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AN ESP DRAWING EXPERIMENT WITH TWO OSTENSIBLE
PSYCHOKINETES (RB)∗∗

Michael A. Thalbourne† and Mark G. Shafer (McDonnell Laboratory for
Psychical Research)

The two subjects in the present investigation will be designated as
M.E. and S.S. Phillips and Shafer (RIP 1981, pp. 144-146) have reported
observations of phenomena exhibited by these two subjects that are suggestive
of, even if not conclusive evidence for, such psychokinetic gifts as paranormal
metal-bending, among others.∗∗∗ These ostensible “psychokinetes”, as we shall
call them, have also claimed numerous spontaneous ESP experiences, and
indeed exploratory testing conducted by M. S. suggested that these claims
might be experimentally verifiable. M.E. and S.S. are both male, and at the
time of this ESP test (February 19-21, 1982), were 20 and 21 years of age,
respectively. As measured by objective pencil-and-paper tests, both may be
classified as “extraverted sheep”.

The essential features of the present GESP test were that a group of
agents (the authors, accompanied by a variable number of visitors) would
concentrate upon a randomly-selected line-drawing, while simultaneously one
or the other of the the ostensible psychokinetes, seated in a distant room,
would attempt to draw a facsimile of the

∗ Chaired by Peter R. Phillips (McDonnell Laboratory for Psychical Research)
∗∗ Titles of research briefs are followed by (RB).
∗∗∗ M.E. and S.S. have recently revealed that the events described in a report
by Phillips and Shafer (RIP 1981, 144-146) were brought about by fraudulent
means. However, a statement to the effect that no such fraud was perpetrated
in the 1982 studies (described in this paper and in that on pages 66-68) has,
as of March 18, 1983, been signed and returned by M.E. to the McDonnell
Laboratory for Psychical Research and another is expected from S.S.
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target. Additionally, a video camera was set up in the percipient’s room,
trained on the subject’s hands as he drew his response-drawing, so that live
feedback could be provided to the group of agents by means of a video monitor.
The task of the agents can thus as readily be conceptualized as being one of
PK as one of ESP.

There were 36 trials in total, 18 per psychokinete, each trial being
conducted under one of four different “sending” conditions. When S.S. was
percipient, the agents received live video feedback on all 18 trials, but on
nine of the trials S.S.’s fellow-psychokinete M.E. was in the group of agents,
while on the other nine M.E. was not present at all; it was hypothesized that
ESP scores would be higher when the psychokinete was thus joining in the
“sending” than when he was absent from the agent’s room. When M.E. was
percipient, S.S. did not participate at all in the sending; on nine of the trials
the agents received live video feedback, while on the other nine the monitor
was switched off, thus depriving the agents of the opportunity to observe
the percipient’s hands responding. It was hypothesized that the provision of
concomitant feedback to the agents would be associated with higher ESP scores
than in the non-monitoring condition. The order of these sending conditions
was determined randomly, and the percipient, though aware of the general
nature of the sending manipulation, was blind as to which condition was being
employed on any given trial. Feedback was provided to the percipient after
each trial, and targets were used without replacement. The percipient was
permitted as much time as he wanted for each trial.

Very elaborate precautions were taken to prevent sensory leakage oc-
curring: the agents’ and percipients’ rooms were separated by a distance of
about 10 meters, a hallway, and three heavy closed doors; the target was
chosen only when the percipient was safely seated in his room; an observer
continually watched the percipient throughout the entire trial to make sure
he never left his room, and took charge of the response-drawing before it was
compared with its target; “ready” cards were passed between agents’ room
and the percipient’s observer by a person stationed in the hallway who was
unaware of the target or the response and who made sure that nobody left
their respective rooms.

The 36 targets used had each been selected at random from 36 sets each
containing five targets. Thus, four targets in each set remained unused, for
controls. The procedure thus permitted an open-deck judging regime. The five
targets in each of the 36 sets were preferentially ranked against each response-
drawing by three independent judges. The rank-scores were summed for each
target to yield a “super-judge” rank score. It was planned to use sum-of-ranks
as the dependent measure, but owing to low interjudge concordance this turned
out to be highly conservative; the analysis was therefore supplemented by a
hit/miss dichotomy, eliminating scores exactly at chance (super-judge rank of
3.0). Significantly above-chance scores were expected.
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Results. For the 36 trials, M.C.E. sum-of-ranks was 108, and obtained
S of R was 96 (p = .089, one-tailed). However, 22 of the 36 trials were hits,
and only 10 misses (p = .025, one-tailed). There was some evidence that, as
expected, the overall scores were significantly above chance.

When M.E. was percipient, his scores in the “live feedback” condition
were higher than in the non-monitoring condition (S of R = 24.5 and 27
respectively; M.C.E. = 27), but the differences were not significant, and neither
did either sum-of-ranks differ from chance. The results for M.E.’s hit-analysis
were similar.

When S.S. was percipient, his scores in the “psychokinete agent present”
condition were significantly above chance (S of R = 19, p = .038, one-tailed;
7 hits and 1 miss, p = .035, one-tailed), but not significantly greater than
when the psychokinete agent was absent (S of R = 25.5, n.s.). His combined
scores for these two conditions were also significantly above chance for the
hits-measure: 13 hits and 4 misses, p = .025, one-tailed.

Thus, the highest scores were obtained when S.S. was percipient, and
when the agents had live video feedback and were assisted in sending by M.E.
Though it might seem suspicious that the most significant scores were ob-
tained under just that condition which might have permitted collusion by the
two psychokinetes (e.g., using an undetected radio transmitter), we feel that
hypotheses of normal communication are very unlikely: even the best of the
hits are not consistent with verbal cueing, but rather exhibit consistent resem-
blances of form without any semantic relation.
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