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Remote Viewing and Computer
Communications—An Experiment

JACQUES VALLEE
1245 Oakmead Parkway, Suite 103, Sunnyvale, C4 94086

Astract — A seriesof remote viewingexperimentswere run with 12 partic-
ipants who communicated through a computer conferencing network.
These partici pants,who werelocated in vari ousregionsof the United States
and Canada, used portableterminalsin their homesand officesto provide
typed descriptionsof 10 mineral samples. Thesesamplesweredivided into
an open seriesand adouble-blind series. A pand of fivejudgeswas askedto
match the remote viewing descriptions against the mineral sampleshby a
percentagescoringsystem. Thecorrect target samplewasidentifiedin 8 out
of 33 cases: thisrepresentsmore than doubl e the pure chance expectation.
Two experienced users provided 20 transcriptsfor which the probability of
achieving the obsarved distribution of the percentage score by chance
was 0.04.

Theseresultsconfirm earlier reportsof successful remote viewing exper-
imentswhileextending them to cases in which participantswerethousands
of miles avay from each other and in which the targets were minerd
samples of potential economic significance, with control of communica
tions provided by a computer network.

Resear ch Questions in Remote Viewing

Among other human parapsychological abilities, the phenomenon of re-
mote viewing has been the subject of intensivestudy in recent yearsbecause
it isamenabl eto standardized experimental protocolsand to formal replica-
tion. Indeed, the pioneeringwork of Hal Puthoff and Russdll Terg (1976) at
the Stanford Research Institute has now been extended and verified by
severd teamsin various partsof theworld (Jahn, R. G., 1982).

Examples of early remote viewing research noted by Puthoff and Targ
(1976) include experimentsperformed by membersof the Society for Psy-
chical Research in London, reported by Sir Oliver Lodgein the 1922 book
Outlined Science(1922). In these experimentsone person kept a record of
impressions, at a certain time each day, of what the other person actually
saw while travelling hundredsof miles avay. These researchersreported a
strikingsimilarity between the descriptionsand the actual sites and they did
not find any decrease of accuracy with increasing distance.

Accordingto Russall Targ and Keith Harary (1984), thefird researcherto
""sethe pattern' of remote viewing phenomenawas Rene Warcollier whose
book Mind to Mind (1963) contained not only actual experiments but a
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14 J. Vallee

theory o "'secondary elaboration” that described the nature of the' mental
noise” interfering with perception of the targets.

In contrast with thisearlier work, in many of the SRI experimentsno one
wasactudly at theste. Theviewer wassmply asked to describe' " the target™
or alocation designated by a certain longitude and latitude.

The observation that human subjects, under certain conditionsof train-
ing and of operational environment, are able to provide accurate descrip-
tionsof remotesitesthat are only designated by an address(such asa set of
coordinates) or by an abstract keyword opens up a series of interesting
questions.

Onewould want to know, in particular, whether or not distancefrom the
steisafactor of success whether sensory deprivationenhancesor hampers
performance; and whether it istrue that group communicationamplifiesor
gimulates remote viewingability. Similarly, it ssemsimportant to establish
whether or not telepathy playsa role in remote viewing; that is, al other
conditions being the same, are the viewers more successful when another
human being has consciousknowledge of the Site or target to be viewed?

Over 10 years ago a series of experiments were designed, executed and
andyzed in order to explore these questions. Our results have only been
published until now in avey terseand summary form (Vadlee, 1981; Vdlee,
Hastings & Askevold, 1976). It may be df interest to membersof the Society
for Scientific Exploration to review how the sess onswere planned and what
was learned from them.

Operationsof the Computer Network

At thetimewhen theinitial SRI remote viewingwork was in progress, the
present author served as principa investigator for DARPA and NSF in the
development of the first tdeconferencing system based on a computer net-
work. Hence we had access to advanced software permitting an arbitrary
number of remote usersto connect themsalvesunder a series of extended
electronic meetings where socid structure could be controlled by a leader
designated as "'Organizer,” and where access could be secured through
keywords

It was thus possible for the firg time to run conferences whose styles
ranged from the very formal (with voting and anonymous polling) to the
completdy open, as in brainstorming sessons. Furthermore, interaction
could be smultaneous, in which case any entry made by any user was
instantaneoudy transmitted to dl others, or delayed, in which case users
could come and go, read the entries that had accumulated, and respond at
their convenience. In thissystem, which has been usad for numerous other
business and scientific gpplications, the files of entries are encrypted in
gorage and cannot be changed once released by the sender.

