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Abstract — The author regards as "' enemies™ of parapsychological research
(1) those critics who confuse parapsychology with popular superstition, (2)
those parapsychol ogists who know all the pieces of evidencefor the reality of
psi effects but wholack the capacity to integrate and to evaluate that evidence
as a whole, and (3) those professional psychics whose faltering attempts to
apply psi for profit give the field a bad name. The author believes that para-
psychology's urgent task isto bring mutual understanding between scientists
and the public by exploring the obscure but real psi phenomenathat giverise
to popular superstition. He sees extrasensory perception and psychokinesis as
evocable, operationally-defined psi phenomena. However, herejectsasareli-
gious endeavor the search for logical proof of their reality and advocates, in-
stead, a Bayesian summation of countervailing intuitive probabilities. The
author rejects blind empiricism asapractical path to the utilization of psi. He
offers several speculations regarding future discoveries in parapsychology,
three of which are:

(1) Hedling by self-hypnosis, as opposed to noncontact therapeutic touch,
may be normal in an evolutionary sense.

(2) Psychoneuroimmunology and psi may play complementary roles.

(3) The principal future importanceof parapsychology may beto allow scien-
tific understanding of psi processes occurring within the human body.

Definition
To minimize controversy, | shall write plainly, beginning with two definitions,
so that you can know whom and what | am discussing.

By the word " parapsychology™ | mean the scientific study of psychic or psi
phenomena. By " enemies of parapsychology" I mean those sometimes friend-
ly and usually well-meaning persons whose actions discourage the funding of
parapsychological research; for | believe that today there are no barriers to
progress in understanding psi phenomena except lack of money. In my judg-
ment, we have proved that psi phenomena occur, and in the last two decades
we have discovered how to do cumulative basic research.

Satisfyingthe Professional Critics

The most formidable of the "enemies” of parapsychology are the profes-
sional critics who have made a career of misrepresenting and ridiculing the
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field instead of acknowledging it as a legitimate area for investigation. The
principal method of attack by these critics has been to blur or deny the distinc-
tion between the scientific and the popular approaches to psychic phenomena.

Perhaps the most egregious example of dedicated professional criticism of
this field will be found in Chapter 9 of areport titled Enhancing Human Per-
formance by the National Research Council, the principal operating agency of
the U.S. National Academy of Sciences (Druckman & Swets, 1988). Theflaws
in that report have been discussed by Palmer, Honorton, and Utts (1989) and
by McConnell and Clark (1991).

To the list of "enemies" of parapsychology | would have to add afew emi-
nent scientists who, while they do not personally criticize thefield, are willing
to lend their names as sponsors of organized efforts to belittle this kind of re-
search. Elsewhere, | have analyzed in detail these systematic attemptsto deni-
grate parapsychology as afield of science (McConnell, 1987a).

The best way for parapsychol ogiststo respond to the confusion between sci-
entific parapsychology and popular superstition may bein two steps: (1) pre-
sent the familiar idea that superstition is the attempt of uneducated people to
deal with frightening events that they do not understand, and (2) explain that
parapsychologists have found an important reality underlying popular occult
beliefs. Thus, it becomes parapsychology's task to bring about a rapproche-
ment between science and the public by exploring at afundamental level those
natural phenomenathat giveriseto popular occult superstitions.

The Prevalenceaf Psychic Experience

Ordinary people who repeatedly observe extrasensory perception in them-
selves or in close friends cannot help but lose confidence in their scientific
leaders who tell them that ESPisimpossible. Of course, there are many other
areas of science and technology that are alienating the nonscientist. These
range from psychiatry in the courtroom to the radioactive and chemical conta-
mination of our living space. However, among all such gaps between the pre-
tensionsof science and thereality of experience, psychic phenomenaoccupy a
unique place, for they relate to our basic beliefs about ourselves in the uni-
verse.

It has been estimated that more than three-fourths of all Americans have oc-
cult beliefs of one kind or another. Many of these believers are of high socio-
economic status. One remembers, for example, how the wife of former U.S.
President Reagan publicly confirmed that she guided the president's daily
schedule by consulting an astrologer and saw nothing wrong with that. With
occultism pandemic, it will be difficult to correct the occult beliefs of lay per-
sons by education if our scientific leaders cannot draw a distinction between
popular astrology and laboratory extrasensory perception.

