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ABSTRACT: The ex is tence of psi—anom a lous pro cesses of in for ma tion trans fer such as
te lep a thy or clair voy ance—con tin ues to be con tro ver sial. Ear lier meta-analyses of stud ies
us ing the ganzfeld pro ce dure ap peared to pro vide replicable ev i dence for psi (D. J. Bem &
C. Honorton, 1994), but a fol low-up meta-analysis of 30 more re cent ganzfeld stud ies did
not (J. Mil ton & R. Wise man, 1999). When 10 new stud ies pub lished af ter the
Mil ton–Wise man cut off date are added to their da ta base, the over all ganzfeld ef fect again
be comes sig nif i cant, but the mean ef fect size is still smaller than those from the orig i nal
stud ies. Rat ings of all 40 stud ies by 3 in de pend ent rat ers re veal that the ef fect size achieved
by a rep li ca tion is sig nif i cantly cor re lated with the de gree to which it ad hered to the
stan dard ganzfeld pro to col. Stan dard rep li ca tions yield sig nif i cant ef fect sizes com pa ra ble
with those ob tained in the past.

The term psi de notes anom a lous pro cesses of in for ma tion trans fer
such as te lep a thy and other forms of ex tra sen sory per cep tion that are
cur rently un ex plained in terms of known phys i cal or bi o log i cal mech a -
nisms. The ques tion of whether psi ac tu ally ex ists con tin ues to be con tro -
ver sial. In 1994, Bem and Honorton sum ma rized meta-analyses of ap -
prox i mately 50 stud ies from 10 sep a rate lab o ra to ries that ap peared to
pro vide replicable ev i dence for psi us ing an ex per i men tal pro to col
known as the ganzfeld pro ce dure.

In most stud ies us ing the ganzfeld pro ce dure, two par tic i pants—a
“sender” and a “re ceiver”—are se ques tered in sep a rate, acous ti cally iso -
lated rooms. For ap prox i mately 30 min, the sender con cen trates on a
ran domly se lected stim u lus tar get, for ex am ple, an art print, a pho to -
graph, or a brief vid eo taped se quence. Dur ing the same pe riod, the re -
ceiver is im mersed in a mild form of per cep tual iso la tion called the
ganzfeld (to tal field) while pro vid ing a con tin u ous ver bal re port of his or
her on go ing thoughts, feel ings, and im ages. At the com ple tion of the
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ganzfeld pe riod, the re ceiver is shown sev eral stim uli (usu ally four) and,
with out know ing which stim u lus was the tar get, is asked to rate the de gree 
to which each matches the thoughts, feel ings, and im ages ex pe ri enced
dur ing the ganzfeld pe riod. If the re ceiver as signs the high est rat ing to
the tar get stim u lus, it is scored as a hit. Thus, if the ex per i ment uses judg -
ing sets con tain ing four stim uli (the tar get and three de coys or con trol
stim uli), the hit rate ex pected by chance is 25%.1

In their ar ti cle, Bem and Honorton (1994) re ported a hit rate of 35%
(p < 10–9) for 28 ganzfeld stud ies con ducted be tween 1974 and 1981 and a
hit rate of 32% (p = .0008) for 10 com puter-controlled (“autoganzfeld”)
stud ies con ducted be tween 1983 and 1989 that had been spe cif i cally de -
signed to elim i nate meth od olog i cal flaws iden ti fied in some of the ear lier
stud ies.

More re cently, Mil ton and Wise man (1999) pub lished a fol low-up
meta-analysis of 30 ad di tional ganzfeld stud ies that had been con ducted
from 1987 through 1997. They con cluded that these stud ies did not yield
an over all sig nif i cant ef fect, thereby call ing into ques tion the replicability 
of the ganzfeld pro ce dure (see Storm & Ertel, 2001, for a cri tique of that
meta-analysis). Mil ton sub se quently or ga nized and ini ti ated an Internet
de bate of the ganzfeld re search, a de bate that was ed ited for pub li ca tion
by Schmeidler and Edge (1999). In her own con tri bu tion to that de bate,
Mil ton (1999) noted that when rep li ca tions pub lished af ter the Mil -
ton–Wise man cut off date are added to the da ta base, the ac cu mu lated
stud ies do, in fact, achieve sta tis ti cal sig nif i cance. Even so, how ever, the
mean ef fect size of these more re cent stud ies is still sig nif i cantly smaller
than those re ported by Bem and Honorton for the two ear lier da ta bases.

