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32 HOW NOT TO TEST A PSYCHIC Pord 5 T pamak

presence, and those PS made at home. During the first session, PS made
250 calls in MRs presence, obtaining 162 hits for a score of 162/250 = .64+,
Here is one possible scenario:

PS selected four parcels on which to make ten identical calls, and
four others on which to make nine identical calls. Later, at home, he adjusted
cards in the eight packets so that all 40 + 36 = 76 calls were hits. (Actually.
he need adjust only about half of the eight cards—the ones on which he
was unlucky.) Of the remaining 250 - 76 = 174, he could expect about half
of them, 87, to be hits. Thus his expectation for the session would be
76 + 87 = 163 hits, for a score of 163/250 = .65+. There is no problem
about raising his score a comparable amount in the 250 calls made on
the same set of parcels at home because he would know the colors of
eight cards.

Similar scenarios are easy to devise for the other three sets of packets
that would not only explain the percentage of hits but also account for
the ways in which ten consecutive calls were split throughout the experi-
ment. Note that if PS selected four packets in each set of 25 parcels for
a 10-0 split of calls, and repeated this split on the same four when he
recorded calls at home, it would produce 8 x 10 = 40 cases of 10-0 splits.
This is just what we are told actually occurred,

Of course there are dozens of different procedures PS could have fol-
lowed to generate the results given by the published charts, and there i
O way we can ever know precisely what happened. However, two conclu-
sions are obvious, By concentrating large numbers of identical calls on
a small number of packets, PS could easily have obtained his recorded
scores, and of course the procedure would also account for the fantastically
strong focusing effect.

As the testing of PS continued, experimenters slowly became aware
of the importance of labeling all parts of the test materials as well as impos-
ing better controls—above all of not allowing PS to make calls when h
was unsupervised. In the next chapter we shall see how MR and JGP
conducted what they considered a more carefully designed test intended]
to confirm the results of the badly flawed experiment just described.

Before going on to this, however, it is worth mentioning that in Mas:
1962 PS was tested (I do not know where) by H. N. Banerjee, presumabh
a parapsychologist from India. My information on this rests entirgly oz
a footnote in MR’s 1965 monograph (part 3, p. 18). He says he is nos
including details in his monograph because Banerjee worked alone witt:
PS. The results, he says, were given in Five Years Report of Seth Sohan
Lal Memorial Institute of Farapsychology, wherever that is, 1963, pags
42. 1 have not tried to run down this report, and can only repeat MR:
assertion that out of 1,000 calls on white/ green cards PS made 781 hits.
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