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KPU Registry ID Number: 1030   Date Submitted: 6th March 2017 

 

Study Registration For the KPU Study Registry 
 
The registration information for the study is given below. Each section can be expanded 
as needed. 
 
1. The title or name of the experiment (for listing the experiment in the registry). 
 

The Saybrook Remote Viewing Study 

2. The name, affiliation, and email address for the lead experimenter(s) for the 
study. 
Alan Quan 
Graduate Student 
California State University, Long Beach, CA 
aquaffo@gmail.com 
 
3. A short description or abstract of the purpose and design of the experiment. 
 
For this study, remote viewing is defined as a type of alleged non-local perception in which a 
person attempts to obtain information about a distant location, physical environment, or object 
without the use of known physical senses.  Throughout history, putative psi phenomena were 
thought to be fostered by conditions of darkness. The use of darkness in remote viewing and 
other psi related phenomena is well established in esoteric and traditional explanations; however, 
the role of darkness in remote viewing success is unclear outside of the esoteric and traditional 
explanations in whether darkness facilitates successful remote viewing.  This study used a quasi-
experimental repeated measures design to explore the differential effect of darkness or light on 
purported remote viewing ability; the effect of time (20 sessions); the number of successful hits; 
and the interaction of time, light or dark conditions, and number of successful hits on purported 
remote viewing.  Purposive sampling was used to recruit 20 remote viewer claimants to test 
under a total of 20 sessions (10 under a light condition; 10 under a dark condition). All 20 
participants were expected to participate in all 20 sessions. Ten of the sessions were designed to 
take place in with the participant in the light condition and ten in the dark condition. Randomized 
target selection, free-response descriptions, and ratings by both participants and an outside 
evaluator were utilized. Single sample t-test analysis will be used to assess the main effects and a 
mixed factorial ANOVA the interaction effects of successful remote viewing.  The correlational 
relationship between geomagnetic conditions and remote viewing success will also be explored. 



2	  
	  

In addition, the congruence of the independent scoring and the remote viewer’s self-scoring of 
the images will be compared using two-way mixed ANOVA. 

4. A statement or list of the specific hypothesis or hypotheses being tested, and 
whether each hypothesis is confirmatory or exploratory. (confirm/explore guidance) 

 

Hypotheses 1-5 are exploratory. 
 

H10: There will not be a significant mean difference in target hits taken from the average 
of the independent judge target-decoy difference values of all sequential trials as 
analyzed by a single sample t-test.   
 
H1a:  There will be a significant mean difference in target hits taken from the average of 
independent judge target-decoy difference values of all sequential trials as analyzed by a 
single sample t-test.  

 
H20a: There will not be a significant difference between Remote Viewers’ self-
correspondence target image scores and the independent judge’s correspondence raw 
scores across all sequential trials as analyzed by a single sample t-test.  
 
H2a:  There will be a significant difference between Remote Viewers’ self-
correspondence target image scores and the independent judge’s correspondence raw 
scores across all sequential trials as analyzed by a single sample t-test. 
 
H20b: There will not be a significant mean difference between Remote Viewers’ self-
correspondence target image scores and the independent judge’s correspondence raw 
scores when comparing light and dark sessions as analyzed by an independent group t-
test. 
 
H2b: There will be a significant mean difference between Remote Viewers’ self-
correspondence target image scores and the independent judge’s correspondence raw 
scores when comparing light vs dark sessions as analyzed by an independent group t-test.  
 
H30: There will not be a significant main effect for number of hits taken from independent 
judge target-decoy difference values when comparing light vs dark sessions as analyzed 
by an independent group t-test. 

 
H3a:  There will be a significant main effect for number of hits taken from independent 
judge target-decoy difference values when comparing light vs dark sessions as analyzed 
by an independent group t-test.  

 
H40: There will not be a significant interaction effect in the number of hits, taken from 
independent judge target-decoy difference values between sequential trial and light vs 
dark sessions as analyzed by a mixed factorial ANOVA. 
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H4a:  There will be a significant interaction effect in the number of hits, taken from 
independent judge target-decoy difference values between sequential trial and light vs 
dark sessions as analyzed by a mixed factorial ANOVA.  
 
H50: There will not be a significant correlation between correspondence ratings of session 
hits, taken from independent judge target-decoy difference values and session 
geomagnetic activity as analyzed with Pearson bivariate correlation two-tailed analysis or 
non-parametric equivalent. 
 
H5a:  There will be a significant correlation between correspondence ratings of session 
hits, taken from independent judge target-decoy difference values and session 
geomagnetic activity as analyzed with Pearson bivariate correlation two-tailed analysis or 
non-parametric equivalent.  