If one grants the possibility that psi occurs, one may still remain uncon-
vinced that psi is an important factor in the alienation of the lay public from
science. If psi isweak and difficult to observe in thelaboratory, how much of it
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occurs spontaneously? | would like to propose a startling answer to this ques-
tion.

On the one hand, it is agreed that scientists rarely knowingly experience
spontaneous psi. In my own case, for example, | recall having experienced
identifiable spontaneous ESP only once in my lifetime, and that was of atriv-
ial and scarcely noticeableevent.

On the other hand, after 40 years of conversations with persons who cameto
me because they were annoyed or frightened by their own psychic experi-
ences, | am inclined to believe that spontaneous psi is commonplace among
less analytic peoplein our society. Consequently, | suspect that scientists' ne-
glect of psychic phenomena contributes significantly to the ever-growing gap
between that small minority who believe that their views of reality are ratio-
nally based and the vast mgjority of our citizens who cannot distinguish be-
tween rationality and irrationality and who know only the reality of experi-
ence.

| shall have more to say later about the reality of experience. For the mo-
ment, however, | merely wish to acknowledge that we have no explanation for
this seeming difference between thinkers and feel ers as regards the experience
of psi. Scientists would like to believe that this difference issimply a matter of
who is more likely to deceive himself or herself, a scientist or lay person?
However, it may also be true that scientists actually experience many instances
of ESP which their training leads them to ignore. Or, what | believe is quite
probable, there may be ageneric differencein the psi ability of brains that em-
phasize anal ytic thinking and brains that emphasizefeeling.

If blame must be placed somewhere for the persistence of antagonism be-
tween thinkers and feelers concerning thereality of psi phenomena, | believeit
belongs on the scientists. Whether or not they privately indulge in adivinely-
revealed religious belief, scientists, almost without exception, have declined
to apply the methods of sciencetotherelation of consciousnessto the physical
world.

If one does not believe in thereality of psi, thiskind of talk will be regarded
asfantasy. But if psi occurs, then urgent possibilitiescomeinto view. My point
issimply this: Much hangs upon the question, " Do psi phenomenaoccur?" It is
time that scientific orthodoxy should face this question honestly. Scientists
who are concerned about popular antagonism toward science might do well to
urge support of parapsychological research so that the public can know what to
believeand what isfalse or uncertain, and so that the public's faith in the per-
spicacity of our scientific leaderswill not suffer.

MoreFriendly Enemies

| perceive as a unique and surprising class of "enemies” those parapsychol o-
gists who find themselves unable to make an overall evaluation of the evi-
dence for psi phenomena. They agree that an anticipated but unexplained
anomaly occursrepeatedly under specified laboratory conditions. Y et they say
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that the evidence isinconclusive. If, after one hundred years of research in this
field, prominent parapsychologists, for whatever reasons, take the position
that we do not know if the phenomena occur, who can blame uninformed out-
sidersfor relegating parapsychology to aback burner on the stove of scientific
research? That, of course, iswhere many parapsychologists would like to keep
it. Later in this paper | shall explain why | believe we can justly claim that
thereisno longer areasonable basisfor doubting the reality of at least some psi
effects.

Still another class of enemies of parapsychology, in my opinion, are those
lay persons who apply psi phenomena to make aliving. These include those
psychic healers, psychic finders, and future-tellers who advertise their ser-
vices. These enemies seek publicity and compete with parapsychology for fi-
nancial support even while they draw criticism upon parapsychology from our
scientific leaders, who, for lack of interest, are unable to distinguish between
scientific investigation and preparadigmatic application.

Asadjunct to this classof enemy, | would list those foundation directorsand
private philanthropists who finance applied psi projects with insufficient un-
derstanding of science and no evident feeling for the experimental implica-
tions of what we have already learned in parapsychology. | shall speak later
about the mutual importance of applied and pure research in parapsychology.
First, however, | shall address the question of the adequacy of the proof of psi
phenomena.

The Natureof Scientific Proof

Psi is an anomaly because it is unexpected within the currently dominant
worldview. But psi is more than an observational anomaly. It isevocable and
operationally defined. Psi isthe processin which consciousness directly gath-
ersinformationfrom, or exertsaforce upon, the world outside the human body
without use of the body's sensorimotor mechanisms.

One cannot by logic prove the occurrence of an anomalous operational ly-
defined phenomenon. More specifically, one can never prove by logic that an
unrecognized counter explanation based upon familiar principles does not
exist for any experiment seeming to show psi. To put it briefly, one cannot log-
ically prove nonexistence. | shall come back later to the question of how psi
might be proven to occur.