All' communi cation was typed on terminal sequipped with modems and
connected to the network by locd telephone cadls. The sysem featuresand
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human factors have been described in greater detail by the author in the
book Computer Message Systems(Vallee, 1984).

The availability of thissystem enabled us not only to conduct the first
remote viewing experimentsthat used computer communicationsasa me-
dium, but to document the advantages of this form of group interaction.
Among these advantages we noted the ability to capture unobtrusively the
date, time, duration, and text of every comment, thus gregtly facilitating
monitoring and anaysis; the convenience of having access to the entire
conferenceat any timeof day or night; theability for each viewerto perform
experiments while staying in familiar, comfortable surroundings, rather
than enduring the frustration of tiringtripsto a remotelaboratory;and the
remarkablefeeling of connectednesscreated by the computer network itsalf
—a fedingthat Arthur Hastings hasaptly called "' an atered state of com-
munications.”

Among these factors, the enhanced control and monitoring structure of
the medium is perhapsthe most important at this stlage of remote viewing
research: computer conferencing €liminatesnon-verba and subliminal cues
and placesthe entire group in conditionswhereall communicationscan be
documented without the intervention of a human monitor.

Planning of the Experiments

Having agreed on the principle of the experimentswe secured private
funding and the necessary equipment to enable a group of 12 users to
interact over a four-week period, from mid-June to mid-July 1975. The
formal remote viewing experimentswere scheduled for the period of June
29toJuly 3.

Given the pioneering nature of the work, it was not difficult to enlist the
participation of an enthusiastic and dedicated group of seasoned re-
searchers. Indeed the team included some of the star performersin the SRI
work as well as interested observers located throughout the United States
and Canada. All participantsdonated their personal timeto thiseffort.

The choiceof mineral samplesastargetsfor theseexperimentsisanother
factor that distinguishes thiswork from other remote viewing efforts that
haveconcentrated on geographicsites. Whilethe result of such work isoften
striking, the variability and the ambiguity of terrain, complicated by red-
time changesin weather, makesjudginga very difficult task, open to many
criticismsin terms of protocol. It seemed to the author that it would be
preferable, given the objectivesof thisparticul ar experiment, toselect targets
that were simpler and more essy to standardizethan locationson the earth.

Another advantage we saw in the use of rocks as targets was the undeni-
able economic value of the accurate recognition of mineras by psychic
means, if it could bedemonstrated and perfected. Accordingly wesdected as
thetargetsa set of 11 mineral samples, listed in Table 1 below.

Theremote viewersweretold only that they would be working with rocks
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TABLE!
Minera samplesused astargets

A = Rxe earth sampleof bastnosite and Europium
B = Not used in experiments
C = Vaein filling of galena (slver ore) and quartz
D = PreciousOpal from Virginia Valley, Nevada
E = Gold ore contained in a section of quartz vein
F = Halite(salt crysal) from Nevada
G = Realgar from Utah, aggregated with orpiment
H = Baritefrom Dugway Proving Grounds

| = Cinnabar from Alaska (mercury mineral)

J = MagnetiteframBritish Columbia, strongly magnetic
K = Cobaltite from Alaska (cobalt ore)

from North America. The mineralsthemsalves were selected by the author
and by Gerald Askevold, ageologist with the US Geologica Survey. They
came from the collections of the USGS or from private collections. They
were selected for their uniquenessin termsof composition, origin, physical
properties, or esthetic apped. They had not been polished, cut or otherwise
altered by man after extraction. For security reasonsthe samples remained
in the custody of Mr. Askevold.