The z scores of the stud ies in the Mil ton–Wise man da ta base are sig nif i -
cantly het er o ge neous, and one of the ob ser va tions made dur ing the on line 
de bate was that sev eral stud ies con trib ut ing neg a tive z scores to the anal y sis 
had used pro ce dures that de vi ated mark edly from the stan dard ganzfeld
pro to col. Such a de vel op ment is nei ther bad nor un ex pected. Many psi re -
search ers be lieve that the re li abil ity of the ba sic pro ce dure is suf fi ciently
well es tab lished to war rant us ing it as a tool for the fur ther ex plo ra tion of
psi. Thus, rather than con tin u ing to con duct ex act rep li ca tions, they have
been mod i fy ing the pro ce dure and ex tend ing it into un known ter ri tory.
Not un ex pect edly, such de vi a tions from ex act rep li ca tion are at in creased
risk for fail ure. For ex am ple, rather than us ing vi sual stim uli, Willin
(1996a, 1996b) mod i fied the ganzfeld pro ce dure to test whether send ers
could com mu ni cate mu si cal tar gets to re ceiv ers. They could not. When
such stud ies are thrown into an un dif fer en ti ated meta-analysis, the over all
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ef fect size is thereby re duced and, per versely, the ganzfeld pro ce dure be -
comes a vic tim of its own suc cess.

In the pres ent study, we sought to test this ex pla na tion for the ap par -
ent de cline in ganzfeld ef fect sizes. Three in de pend ent rat ers un fa mil iar
with the re cent ganzfeld stud ies and un in formed as to the stud ies’ out -
comes rated the de gree to which each of the re cent stud ies de vi ated from
the stan dard ganzfeld pro to col. The da ta base was then re ex am ined to test
the hy poth e sis that ef fect sizes are pos i tively cor re lated with the de gree to
which the ex per i men tal pro ce dures ad here to the stan dard pro to col.

Method

Studies In cluded in the Anal y sis

In ad di tion to the 30 stud ies an a lyzed by Mil ton and Wise man (1999),
an ad di tional 10 stud ies were lo cated by ex am in ing the six ma jor pub li ca -
tion out lets for parapsychological re search. Many of these stud ies had been
com pleted but not yet pub lished prior to the cut off date set by Mil ton and
Wise man for their meta-analysis. Fol low ing Mil ton and Wise man, we treated
sep a rate ex per i men tal se ries within a given re port sep a rately but not ex per i -
men tal con di tions within a given se ries. Two stud ies in the Mil ton–Wise man
sam ple that were orig i nally re ported in the Parapsychological As so ci a tion’s
Pro ceed ings of Pres ented Pa pers were re placed by their pub lished re ports in ar -
chi val jour nals. These sub sti tu tions did not af fect the sta tis ti cal out comes re -
ported by Mil ton and Wise man for these stud ies. Ta ble 1 lists all 40 stud ies,
with the 10 new stud ies iden ti fied by as ter isks. 

Raters

Three ad vanced grad u ate stu dents in psy chol ogy at Cor nell Uni ver -
sity were re cruited by the first au thor to serve as rat ers. All have had con -
sid er able ex pe ri ence de sign ing and con duct ing lab o ra tory ex per i ments
in so cial psy chol ogy. Their prior fa mil iar ity with the ganzfeld pro ce dure
was lim ited to hav ing read Bem and Honorton’s (1994) ar ti cle or hav ing
heard Bem pres ent the in for ma tion from that same ar ti cle in a col lo -
quium or lec ture. They were not ac quainted with any of the 40 sub se -
quent stud ies they were asked to rate.

Rat ing Ma te rials

The method sec tions for the 40 stud ies to be rated were first ed ited to 
elim i nate all ar ti cle ti tles, au thors, hy poth e ses, ref er ences to re sults of
other ex per i ments in the sam ple, and de scrip tions of psy cho log i cal tests
(ex cept those given dur ing the ganzfeld or used for par tic i pant se lec -
tion). The ed ited method sec tions were then pho to cop ied and as sem -
bled into judg ing pack ets.
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Ta ble 1

Num ber of Trials, z Score, Ef fect Size (ES), Hit Rate, and

Standardness Rat ing for Each Study in the Up dated Ganzfeld

Da ta base (Ar ranged in Or der of De creasing Standardness)