A perfect experiment would be one that, when reported in the literature,
would be accepted as undeniable proof of the occurrenceof psi. Theonly kind
of undeniable written proof is logical proof. Since we cannot prove psi's oc-
currence by logic, aperfect experiment will not befound in the literature, now
or at any futuretime.

Nevertheless, before they will agree to the unqualified statement that psi
phenomena occur, some parapsychol ogistsand most critics of parapsychology
demand theimpossible, perfect experiment. Or, if it isnot quite perfect, it must
at least be "' repeatable upon demand."
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" Repeatability upon demand" falls under the idea of " predictability"; for
one cannot have theformer without the latter. In science, " predictability™ usu-
ally requires or impliestheory," and ' theory" isaform of " understanding."

Thus, we have four slightly different, but in some circumstances more or
less equivalent, terms: "repeatability upon demand,” " predictability," **theo-
ry," and " understanding."

None of these four conditions is required for proof of the occurrence of a
phenomenon. Astronomers did not have to understand supernovae to be sure
they existed. All that was needed was sufficient observation.

The Observation of ESP

How do we know when there has been sufficient observation to establish the
reality of a phenomenon? Even in astronomy thisis not alogical question, but
amatter for informed judgment.

As to extrasensory perception, there have been spontaneous cases reported
throughout history among all races and cultures, and they are still being report-
ed today. These cases involve both reputed psychics and ordinary people. It
would be unscientific to ignore this evidence. Moreover, by statistical infer-
ence we have reason to believe that for many ordinary people minor instances
of ESP occur at least several timesa month. These instances can be identified
with confidence only in those unusual cases when the facts are so convoluted
that coincidence is not a reasonable counter hypothesis and where the sur-
rounding circumstances accidentally conspireto eliminate logical inference as
an explanation. These conditions are so rare that the actual number of psychic
incidents must be much higher than the number recognizable by a parapsy-
chologist.

Recent and historical records of spontaneous psi make a strong pri mafacie
case for its reality. Nevertheless, one might excuse the skeptics if the matter
rested there, asit did before thefounding in England of the Society for Psychi-
cal Research. In thelast one hundred years and especially inthelast fifty, inthe
laboratory we have observed the extrasensory perception of symbols on hid-
den cards, of pictures concealed at adistance, and of thoughts existing only in
someone's consciousness. We have detected ESPin personsin anormal wake-
ful state, or in hypnotic trance, or dissociated in the Ganzfeld condition, or
dreaming in sleep. We have found laboratory evidence of ESP regardless of
sex, age, intelligence, race, and mental health.

There have been more than athousand psi experiments reported in peer-re-
viewed journals — some of them so carefully done asto beridiculously metic-
ulous (Honorton, 1987; McConnell, 1983b; McConnell and Clark, 1987). It
has been shown by meta-analyses in thelast five years that the overall success
rate in psi experiments cannot be explained by the selection of favorable re-
sultsfor publication and that successis statistically unrelated to quality of ex-
periment.
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Taken separately, any one observation of ESP may have little to contribute
to evidential proof. Taken together, the totality of observationsis, in my judg-
ment, conclusive. | believe that the day will come when, looking backward,
historians will ask, ""How could Twentieth Century scientists have been so
blind asto reject psi?*

Countervailing Probabilities

A crucial question is, of course, how can a multitude of unrelated observa-
tions be combined to tell whether psi occurs? Many yearsago | outlined acon-
ceptual answer to thisquestion (McConnell, 1977). My ideas were not particu-
larly original, but they were carefully organized, and they have never been
disputed. Briefly summarized, my line of argument was this: To decide
whether a phenomenon such as ESP is real, one must subjectively formulate,
compare, and choose between two opposing independent probabilities, one of
which seemsto say that ESP occurs, while the other deniesit.

We may begin asfollows. For each observation of a supposed psychic phe-
nomenon such as ESP we must estimate a subjective probability that the ob-
servation was the result of chance and/or observational mistakes. In making
this estimate, we must lay aside all belief as to whether ESP does or does not
occur. For alaboratory experiment this subjective counterexplanatory proba-
bility (mnemonic: SCEP) might be thought of asthe customary null-hypothsis
chance probability, plus estimated probabilities of fraud and of honest mis-
takes of all kinds. For example, if we judge an experiment to have been well
done by atrustworthy experimenter, we might arrive at a subjective counterex-
planatory probability aslarge asonein ten, even though the calculated chance
probability was as small asonein ten thousand.