 

5. The planned number of participants and the number of sessions per 
participant. 

Purposive sampling was used to recruit 20 remote viewer claimants to test under a total 
of 20 sessions (10 under light condition; 10 under dark condition).  All 20 participants were 
expected to participate in all 20 sessions, 10 with the participant in the light condition and 10 
with the participant in the dark condition. 
 
6. A statement that the registration is submitted prior to testing the first 
participant, or indicating the number of participants tested when the registration 
(or revision to the registration) was submitted. 
 
20 remote viewer claimants were tested before this document was submitted. The data for all 
participants were collected because the experimenters were not aware of the registry. Participant 
judging has been done as has been judging by the independent judge. The person doing the 
statistical analysis knows nothing about the data at this point in time. 
 
The following additional information is needed for studies that include 
confirmatory analyses: 
 
7. Specification of all analysis decisions that could affect the confirmatory 
results, including: the specific statistical test for each confirmatory hypothesis, 
whether the test is one-sided or two-sided, the criterion for acceptable evidence, 
any transformations or adjustments to the data, any criteria for excluding or 
deleting data, and any corrections for multiple analyses. Checklists and examples 
for registering classical analyses, permutation and bootstrap analyses, Bayesian 
analyses, and classification analyses are provided in the statistics registration 
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document. (This information can be included in section 4 above for simple 
experiments.) 

Planned data analysis.  An independent groups t-test analysis using the SPSS software 
will be utilized to examine the remote viewers’ (RV) performance under two conditions (i.e., 
light, dark), and whether each session was a hit, calculated as difference values from the two 
analogue scale ratings (target rating – decoy rating).  Significance will be set as p = .05 for a 
two-tailed analysis. The specific p-value for the analysis will be reported with margin of error, 
alongside effect size and associated 95% Confidence Intervals.  A single sample t-test analysis 
will be utilized to test RV hit performance across 20 sessions (time) and to compare the 
consistency of the RV judgements against those of the independent judge.  

 
The dependent variable will be the score (range 1 to 100) determined by independent 

judge Angel Morgan (AM) for correspondence between the RV’s description of the remotely 
viewed image against both the target image and a decoy.  Independent judge AM will be blind to 
which image is the target or decoy image for each session and will rate both images for how well 
the RV’s description matches both images. Because judge AM will be blind to which image is 
the target image, another researcher will determine whether the session correspondence scores 
are more reflective of the target image or the decoy image.  The criteria for determining if the 
RV identified the target image (referred to as “a hit”) is based on whether the judge AM target 
image raw correspondence score is higher than the decoy session raw correspondence score. The 
difference between these two scores will be calculated (target correspondence raw score minus 
decoy correspondence raw score) any positive scores will be considered a hit, negative scores a 
miss.  

 
The above data will be used to evaluate hypotheses 1, 3 & 4.  In the case of these 

hypotheses, the average of the difference scores for each individual trial will be taken. This 
average difference score shall represent the trial estimate, making trial the unit of analysis in 
order to effectively address the stacking effect. Given the exploratory nature of the research, 
additional post-hoc analyses shall not be ruled out however.   

 
For comparing remote viewer’s self-rating of correspondences and the researcher AM’s 

rating of correspondence initial exploratory analyses will be performed to examine if the data 
meet assumptions for analysis with parametric measures. The raw scores will be used to examine 
congruence, with these data used in a single sample t-test to evaluate hypothesis 2. As above, list 
wise deletion will be employed where applicable. Significance will be set as p = .05 for a two-
tailed analysis with 95% confidence intervals. The specific p-value for the analysis will be 
reported with margin of error, alongside effect size and associated 95% confidence intervals.   

 
For hypothesis 5, initial exploratory analyses will be performed to examine if the data 

meet assumptions for analysis with parametric measures. If the parametric assumptions are met 
the interaction between the average of the number of hits, calculated as difference values from 
the two analogue scale rating, (target rating – decoy rating) across all 20 sessions (time) 
compared between light (10 sessions) and dark (10 session) values. This shall be assessed using a  
2-way mixed factorial ANOVA using the SPSS software General Linear Model. Listwise 
deletion will be employed where applicable. Significance will be set as p = .05 for a two-tailed 
analysis. The specific p-value for the analysis will be reported with margin of error, alongside 
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effect size and associated 95% Confidence Intervals.  If Mauchly's Test of Sphericity is violated, 
Greenhouse-Geisser correction will be used.  