Study Trials z
score

ES Hit
rate %

Stan
dard
ness

 Bierman et al. (1993) - Se ries I 50 0.03 0.00 26.0 7.00
 Bierman et al. (1993) - Se ries II 50 –0.30 –0.04 24.0 7.00
 Broughton & Al ex an der (1997) - 50 –0.30 –0.04 24.0 7.00

First Timers Se ries 1a

 Broughton & Al ex an der (1997) 50 –1.33 –0.19 8.0 7.00
First Timers Se ries 2a

 Broughton & Al ex an der (1997) - 51 1.81 0.25 37.3 7.00
Emo tionally Close Se riesa

 Dal ton (1994) 29 1.76 0.33 41.4 7.00
*Dal ton (1997) 128 5.20 0.46 46.9 7.00
 Mor ris et al. (1993) - 

 Cunningham Study 32 1.78 0.31 40.6 7.00
*Al ex an der & Broughton (1999) 50 1.60 0.23 36.0 6.67
 Broughton & Al ex an der (1997) a - 50 –0.64 –0.09 22.0 6.67

Clair voy ance Se ries
 Broughton & Al ex an der (1997) a - 8 0.46 0.16 37.5 6.67

Gen eral Se ries
 Kanthamani & Broughton (1994) - 40 –0.91 –0.14 20.0 6.67

Se ries 3
 Kanthamani & Broughton (1994) - 65 2.01 0.25 36.9 6.67

Se ries 4
 Parker et al. (1997) - Study 2b 30 1.25 0.23 36.7 6.67
 Parker et al. (1997) - Study 3b

30 1.25 0.23 36.7 6.67
*Parker & Westerlund (1998) - 30 2.40 0.44 46.7 6.67

Study 4
*Parker & Westerlund (1998) - 30 1.25 0.23 36.7 6.67

Study 5
 Kanthamani & Palmer (1993) 22 –2.17 –0.46 9.1 6.33
 Mor ris et al. (1995) 97 1.67 0.17 33.0 6.33
 Kanthamani & Broughton (1994) - 50 0.03 0.00 26.0 6.00

Se ries 8 
 Mor ris et al. (1993) - 32 –0.17 –0.03 25.0 6.00

McAlpine Study
 Stan ford & Frank (1991) 58 –1.24 –0.16 19.0d 5.67
 Kanthamani & Broughton (1994) - 46 0.03 0.00 26.1 5.33

Se ries 7
 McDonough et al. (1994) 20 1.02 0.23 30.0 5.33
 Parker et al. (1997) - Study 1b 30 –0.83 –0.15 20.0 5.33
 Wil liams et al. (1994) 42 –2.30 –0.35 11.9 5.33
*Wezelman et al. (1997) 32 2.15 0.38 43.8 4.67
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 Bierman (1995) - Se ries III 40 1.94 0.31 40.0 4.33
 Bierman (1995) - Se ries IV 36 1.33 0.22 36.1 4.33
*Symmons & Mor ris (1997) 51 2.97 0.42 45.1 4.00
*Wezelman & Bierman (1997) - 32 –1.45 –0.26 15.6 4.00

Se ries IV 
 Kanthamani & Khilji (1990) - 40 0.52 0.08 30.0 d .67

Se ries 6bc 
 Kanthamani & Broughton (1992) - 20 –0.46 –0.10 25.0 d 3.33

Se ries 6ac 
*Parker & Westerlund (1998) - 30 –0.49 –0.09 23.0 d 3.33

Se rial Study
*Wezelman & Bierman (1997) - 40 –0.91 –0.14 20.0 3.00

Se ries V
*Wezelman & Bierman (1997) - 40 –0.15 –0.02 25.0 3.00

Se ries VI
 Kanthamani et al. (1988) - 4 0.22 0.11 50.0 2.67

Se ries 5ac

 Kanthamani et al. (1988) - 10 –2.06 –0.65 10.0d 2.67
Se ries 5bc 

 Willin (1996a) 100 –0.33 –0.03 24.0 1.33
 Willin (1996b) 16 –0.24 –0.06 25.0 1.33
Note: As ter isks de note stud ies added to Mil ton and Wise man (1999).
aCited as Broughton and Al ex an der (1996) in Mil ton and Wise man (1999).
bCited as Johansson and Parker (1995) in Mil ton and Wise man (1999).
cSe ries sum ma rized and num bered in Kanthamani and Broughton (1994).
dHit rate not re ported. Es ti mated from z score.