After sdlection the rockswere seded in envelopesand the envelopeswere
labdlledfrom A toK (onesample, labdlledas' Bwasnot used). A geologist
who was not a member of the experimenta group wrote a one or two-page
description of each mineral sample, and these descriptions were filed for
later reference. Appendix 2 givesan actual exampleof such adescriptionas
it was made availableto the judges.

The Computer Conference

From June 14 to June 28 the participantsbegan to interact in a seriesof
discussions about current issues in psychic research. The exchanges were
warm and friendly. They enabled the group membersto become comfort-
able with the equipment, the system and with each other.

The formal experiments began on Sunday June 29 and lasted until
Thursday July 3, 1975. They were conducted as follows. Five of the enve-
lopescontai ning sampleswere pulled out at random, and enclosed in larger
blank envelopes. An assistant was then asked to come into the room and,
left alonein the room, to randomizethese unmarked envelopes. They were
then labded " Sunday™ through ** Thursday and congtituted the “double-
blind poal." The remainingsampleswere referred to asthe " open poal."

The experimenta protocol was then conducted as follows Each day at
7:30 am. and 7:30 pm. (Cdiforniatime) a geologis sitting alone at his
home terminal selected any one of the envelopesfrom the " open pool,"”
extracted the sampleand held it in hishand for 30 minutes. At thispoint he
simply announced that the session could begin. Anyoneentering theconfer-




Remote viewing 17

enceduringthis period could volunteer a remote viewing descriptionwhich
was recorded by the computer with a date and time stamp. The entry was
availablein hard copy and could not be edited after it wassent. Thegeologist
closad the sesson by providing a feedback statement about the sample,
which was then removed from the pool.

Each morning we also took the envel ope bearing the name of that day
from the double blind pool. We placed it at a designated office location
where it weas available for remote viewing for eight hours. At that location
the envelope was in full view of the professona and office staff during the
entireday, providing additional security. Any participant coming into the
computer conference during that day could type in a description of the
sample contained insde the double sedled envelope. At the end of the day
the envelope was returned to the geologist, who added it to the'* open pool ™
but provided no feedback for thesetargets.

Remote Viewing Data

Upon completion of the experimentsthe transcript contained 33 descrip-
tions of the 10 samples from six active remote viewers. Thirteen of these
descriptionswere under double blind conditionsand 20 under open condi-
tions. Four specimens had been run both as double blind and as open
targets.

A review of the computer transcript illustratesboth the process and the
product of the experiments, witnessthefollowingdescription by viewer™ B
located in Florida:

| was getting something that looked like a big Malaysian penny for a minute, all
copper/brass, and there suddenly what to my wondering eyesshould appear but a
small donut of quartz crydals like a keyring had fallen into a supersaturated salt
solution over night.

Entry No. 238, thesameday at 7:46 p.m. Thevieweris“S” in New Y ork
City:
| have the impression | could “look™ right through it. My analytical overlay is

providinglotsof alternatives. Damn, wish it would keep till. Crystal, crysd, arysd
ball, glass, crystal dlear crystal.

Entry No. 239, two minutes|ater, the same viewer:

| think I'll settlefor achunk of crysal of somesort, formed by drippingand evapor a-
tion. L ocation by specific state: Northern Nevada?

Indeed, the actual target that inspired these descriptionswasasemi-trans-
parent salt crystal. Thefeedback entry (No. 251), was provided the sameday
at 8:00 pm. by geologist Gerald Askevold in Menlo Park, Caifornia
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Thesample (F)isa beautiful sopecimen of crystallinehalite, which issdt, and in this
amost pureform is practicaly transparent (in fact, looks very much like quartz). It
has beautiful cubic cleavage on part of the sample, and | can see throughit. This
sample wastaken in St. Thomas, Nevada. Haliteisformed from sedimentary eva

porite beds.