 
The aa geomagnetic index (used by the U.S. Coastal Geomagnetic Service) will be used 

to evaluate hypothesis 6. The evaluators will be given the exact location of the target image and 
the time of the trial as noted by each RV on his or her score sheet.  If more than one time is cited, 
the first reported time will be the one used for evaluation. This analysis is regarded as 
exploratory rather than confirmatory. 
 
8. The power analysis or other justification for the number of participants and 
sessions. 

Due to the exploratory nature of the research no power calculation can be provided in 
which there can be confidence, due to the lack of prior research forming a clear estimate of the 
expected effect size.  
 
9. The methods for randomization in the experiment. 
Twenty remote viewers were the participants in this study.  These participants were chosen based 
on their alleged experience in remote viewing; they are referred to as claimant remote viewers.  
The participants either had a reputation as talented remote viewers in their social groups, or they 
were referred to the researchers by specialists, who are known to the researchers in this type of 
research.  These “experienced” participants were selected for this study because there is a lack of 
sufficient evidence that remote viewing ability follows a normal distribution in the general 
population.  Therefore, it was necessary to sample known remote viewers.  Participants were not 
randomly selected or randomly assigned to conditions.  All of them were measured under both 
conditions (10 sessions for the light condition; 10 sessions for the dark condition). 
Prior to each session, Experimenter B (Richard Adams) randomly selected one pair of target 
images from the 50 image pairs. He flipped a coin to determine which of the two would serve as 
the target image for that session. Experimenter A (Alan Quan) determined which of the sessions 
would be light or dark, with the provision that 10 of the sessions would be light and 10 would be 
dark. To insure this division, randomization was not used toward the end of the study if there 
was an uneven number of light and dark sessions. 
 
10. A detailed description of the experimental procedure. 
Image Selection.  Images were full color prints taken from slide images prepared by the 
parapsychologist Charles Honorton in the 1970s.  Images were drawn from a pool of 484 such 
slides.  Of these, 50 pairs of images were randomly selected such that each image in the set of 50 
pairs was used only once, and the subject matter of the two images of each pair differed from 
each other in order to make judging easier.  Each image was placed in a single sealed envelope.  
Each image had a unique numeric identifier, which was written on the envelope exterior as well 
as on the back of each image.  The envelopes were labeled with unique numbers 1 through 50 in 
order to allow for random selection of image pairs during the experiment.  This number also 
appeared on the back of each image, e.g., 1A, 1B, 35A, 35B. The alphanumeric coding of the 
pairs of images represented the pairs (i.e., “A” or “B” did not designate target or decoy labeling; 
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the numeric represented the pair).  The numeric identifiers used for both the individual image 
envelopes and the pair of envelopes had no relationship to the appearance or content of the 
images thus identified.  The envelopes had tamper-evident seals so that if anyone attempted to 
open an envelope before the end of any session, that activity would have been revealed by a 
broken seal.   

Prior to each session, Experimenter B (RA) randomly selected one pair of images from 
the 50 image pairs.  Experimenter B flipped a coin to determine which of the two images of the 
pair would serve as the target image for the session.  The other image of the pair would be the 
decoy image for that session.  The numeric identifiers of both the target image and the decoy 
image were recorded and associated with each specific session.   

 
After the random selection for each session, Experimenter B took the target image to his 

home and placed it on a table; the image remained sealed in its envelope and unseen by 
Experimenter B.  The decoy image was left in Experimenter B’s office and was placed on a shelf 
in his office separate from the other decoy images but in the same room as all the other decoy 
images.   

Prior to the beginning of each session, Experimenter A sent the latitude and longitude 
coordinates of the location of the target image to the participants via email, which they were to 
use or ignore as they saw fit.  They were told that the target would be an image enclosed in a 
sealed envelope that had been placed on a table at the given coordinates.  The participants were 
also informed whether each session was to be in the light or dark condition.  Participants were 
told that the envelope containing the image for each session would remain in this position for 48 
hours. The sealed target image was located in the same room at Experimenter B’s home for each 
session throughout the study.  After each session, Experimenter B drew subsequent pairs from 
the remaining pool of images in his office and repeated the same process for each session.  Since 
there were initially 50 pairs of images, and only 40 of them were to be used, random selection of 
pairs was preserved throughout the experiment.  If a pair was mistakenly selected more than 
once, that session would be counted as a legitimate session. If the randomly selected decoy target 
from the pair was incorrectly placed on the table that session was not to be used and a make-up 
session would be scheduled.  If Experimenter B did not select the pairs as dictated by 
Experimenter A, that session would not be used. 
 

Remote Viewing Conditions.  Participants were told that any target could be used again 
in one or more subsequent sessions.  This was done to prevent participant bias against subject 
matter of targets after a target was seen, since they might have believed that the same subject 
could appear again later.   