Be cause there were four in stances in which the meth ods were iden ti -
cal for two sep a rate se ries, there were only 36 sep a rate method sec tions for
the 40 stud ies. Also, be cause some method sec tions re ferred back to the
method sec tions of pre vi ous se ries in the same ar ti cle, some se ries were
bun dled to gether, cre at ing 20 sep a rate pack ets con tain ing the 36 method
sec tions. An as sis tant not oth er wise in volved in the study as signed code
num bers to each method sec tion and then ran domly or dered the se -
quence of 20 pack ets dif fer ently for each rater. The cod ing pro ce dure en -
abled us to ex am ine the re li abil ity and dis tri bu tion of rat ings while re main -
ing blind to which rat ings were as signed to which stud ies.

A rat ing sheet was sta pled to the front of each method sec tion. It con -
sisted of a 7-point scale with 1 = stan dard and 7 = non stan dard. For pur poses
of ex po si tion, we sub tracted each rat ing from 8 so that higher rat ings
would cor re spond to greater ad her ence to the stan dard ganzfeld pro to col. 
Blank spaces un der neath the scale per mit ted the rat ers to spec ify the
meth od olog i cal de vi a tions that in flu enced their rat ings.

Rat ing In struc tions 

The Internet de bate im plied that para psy chol o gists ac tively in volved
in ganzfeld re search would be un likely to agree on a sin gle def i ni tion of 
the stan dard ganzfeld pro ce dure. Rather than pro vide our own ad hoc
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def i ni tion, we had the rat ers read the gen eral de scrip tion from the sec -
tion la beled “The Ganzfeld Pro ce dure” in Bem and Honorton’s (1994,
pp. 5–6) re port as well as most of the de tailed method sec tion de scrib ing
the com puter-controlled autoganzfeld pro ce dure used in Honorton’s
Psychophysical Re search Lab o ra tories (PRL) pub lished in the Jour nal of
Para psy chol ogy (Honorton et al., 1990, pp. 102–110). They were fur ther
in structed that the Bem–Honorton de scrip tion

spec i fies the main in gre di ents of the stan dard ganzfeld method,
and these el e ments must be in cluded in any ganzfeld pro ce dure
if it is to be con sid ered purely stan dard. You will note that for a
few pro ce dural el e ments the sec tion says that they are used “most 
of ten,” “typ i cally,” or some thing to that ef fect. In these in stances,
the op po site pro ce dure can still be con sid ered stan dard. For ex -
am ple, the page states that “most of ten” the pro ce dure in cludes
a sender (te lep a thy). How ever, the mi nor ity of stud ies that did
not use a sender (clair voy ance) can still be con sid ered stan dard.
De vi ant el e ments can ei ther be sub sti tutes for stan dard el e ments 
or ad di tions to them.

With re gard to the PRL autoganzfeld pro ce dure, the rat ers were told
that the ex per i ments 

need not con form to all the de tails of this pro to col to be con sid -
ered stan dard, but pro ce dures cited in this sec tion should not be
con sid ered non-standard if they are in cor po rated in the stud ies
you will be rat ing. (Note: One fea ture of the PRL ex per i ment not 
men tioned in its meth od olog i cal de scrip tion is that the ex per i -
menter, while still blind to the tar get, some times helped the sub -
ject do the judg ing.)

You should take note of au thors’ dec la ra tions that their pro ce -
dures were stan dard or non-standard, but you are not bound by
such dec la ra tions.

You should treat as stan dard the use of ar tis tic or “cre ative” sub ject
sam ples (since one of the most suc cess ful com po nents of the PRL
ex per i ment used such a sam ple) or sub jects hav ing had pre vi ous
psi ex pe ri ences or hav ing prac ticed a men tal dis ci pline such as
med i ta tion (since such sub jects were shown to be the best scor ers 
in the PRL ex per i ment).

There are a few kinds of de vi a tions you should not count at all.
Do not pay at ten tion to psy cho log i cal tests that might have been
given to the sub jects, un less they are given while the sub ject is ac -
tu ally in the ganzfeld or in flu ence the se lec tion of sub jects. Even
in these cases it is up to you to de cide how much, if any, such fac -
tors make the method non-standard. Also, do not con sider sam -
ple size or the method of sta tis ti cal anal y sis. Finally, do not count
de vi a tions the only ef fect of which is to in flu ence the like li hood
of ar ti facts, such as sen sory leak age of the tar get in for ma tion.
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Such de vi a tions are im por tant in the broader scheme of things,
but not for this ex er cise.