In theabove exchange, many of thefamiliar agpectsof remoteviewingare
illustrated. The same istrue in the description of the next target sample
madeby "'B" the next day:

Why do | keep getting greens?| sse a medium size green wedge. | don't Sse a pure
emerad crysta, much asl would liketo. It isflecked, and connected to acoarserock
edging. A non-geologistwould say itisnot metdlic: it looksto melikeit was poured,
a heavy liquid green plagtic (the green becoming blue-green at the edges of the
sample), and if fractured it would bein one clean smooth bresk of glassine purity.

The stone in question wes an opa and the independent geologicd de-
scriptionwehad in our files reed: "*A small and irregularly angular fragment
that is roughly pyramida in shape. Mogt of the specimen isa pae brown,
aphanitic, Sliceousrock with a conchoidal fracture. It iStransected by thin
discontinuousveinlets that are trand ucent and havea play of delicatecolors
including deep green blue and milky white. The specimen was sdected to
represent the material in the veinlets, preciousopd.

These few extracts provide a sense of the richnessand precison o the
descriptionswe obtained. They dso convey the spirit of theexperiments, an
attitude of positiveteam work and an atmosphereof deeptrust. Thepartici-
pants commented frequently on this atmosphere, which they subjectively
felt was conducive to good performance on their part. The realization that
the software effectively bridged timeand spacewasspecidly stimulating. At
times participants from Canada, New York, Horida, and Cdifornia were
making entriesinto the sysem smultaneoudly.

At the end of the conference we were able to retrieve the experimenta
descriptionsand to subject them to aformal judging process.

Statistical Findings

Orf al the phases of the remote viewing process, judging is the most
complex. It calsfor the matching of actual descriptions with aset of known
targets. Such matching isto alarge extent subjective: how can we be sure
that two judgeswill perceivethe same smilaritiesand the sasme differences
when pairing adescription with atarget?

To dleviate this problem the SRI protocol usesa pane of severd judges
who are asked to rank the targets for each description. We modified the
protocol by asking our five judges to assign a''score’” as a probability of
match (rather than a rank) to each description. This percentage score re-
flected the judges certainty of the “match.”
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The judges were professonds. a sociologist, a librarian, an editor, an
administrative assstant and a physicist. They had not taken part in the
experiment and had not read the transcript. They were provided with the
geologist's objective description of the ten rocks and with the 33 remote
viewing statements that had been retyped eliminating any indication of
date, authorshipor experimental conditions. They were dso provided with
the 10 mineral samples.

Thetask of each of the five judges was to independently assgn one or
more probability estimatesto each description, reflecting the match between
that description and every mineral sample. In other words, each judgeinde-
pendently rated each transcript against each of the 10 samplesand assigned
anumerica vaueto thegoodnessof fit in such a way that the sum of dl the
values equaled 100, possibly assigning a non-zero value to the category
"other” if the fit with the given sampleswas felt to be poor. Appendix 3
shows the actual instructions as they appeared in the introduction to the
booklet given to each judge, and Appendix 4 shows an actual transcript
ratingform asit wasfilled out by one of the judges.

When the judging process was completed these numbers were added to
provide a score of possible matches for every one of the 33 descriptions,
resulting in the figures in Table 2, where the top five matches have been
listed for every description. In Table 2 thecircled entriesindicate a correct
match and a number in parentheses gives the aggregate score assgned to
that mineral sample by the pandl.

We seg, for ingtance, that given description #1 the judgesfdt it was most
representative of sample J (with a total score of 134) followed by F and C.
Theactual target was C. In description#3 the judgesoverwhelmingly desig-
nated F asthe best match (scoreof 212) and Fwasindeed the target.

Tofacilitatein-depth analysisof theseresults, Appendix 5 givestheactual
individual figures assigned by each of the independent judgesin our pand,
and Appendix 6 showsthe aggregatefigures, obtained when the ratingswere
summed acrossthe five independent judges.

Theactual target was assgned the highest score (that is, it was' correctly
identified") in 8 out of 33 cases. Thisfrequency is more than doublea pure
chance expectation of 3.3. By chanceit would occur lessthan oncein 100
trids.

For a more detailed analysis, which accounted for the distribution of
percentages among several targets for each description, the percentage
scores were computer processed with the Statistical Package for the Socid
Sciences (SPSS). A one-tailed T-test was usad to determine the probability
that the assigned percentagescoresfor correct and incorrect targetsweredue
to chance.