By itself, a counterexplanatory probability of onein ten for asingle experi-
ment is not very interesting. However, when such probabilitiesfor all indepen-
dent observations are multiplied together, the resulting overall subjective
probability can be extremely small. This overall probability might be thought
of asthereciprocal of the betting oddsfavoring ESP based upon all of the di-
rect evidence. Thisis thefirst of the two probabilities that must be weighed
against each other.

Of course, one must also takeinto account the indirect evidence. Thiscan be
represented by a second probability, the subjective antecedent probability
(mnemonic: SAP) that ESP might be areal effect. This second probability is
antecedent in the sense that it is derived from generalized experience and be-
lief, including one's exposure to the opinions of others, rather than from ad
hoc study of the phenomenon. Among educated people in our culture, the an-
tecedent probability of ESP is usually quite small because it is based largely
upon two things: (1) the generally adverse opinions of scientists, most of
whom have not studied the evidence (McConnell & Clark, 1991), and (2) as-
sumptions about the nature of ESP that are not supported by thelaboratory ev-
idence. If one adopts the prevailing negative opinion among scientists and if
one has unreal expectations of how ESP would manifest itself if it were to
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occur, one can defend a vanishingly small subjective antecedent probability
for thereality of ESP. This might be thought of as the reciprocal of the betting
odds against ESP based upon theindirect evidence.

By comparing the subjective counterexplanatory probability and the sub-
jective antecedent probability, one can make a subjective decision asto there-
ality of ESP. Thisisnot alogical decision but rather, the kind of practical judg-
ment each of us makes every day in our lives. | want to emphasize that this
kind of weighing of countervailing probabilitiesis something we do every time
we choose any course of action and that our fortunes and our very lives often
depend upon it. On the other hand, only theologians and mathematicians de-
pend upon logical proofs, and their conclusions are always implied by their
starting assumptions.

It isastrangefact that very few competent scientists have used the counter-
vailing probability approach to parapsychology. It is strange because the mere
existenceof these two tiny contradictory probabilities demandsattention. If an
examination using the above principles were widely undertaken, | believe that
scientists, generally, would find themselves agreeing that both extrasensory
perception and psychokinesis have been shown to occur within the epistemo-
logical framework of Western science.

| do not expect skeptical scientists to sit down and numerically estimate in-
tuitive probabilities. That is not the way scientists work. What | would expect
isthat al true scientists would regard parapsychology with an open mind —
remembering that we understand nothing about consciousness as a property of
physical matter, and that quantum mechanics has taught usthat we cannot trust
intuition to tell us the limits of reality. Also, | would expect true scientists to
suspend judgment on the impressions they may have gained from the news
media and from proponents such as me as well asfrom the professional critics
of parapsychology.

That much | would expect of al scientists. | would hope for morefrom afew
scientists who were curious about the role of consciousness in the universe,
who were not overwhelmed by the need to publish or perish in their own spe-
cialty, and who were competent in elementary physics, psychology, and statis-
tics. | would hope that these few scientists would look first at a careful selec-
tion of original experimental papers from the peer-reviewed journals of
parapsychology and then — led by their captured imaginations — would look
at the entire field of evidence, and would thereafter form a subjective judg-
ment asto the probable reality of psi phenomena.'

Thisisthe method of evaluation that | used some forty years ago when | bet
my professional career on the proposition that, beyond all reasonable doubt,
psi phenomena do occur.

Pure VersusApplied Research

| promised earlier to discuss the relative need for pure and applied research
in parapsychology. Let me say to begin with that | am not opposed to seeking
immediate practical applications of psi. The question is one of the relationship
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and relative importance of these two kindsof research. To illuminate this state-
ment, may | turn to another field?

Before the science of chemistry began, physicians for several thousand
years had practiced medicine with a certain degree of success. Nevertheless,
what has happened in the last century in thisfield has dwarfed in importance
all that went before, and has done so because basic research gave us scientific
understanding.

A comparable situation exists with regard to psychic phenomena. Through-
out the ages, psychic persons have offered inspiration and practical assistance
to their fellow humans. Nevertheless, after millenia of applied psi we know
next to nothing scientific about these phenomena beyond the fact of their oc-
currence. Moreover, the ethical teachings of Christ and other celebrated psy-
chics are largely disregarded by the governing elites of the Western world on
the ground that revealed religion contains many contradictions and has no
basis in science. The need for understanding human nature has never been
greater than today, but, if we believe that adirect search for clinically benefi-
cial psi effects will lead to dependable control and to cultural acceptance, |
think we are deluding ourselves.