You should base your judg ment of standardness not only on the
num ber of de vi ant el e ments but also on their im por tance. Judg -
ments of im por tance should re flect how likely you think it is
that the de vi ant el e ment might have in flu enced the re sults,
based on com mon sense and your un der stand ing of how such
judg ments are made for other kinds of psy chol ogy ex per i -
ments. In so do ing, you should pay at ten tion to the ra tio nale or
the ory para psy chol o gists have de vel oped to ex plain why the
ganzfeld should fa cil i tate high ESP scores (al though lack of
such rel e vance does not pre clude a de vi ant el e ment from be ing 
im por tant). You will find that the Psy cho log i cal Bul le tin ar ti cle
dis cusses this ra tio nale.2

Raters were not per mit ted to con sult with one an other while mak ing
their rat ings al though they were per mit ted to seek clar i fi ca tion of the in -
struc tions from the first au thor. None did, how ever.

Re sults and Dis cus sion

Ba sic Up date

Ta ble 1 pres ents the z scores and ef fect sizes for all 40 stud ies in the
sam ple. Mil ton and Wise man’s (1999) own fig ures were used for the 30
stud ies in their anal y sis, and their sta tis ti cal pro ce dures were du pli cated 
to the ex tent pos si ble for the 10 new stud ies. In cases in which the num -
ber of di rect hits was re ported, an ex act bi no mial prob a bil ity was com -
puted and con verted to a one-tailed z score. In three stud ies (Symmons
& Mor ris, 1997; Wezelman & Bierman, 1997, Se ries V and VI), hits were
re ported for both re ceiver judges and out side judges. In these cases, z
scores were com puted for both counts and av er aged. This was the pro -
ce dure Mil ton and Wise man (1999) ap par ently used in the most com pa -
ra ble case from their sur vey (McDonough, Don, & War ren, 1994). In
the Se rial Se ries of Parker and Westerlund (1998), the to tal num ber of
hits for the 30 par tic i pants, av er aged over the four tri als per ses sion, was
cal cu lated to be 6.75, and the bi no mial prob a bil ity of this value was ob -
tained us ing a .75 in ter po la tion be tween 6 and 7. Ef fect sizes were cal cu -
lated us ing the for mula em ployed by Mil ton and Wise man (1999),
z/N1/2 (here in af ter la beled ES).

The 10 new ganzfeld rep li ca tion stud ies yield an over all hit rate of
36.7%, ES = .17, Stouffer Z  = 3.97, p = 3.5 × 10–5, one-tailed. All 40 rep li ca -
tion stud ies com bined yield an over all hit rate of 30.1%, ES = .051, Stouffer
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Z  = 2.59, p = .0048, one-tailed. This lat ter set of fig ures thus rep re sents the
cur rent sta tus of ganzfeld stud ies pub lished af ter those sum ma rized in
Bem and Honorton (1994). By this mea sure, then, the ganzfeld ef fect re -
mains replicable, but the mean ef fect size for these 40 stud ies falls be low
the 95% con fi dence in ter vals for both the 39 preautoganzfeld stud ies (.080 
to .328) and the 10 pre vi ous autoganzfeld stud ies (.059 to .269).3 Ac cord -
ingly, we now turn to our hy poth e sis that the ef fect sizes of the ganzfeld
rep li ca tions are mod er ated by the de gree to which their ex per i men tal pro -
ce dures ad here to the stan dard ganzfeld pro to col.

Stan dard Ver sus Non stan dard Rep li ca tions

The “standardness” rat ings of the three rat ers achieved a Cronbach’s
al pha of .78. The mean of the three sets of rat ings on the 7-point scale was 
5.33, where higher rat ings cor re spond to greater ad her ence to the stan -
dard ganzfeld pro to col. As hy poth e sized, the de gree to which a rep li ca -
tion ad heres to the stan dard ganzfeld pro to col is pos i tively and sig nif i -
cantly cor re lated with ES, rs(38) = .31, p = .024, one-tailed. 

