
INDEX

Adams, D. K.. 52-62, 71
Age range, 32, 82. 102. 105. 114, 144, 

149
American Mathematical Society, 292 
Arkin, H., 222, 224 
Attention curves, 200
Austin. Mary, 1 
Automatic writing, 271

BM, see blind matching
BT procedure, 19-30, 127, 145. 150, 175. 

193, 264. 270, 272. 279. 281. 283. 286; 
screened, 19, 283

Bard College, 31. 32 
Barrett, Wm.. 173 
Bechterew. W., 70
Bender, Hans, 52-62, 71 
Bigham, 203 
Binet, A., 203 
Binomial hypothesis, 89, 116, 214-216.

237, 294. 299-303
Blind matching, 10-17, 18-30. 127, 145. 

147, 150-151, 231, 264. 267-275, 281­
282; screened, 18-30, 264, 278

Blind subjects, 82, 83, 143-155, 231, 281, 
283-284 .

Bond. E. M.. 82. 102, 114-122, 290
Bond, Frederick Bligh, 1
Bonn, Univ, of, 52 
Boston Society for Psvchic Research, 

the. 6. 8. 249, 257
Brugmanns, H. J. F. W., 70, 277

Calkins. M. W., 203 
Camp. B. H-. 233, 305
Campus Distance Series, see Distance 

Series. Pearce-Pratt
Carpenter. C. R., 31-43. 186, 188, 271. 

279, 290
Chapman. D. W., 251-253
Chi-square, contingency test. 218-221, 

237-238; Fisher technique, 179; fit to 
binomial. 89. 116. 214-216, 300: for­
mula, 215; grouping. 216-217: method 
discussed, 215-233; sign test, 217-218

Children. 82. 102-113. 153, 231. 272; re­
tarded. 82. 114-122

Clark. C. C.. 82, 123-142. 153, 155, 272, 
290

[il

Clark University. 1 
Color cards, 32, 36-42 
Collusion hypothesis, 79 
Coloiado, Univ, of, 185, 285 
Colton, R. R., 222, 224 
Columbia University, 10. 31-32, 48, 282 
Combination, methods of, 222-223 
Comparison, 290; calling vs. matching.

273; of distances, 182; of groups 
with individuals. 137-138; of meth­
ods. 22-23, 150-151, 264-275; of nor­
mal and distorted symbols, 93-101: of 
single and multiple symbols, 102-113; 
of small and large symbols, 102-113. 
of successive experimental periods, 
151-152

Competition, 106
Conan Doyle, Sir Arthur, 1 
Constant Stimuli. Method of, 45 
Contingency test, see Chi-square meth­

od, contingency test
Control series. 16. 28-30, 33 56, 77, 84­

92, 97-08, 185-186, 209, 212. 213, 215­
217, 220-221, 244

Cooper, C. C., 175-178 
Coover, John E., 1, 70. 72 
Cox. W. S., 84. 159 
Crandall, E. P„ 286 
Crandon. L. R. G., 1
Creery sisters, the, 102 
Critical Ratio mcthcxl, 207-213 
Criticisms of ESP Research, 9, 81, 161, 

206, 231-233. 234, 295-304

DT. 38. 74, 94. 126, 127, 138-140. 175. 
185, 187-188. 193-205, 264, 267-273, 
278. 284. 286-287.
DT7S. 139-140. 193, 200-205; DTt2s, 
140

Davenport C. B . 213. 222. 224
DT curve. 100-101, 138-140, 160. 199­

205, 272-275
Deland, Margaret. 1
Difference, evaluation of a. 221-222 
Discrimination, weight, 44-51
Distance. 78. 104 161. 172-184. 187-188. 

