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ABSTRACT” \ S,
. -~ (R
<

>

The controversial topic.of'parapsvchology is viewed-within the * N

e

Soviet context as an example of thc dynamic interaction of an anomaly

4+

.

S

with an established tracition

- The acceptability of the subject of parapsychology as 2 legitimate

o
¢

ares of study in. the Uu.s. S R. is traced w1thin an historical per pective..
_The official and academic attitude toward parapsychology in the u.s. S”R. :

" 1s seen ave vacilated from tolerance (prerevolution to 1938),
4 A
.rejection (l938 to 1959), to-limited but expanding acceptance (post—

o b

1959).. The continuing research in parapsychology is seen to reflect the
basic principles of the prevailing materialistic concepts as well as’
methodological traits 51milar to those of other contemporary areas of

study (partffularly psychology) in the U.S.S.R. In terms of approach

to the problem, hilosophical perspective, empha51s on application and .
- -~

research methodology,-{hviet parapsychologists have complied with the

standards of other contemporary Soviet sciences .and differed in many

\respects from Western parapsychologists . » o IR

The analy51s suggests that, the phenomenanof acceptance of para-
) . e .

psychology in the U.S.S. R. can be viewed as a case study‘in the con-
‘mfrontation of ‘anomalous material with an existing paradigm. The inquiry

is primarily dependent on a model for the treatment of anomalous material
»which is developed Using the model which is based to a large extent on
) K}
"~ .the views of T. S. Kuhn, the problem of acceptancelof parapsychology is

—

inv%Ftigated in two: sphhres. (1) the political (state)'attitude, and’:
(2) the attitude of the academic community Elaborating the'incompatae,%

bility of the underlying assumptions of Soviet parapsychology with- the

0

- baeic tenets of both political and academic (specifically Soviet

@

iv
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s ¢ . i

psychelogy)'fkameuerks in the U.$.S.R., con‘lusions-can be drawn coh-

» — s

Pi cerning the dynamics of the interaction. -

JP
i

Parapsychology s struggle for acceptdbllity in the Sov1et scien-
i
Ctific community appears ‘to be advancing rapldly w1th respect to
/ .

certain subject matter, Partial accepqgnce at the political leve}'p
has been a tremendous asset.«-However, resistance is still eV1dent
_.and, is expected to contlnue.‘ It is suggested that not all subject
matter considered parapsychological in tne West can be 8551n11ated
a0 i )

in the present Soviet: ”Weltanschaung without fundamental changes in
‘the establisved ideolog%ca; and scientific traditions.z Resclution

of the confr}ntation wou 4/eppear to exist in the verifica ion of ;ﬁﬁ;

-~

i ,‘ ’ A‘ﬂ,' Y
larger mo?e endompassigg, Yamework - an.alternative paradilgm.

]

/
Viewed as a. photoé pe for more in depth analysis of sc1entif1c

l

the study may stimulate

S
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The Science pf- today is a light matter ...

Those amazing truthS‘that our descendants

»

will discover-are even now all around us,

staring us in the eyes, so to speak; and ,
- yet we do not see them. _But 1t is not
enough to say that we do not see ;hem, we
kdo,not wish to seé them - ‘or as soon a$
an'uhexpected.and unfam}liér facf.épééérs,
- we ‘try to £it 1t inté the framework of. the
.com%?npiacesoof accepted knowledgé, éné -
are indignAntlﬂhat anyone should dare to o

experiment further.

- Charles Robert Richet |
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. . , . CHAPTER I L
. _ X
o v INTRODUCTION
' \ I B

The subject matter'inELnaed under the“headingﬂgﬁ parapsychologyl
‘ e . ¢ " . )
is 0~ntroverSiai in psychology and scienpe. Much discussion has a

jppeared in the literature concerning the "facts", and "nonfacts', the

a

pros and cons, the possibilities and ncnpossibilities.of the various
aspects of parapsychological 1nvest1gat10ns. Arduous EEéates’in
cademic symposia (Murchlson~(l927) and lengthy dlscu531ons (Smythles,

1967) have been spawned InvolVed in the cntroversy are eminent’
v _
~st" ars andeprominent academlcs. Highly respected men in the past

and present have offered en;\hragement to parapsychological research.

‘Nobe! ‘ri.e w¥nners Charles Richet Lord Raylelgh T. T. Thomson and

Sir John Eccles, among other well known names such as William James,
‘-
¥

Sigmund Freud, Carl Jung, William MCDi%EZ%}’ Cyril Burt and Gardner

Murphy have contrlhuteﬂ support to psy cal research (see Van Over, + *
_ —— - -
1972). Other noteable figu res stch as Helmholtz, Joseph Jastrow

C. E. Kellogg, D. H. Rawcllffe B. F. Skinner, S. S. Stevens and

Edwin Borlng have ralsed their voices and pens agai- .t parapsychology.
N .

Whether pro or con a greatrnumber of prominent name are associated

with the apparently wideningcsphere»of controversy that envelopes

parapsychology.' ‘

Interest in aspects of psychical puenomena dates back long before

Edward Titchner discussedlthe feeling_of being stared at in the

« . :
reputable journal, Science, in lS%ﬁ. Phenomena that, parapsychologists

Il
i

-



-

. ' o ) ‘ ' -2
interpret as "supernormal" or beyond the grasp‘bf the known laws of’

science wete reported already im classical antiquity (Dodds, 1971).

4

'Psychic experiences have been compiled from almost all ages of recorded'
- history (Ebon, 1971). Organized research, however, did not begin in

many parts of‘the world until the eighteen'hundredé. The §ec6nd~half

[y

of the nineteenth century saw-a considerable interest in such psychic

phenomena as, telepathy,'claifvoyance, preeogdition, levitation, slate .

writing, spirit commnnicatidn, spirit materialization, and spirit
phqtogréphy (Kottler, 1974). Penheﬁs the best,sunmary ef the eafly
beginnings of serious psychical inveetiéafion inwtng United States and‘
Gfeat'Brifein is offered. by Gauln'(196é). Ganld-traces ;hr ;zlh nf

‘ parapsychology from its roots in sp1r1tua}1sm ognthe mid- 1800's~to the

foundation of the Soc1ety for Psychical Research in London in 1882 and‘

"its sister organization in the United~States, The American Society for

1

Psychtcal Researgh in 1885. Since that time publications cqncerning' -
. parapsychology{:ive.increased yearly untll they now number in the
thousands.2 .
The ihterest in psychical phenomena is transeultural, with organ-—
izations for perapSycnical research‘established on all jor cdntinents.3

The geographical spread of interest in organized research of 'psi"

events 1is indicated in Parap_ychology Today: A Geographic View

(Proceedings of an International Conference Held at Le Pjol, St. Paul

de’ Vence) France, August 25-27, 1971) (Angoff & Shapin, 1973) The,

i

i

book presents articles nn parapéychology in the United Kingdom, Japan,
India, Turkey,’ Israel, Germany, Eastern Europe and the U.S.S.R., South

Africa, Nordic Countries of Europe, Switzerland, Argentina, Holland,
. a bt} M -~ .. .
L4

s



Italy, France, Canada, and the Unltedastates. -

" The appearance of the. U S. S R on this llgé is quite outétanding/
and perhaps somewhat surprisxng since the phllosophical stance.of
dialectic mater1al1sm prefers not to deal with phenomena that ¢ nnot
be explalned by current states of knowledge (Wetter, 1962). In 1934

the Large Sov1et Encyclopedla (Bolshaya Sovetskaya Ent51klopedry7,

2nd Ed., Vol. XLII, 1956, p. 159) descrlbed telepathy as:

...an antiscientific, 1deallst1c fiction concerning

man's supernatural faculty of perceiving phenomena

" which in respect of place and time are incapable of

perception, and the. p0551billty of transmitting

thoughts over distances without thé agency of sense

organs and a physical medium (cited by Teodorovich,

1967, p. 16)>
With such a definition it would not be expected that the U.S.S.R. would
be involved in parapsychological research ‘ - -

T Less 1is known about the contemporary status of parapsychology in
the U.S.S.Rr than any other geographical area. Little information is
puhllshed-about parapsychological events in the Soviet Union. Before
l970 minimal interest was shown in Soviet parapsychologyiby the West.