For dl 33 transcriptsthe probability of achieving the observed distribu-
tion by chance was0.08. For the 20 transcripts provided by the two most
experienced viewersin the group, the T-test indicated a 0.04 probability
score. In fact, the resultsfor the whole group are due entirely to these two
""mogt experienced” viewers.
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TABLE2

Anaysisresults(Correct matches are circled)

Panel Selection and ScoresAmong

Remote Description the 10 Possible Targets

Actual

Open/ Best 2nd 3d 4th 5th Target

No. Blind Author Match Match Match Match  Match Was
1 Open s J134)  F(60) G@44)  D(0) c
2 Open H A(100)  1(60) F(52)  H(50) C
3 Blind s G(50) C(10) D(10)  H(10) F
4 Open s J(100)  E(76) F(55)  K(30) A(10) G
5  Blind H K(70)  H(62)  G(60) D
6  Blind B 3(10) D
7 Blind T A(205)  1(90) G(80) D
8  Blind s 1210)  3(40) D
9  Open H H(150) F(70)  J50)  C(20) I
10 Open s D(50)  J(50) K(50) E@48)  C(30) I
1 Open B DE30)  CR0)  H(20) 1
12 Open H F(35) D(17) E
13 Open B F(188) E
14 Blind B K(110) D(6)  J(30) H
15  Blind H A(180) D(10)  F(10) H
16 Blind T H
17 Open B oo F
18 Open S D(120) 1(20) F
19  Open S G104y cuooy (84 J
20 Qpen H F30)  K@0) D) J
21 Open B 1(50) D(30)  A(10)  C(10) 3
22 Blind B H(62) K
23 Blind H D(52)  G(10) K
24 Blind Ba Cu@0)  D(14)  J(10) K
25  Open B 3(10) D
% Open V. X80) D
27 Open H E5  FG)  KQ D
28 Open B D(126) H
29  Open H D(222)  F(10) H
30 Open s Js8)  C(30) A(10)  1(10) H
3 Blind H H(32)  EG30)  G(0)  K6) A
32  Blind B c130)  G(124) A
Open B 1(60) D(6)  J15)  K(6) A
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L essons Or awn From the Experiment

We were encouraged by the results of this experiment. Accurate and
significant remote perception occurred under test conditionsthat placed the
most successful participants 2,500 miles avay from the targets. Also of
interest is the result that the **double blind" and the "open™ conditions
provided equally correct descriptions, suggesting that the ability under study
aso functions on information not known to others. The computer confer-
encesystem dlowed control of the test conditions, with complete recording
of al messagesamong participants.

About two-thirds of the transcripts contained descriptive e ements that
corresponded with the correct target specimen, but often these were mixed
with non-corresponding elements, and it was not possible to reduce the
information to a coherent single identification. The characteristics most
often identified correctly were the color of the sample, the shape, relative
weight, presence of crystas, type of materia (for instance, metalic), and
geologicd formation process (for instance, volcanic).

Attemptsto specify location were usudly in error aswere descriptions of
the sze of the samples and their exact substance. In particular we were
disappointed that the sample of europium (A) had been missed by the
viewers, this particular target came from a unique minein Mountain Pass,
Cdlifornia, that hasthe potentia of corneringthe world'srare earth market.
A unigue location could thereforehave been provided. We weredso disap
pointed that the magnetic propertiesof sampleJ had not comethrough. We
do not know if these patternsare dueto the participantsor to the nature of
theinformation transfer process, or to insufficient structuring of our experi-
ments. We suggest that further studies should sdect targets that are eesily
discriminated (i.e., widdy different) along the' most perceived character-
igics. In order to stimulate such studies, and to facilitate replication, a
formal Protocol isattached here as Appendix 1.

