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KPU Registry ID Number: 1039   Date submitted: 4th Dec 2017 
 
 

Study Registration for the KPU Study Registry 
 
 
1. The title or name of the experiment (for listing the experiment in the registry). 
Exploring individual differences in ganzfeld precognition task performance with selected 
participants. 
 
2. The name, affiliation, and email address for the lead experimenter(s) for the 
study. 
Professor Caroline Watt, University of Edinburgh, Caroline.Watt@ed.ac.uk, 
Abby Pooley, Emily Dawson, and Holly Rice, University of Edinburgh 
 
3. A short description or abstract of the purpose and design of the experiment. 
The study aims to conduct a test of precognition using the ganzfeld method, dynamic 
targets (randomly selected with replacement from 50 pools each with 4 video clips), and 
with participants selected to have at least one of the following characteristics that have 
been previously reported to be associated with elevated scoring in ganzfeld ESP 
studies: prior psi experience; psi belief; practice of a mental discipline (e.g. meditation, 
relaxation) (Storm, Tressoldi & di Risio, 2010); creativity (e.g. working or studying in a 
field requiring artistic or creative skills) (Baptista, Derakhshani & Tressoldi, 2014). To 
evaluate the assumption that the ganzfeld method may induce a psi-conducive altered 
state of consciousness (Roe, 2009), the Phenomenology of Consciousness Inventory 
(Pekala, 2013) and Glicksohn's (2001) Retrospective Estimate of Duration (RED) task 
will be administered (participants who under-estimate the duration of the ganzfeld 
session are likely to be more absorbed during the session than those who give an 
accurate estimate.) 
The study is viewed as exploratory for three reasons: 1. It is the first study run using a 
new automated ganzfeld testing program at the Koestler Parapsychology Unit; 2. There 
are few previous ganzfeld studies using a precognition design. 3. Limited resources 
mean that the study has a sub-optimal power for a confirmatory study. 
The study methodology includes the following precautions against fraud and error:  
1. To minimise the risk of experimenter fraud, there are three experimenters (one per 
session, 20 trials per experimenter). During the session, the data will be automatically 
date and time-stamped and kept in duplicate, both locally on the lab PC, and uploaded 
to a remote University of Edinburgh server. The timestamp is added by the server and 
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so can't be faked by the experimenter. The IP address of the incoming message is also 
recorded, so messages sent from anywhere other than the experiment PC will be 
detected. The experimenters and lead researcher will not have access to the remote 
server because only the programmer has the password to the server. The programmer 
is a member of the support staff for the School of Philosophy, Psychology and 
Language Sciences, and has no particular affiliation to the Koestler Parapsychology 
Unit. There are three data uploads. The first occurs at the start of the session (recording 
experimenter ID, participant ID and demographics, and whether the session is classified 
as formal or informal). The second occurs when the participant's target ratings have 
been completed and submitted, before the target identity is randomly selected. The third 
occurs after the target is selected and before the experimenter or participant has seen 
the target identity.  
2. To prevent the risk of leakage of target information before the target judging has been 
completed, a precognition design will be used. Therefore the judging will be completed, 
recorded and uploaded before the computer randomly selects the target.  
3. To prevent bias or patterning in the target selection, a commercially available RNG 
(TrueRNG3) will be used to randomly select the target pool, the order of presentation of 
the target clips during judging, and the target. The study RNG will be tested to make 
sure there is no bias in the relative frequency of target pool selection (1/50), of target 
clip selection (1, 2, 3, or 4), and of target selection (1/200). 
References: 
Baptista, J., Derakhshani, M. & Tressoldi, P. (2015). Explicit anomalous cognition: A 
review of the best evidence in ganzfeld, forced-choice, remote viewing and dream 
studies. In Etzel Cardeña, John Palmer, and David Marcusson-Clavertz (Eds.) 
Parapsychology: A Handbook for the 21st Century. Jefferson NC: McFarland.  
Glicksohn, J. (2001). Temporal cognition and the phenomenology of time: A 
multiplicative function for apparent duration. Consciousness and Cognition 10, 1–25. 
Pekala, R. J. (2013). Quantifying consciousness: An empirical approach. Springer 
Science & Business Media. 
Roe, C.A. (2009). The role of altered states of consciousness in extrasensory 
experiences. In M. Smith (Ed.), Anomalous experiences: Essays from 
parapsychological and psychological perspectives. Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Co. (pp. 
25- 49).  
Storm, L., Tressoldi, P. E., & DiRisio, L. (2010). Meta-analysis of free-response studies, 
1992–2008: Assessing the noise reduction model in parapsychology. Psychological 
Bulletin, 136, 471-485.  
 