This sibuation was altered to a dégree w1th the publication of Psychic

' Discoveries Behind the Iron Curtain by Sheila Ostrander and Lynn

'Schroeder (1970): This: popularlzed account of parapsychology in the

u. S S.R., stimulated much activity both within and w1thout parapsycho—
logical circles as Van de Castle (1970) predlcted Noteable American
and European researchers travelled to the Soviet to conflrm Ostrander s
and Schroeder's report (see"for example, Moss, 1971; Ullman, 1971).
'Experimental projects. elaborated in the book were in turm carried out

]
‘ﬁin thie United States, In this way the attention of the Western world -

/ ’ -



4

was focused on Kirlian photography which has been taken up by Dr. Thelma

Moss (Moss, 1971, 1972; Moss & Johnson, 1972).
. 12 L3 & o

-

The Oatrander and Schroeder bodi and the response to it snggests
that there is much disagféement concernlng the state of affalrs of
parapsychology ‘in the U.S.S.R., suggesting two’ p01nts; (1) There is g
little agreement among Western Parapsycholog1<ts on the degree of
acceptability of parapsychology in the U.S.S.R.A (2) The development

of parapsychology in the U.S;S;R:;may‘be unique by virtue of its sudden

emergence in the early 1960's.. Rapid acceptafice by the Soviets is

~
~

unique for two reasons: (a) The hlstory of parapsychology in other
gountries is one\of gradual acceptance, (b) A common pattern of
conflict between anonolous material and-an«existing paradigm suggests"'
a long'prOCessvof gradually diminishing resistance.. It iéjwirh these
two pointa in mind that the present study was undertaken, - The~confnsion
concerning parapsyéhOlogical activity in the U.5.S.R. must be clarified.
To.what extent is parapsychology accep:able for Soviet research? How
is such research Justlfledkugthin the phllosophical framework of
>dia§ectical materlallsm7 With\}egard to parapsychology in the Soviet
Union, what insights can be gained concerning the confrontatéon of a new
‘ body of knowledge with an established body of knowledge? Answers to the
) first two questions have given rlse to widely varying repor:f and no * ‘
one to my knowlgdge has attempted to answer the third.. As one researcher
writes: .’ ' ‘ - » e
- The fact that a stirring of scient;fic i.rerest

in ESP has occurred at all where it was so T

. unexpected would even by itself be .a matter of
B major impor tance (Pratt, 1973 p.56).. . -



The study is 1ntended to meet three: general objectives:

Scope of the Stugy

1. .To trace the grow1ng acceptance (or nonacceptance) of parapsychologz//

_as a legitimate area of study within an historical perSpective. - ?

2. To examine sdme of the fdctors involved\in the acceptance‘(or

]

nonacceptance) of parapsychology in the U.S.S. R.

3. To view parapsycholegy in the U.S.S.R.- as a case study of the

.23 a.
. . ,

confrontat1on of anomalous material. w1th an existing paradigm.
. A‘ . .
Limitations \
The interpretations'which may be extraéted‘rrom this thesis-are
limited. | S A o o )

- It will be po581ble to obtain.a comprehensxve overview of the
growing acceptance,of parapsychology in the u. S S R. and to elaborate
on the reasons for this evolution. It will be possible to determine
some current trends 1n “the growth of parapsychology in the U.5.S.R. And,
in‘a more general wey,\it will be possible to gain‘some insight intoT
the confrontation of anomolous material with an.existing paradigm. N

- However, it will not be possible from. th1s study to gain ‘an
extremely'accurate picture of the current.state of affairs of
-parapsychological research in the U.S.S. R. While §:rtain trends Anh
attitudes are distinguishable with respect to psi research inithe"i;'*"
-U. S’S'R., these should not be construed as being totally comprehehsive
nor reflective of the 1975 situation.

Severé& problems which confront this study and at the same time

a N

impose'limits on the.investigation derive from the peculiarities of the
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'mentioned concerning problems related to investigating patapsychology )

o » - R =

topic. The topic concerns a geographical area .and languages that ar@

P
foreign to the author' “each of which contributes to the difficulty in

obtaining relevant 1nformat10n. Several other pgints should be

A

in. the U. S S.R. First, little Soviet research on parapsychology has

been translated into/English. This isvdue to several reasons:

(l) obtaining English translations of Soviet technical’ papers 4n any

ifield of study is difficult and parapsychology by no means is high on

¥

'the list of priorities- for tranqgation, (2) parapsychology in the U.S, SwR.

does not have its'own journal and therefore, the articles are scattered -

hd s

about” and difficult to collect for ‘translation by 1nterested Western

'parapsychologists, (3) the few English translations ‘of Soviet articles,

- to some degrée, reflect the Western academic-bias against parapsychological

7
: -V
.research vt

—An. additienal reason is- that Sov1et work translated into English

ften suffers greatly in the translation. Brozek (1961) points out
¢ ‘_ . .

) «

" that e o :

Unique and unexpec%ed ‘difficulties in communication
“and in translation may arise when a Russian and an
. international word- are used which in English would

be rendered by similar or jdentical words but which

have totally different connotations in Russian

(p.714).

Similarly, referring to the intercultural problems in semantics that
hinder communications, Brackbill (1960) questions,_

What's wrong with Soviet—American communication that

I had to come 311 the way to Moscow to find out that

Soviet experimental child research is both competently -

done and of considerable interest to me {p. 232)’

The same intercultural translation and communications problem
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éppliég td-parépsychpiogical ﬁesearch.r'Not only d§ normal translatioﬁ
proSiem;Ahiﬁd;?_an acggrate Engiish reﬁditioniof Soviet work but the
:méiter iﬁ'compiicatgd'5§ tefpinologicai'differences between Soviet and
Western:parapéychology, Tﬁé translater must adopﬁ.a new'vbtaﬁulary,
a task made even more.di;ficult by the absencé S% Russian dictibnarieS'
of parapsycholégicéllterms. _Hopefhlly; these problems can be minimized
: , 5

in the future with effdrt_and\ﬁEw\igfiggif:a

Thirdly, it'may be -that a complete picture of parapsycholbgical

research is not possible even within the U.S.S.R. Thérg are persistent

rumors that much of the research is carried on in secret (Ostrander &

Schroeder, 1971, p.13; Canadian Magazine, March 16, 1974, p.12). As
» \ 5 . . . .