260-263. 266-269, 280. 282-288; series. 
Bailey-Ownbey. 176; Cooper-Own - 
bey, 175; Duke-San Diego. 180-182;



Garrett, 176; Junaluska, sec Turner­
Ownbey; Miles-Ramsden, 173; 
Pearce-Pratt, 74-76, 79, 177, 183-184, 
209-222. 286; Pearce-Stuart, 175; 
Tarkio, 180, 183; trans-Atlantic, 173; 
Turner-Ownbey, 78-79, 178. 183-184 
278; Usher and Burt, 173, 174, 278; 
Wales-Somers, 173; Zirkle-Ownbey, 
76-79, 176.

Distorted Symbols, compared with nor­
mal. 93-101, 284

Drawings, 54, 57-59, 104, 174, 233, 248­
259, 279

Driesch, Hans, I 
Dufay, Dr., 173 
Duke University. 6, 8-10, 52, 63, 71, 91, 

103, 124, 143, 160, 163, 185. 206, 231­
232, 234, 239, 244, 264-267, 280. 295, 
305.

Durham Workshop for the Blind, 146 
Dusart, Dr., 173

ESP cards, illust. opp. p. 1, 159, im­
perfections in. 305

Ebbinghaus, H., 203
Ekas, M. P„ 213, 222. 224 
Elderton’s tables. 214-215, 217, 219 
Error. 153, 289
Estabrooks, G. H., 70. 72. 277 
Estimation by subject, 27-28, 50. 247 
Experience, effect of, 132-133, 152 
Extra-Sensory Perception, 6, 9. 18. 63, 

71. 80. 103. 125, 155, 174, 192, 225, 
240, 264. 272, 281. 286

Fatigue. 160. 171, 196-199
Fisher. R. A., 179, 213-214. 218, 221. 

223-224
Fisk. G. W.. 66-67. 226-227
Fordham Univ., 163 
Frobes J., 203
Fry, T. C.. 299. 302, 304

GESP procedure, 145, 147, 150, 153, 
187, 241, 266-275. 278. 283

GSTM procedure, 127 
Galileo, 2
Garrett, Mrs. E.. 176, 286 
Gault. R. H.. 173
George. R. W., 15. 18-30. 69. 82-83. 

93-101. 151. 155, 180. 188, 232. 247. 
264-266, 270-271, 278-279, 284, 288. 
290

Gestalt relation. 160, 204
Gihert, Dr.. 173
Gibson, E. P., 232, 264-275, 290

Glossary. 83, 156-157, 228-229. 306-307 
Glover, J. W„ 2<)S
Gram-Charlier curve, 237, 293, 302 
Grand Rapids, Mich., 265
Greenwood, J. A., 161, 179, 206-225,

232, 235, 242, 287, 293, 295-304
Greville, T. N. E., 300
Gridley, Mrs. S., 257
Groningen Univ., 6
Group Tests. 123-142, 231
Guilford College, 191-192 
Guthrie, M., 102

HP as subject, sec Pearce. H.
Habitual calling order, 71, 76-77, 79, 

119-120
Hall, G. Stanley, 1
Hallucinated images, 58
Handbood for Testing ESP. A, 162, 

305
Hansen. 71
Harvard University, 5, 292
Hericourt, J., 173
Iiigh-aim. sec volitional direction 
Houdini, Harry, 1
Hunter College. 260
Huntington, E. V., 232, 2t)2-2l)4, 299, 

302
Hyperaesthesia. 74. 78-79, 236 
Hyperthyroidism. 262
Hypnotic tests, 172-173

Tlga K., 102
Illinois, Univ, of., 159
Imagery. 232, 243. 245-249, 255-256, 271
Institute of Mathematical Statistics,

233. 305 *
Institut Metapsychique International. 4 
Intelligence. 82. 122. 262
Introspective accounts, 242-247 
Intuition,143

Taensch. E. R.. 53
Tanet. P., 70-71, 173
Jastrow, J., 1
Johnson. Miss G. M., 63-69. 226-227 
Junaluska Series, sec Distance series, 

Turner-Ownbey

Kelley. T. I.. 208. 218. 224
Kellogg. C. E.. 209. 218. 224, 232, 234. 