The fact that severd of the specimens were composite and contained
mixed materials made this an especidly complex (though redigtic) test
situation, perhaps more demanding than the conditionsthat prevailedin the
SRI studies, at least for non-geologists. Our results tend to validate Puthoff
and Targ’s experiments and strongly indicate that remote viewing tech-
niquesare deserving of further scientific attention.
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Appendix 1

A 17-Step Protocol for Remote Viewing Experiments

Thisforma Protocol employs computer-based communications media
capable of supporting message exchange either in synchronous (smulta-
neous) manner or in asynchronous (delayed) manner among a geographi-
cdly disseminated group of users The system must capture uniquely and
unobtrusively the name of the sender and the date and time of a message,
and it must preclude editing once an entry is made.

Step 1. A seriesof 10 to 12 minera samplesare sdected by two principa
investigators. They have smilar characteristicsin termsof bulk, such that
they can fit in astandard |etter-size mailingenvel ope. It isadvisableto select
afenv more samplesthan actualy required.

Step 2. An independent geologist writes a one-page statement covering the
appearance, dengty, composition, history and physical properties of the
samples. Thesestatementsareset asidein a secure placefor later use by the

judges pand..

Step 3. The principa investigatorsenclose the samplesin sedled envelopes
labelled with | ettersof thea phabet for uniquedesignation. Thisdesignation
iskept confidential.

Step 4. The samples are divided arbitrarily into an "open pool" and a
"*double-blind poal, each pool composed of five or Sx samples. The sdlec-
tion is made by someone who has not seen the samplesand only hasaccess
to the envelopes, which are of similar bulk and weight.

Sep 5. The "double-blind podl™ is randomized as fdlows the envelopes
containing the samples are placed inside larger, unmarked envel opes that
are left on a table by the experimenters together with a marker pen. The
investigatorsleave the room. A person who has no knowledgeaof the experi-
ment and is not intended to be either a subject or a judge is sent into the
room under supervision by another independent person, with instructions
to move the envelopesaround in any order and then to write on them the
names of the days of the week.

Sep 6. One of the principal investigatorstakes custody of the** open pool**
whilethe other takescustody of the ** double-blind poadl.™
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Step7. Agroupof viewersin remotelocationshas been selected. Thisgroup
istrained in the use of the computer syslem and briefed on the following
process (steps 8 through 11). They are told that their task isto provide a
description of mineral samplesthat have not been refined or processed. The
experimentsextend over a specificfive-day period.

Sep 8. On each day of the experiments, at a designated time (such as 8:00
am.) the" open pool** experimenter logson to the system, makeshisor her
presence known to the group, opensany envelopeat random and takesthe
samplein hand for 30 minutes, declaringsimply the sesson hasbegun. Any
viewer who choosesto provideadescriptionduring thistime periodisfree to
doso. Descriptionsso entered are seen by anyonewho islogged on. At the
end of the 30-minute period the principal investigator typesin a ' feedback"™
statement describingthe samplein hisor her own words.

Sep 9. The same procedure is repeated with a new sample at a fixed,
predesignatedtime at the end of the day—for instanceat 8:00 p.m.

Sep 10. Aso on each day of the experiments, the**blind pool* investigator
takes the large envelope marked with the name of that particular day and
placesit in a designated location (such as *'on the meta tray next to my
termina). He or she makesan entry into the syslem announcingthat the
"target” isavailable. Anyoneloggingin at any timeduring theday isfree to
providea description of the sample contained in the envelope.

No feedback is provided. At the end of the day the envelopeis removed
and turned over to the second investigator, who extractsthe small envelope
from the large oneand addsit to his'* open podl."

Sep 11. At theend of the last day of the experimentsfeedback statements
are provided for dl “blind pool** targetsand the viewer group is disbanded.

Sep 12. A pand of judges is assembled. The panel is composed of five
personswho have experience, either fiom professional practiceor personal
background, in usng judgment in qualitative decisons. They are open-
minded about psychic abilities, without being strongly committed to any
particular theory about such abilities. They do not know the viewers per-
sondlly.

Sep13. Al viewer statementsare retyped from the computer transcriptin a
standard format with names and dates removed. These anonymous State-
mentsare aso randomized and are turned over to the pand of judges who
are provided with al mineral samplesand the independent geologist's prior
descriptions. Thejudgesare not given the “feedback™ statementswritten by
the experimenters, which were written after the fact and may therefore be
biased.