‘Ryzl (1969) pgihgg"éut o T ‘.,)

The 46viet authorities have the financial means and
apparently a pool of qualified and compliant
researchers to accelerate considerably, whenever the
state so déETf?sE)any program in parapsychological
research. But EhéfU?SvS@R*Malsg;haS_Lhe,meanS*to‘
° keep the results of such research secret from the rest
of the world. Once practical-application of these-
_results becomes possible, there is no doubt that
the Soviet Union will do so‘(p.274—275).

Q

_}Inkormation release in the area of parapsychology appears to be closely

checked in the U.S.S.R. Dr. Thelmé Moss of the University of California
reports that on a visit to Professdr Vladimir Inyushin énd his ‘

3

colléégues at Kazakh University in Alma-Ata, shée wasitold that she could

not see his laboratory since permission had not come from Moscow (Moss,
¥ ' ¢ ' '

1971L»p.43). ‘Ryzl (1968) suggests even more strongly that:

..othere are convincing indications that in the

' U:S.S.R, some secret research, associated with
state security and defense, is going on; that is,
that attempts are being made to apply ESP to
both police and milit ry use (p.265).
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Sources of Information

>Sources~providing the main body of data for.thié study can be

divided into two main categories: (1) translations of publications

&

'from the U.S.S.R. 'and (2) English langdaée surveys, reports, papers,.

symp051a and communications. S . .
: Information was obta - d directly frmﬂ'the appropriate para—
psychological organizations and publ1shersﬂor was obtained through the

Interlibrary Loan‘Service at the University of Alberta.

Library fes By e A " ~

- Historical Context of the Problem of "Accebtability"

Parapsychologicai‘phenomena and theirjinvestigation have had a

‘history of scientificﬁrejection since the 17th century., Before the

»
l7th century explanations in terms of occult quallties were common in %

acceptable sc1ent1f1c work. However, men such as Boyle, and later Newton,

altered thlS situation and commited science to explanations in terms of .
mechan1c0~corpuscular models.- This method.of viewing nature suggested
_solutions to problems that prev1ously evaded acce;table'solntions (Boas,
1952); Paragsychological data which appear to'conflict with these
basic assumptions ha?e continually been rejected by the sqientific
community,since that time..'However, the degree to which the tacit
assumptions‘made in'traditional science, and the belief in psychicai
phenomena:are incommensurate is’ uncertain/

The controversy over psi phenomena has raged in North America,
Europe, as well as the Soviet Un1on for some time, with experimental

research being conducted in most technological countries. Much. of

\j'.r‘,

this accumulated work suggests the existence of phenomena such as

ESP, PK, and reélated phenomena. However, these phenomena doanot ‘seem”’
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to fit theL;drld view held by mqsé'sci;n;igts, reéulting in a noticeable -
distinction between "pro' and "aﬁti" pérapsychology. On ﬁhe one hand,
parépsychologists‘claim that their case is well esfablisﬂéd,_that the
Eg}dgnce speaks ﬁor itﬁelf and that no more time should be spent i
cqmﬁiling additional evidence. ‘Instead, efforEs should be made to
:investigate the variables that dgterminé the phenoméﬁ;; to_control the
phenomena; to establish a w;rking model for‘;ts.mechanism;vand to
develop a cohfemporéry scieﬁtific‘frameﬁbrk in‘wbiéh such. phenomena can
take their rightful place. ‘On the other hand,‘'many scientists_find
such hypqtheSes unacceptable and prefer to bélieve that alternative {
hypothes;s, experimental weakness,.dr fraﬁd andvcolusion, rather than
ESP or PK, bes;iexplain ceftain findings. This conflict is pfeseﬁtly
unresolved.

One thing is clear however, mor e scientists are taking an integest 7
and are taking a stance in this controversy. As the publicatibn of
parapsychological papers increases and gs it becomes the fééus of -
increased discussion, more members of the scientifig community are

required to choose a side in the controversy or find some other

suitable solution, ®

Depth of the Controversy

The depth of the controversy is generally recognized by.£hose pro
and those anti psi research. Parapsychological phenomena belong to a
.class of evénté that do not easily fit into systematic scieﬁce and the
prevailing view of ﬂ#ture encouragéd by‘empiricism. Instead, they <-
appear to contradict established concepts, vieys and.theories concerning

v

the World. For example, sbme psychic phenomena appear to be uhexplainable

&
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within'presentvphysicaliStic frameworks (Rhine & Pratt, 1957, p.66).

. “wo .
Precognition, clairvoyance, telepathy and psychokinesis by definition -~

occur under cond1t1ons that eliminate the types of operation known as
'physical} Pﬁgfessor C. D. Broad has shown that parapsychological

phenomena clash sharply with certain tacit assumptions which he has

' termed 'ba51c limiting principles ; that is princ1ples 'we he51tat1ngly _
_take for granted as the framework'within which»all our practicaL

activities and our scientific theories are confined" (cited by Ducasse,

1954, p.811).

-

The class of phenomena called "psi" is an anomaly to the popular
‘conceptions of 'space andgtime. Psi shows no discernihii/{21ati0n to f

space. Spontaneous occurrences and -experimental exaﬁigations suggest
0 . ' .
B : . 3
that telepathy between agent and percipient is unhampered by the

distance between- them., No known physical medium accounts for this

contradlction to existing concepts of space. P51 ignores traditional
temporal relations as it does spatial relations. Precognition, the

-

prediction of random, future events, is by its definition transtemporal
- According to C. E. M. Hansel, if the clains}of‘parapsychologists are
‘justified, ‘a complete revision in comtemporary ‘scientific thought is

required at least comparable to that made necessary in Biology by

-~ “

pDarwin and in Physics by Einstein" (Hansel, 1966, p.8-9). This widely
held view is cieariy expressed in an editorial in Science on "Extra—

_ o
sensory Perception' which suggests that parapsychologists héve presented
"teacts' incompatible with accepted scientific prine‘ihes and their

e

vast body of gupporting evidence" (p.7).



DEVEL WENT OF PARAP

K . _ CHAPTER II

SYCHOLOGY IN THE U. S S.R.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS LEADING TO THE ACCEPTANCE

OF PARAPSY

pi K historlcal perspectlve is

nto (1) how acceptable parapsyc

CHOLOGY IN THE U.S. S R.

?

essential in grder to gain insights -

hology is in the U. S LR R., (2) the

problems invblved in the'acceptan e of parapsychology in the U S.S.R.;

“(3) some of the.factors that ‘det

‘

parapsychology 1nvthe UﬁS.S.R.,

\
ermine acceptance or reJectlon of ~

and (4) the relatlonshlp between -

anomalous materlal ‘and ‘an ex1st1ng paradigm. A brief historical sketch

of parapsychology in the U.S.S.R. is here presented; though concerned

primarily with Ru531a it w111 oc
developments; differences and pa
developments and resaarch in par

developments and research. (Ear

, Vasiliev, 1963 1965.)