236. 297. 299-301. 304
Kubis. J. F.. 161, 163-171
Kurtosis, 292

Learning, 42-43
Lehmann, A., 71

(Hl



Lemmon. V. W-, 81, 212, 224
Linzmayer, A. J., 13, 270, 281
Lodge, Sir Oliver, 1, 173
Low-aim, jcc volitional direction 
‘’Luck" hypothesis, 83, 84-92, 161

MP procedure, 145, 147, 150-151
Manual response, 24, 63, 231, 265 
Martin. D. R., 161, 185-190, 285, 288 
Matching hypothesis, 288, 292-295, 298­

303
Mathematical evaluations, 11, 20, 34-35, 

49. 72, 92. 128. 161. 163, 189. 200-225, 
231-233, 237-238. 253, 267-268 295­
305

Mean chance expectation, 209-211, 296­
297, 299. 301. 304

Mechanical selector, 66
Method of Correct Matchings. 233, 251­

254
Metropolitan Achievement Test. 114 
Milner, Dr. and Mrs. C. A., 191 
Minnesota, Univ, of, 159
Motor response, see manual response 
Murchison, C.. 1
Murphy, Gardner, 1. 10. 45. 173, 257 
Music accompanying test, 56
Myers, F. W. H., 173
McDougall. William, 1
MacFarland. J. D.. 82, 83. 93-101. 180, 

266. 284, 287-288
McKinley. W., 95

Negative results, 84. 188-180, 213-214
Neureiter. F. von. 103
New Card Series, 72-74
New York City, 2<J0-261
New York University, 123
Normal distribution curve, 208, 212, 

216. 298-303
Norton. H. W., 223, 225
Numbers as stimuli, 114

OM. sec Open Matching
Observer, effect of, 133-136. 142
Olds, E. G„ 292
Omer, F., 95
Open Matching, 11. 18-30, 106. 127. 145. 

147, 150-151. 193. 264. 267-275;
Screened. 18-30, 106. 264, 278. Must. 
npp. p. 18: illusf. opp. p. 107

Ownbey, Miss Sara, 76-79, 138, 175, 
178

PT procedure. 175

Parapsychology, compared with psy­
chical research, 7

Pearce, H.. 72-76, 140-141, 175-177, 
192, 208. 270-271. 286-287

Pearson, K„ 208. 214, 225, 2W
Pearson’s tables, 209, 214
Pegram, M. H., 82-83, 143-155, 160-161, 

191-205, 270, 272, 281, 283, 288, 290
Pennsylvania. Univ, of, 5
Peters, C. C., 213. 225
Phalen, H. R„ 31-43, 186. 188, 271. 279, 

290
Podmore, F., 173
Pohlmann, 203
Pratt. J. G., 10-17, 75-76, 130. 162. 177 

194, 208. 225. 232-233, 239-259. 280. 
282. 286-288, 305

Precognition, 65-66. 184. 233
Preference, 94. 97, 108. 265
Price. M. M., 82, 83, 143-155, 270. 281. 

281 288
Prince. W. F.. 1. 129. 249, 251. 257, 
Princeton Univ., 159
Probability, concept of. 207 
Probability integral tables. 208. 302 
Probable error, definition and formula.

208
Psychical research, 1-9
Psychophysical experiments, 32. 44-51

Radio broadcast experiments, 173-174. 
305

Raible. Mildred. 44-51, 235
Rapport, 33; between brothers. 121
Recording, method of. 15, 34, 95, 126. 