 
There was a total of 20 remote viewing sessions.  All participants were expected to 

participate in all 20 sessions.  Ten of the sessions took place with the participant in the dark 
condition and ten in the light condition.  Although the targets images were located in the same 
room throughout the study, the room was brightly lit during the light condition and was dimmed 
(with lights off and shades drawn) during the dark condition. Participants were instructed to dim 
the lights in their rooms during the dark condition and to brighten the room during the light 
condition.  The participants were instructed to use the same room for all sessions if possible, so 
as to maintain a consistent remote viewing environment and rule out differences in the room size 
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or configuration as a potential cause of differences in performance between the light and dark 
conditions.   

  
All participants were given sleeping masks of the same type and the participants were 

given the option of performing remote viewing while wearing the sleeping mask that served as a 
blindfold.  This provided a uniform visual field to the participants across both dark and light 
conditions.  It was hoped that this would rule out increased concentration ability as a factor in 
determining performance.  Without the blindfolds, the dark condition would provide less visual 
stimuli than the light condition, and thus any higher scoring during the dark condition could be 
attributed simply to increased concentration rather than the darkness of the environment.  If the 
blindfold was considered distracting, participants were advised to shield their eyes manually or 
make other adjustments that were comfortable to them. 
 

Pilot Testing.  To be sure that each participant understood the procedure, the viewers 
participated in a pilot session. A pair of targets was sent to Experimenter B, selected for this 
session only. The same pair was used for all participants. The first or pilot session was a light 
session and all future sessions were randomly determined. Once the ratings were received, each 
participant was given feedback. There may have been an unanticipated problem that occurred 
during this pilot session, one that might require revision of the protocol for the formal 
experiment. If so, that revision would have been made before the initiation of the formal 
experiment. 
 

Testing Sessions.  There were two sessions per week throughout the study, i.e., Mondays 
and Thursdays.  One day prior to each session, Experimenter A (AQ)  randomly determined by 
flipping a coin whether the  session would be dark or light with the provision that half of the 
sessions would be dark and half will be light. To insure this division, randomization was not used 
toward the end of the study.  The participants were informed whether the session would be dark 
or light a day before the session was to begin.  This allowed them to prepare for remote viewing, 
and to set up their environment to create either the dark or light environment.   

 
Experimenter B recorded the date and start time of the session.  The participants had been 

instructed by Experimenter A to remote view the image at a time that was convenient for them 
during the designated 48 hour period.  They remote viewed for about 30 minutes in the condition 
that had been specified for each session and recorded the date and start/end times of their remote 
viewing period. 

 
For each session, participants were asked to hand write or type (by typewriter or 

computer) verbal free-responses (i.e., not restricted in content or format) on paper, describing 
their impressions of the target image.  They were also asked to hand-draw a depiction of the 
target image on paper.  During the dark condition participants were be allowed to use a small 
light source, such as a small incandescent flashlight or single candle flame, to provide enough 
light for them to see what they were recording on paper.  These participants also recorded their 
impressions after they removed their blindfolds at the end of their remote viewing period.  
Participants sent Experimenter A their handwritten impressions via postal mail (or by email 
attachment if they had access to computer scanning).   
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After each participant sent their descriptions to experimenter A, Experimenter A then 
emailed digitized images of both the target image and the decoy image to the remote viewer to 
score each image in terms of the correspondence to the image they remotely viewed.  They were 
not informed at this point which image was the target or decoy image.  The participants were 
asked to rate each of the two images on a scale of “1” (meaning absolute certainty the image was 
not the target) to “100” (meaning absolute certainty the image corresponded) to the image they 
remotely viewed.  They were told to avoid tie scores.   

 
Participants sent their ratings of both images to Experimenter A for recording.  After all 

ratings from all participants were received by Experimenter A via email and all handwritten 
impressions from all participants had been received by Experimenter A by postal mail, 
Experimenter B informed Experimenter A of the coded identity of the correct target.  At this 
point, Experimenter A sent out a digitized image of the correct target for the session to all 
participants to provide feedback to the participants regarding their performance for that specific 
session.   
 

Ethical considerations.  The study was approved by Saybrook Institutional Review 
Board.  Each participant signed a consent form, which will be stored separately from the 
participate results.  Data will be kept for future research purposes and coded to protect the 
identity of the remote viewers.  APA guidelines for research with human participants were 
followed (http://www.apa.org/monitor/jan03/principles.aspx; http://www.apa.org/ethics/). 

 
All participants will receive a summary report of the experiment with their actual names 

replaced by codes to insure confidentiality. All participants will receive a token compensation for 
their services. 
 