Few h1stor1cal reviews outl
'research in the U.S.S.R.; most p
those compiled by Pratt (1963, l

and Mutschall (l968) Others ar

~»Teodorovich 1967), or Jr'.tten f

1970), Some reviews contain infaQr

. e
caSLOnally mentrpn East Luropean,

rallels. Emphasis is placed on recent

apsychology as opposed to. early

ly hlstorical data is offered by

s

ine the exact nature of-parapsychological

-
: *

ubllcations are 1ncomplete, such as
973), Vasiliev (1963), Naumov (1968),

e outdated (Ryal, 1961 Banerjee, 1962
o1, popular appeal (Ostrander & Schroeder

Q~gXtion about parapsychological

11

©
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activities in East European countries (Ryii, 1968, 1969;‘1971)."Para—

N

péychology in Poland is reviewed. by Borzymop§kir(l96§), in Bulgaria

3

by Ostrander : and Schroeder (1970, P. 265 309), in Czechslovakla by\J

Pratt* (1963 1966 1973), and Ostran?er and Schroeder (1970 P. 313~ 399)

_ B
. . |

Period of Official Tolerance , _!

P :
" Parapsychological phenomena first app%ars to have, drawn academic
W

interest in the. middle lSO%?ﬁb(Platanov, 1965) ‘This parallels early S

[N

‘develdpments in psi research im‘other parts of the. world (Gauld 1968
,Kpttler,”1974). From these early tlmes until the late 1930 s such
puzzling phenomena as spiritcgommunications, splrit materlalizations,
1evitation, spirit rapping and other such phenomena associated with

spiritual mediums were studied with cur1051ty by select groups among

the scientific ‘and academic community Often high ranking me bers of

th;:e'prestigious“communities were 1nvolved in these 1nvestigat10ns of
1 v« - _/
purported psychic phenomena.

' Throughout this early period when'such investigations were

. Ki .
tolerated, two .distinct sbages of 1nvestigation can be 1solAted Prior

to the Ruesian Revolutionwwﬁich initiated the communist regime, the
e %.“ 1.4

&

primary focus of studies laﬂhan the,seance rooms and mediums themselves.>'
G

ﬂ
After the revolution, hbﬁ%yef&ggﬁ&orts were. made to apply experimental .

o

and associated lahoratory tedﬁhiques&; An outstanding figure associated

with ‘the shift in approach to the scientiflc problem‘offpsi phenomena

-

-\
is Bechterev. It is therefore suggested that the «period of tolerance

is comprised of two distinct, yet interrelated Segments pf higtdrical -

»

- development' the prerevolutionary period and the period of Bechterev's.

-/



dominant influence. . . - . Pad

Pre-Revolutionary Period

T ’
LR v -~

As with most'modern-civilizations, Russiaxmaintains historical
roots ‘in pre—Christyan and pre—Moslem\m rical’ traditions ‘In-pré—

) ) N RN
revolutionary Ru331a, elements of mysticism permeated the practices of

the Orthodox Church. This cultural milieu allqwed for an active rnterest

..
o

in ®hat was then known(ag.spi, > iigtic phenomena. Mediumships and
nl

. thére were some 2, 000 off1c1a11y

p\

Tegistered spiritistic c1rcles 1n>Ru391a (Vasiliev, 1065, p. 107 108)

seances were'very pdpular. I

'The trend toward forming spiritualisﬁic groups during the period from ™~

Bt

mid—eighteen hundreds,to the early~n1neteen hundreds‘appears to have

counterparts in the West (Gauld 19685. The w1despread nature of this

N

' movement encouraged numeroéus sc1entists, such as the chemist, Aleksander

. *r.. ’ ¥
: Mikhailovich Butlerov, to organize early investigations (Platanov, Q965
: ~.

p: 39)

\_:-

“Seveﬁal pioneer studies gere carried out B%fore the 1900 s. Im
1816 &he Physics Society of the UniverSity of St. Petersburg 1nitlated
a special commission for investigating mediumistic phenomena . The

commi551on was directed by the well known_ chemist Dmitry Ivanovich
+ - B
Mendeleev8 (who developed the famous perlodic system ) and was‘composed,

K

of eleven éther promihent scientists, (Platanov l965, p.39). The

commissiOn worked for about one year invfting qell known mediums from

abroad for seances.9 In the area'of quantitative research‘pioneer

experiments were undertaken as early ‘as the late 1800'5 An Tashkent

3
N .

(Wilkins, 1965). - | R = ;'- .
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;The Russian Society for Experimental Psychologx,nfounde? in 1891,

‘ \,i%dVestigaged clairvoyance, psychometry, and poltergeist phenomena.
This group. kept in close contact with the Soc1ety for Psychical o

. Research in London, England through Count Perovsky~Petrovo~Solovo,

. [«
3 ‘ A

‘the Society's Honorary Secretary for Russia. Reports of several

Lk . . & ) 10
prominent researchers from other countries were made available.

4 v
. L2

7‘The Périod of Bechterev s Influence
5 V M Bechterev was quite instrumental in, spawnlng organized
research of parapsychological phenomena. He 1as been called by some

kussian parapsYchologists.the'pioneer and father of the subject in
e o i
the U. S S.R. (Vasiliev, 1963 p.3). Khokhlov writes of Bechterev:
' ¥
© His contribution to the research in psythoneurology

in Russia was enormous, ye% .he never lost his intense =

- interest in the field of parapsychology (Kt \nlov, /
1968, p 231) ' ‘ D

In'1907 he founded the Psychoneurological Institute, sometimes called-

2 Ll

thé Instirvte:jor Brain;Research (Vasiliev, 1965, p.l). ‘This institute

.

was insi ..tcntal in leading Several independent psychologists to an’

——

'intérest if. telepathy (Khokhlov, 1968). Bechterev formed the pioneer
core, A{including L.L. VaSiliev) which wasfactive in encouraging and

revitalizing interest in parapsychology in the U.S.S5.R. in the 1960' s

Much of Bechterev s early work in psychical phenomena concerned

_VJ‘L. Durov's telepathy'eXperimentsﬁwith dogs. This period ds
. T - L ‘ . i
considered (Mutschall, 1968, p.2; Ryzl, 1969) to maEgjghe beginning of

Soviet research in parapsychology

<

‘Durov reported that he had trained dogs to respond to telepathic

vI

commands in,his-book”Training of Animals. Bechterev found Durov s

”%t%f"' )
" &

- ".1
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. performances and e peiiments convincingvand'as a result took an active

interest. Durov would ‘take the dogs head in his- hand and stare
motionlessly into ‘the dog's eyes. He would "telepathlcally convey
prearrenged instrﬁctiens'to the dog. The dog would sometimes rush

off and complete the task, often with minimal errdr. Tasks ranged
- . .

from the relatively simple, such as barking'at a_predetermined person

or fetching a particular book lying on a table, to the more complex,
such as carrying out a prev1ously agreed upon sequence of tasks. One

experiment required, the dog to sit on a stool by-a pléno and hit the
. v R e
keyboard with his paw. He was then supposed to take a chocolate candy

from a seatéd woman and deliver it over to andther'man. Such
experiments were confirmed by noted scientists V.- M. Bechterev,

P..P. Larzarev, and A. V. Leontovich (Ryzl, 1969). .Durov was glven a
-stete supported laboratory . in Moscon during the 19&0'5 cailed:
200psycholog1cal laboratory (Ryzl, 1969, 1970) and contlnued hlS
experiments there until his death in 1934.I Bechterev summarized some
‘of the telepashlc experiments that Durov, others and ‘himself carried
out in the Proceedlngs of the Psychoneurologlcal Institute in 920

