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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).
Individual differences factors affecting ESP performance following ganzfeld stimulation: A metaanalysis

2. The name, affiliation, and email address for the lead experimenter(s) for the
study.
Prof. Chris Roe, University of Northampton, chris.roe@northampton.ac.uk
Dr Glenn Hitchman, University of Northampton, glenn.hitchman@northampton.ac.uk
Dr Adam Rock, University of New England, arock@une.edu.au

3. A short description or abstract of the purpose and design of the experiment.
The ganzfeld technique has been used since the 1970s as a means of eliciting extrasensory
perception effects under controlled laboratory conditions. Effect sizes of experiments using the
ganzfeld technique compare favourably against other standard parapsychological research
methods (cf. Cardeña, 2018). Nevertheless, a number of researchers have argued that ganzfeld
research is inefficient where it does not incorporate prior selection of participants (e.g., Parker,
Frederiksen & Johansson, 1997; Goulding, Westerlund, Parker & Wackermann, 2004; Watt,
Dawson, Tullo, & Rice, 2020), and meta-analyses have suggested that studies that utilise
selected participants produce larger effect sizes than those with unselected participants (e.g.,
Bem, Palmer, & Broughton, 2001; Storm, Tressoldi, & Di Risio, 2010). However, there is great
inconsistency across studies in terms of the criteria that should be applied in selecting
participants, and choices seem to be based on lab lore rather than on empirical evidence. We
believe this is partly due to the lack of a definitive review that maps all studies that have
incorporated individual differences measures into a ganzfeld study and provides summary
statistics regarding the degree of association between psi task performance and personality and
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attitude measures (along the lines of the review of forced choice studies published by Zdrenka &
Wilson, 2017). The present project is intended to address this shortcoming by producing a
meta-analysis of the effects of individual differences factors upon ESP performance following
ganzfeld stimulation, as reported in published experiments.

4. A statement or list of the specific hypothesis or hypotheses being tested, and
whether each hypothesis is confirmatory or exploratory. (confirm/explore guidance)
The study is exploratory, so no hypotheses are predicted as such. Rather, the degree of
association between each ID factor and ganzfeld performance will be computed as a weighted
effect size derived from reported correlation or group difference statistics reported in the curated
papers.

5. The planned number of participants and the number of trials per participant.
All papers that meet the following criteria will be included in the meta-analysis. The experiment
must:
1. incorporate a Free-response design;
2. include ganzfeld stimulation;
3. include individual difference measures(s) (after Zdrenka & Wilson, 2017, p. 11), which
refer to personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender, extraversion) that do not pertain to
experiences during the ganzfeld (e.g. time sense judgements);
4. Following Storm, Tressoldi, and Di Risio (2012, p. 250), the “number of participants had
to be in excess of two to avoid the inherent problems that are typical in case studies”;
5. “Studies must provide sufficient information (e.g., z scores or number of trials and
outcomes) for the authors to calculate the direct hit rates and to apply appropriate
statistical tests” and calculate effect size (after Storm et al., 2010, p. 474).

It is not a requirement for papers to have been peer reviewed, so reports that appear only in
Research in Parapsychology and PA Proceedings will be included.
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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.
We hereby confirm that although the papers listed in Tressoldi and Storm’s database have been
curated, analysis has not yet begun.

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.)
The reported effect sizes that describe the association between individual differences (ID)
factors and ganzfeld performance will be converted to a common effect size, r. Combined effect
sizes, weighted by sample size, will be calculated for all ID variables that are reported in at least
one published paper. Effect sizes with 95% confidence intervals will be reported. A homogeneity
analysis will be performed to ascertain if the effect sizes of different experiments group together
to form a single cluster or are spread out. Heterogeneity suggests the presence of potential
moderators that are contributing to the spread of effect sizes.

8. The power analysis or other justification for the number of participants and
trials.
Not applicable

9. The methods for randomization in the experiment. If a pseudorandom
generator is used, specify how and when the seed(s) will be obtained.
Not applicable

10. A detailed description of the experimental procedure.
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We are grateful to Lance Storm and Patrizio Tressoldi for sharing with us their database of all
ganzfeld studies reported from January 1974 to December 2020. All these original articles have
been curated. The authors will review the articles against the inclusion criteria; and
discrepancies will be resolved through discussion. Core data from the report (lead author,
number of participants) will be noted.
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