The search for psi applications can, however, be useful if it points the way
for basic research. Moreover, if it iscarried out as a discipline within the tradi-
tion of Western science, it may yield some level of empirical understanding.
Even so, brute-force empirical research in science is well known to be uncer-
tain and painfully slow.

Speculations

In closing, let me give my own partial vision of the role of experimental
parapsychology asit may affect the future. | shall restrict myself mainly to the
topics of healing and health.

From study of therelevant literature it becameevident to me about a decade
ago that consciousness can affect the body through psychokinesis. To some
parapsychologiststhis has been obvious for a much longer time; while to oth-
ersitis still not obvious at all. Moreover, not only can each of us affect our
own body in this way, but some persons, who have a special gift for healing,
can appreciably affect the body of another person directly by prayer, or sug-
gestion, or whatever you may chooseto call it.

| shall close by offering six speculations, of whose truth I am more or less
convinced, and that may or may not become established after further research.

1. | am convinced by experiments already in theliterature that psychokine-
sisistheessenceof hypnosis and, hence by parsimony, that what theolo-
gians call "prayer” is actually psychokinesis (McConnell, 1983a, pp.
154-177).

2. | have no doubt that in thefuture, even as today, afew people using psy-
chokinesis will experience dramatic healings by themselves or with the
help of others, but evidence from the study of the placebo effect sug-
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gests that these beneficial effects will be only contingently available
and will be available only to aminority unless we achieve basic scientif-
ic understanding of the underlying mental phenomena.

3. 1 would guess that healing by self-hypnosis isa normal process but that
the healing of another person by hypnosis, asin the noncontact "'laying
on of hands", is abnormal in an evolutionary sense. In the same vein, |
infer that one of the challengesin future parapsychology will be to de-
velop techniques by which each of us can accept such external psy-
chokinetic influences as we desire and can reject or defend ourselves
against the psychic evil intentions of others.

4. Since | believe in the reality of psychokinesis, | think it almost certain
that there is a psi component to what orthodox scientists gingerly call
"behavioral medicine." Psychoneuroimmunology has to do with brain-
body mechanisms of healing. The accompanying consciousness-brain
relationship is in the province of parapsychology (Braud, 1990; Mc-
Connell, 1987b, 1987¢).

5. I would urge that we consider the possibility that the technical impor-
tance of parapsychology will derive from the fact that it is devoted to
the study of psychokinesis and extrasensory perception outside the
body, where one can hope to separate variables and to perform simple
experimentsto discover the scientific nature of psi, but that the ultimate
utility of parapsychology will liein the understanding it will give of the
psi processes that occur wthin the human body.

6. And finaly, | am not alone when | hope that great social benefit will
someday follow from parapsychology's relevance to the question,
"What are we?" Do our individual boundaries lie somewhere beyond
our skin? How do we relate to our fellow human beings, and what are
our natural obligations to one another?
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Footnote

'‘Some parapsychological papers published since 1980 that should be of in-
terest to skeptical scientistsare: Alcock (1987); Bem and Honorton (in press);
Braud (1990); Braud and Schlitz (1990); Dunne, Nelson, and Jahn (1988);
Honorton (1985, 1987); Honorton et al. (1990); Honorton and Ferrari (1989);
Honorton, Ferrari, and Bem (1992); Hyman and Honorton (1986); Jahn
(1982); Jahn and Dunne (1986); May, Humphrey, and Hubbard (1980); Mc-
Connell (1983b, 1989); McConnell and Clark, (1987, 1990); Palmer, Honor-
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ton, and Utts (1989); Radin (1988, 1990); Radin and Ferrari (1991); Radin and
Nelson (1989); Rao and Palmer (1987); Schlitz and Gruber (1980, 1981);
Schlitz and Honorton (1992); Schmidt (1981); Schmidt, Morris, and Rudolph
(1986); Utts (1991). Included here are papers by Alcock and Hyman, two of
the most virulent critics of parapsychology in modern times. Papers listed with
an asterisk after the date are meta-analyses especialy useful for surveying the
field. Regarding meta-analysesin general, see Rosenthal (1986). Another 24
papers of substantial evidential significance published between 1965 and 1979
have been listed by McConnell (1983a, pp. 311-323).
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