A report of these experlments later appeared in Germanl? and then in

T

English (see Bechterev,.l949). He writes of these experlments ...it

-~

. : -
is hardly necessary to say how desirable further (parapsychological)

experime/nts in vdif'ferent' directions with ?gs would be'" (Bechterev,

AR

11949, p.175). R ‘ : "

In 1922 a special commission for‘the Study of Mental Suggestion,

» :
,attached to thc Psychoneurological Imnstitute, was formed by Bechterev.
This specialvcommittee was responsible for the continuation and
o %

-~
]
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elaboratlon of experlments that Bechterev himself had started- Their

attention ‘was focused on two types of phenomena : - -

174

(i) ie effect of mental suggestlon on a hypnotlzed i

human subject.
- (2) Psychophy51olog1cal effects of a magnetic ‘field
on a hypnotized subject. (Va5111;v, 1963 P. l)
The members of the comm133101 were reputable sc1entﬂ?“9, 1nclud1ng
pspcholog;sts A. K. Borsouk N. ‘F Vlkltln, V. C. Rabinov1ch medlcal
hypnotists V. A. Finne, N. A. ?anov,)phgsiologists L. L. Vasiliev,
V. M., Karassik,'thSicists; A. H. Petrovsky, V. A. Podierny, a
philosopher, C. I. Povarnin, and othe)é"’?he results of this group
.
were presented at the Second All Russian Congress of Psychoneurology,.
in January, 1924, in ‘Petrograd.  One of the‘presentatlons at the
Congress was given‘by the Russiah pSychologist Professor K. I. Platanov.
His address was accompanied by’a demonstration of an experiment in
"mental,sbnding to sleep and awakening"” from a distancel3. The Congress
endorsed the necessity of further experimentation of so called mental |
suggestion;as ?ell‘suggesting:Russian participatggn;in the Internatiopnal
, Committee for Psychical Research.
Ry
In the 19205 a Russian committee'for Psychical Research was
organized as an affiliate to the International Commictee for fsychical
Rescarch founded by Charles Richet, in France. This Russian committee
for parapsychology was 1nit1a22d by A V. Lounacharsky, then Minister
of Education and included V. M. Bechterev, P. P. Lazarev A E. Kotz
(Director ofithe Moscow Darwin Museum), psychiatrist G. V. Reitz and

-

L. L. Vasiliev (Vasiliev, 1963, p.2).
. A : 3
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' During this period several papers were presented and some of the

' , o 14 A C S
work was reported in writing. Especially successful were experiments

with Mrs. Kouzmina, carried out in the Department for Nervous Diseases

Chapter 4).

_of the Twenty-Fifth October Memorial Hospital (see Vasiliev, 1963,

As with much of the early work in Rugsia, these experiments

were influenced by the earlier work of French investigators.lSV The

o~

york of V. A. Podierny, V. N. Finne, and Vasiliev was a repetition of

v

the work with Joire at the Univer51ty of L!ﬁle The patient, Kouzmina

suffered hysterical paralysis of her Jeft 31de. Through suggestion under

hypnosis she reportedly regained her ability to.volgntarily move the

paralyzed extremities. A similar effect was reperted to have been

produced with mental suggestion. WhilevKouzmina'was hypnotized one

of the three experimenters would mentally'make a prearranged suggestion

3

to her. Vasiiiev reports that she would make the movement. When
, % :

asked why she made the movement she stated "I was teld to do so by

.-

o

so—and-so' as well as .being able ir many instances to identify the

ﬂ

telepathic sender.

. -
r

In 1926 another comnisSion was set up by the Psychoneurological

3

Institute under Bechterev. The members included researchers of earlier

commissions as well as several others including two physicists, two

physiologists and three medical psychiatrists. The following.invest~-
. : \ o

—

igétions were carried out:

1.

Objective methods of analySis and control of .

‘Hundreds bf experiments of 'guesst ng of

'spontanéous' manifestakions of mental

suggestion were devised (BOthhekaV)

. .
\ o ) . g, Bl
o 7




- - R T
4 o e ‘ .
‘preselected)'visuaﬁ:images' (G. V. Reiﬁz).

3. Experimental researches on_maniiesfétions of

ysupposéd recdgqifion (BOrichevgky).

4, VAbseriés of 'gu;ssing' experiments with the

ISquéét P. whlcﬁ gaQe negative results (Reitz
aﬁd A. V.»Dpubrovsky, at thebsuggestiOA of
V;;M.'Bechterev).

5. :Afsefies of;éxpe;imen;s on neuromuscular
oﬁerexcitation‘using the'hypnotic methods of‘
Charcot, and ﬁy meaﬁs of the conditioned reflex

, ' method (Vasdliev, V. :.'Poéierny and V. A.
Finne).
y
6{ A number of inves;igations recording pulse
and blobd pressure while punctures were madé
in various parts ofﬂthe‘body;‘hands and iegs
(Vasiliev and Doubrovsky, in conjunction
with demonstrations by To Réma).
7. Numerous experiments on the effects of
placing a hand or a movable metal needle
_(Vasiliev and’Doubrovsky, at the suggestion
'of V. M. Bechterev). '_
(Vasiliev,vl963, p.d).
In 1932 the Institute for Brain Research founded gy Eechierev‘aﬁd _
then headed by Professor Ossipov "recéived an asgignmént to commence

an'experimental study of telepathy with thébaim of determining as far

as possible its physical basis..." (Vasiiiev, 1963, p.4). This work
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lasted until 1938 and was carried out. by Vas1liev with the collaboration
of 1. F Tomashevsky (phy51ologist), A V. Doubrovsky (medical hypnotist),

I Skariatin (phy51cist and engineer) and G Ue Belitzky R4dio

<

technologists (e g., V. F. Mitkev1ch) acted as- consultants Hz;

| | Other scientists who studied the problem of psychlc phenomena
during the 1920's and 1930 s were B. B. Kazhinsky and A G. Ivanov-v
Smolensky.l74 Kazhinsky, an engineer, worked for some time with V. L..
Durov in Moscow at ‘the Laboratory ot Applied Comparative~Psychology

(Zoopsychological Laboratory). The‘publication of his Peredocha Mysiei

(Thought‘Transmission) cat§§orizes hin as one_of the pioneers of‘mental
suggestion(in.theCUtS.S.R.' ”{_
. Research conducted betweendlgéo and 1938 tended to reflect the
basic principles of the prevailing‘materialistic concepts. Every
attempt was made to EQ; parapsychological phenomena: to phy51ological
‘correlates.18 Generally the writings reflect the feeling that even
apparently unexplainablerphenomena should not be left to the realm of

religious superstition; but should be explored and observed and

explained through the application of physical principles.

Period of Total Rejection (1938 - 1959)
With the rise to power of Stalin in 1930 the work in parapsychology.
became increasingly difficult to carry out (Morrow, 1965) Although the"
investigations initiated by Bechterev and carried on by his |

followers, such as Va liev, continued publication became difficult.