S ep 14. Taking each viewer statement in turn, it isthetask of an individua
judge to assgn to each mineral sample a rating "'score” representing its




24 J. Vallee

percelved match with respect to that particul ar statement. The scoresfor the
given statement must add up to 100. For instance, the judge may fed that
the statement matches sample “E” perfectly, giving a 100 score to E and
zeroto all others. Alternatively, the 100 pointsmight be spread among two
or more samplesand a category cdled ' other.” The scoresare turned over
to the principa investigators.

Step 15. For each viewer statement, the scores are added together and the
five best matchesareretainedto provideasummary tablesimilarto Table2.

Step 16. Using standard, widely-available computer software such as the
SPSSpackage, one usesa one-tailed T-test to determinethe probability that
the assigned scoresfor correct and incorrect targetsare due to chance.

Step 17. It is then possible to go back over the set of experiments and
examine the results obtained separately for the open and blind pools, for
specifictargets, distance, or physica characteristics,and for specific viewers,
thus providinginformation to guide future experiments.

Note. The same protocol would naturally apply, with minor adaptation, to
any collection of similar objects. It is not restricted to mineral samples.

Appendix 2

Example of Independent Geological Description

Specimen A—Locdity: Mountain Pass, California (southern California
near Nevada border)

General Appearance

The specimen isasomewhat flat, angular fragment (8 X 7 X 2cm.) that is
splotchy pale red, moderate pink, and light brownish-gray in color. It isa
rock composed of several non-metallic mineras, the most conspicuous
formsmoderate pink crystalsto 2 cm. acrossscattered through thespecimen
and in thin veinlets (bastnosite). These crystds are only moderately well-
formed and have many irregular boundaries. It islight in dengity.

Mineralogy

The specimen containsthe rare mineral bastnosite—a fluorcarbonate of
the rare earth elementsand isespecidly rich in cerium, lanthanum, reody-
mium, and praseodymium. Europium isa minor constituent.

Occurrence and Use

Europiumis usad in color televisons.
The specimen comes from a unique mineral occurrence at Mountain
Pass, Cdifornia. Here bastnosite occurs in cartherote-rich veins that are
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gpatialy and geneticdly related to a potash-rich intrusive shankinite-syenite
complex. Other mineralscommonly associated with it are cacite, dolomite,
ankerite, and siderite.

Thissingle mine hasthe potentia to comer theworld's rareearth market.

Appendix 3

Actual Instructionsto Judges

This booklet contains ten target descriptions, labeled A through K (sam-
ple B was not used), printed on ydlow sheetsand providinga photograph of
each sampletogether with an accuratesummary of its propertieswritten by
a geologist not associated with the experiments. Read these target descrip-
tionsfird.

It dso0 contains 33 unlabeled verbd ' remote perceptions'” of thesetargets
by a team of experimenters(pink sheets numbered 1 to 33). Your task isto
match each remote perception of the experimentersagaingt the 10 targets.

We would like you to find what you would consider the best match for
each of the descriptions. Y our matcheswill be expressed in termsof proba:
bilities, and for this purpose we have provided a list of the samples, in the
margin of each remote perception, in order for you to allocate percentages
to possiblechoices. A category cdled ™ other™" has been provided and should
be used when the remote perception does not match wel with any of the
samplessuch that the sum of all percentagesall ocated to samplesA through
K addsup to lessthan one hundred.

Another way to think of thisassgnmentis If you had to bet the sum of
$100 on agiven remote perception correspondingto the ten target samples,
how much money would you be willing to bet and how much would you
place on each letter?

Thank you for helping us in analyzingthisexperiment.

