discuss
experimental data of the kind that we have been collecting for the last
quarter of a century and how it's been discussed in that time and how,
if we want to continue doing this kind of thing, we should go about
doing it. My argument is that we may have been chasing a mirage when
we’ve been aiming for the repeatable experiment, because you start
trying to figure out what a repeatable experiment is and it vaporizes
before your eyes. It is very difficult to determine what it is. So I think
this paper was a summary of what we’ve been doing, the way we’ve been
tending to approach regularities in research findings in the last 25 to
30 years.