Many of the results of‘exper s carried on between 1932 and 1938 were

not published until the 1960's.
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In. 1938 the ekperiments-into the }henomena oﬁ telepath; at the
Institute fo;'Brain Research being conducted under Vasiliev Stopped due
to an official hostile attitude directed at what was considered to be
remnants of religious superstitions . "The study of the phenomena oi

parapsychology could easily be 1nterpreted as ..axdeliberate attempt

to undermine the doctrinee of materialisu (Teodorov1ch 1967, p.17).
This interpretation during thevStalin era was sufficient to force 7
' undergrounu any remaining interest since political crimes were punished.
harshly. Further experiments were forhidden (Morrou, 1965, p.viij
* Teodorovich, 1967, p.17) ano no'publications of»paraps#ohological
inuestigation‘appeared between the years 1938 and l959f

It is interesting to note that the life of Vasiliev, between the.“

years 1438 (the year of the greatest purge) and 1943, is a blank :

according to the Biographical Dictionary of Parapsychology by Helene

i

Pleasants as well as other versions of his biography’(Khokhlov, 1568,

. —.I/

p.232). From 1943 to 1965 he was Professor of Physiology at the

University of Leningrad.

'

Although there was no overt parapsychological activity, Khokhlov

(1968) suggests that interest iﬂ parapsychological phenomena smoldered
under the eurface' Similarly, Teodorov1ch (1967) suggests that research
continued covertly and that foreign science reéports on,parapsychology
perneated the U.S.S. RP unofficially. Reports concerning the sensitive
Wolf Messing support the likelihood of the above claims (Svink—Zielinski
1969; Reznichenko, 1970)

v

Apparently, Wolf Messing appears to have been an exception to the

ban on telepathy during the Stalin gap."Messing, who fled to Russia in
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1939 when Hitler's army invaded Poland, was a stage—telepathist in the
U.S.S.R. durlng the 1940 s and 1950's, who attracted much attentlon for

“his paranormal phenomena. In the West he drew the: 1nterest of Einstein,

\
o

Freud and Gandh1, auong others, - and in the Sov1et Union writers
Aleksei Tolstoy, K. Chukovsky and General A. Ignatev asked to meet him.

B Messrﬁk has clalmcd in a Russian publlcatlon (Vauka i Rellgla, Nos. 1-7,

1965) that Stalin blmself 1nvest1gated Messing s psychic abllltles
(Svink-Zielinski, 1969).  However, Soviet sc1entlsts.showed reserve

toward Messing. Messing suggests that the reason for the caution’ of

«:}«
o 3

Soviet scientists was that they could not find the material- mcchanlsm

4 N : /

of the phenomena he displayed._ He writes,

...when the scientists tested my abilities, they
-.tried above all else to fit everything that was
incomprehen31ble and inexplicable into laws that
. were already.known. Whatever did not fit into
this framework they 51mply recommended me not to
do (Nauka i Religiya, 1965, No. 10, p.72-73--
cited by Teodorovich, 1967, p.19).

l

‘During the Stalin era the'links of communication with non-Soviet
psi reseatchers were disconnected. Not until 1956 (three years after
Stalin's death) was contact established agaln between Russian and
_Western parapsychologists. = At this time Vasiliev contacted R. Warcollier,
then President of the Paris Institut Metapsychique. However, there was

1 . .
still no public sign of a reemergence of open and active interest in

parapsychological investigation until the\}ate 1950%'s and early 1960's.
" At that t1me parapsychology began to gain popularity and gradual

acceptance in ‘the academic and sc1entif1c circles of the U.S. S R., largely

‘through the efforts of L. L. Vasiliev.19



Period of Growing Acceptance (1959 - Present) ~<;';-' 'fﬁy
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: A
The year 1959 marks the beginning of a périod of resurgence of an " g{f“

.active interest in parapsychology‘in the U.S.S.R. Two events stand out ,Taﬁ.f”
during the. 1nitiat10n of this period of growth

(l)) The. publlcation of Vasxllev s manuscript entltled

Tainstvennyye»yavleniya'chelovecheskoy (MySterious o

Phenomena of the ﬁpman Psyche) which‘had a limited C
circulati?p. \
(2) A series of successful ‘long distance telepathy
experiments‘alleged to have‘been car:ied out by :
the U.S. Navy. - |
"Vasiliev's 1959 manuscript had relatively little influence in’
elicitihg a requﬁse to psi research fqﬁa’the 5cademic community when

compared to the reaction of the Soviet academicgand political

establishment to reports of the Nautilus ekperiments.

The ﬁéu;ilus Experiments

A key date in thelreemergence_of parapsychological activity in the
U.S.S.R. is }959 (Anfilov, 1961; Vaéiliev, 1962, p.5—6;'Platanov, 1965,
p.42; Teodorovich, 1967). In Ebis xga?,'the French magazine .Constell-
35125'(Nol 140,‘Decembér»l9595ibublished an article by J. ﬁergier called
u;"Lé transmission de pensee-arme dé guerre" (Thought transmission--
weapon of war). The article deéﬁribé& £elepathy expe:iments between

subjects.on'land in the United States and subjects in the submarine

Nautilus while underwater, many miles out to sea. This article was

soon followed by another about the NautilusAexparimEnts.ZQ These
. : _ AR .
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developments inspired Vasiliev to bring parapsychology out of hiding.
He_writesé_"This totally unexpected foreign confirmation of our

: twenty~five years old experiments‘cOmpelled me to_ make them known to

a Qide circle of scientifife workers" (Vasiliey, l963,‘p.6).

o
L4

' Although thevNautllus story was.denied by Washingtdn'and other

5

u. S. sources (see Nqutilus hoax exposed'", Newsletter of the Para-

é%sychology Foundat‘ } "ovember—December, 1963, 10(6)), it encouraged

=

.Vasﬂlev to state: &
wn g - o !
Today the American Navy is,testing telepathy on
their atomic ’submarines. - Qoviet science conducted
a great many success$ful telepathy tests over a
quarter of a century ago! 1It's prgent that we
throw off our prejudfces. We must.again,plunge~: _
into. the exploration of this vital field. ’ . K

) Vasiliev anduhis colleagues appeared to truly belleve the French reports
about the. supposed Amerlcan expériments In this connection it should
be noted that the Parapsychology Laboratory (founded by J B..Rhlne)
at Duke Un1ver$1ty received a financial grant from the U.S. Office of
Naval Research for experiments.in}ESP,”in 1952 (Rhine & Pratt, 1955,
p.203). Vasiliev was.aware of this‘fact”EVasiliev,.1963, p.léZ) and
tnis certainlyutended to make theiNautilus story more believable to
Vasiliev and o.thers 10 the-U.S.S.R. o

The Naut1lus story can be considered the impetus for the modern era

of parapsychologlcal research in the U S.S. R Several developments can

be seen to follow directly from the wide publicity given to the Nautilus

story: °

1. In 1959 - 1960 -the Council of Scientists resolved. "that the problems

.

j;of?parapsychOIOgy are important and that they should be studied

“properly" (Bangrjee, 1962, ,-9.432‘,
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In April 1960 Vasiliew gave a“key baoer~at the Leningrad Conference
to commemorate the anniversary of the Discovery of Radio, held in

the House of Scientists.21 This paper wasnpublished in-the Journal

of the All Union Radio Technological Society (Vasiliev, 1963, p.6).