4. A statement or list of the specific hypothesis or hypotheses being tested, and 
whether each hypothesis is confirmatory or exploratory. (confirm/explore guidance) 

H1: Exploratory. Participants will correctly identify the randomly selected target clip at 
greater than chance expectation (tested using exact binomial probability, where p.hit = 
.25, alpha p≤0.05, one-tailed). 
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H2a and 2b: Exploratory. Those participants showing relatively high levels of altered 
state of consciousness (as indexed by the PCI and the time estimation task) will score 
more highly on the precognition task (tested by correlating PCI scores and time 
estimation scores against session Z-score calculated from target and decoy ratings, 
alpha p≤0.05, one-tailed). 
 
5. The planned number of participants and the number of trials per participant. 
60 participants, 1 trial per participant. 
 
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. 
This registration is submitted prior to testing the first participant. 
 
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 
document. (This information can be included in section 4 above for simple 
experiments.) 

 
8. The power analysis or other justification for the number of participants and 
trials. 
 
9. The methods for randomization in the experiment. If a pseudorandom 
generator is used, specify how and when the seed(s) will be obtained. 
 
10. A detailed description of the experimental procedure. 
 
This experiment has been approved by the University of Edinburgh School of 
Philosophy, Psychology and Language Sciences ethics committee. It is conducted on 
the premises of the Psychology department. In this experiment, 'ganzfeld' is defined as 
follows: 
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1. The participant reclines in a comfortable chair in a windowless metal chamber that 
has no adjoining rooms. The experimenter monitors the participant from within the same 
chamber. Adjacent to the reclining chair is a small table with a computer keyboard and 
monitor. 
2. The participant wears a translucent red eye-mask and has a light shone towards their 
face, such that they perceive a uniform red visual field with their eyes open. 
3. The participant wears headphones that first play a 9-minute relaxation exercise and 
then play white noise for 25 minutes during which time the participant is instructed to 
speak out loud to give a report of their internal thoughts, feelings, and imagery. 
4. There are 50 target pools, each consisting of four visual targets (60-90-second colour 
film clips with audio). During the experiment, the target pools and targets are sampled 
with replacement. 
5. The participant's mentation is audio recorded and the experimenter also takes notes 
of the mentation as the participant makes their report. 
6. At the conclusion of the mentation period, the participant removes their headphones 
and eye-mask and the experimenter reviews the mentation with the participant and 
invites the participant to make any further comment or elaboration on their impressions. 
7. The experiment computer program randomly selects a target pool and then randomly 
orders the four clips for presentation to the participant for judging. The participant views 
each clip and gives each clip a rating from 1 (= no correspondence) to 100 (= perfect 
correspondence) according to the similarity between the mentation and the clip. No tied 
ratings are permitted. The experimenter may remind the participant of their mentation 
report during the judging (the experimenter and participant are still blind to the target 
identity at this point.) The participant may review any of the clips and make changes to 
their ratings until the point that they finally decide to submit their ratings. 
8. When the ratings are submitted, the program uploads the participant's ratings in 
duplicate (locally and to a distant server). Finally, as this is a precognition design, the 
target clip is randomly selected by the program and revealed to the participant and the 
experimenter. 
 
 