This same out come can be ob served by de fin ing as stan dard the 29
rep li ca tions whose rat ings fell above the mid point of the scale (4) and de -
fin ing as non stan dard the 9 rep li ca tions that fell be low the mid point (2
rep li ca tions fell at the mid point): The stan dard rep li ca tions ob tain an
over all hit rate of 31.2%, ES = .096, Stouffer Z = 3.49, p = .0002, one-tailed.
In con trast, the non stan dard rep li ca tions ob tain an over all hit rate of
only 24.0%, ES = –.10, Stouffer Z = –1.30, ns. The dif fer ence be tween the
stan dard and non stan dard rep li ca tions is it self sig nif i cant, U = 190.5, p =
.020, one-tailed. Most im por tantly, the mean ef fect size of the stan dard
rep li ca tions falls within the 95% con fi dence in ter vals of both the 39
preautoganzfeld stud ies and the 10 autoganzfeld stud ies sum ma rized by
Bem and Honorton (1994). In other words, ganzfeld stud ies that ad here
to the stan dard ganzfeld pro to col con tinue to rep li cate with ef fect sizes
com pa ra ble with those ob tained in pre vi ous stud ies.

It is true, of course, that the preautoganzfeld stud ies were them selves
meth od olog i cally di verse and may have in cluded some stud ies that would 
have been rated as non stan dard by our rat ers. If such stud ies were to be
ex cluded from the preautoganzfeld da ta base, it is con ceiv able that the
new rep li ca tions would not fall in side the preautoganzfeld con fi dence
lim its. This pos si bil ity can only be as sessed by a sep a rate standardness
anal y sis of the preautoganzfeld da ta base.

214 The Journal of Parapsychology

3 For pur poses of ef fect-size com par i sons, we have in cluded in the preautoganzfeld
da ta base 11 ad di tional stud ies that Honorton (1985) had set aside be cause the in ves ti ga -
tors had not re ported di rect hit rates. This brings the to tal num ber of stud ies in the
preautoganzfeld da ta base to 39 (mean ES = .20). De tails of how we cal cu lated the ef fect
sizes for these ad di tional stud ies can be ob tained from the au thors.



As noted ear lier, our rat ers were in structed that “for a few pro ce dural
el e ments the [method] sec tion says that they are used ‘most of ten,’ ‘typ i -
cally,’ or some thing to that ef fect. In these in stances, the op po site pro ce -
dure can still be con sid ered stan dard.” By im pli ca tion, this would also in -
clude pro ce dural vari a tions that the pre vi ous meta-analyses had
sug gested were psi-conducive, such as the use of dy namic rather than
static tar gets or the pair ing of friends to serve as sender and re ceiver.
(Both of these ex per i men tal vari ables were men tioned in the method
sec tions read by our rat ers.) Thus, a rep li ca tion study that used only dy -
namic tar gets to en hance the prob a bil ity of suc cess ful rep li ca tion would
still be con sid ered stan dard un der these in struc tions. 

Anal o gously, we in structed our rat ers to treat as stan dard the
preselection of par tic i pants who were ar tis tic or cre ative, who re ported
pre vi ous psi ex pe ri ences, or who prac ticed a men tal dis ci pline such as
med i ta tion. Even though these par tic i pant vari ables were not dis cussed
in the par tic u lar meth od olog i cal ex cerpts read by our rat ers, they were
ex plic itly iden ti fied else where in Bem and Honorton (1994, p. 13) as po -
ten tially psi-conducive on the ba sis of the pre vi ous meta-analyses. And, in
fact, sev eral of the 40 rep li ca tions listed in Ta ble 1 pre se lected their par -
tic i pants on some or all of these cri te ria spe cif i cally to en hance the prob a -
bil ity of suc cess ful rep li ca tion. Ac cord ingly, it was our judg ment that it
would be non sen si cal to have our rat ers treat the use of such preselection
cri te ria as a de par ture from the stan dard pro ce dure.

Per haps there is some merit in con tin u ing to con duct ex act rep li ca -
tions of the ganzfeld pro ce dure, but gen u ine prog ress in un der stand ing
psi rests on in ves ti ga tors’ be ing will ing to risk rep li ca tion fail ures by mod -
i fy ing the pro ce dure in any way that seems best suited for ex plor ing new
do mains or an swer ing new ques tions. (Mil ton, 1999, sug gested the pos si -
bil ity of hav ing re search ers state in ad vance of con duct ing a study—and
there fore not know ing the re sults—whether they wished the study to be
part of a fu ture proof-oriented meta-analysis.) In any case, fu ture
meta-analyses should dis tin guish “stan dard” rep li ca tions from non stan -
dard ex ten sions of the ganzfeld pro ce dure lest it be come a vic tim of its
own suc cess.
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