A symposium was held at Leningrad'Universiﬁy in June 1960

(Motschali, 1968, o:B; Ieodorovich, 1967). K

There appeared a government funded laborato%y for the investigation
of telepath§ at the University of Leningrad;'within a year after-
the Nautilos story. The laboratory was under the direction of

L. L. Vasiliev. » . I SN

The writings of L. L. Vasiliev began to appear incre351ngly in the
Soviet literature. Three majorworks by Professor Vas111ev appeared

~
soon. Mysterlous Phenomena of the Human Psyche (Tainstvennyye

yavleniya chelo—vecheskoy psikhiki, Moskva. Gos. izd-vo politlgheskoy

literatury, 1959) was published in three_successive printings, of

which the séqond'totailed 175,000 and the -third, 130,000 copies.

His Suggestion at a Distance (Vnusheniye na rasstoyannii, Moskva,

Gos 1izd-vo politicheskoy literatury, 1962) was issued by the

Publishing House of Political Literatlire in a‘first printing of
PR E o , .

120,000 paperback copies, with another 100,000 copies scheduled

for 1966. HiS‘second work, Experimental Studies in Mental

,Suggestion (Eksperimeutalfgye issledovaniya myslennogo vnusheniya,

. Moskva, izd—vo Leningradskogo universiteta, 1962), a, survey of

Sgviet parapsychological work in the 1920 s and mid~ 1930 s, was .

:published by the University of Leningrad in 7,000 copies (Mutschall,

1968, 12; figures from Editor's Note, 1968, ﬁﬁ339); Also - e

] . 4; ‘

»
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B. B. Kazhinsky's Biol;g;cheskaya radlosvyaz (Blolog;cal Radlo o
y

Communicatlons) apoeared in 1962 (Klyev AN Ukr SSR) , ST
“6. A sudden boom in the discussion of parapsyehological tonics in the

ecademic'community, Soviet journals, m:gazines, and newspapers._z2

However; most articles dealing with parapsychology‘and related

- ' areas in the early 1960's were published in the more popular,‘

publications, rather than ‘in the strictly scientific journals

(Editor's Note, Internatjonal Journal of Parapsychology, 1965, 7(4),
p. 402) A blbliograpxy of parapsychology in the u. S.S.R. (Naumov,
-19713 conflrms this trend Out of 324 publications, 236 articles

appear in pdpuiar 3cientifig publications; théaremaining 88,are
books or articles in prestigious, ;scademic journals {see Tabiiégpphadgg‘__

- A parallel boom in the early 1960's is Qbserved«in certain EestT

European countries.‘ Ryzl (l97li p.88), who liveo'inszechslovakia

until 1967 writes that in the 1960's interest in parapsgchology in
Eastern Europe grew rapldly, and the situation of East European
par chologlsts ‘had several promising features, such as government

inferest, empha51s on. practlcal appllcation, and innovative research

ventures. In 1961, he had observed ‘
. |
At the present time, the interest in parapsychological
problems in the U.S.S.R. (as well as in other [East
European countries, of which Czechoslovakla, ﬂoland
East Germany, and Yugoslavia deserve to be mentioned)
is rapidly increasing (Ryzl, 1961 p.85).

As far as can be assessed,‘parapsychology in the U.S.S.R. appears
to have picked up in 1959 where it ieft off in the 1930's. Even though

interest in research on psi phenomena -still existed during these interim |
. o . ) '-"‘/!.
years, it was not organized properly and denounced as 'mysticism and

!



idealism' (Mutschall, 1968, ﬁ.l).A‘Odly isolated;folléwers of Bechterev
o ‘ . . ) .
had continued an underground participation in parapsychology,

.

. e N |
e a 4 .

."‘.«,'3 oL . _ . ' ) . N
Enthﬂéﬁasm of 50v1et stientist‘inve tlgatlng parapsychologlcal

1)

phencmenajwas hlgh in the early l960 s (Banerjee, 1962) and consequently

E}

work and 1nterest in telepathy and related areas deVeloped rapldly to
o

such an §Xtent that Ryzl felt just1f1ed in wrlthg

One conclusion seems justified: Parapsychology in the -
European Communist countries, and especially in the
U.S.S.R. occupies a strong position. We can expect it

to be ,developed with determination, Soviet .scientists
being well. aware of its potential for practical
applicatiohs (Ryzl, 1968, p.2#4-275).

Mutschall writes:

For many years, any attempt to study telepathlc
’ phenomena was denounced” in the. Soviet .Union as
ﬂf;r~ mysticism and idealism. -But today, in reLatlon to
the ed"interest in the higher prid gty of
o - the biological sciences in conjunction with space
research, felepathy is gett1ng the full- sciag '
treatment as a form of 'biological radio coi¥nunication
. (Mutschall, 1968, p.1). ”

An even more.ettiking repott, emphasizing the>strong position of para-
psychology in the U.S.S.R. is prssented by Ostrander and Schroeder (1970).

N

It was their publication that stimulated a more actiye interest among

-

Westerrners in»the‘parapsychological activities of the-So“iet world. "

To see how this sudden change, from weakness to strength from non- ~

i acceptability to relative acceptability, has come about it ‘will be

necessary to btie{lyﬁpoint out some key developments. =

S L BT
In 1963, Nikolai Aroyan, chief designer at the Building Materials

Research Institute of the Armentan SSR, held some telepathic seances at

- : [
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the Wor rs' House in Erevan and amazed hlS audiences with his telepathicvg‘

abilitieg. The KommUnist, November 29 1963 (page 4),‘the official

paper of the Armenlan Party Certral- Committee,‘in discu351ng the talents

i

of Aroyan, wrote, ”the ‘ability to percelve another s thoughts or any

phenomena of 11fe either telepathically or by contact is common to all"

o
(cited by Teodorovich 1968 p. 20) Slightly later the same paper

(December 24, 1963) reported that A. A. Megrabyan,‘head of the Dsychla—

tric department of the Erevan Medical Institute, corresponding member :

of the Academy of Medical Sciences: of the U S S R. and known for his ;‘{
orthodox Marxist approach to-psychological problems, was - quite . | : ' -

fnterested in the abilities of Aroyan. A i

s ¢ v

The year 1965 marked the establishment of the Department of Bio-

information of A. S. Popov's Scientific and Technical Society of Radur

Engineering and Telecommunicztions under the direction of Br._l.'M.

J. . o “ - : ) -v:; ’
Kogan.23 vThis laboratory was responsible for research in the means of
communication between various livingvorganisms (Khokhlov, 1968, p. 233).

Its stated obJectives were to discuss physioa& biological and philo—

e

sophical aspects of bioinformation and to acquaint the So fet sc1ent1fic
cOmmunity with parapsychological research conducted outside the Soviet

i
Union Since its formation,_branches have been set up in other cities
» of the J. S S.R. ,»which include Leningrad, Nov051birskY Odessa,
Zaporozhye and’Tagan;og (Ryzl, 1969, p.43). Along with research these
centres‘are;act%ve in public information.’ In: the same yéar Kogan |
presented ‘a paper'on avpossible-theory of‘information‘transmission in
telepathic phenomena.to the”Scientific Council of the Academy.of Science

~ of the Soviet Unton (July 3, 1965).