Appendix 4

Exampleof Actual Judge's Response For a Given Transcript

Remote Perception No. 6 Percentage Allocated to:

Black shiny hardness, likea crysad A
of obsidian projecting from more C
basic coarse rock. A strongsenseof D
this two-naturedness, two definitdly E
F
G
H

70

different agpects to the one sample.
The polished part looks like a min-
iature black Washington Monu-
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ment, except Sx or eight-sided, with |

Remote Perception No. 6

J. Vallee
Percentage Allocated to:

apyramidal point at theend. About J 10
4-5 inches long. Comes from Cen- K
tral New Mexico. Other
Total: 100
Appendix 5

Results From Individual Judges

Target Sample
P Individual Rating of Transcripts
Description Hand Double
No. Author Held  Blind Judge | Judge 2 Judge3 Judge 4 Judge 5
1 24G +24) 30D + 50J 50C + 50J IOH + 105 60F + 20G + 201
2 H 12F + 40H 40C + 201 + 40J  100A 25E SC + 40F + 5G
+ 104 + 401
3 S SUN(F) 12F 70F+ 10H 100F 20F 10C+ 10D + IOF
+ 50G
4 S G 6E+40) 10A+10C+5F 30K 20E + MF 10D + SOE + 30F
+ 60J
H H MON (D) 2H 50H 70K 60G + 101
6 B MON (D) 24D 90D 100D 70D+ 1Q)
7 T MON (D) MA 701 100A 75A 80G + 201
8 S MON (D) 301 0 1001 501 + 40J
9 H 1 40H 70F 100H 10H 20C + 501
10 S 1 28E+2F 50D+ 20F 30C + 20E + 50K saJ
1 B 1 20C+ 481 30D 1001 20H *+ 601
12 H E 12D 5D + 45F ME
13 B E 8F 100F 10F 70F
14 B TUE(H) 6D 305 100K 10K 50D
15 H TUE(H) 20A 60A 100A 10D + 10F
16 S TUE(H) 6H 100H 60H
17 B F 30F 60F 100D
18 S F 86F 40D+ 201 , 100F 10D + 40F 70D + 20F
19 S 3 24G+ 243 608 100C 80G
20 H J 6D 10K 10F 20F+ ICK
21 B J 6J 10A + 10C 20D 105 401+ 403
+ 10D + 101
2 B WED(K) 12H 50H
23 H WED(K) 12D 10D + 10G 30D
24 Ba WED(K) 4D 10D + 10J 40C
25 B D 12D 10D 10J 50D
26 \ D 30J 25D 505
27 H D 2K SD + 5E + 5F 50D
28 B H 36D 40D 10D 40D
29 H H 52D 40D 100D 20D 10D + 10F
30 S H 12H + 18] 10A + 101 + 10K ICH 301 30D + 10]
31 H THU (A) 12H+6l 20H 30E + 10G
32 B THU (A) 24G 30C 100C 4G 60G
33 B A 6D + 6K 10D+ 15J 601
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Appendix 6

Resultsfor JudgesPanel asa Whole

Target Sample Aggregate Panel Results for Specimen
Dexription Hand Double
No. Author Held Blind A C D E F G H | J K
1 S C 50 30 60 44 10 20 134
2 H C 100 45 25 52 5 50 60 40
3 S SUN (F) 10 10 212 50 10
4 S G 10 10 10 76 55 100 30
5 H MON (D) 60 62 70
6 B MON (D) 284 10
7 T MON(D) 205 80 90
8 S MON (D) 210 40
9 H | 20 70 150 50
10 S | Ko} 50 48 22 50 50
11 B | 20 D 20 208
12 H E 17 20 45
13 B E 188
14 B TUE (H) 56 30 100
15 H TIJE(H) 180 10 10
16 S TUE (H) 166
17 B F 100 R0
18 S F 120 246 20
19 S J 100 104 84
20 H J 6 0 20
21 B J 10 10 30 50 56
2 B WED (K) 62
23 H WED (K) 52 10
24 Ba WED (K) 40 14 10
25 B D : 72 10
26 \Y D 25 80
27 H D 55 5 5 2
28 B H 126
29 H H 222 10
0 S H 10 30 2 10 58 10
3l H THU (A) 30 0 X 6
K7J B THU (A) 130 124
33 B A 16 60 15 6