180. 186. 240. 284-287
Reliability of investigators. 289 
Rewards, effect of. 26-27, 112. 147
Rhine. J. B.. 6. 10. 20. 31-33. 45. 52 

63. 70-80, 84. 96. 138, 150-151. 155. 
161, 163. 172-184. 185. 191-192. 190 
206-208. 213, 222-223. 225. 232. 236. 
240-242. 260. 264, 270-272, 276-291. 
293. 296. 305

Rhine. L. E., 82, 272, 278. 290
Rice, C. H.. 232, 239-259. 280. 282. 288 
Richet. C.. 70. 102. 173
Riess, B. F„ 233. 260-263
Rietz, H. L., 293
Rouke, F. L.. 161, 163-171

SBM, sec Blind matching, screened 
SBT, sec BT. screened
SOM, see Open matching, screened



Schiller, F. C. S., 1
Scoring table, 232, 292-294
Screens, description of, 12, 20, 39, 40, 

94. 105-106, 126. 187, 240. 267. 28u, 
282-284; effect of, discussed, 25-26

Screened touch matching, 12. 15, 94, 
126-127, 231. 266-275. 282, 284; Hint. 
opp. p. 18, and opp. p. 95

Sealed cards, 13, 53-62. 83, 144-145, 
147-150, 153-154, 241, 280-281. 284

Selection of data, 71, 224, 234-235, 241­
242, 268, 279; of subjects, 21, 33. 86­
87. 124, 148. 185 , 265, 283

Sensory cues, possibility of, discussed, 
12-13, 21, 34, 42-43, 46. 50-51, 56, 66, 
71, 73-74, 79. 97. 152-153, 175. 186­
187. 194, 232, 238, 244. 254-256, 267, 
276-291

Sharp. V., 82, 123-142. 153, 155, 272, 
290

Shuffling method of, 14-15, 20, 71-72. 
74 , 79. 95. 180, 194, 236-237; 266-267. 
284, 287-288; comparison, 98-100

Significance, criteria of, 188. 213-214, 
302-304

Sinclair, Upton. 174, 249, 257, 277 
Sixth sense, 143
Skewness. 212. 292, 298-303
Smith, Burke M., 19, 63-69, 226-227 
Soal, S. G.. 159, 174
Social factors, 82
Society for Psychical Research, The. 3, 

8, 59, 63, 102-103, 173
Standard deviation, described, 208, 297­

298
Stanford University, 5 
State School for the Blind. 144 
Sterne, T. E., 292, 300, 304
Stuart. C. E., 13. 161, 162, 175, 179, 

191-192, 206-225. 232, 235, 242. 286­
288. 295-305

Suggestion. 105. 248-249. 255
Sullivan, J. W. N., 82

TM procedure, 126
Tarkio College, 18, 93, 180-181, 183, 

287
Telepathy, 44-51, 76-80, 173, 290; in 

twins, 163-171
Thweatt. M., 242-247, 282
Turner, M. F., 78-79, 178
Twins, 161, 163-171, 231
Tyrrell, G. N. M., 19, 63-69, 226-227 
Tyrrell, Machine, the, 64-66

University College, London, 159

Van Voorhis, W. R., 213, 225 
Variance of ESP deck, 211-2)2
Variation of stimulus, 93, 103
Verbal response. 144, 150, 227, 231, 255, 

268
Volitional direction, 104, 191-205, 231

Walden. G. H.. 48 
Walker, R„ 95
Warcollier, R., 173, 257
Warner. L. H., 44-51, 83. 84-92, 161. 

178. 232, 234-238, 286. 288
Wave hypothesis, 78 
Webcr-Fechner law, 111
Weisberg L., 209. 225, 296, 304 
Whispering hypothesis. 46, 76, 79 
Willoughby. R. R„ 84. 209. 212, 214, 

218. 225, 209. 301. 304
Witnessing. 95, 97, 148, 153, 191). 194. 

242. 267, 283-285, 280
Woodruff, J. L., 15, 18-30. 60. 151, 155. 

188, 232, 247, 264-265, 270-271, 278­
279. 290

Woolev, V. J„ 173
Wright, E. H.. 225. 296, 304
Wundt, W., 44

Yule, G. U., 211, 225

Zener cards, 226; illusl. opp. p. 1, opp. 
p. 159

Zenith Radio Corporation, 305
Zirkle. G. A.. 176, 178, 271

liv]