- . -
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On-April 4, 1966 seven hundred participants of the International
Symposium on Pasapsycﬂology met at the- House of.Scientists,VAcademy of

« . "

ZSciences, U.S.S.R., in Moscow (Mutschall, 1968, p.4). The timing .of
this initial copferehce in.parapsychology ip the U.S.S.R. appears to be
'Eignificapt. Khokhlov. (1968, p.233) writes "coming on the heels pf the
Internatienal Congresé of Paychology at Moscow, this- symposium brougpt
'parapsychqlogy_rnto the forefrOntvof'scientific_attentidn in the
Q.S;S;R."

Another 1966.eveﬁtAthat several writers have attached signifieance

to is the publlcatlon of an issue (Vo 3) of Science and Rellglon -(Nauka

ni Rellaglxa) in Moescow which devoted ahout one-third of its pages to a
giseussion‘of ”telepathy: pro‘and contra‘ (Ryzl, 1969; Khokhlov, 1968;
Mutschall, -1968; Oétrander & Schroeder, 1970).  The magazine presented
a depate by scieptiets on the zubjeet of  telepathy. ?he‘significance

. of the symposium in Science and Religion

.. .go0€es beyond its broad scope and the relat:ve
prominence of the participants. The timing of the
publication and its general tone 1nd1cates that the
Soviet government today 'tolerates in some ‘'scientific
areas, and especially in parapsychology, a certain
freedom of inquiry that on the long run can only be
beneficial to everyone concerned (Khokhlov, 1968

p.238). ‘ . §£f°
As well as being discussed atFSEientific conferences, and written ﬁ;ﬂ o

up in scientiflc journals, parapsychology experiments were gettlng R

pdbllcity from newspapers For example, reports of a telepathy _ 7
- )
experiment between Moscow and Novosiblrsk appeared in the Moskovskazaé7

pzavda, Junve 17, 1966 | ‘Similarly, a report of successful'telepxt‘

communication appeared in the Komsomolskaya pravda, July 7, 196 dl

¢

&7
})’L
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Press coverage and reports of positive ex%erimental results in such
influentigl papers were indicative of a changing political aftitude
toward parapsychology. vWit%‘the~:estrictive agtitude of fﬁe.pre 1960's
" toned down and some- of the poligical barriers hurdléd reseaféhers
interested in péi phenomena appeared td be freer to work and-réﬁért'
. their data. fhis lesSening‘of political Qppbsitidﬁ to reseé:ch,on

such concepts as tellepathy was acutely observed by those intimately
C ] \ .

associated with the parapsychological sphere of events in the U.S.S.R.

After returning to his home in Czechoslovakia from a visit to Russia
in 1967, Milan Ryzl (1968) reports, _ ¢

Even though parapsychology in the Soviet ‘bloc countries
has not yet found generalfécceptance as a distinct
scientific field of undisputed value to-society, the
main philosophical and ideological objections, always -
of overriding importance in communist countries,.seem

" to have been oveércome (p.263).

Ryzl's impressions were very positive with regard to the gaining

respectability of parapsychology. Hé conveys a major .shift in official

ginflﬁence. He repdrts, for example; the case of.at lea;t one earlier
critic of parapsychology who by 1967 was having difficulty getting
his critical comments published. Céncerning this general trend he writes,

Thus, the edge of criticism has been sharply blunted.
Not only is it -published and heard much less
"iredhently than formerly, but such criticism as
continues is mno longer directed at the field as such.

Instead, the critics aim at promoting more fruitful
methodological approaches (p.263).

Ryzl's impressions are very likely accurate when viewed in relation
to the official resistance characteristic of the pré—;960 era. However,
1

his impressions may appear over optimistic if seen out of persﬁective

and left unqualified. Official obstacles were not entirely absent
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during this ﬁe;iod. An international conference on parapsychology
shbrtly after‘Ryzi's visit did indeed appear to experience official
.hinderances (Medhurst, 1968; Pratt, 1973). Thp conference did not
flow smoothly as the rasult of a general ierption of plans likely
brought.on by indirect outside pressures. The conference held in

Moscow in June 1968 and organized by Naumov had originally been §
: . - : s

.

scheduled for December 1967. Over two hundred titles were sent in for
o

the confefEﬁce-as the result of a call for papers. However, only a
' ¥

select few (about 305 were actually preéented due to pressures to keep
the.cénference‘small. On the morning of the first day of the confe;énce
an unfavorable article dealingAwith an ESP experiment carried out in
Leningfad éppeared‘iﬁ Pravda (Chijov, 1968). fhis apparently discduraged
several of the participants anq some Russians who had originally

planned to participate neQef took parE. A? least}bqe participant.of ‘the

——

conference viewed the impediments as possible indirect pressures from

P

official sources within the wider scope of pressures exerted against
liberalization in all infellecﬁu;l_fields (Pratt, 1973, p.70).

In chober 1970, a similar symposium on teleﬁathy was organized
by the Bioinformation Unit .of thg_Scientific.Technical éocietyvfor

v,

Radiotechhics and Electrocommunication in Moscow under the chairmanship

of Professor M. Kogan with gvér'SOO participants (Paraps§chological
Reﬁiew, January-February, 1972; p-12). .

The_fact tﬁat ;uch conferences have teen planned, organized énd
carried through strongly indicatés thaf»the censorship, which a decade
earlier had prOhibited the publication of articles on parqpsychology;;

apparently has reversed itself. In fact even state Qrgahizations began
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to display an unusual 1nterest in the subject (Ryzl, 1969, P 17).

An 1mportant pattern in the trend towards political and academie

r

[

acceptability of parapsychology in the U S.S.R. has been the multi-

disc1p11nary appﬁbach and the emphaSis on 1nvolv1ng other academic

«dlsc lines.‘ For example,‘on January 16, 1971 a seminar was held by

the Geofggy Department of Moscow State Univer31ty on, the problem of

the>biopﬁy§@cal effect or, as it was'formerly’called,_dousing. More

afhan 100 representatives of various scientificfresearch institutes’and |

\

organizations took part in this seminar (see Parapsychology Review,
May-June, 1972 P. 27) vSimilarly'there is & consc1ous effort on the
part of Soviet parapsychologists to 1nform other dlsc1plines of their
findings For example, Professor E. K. Naumov gave details of

achievements\of parapsychological investigations made in the Sov1et

Union as well as in foreign countries'at the second sympOSium on cosmic.

radio communications'in’MoScow on Novemler 17-18, 1971 (see Parapsychologyl

[ .
Review May—June, 1972 P 3)

“
' ~Parapsychologists in other East European ‘countries have been making ,

similar ‘advances in gaining acceptability. In’ Czechoslovakia,

Dr. Zedenek Rejdak‘was reported trying to persuade Czechoslovakian

officials o'authorize the publication of a bimonthly periodical devoted

'_ to parapsych logy (see Paransyghology Review, January—Fébruary, 1972,

p. 12) Mor recently, Viktor Adamenko, Zdenek Rejdak and Wax Toth l~ ;

/’—'"’

1973) _ This nference concerned parapsychological research in Fast '
European Cougtries, in which Soviet scientists took an active part

. A\
(Sergeye¥, 1974). The conference gave birthdto ~he Internationai
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AN
< °

Association for Research in Psychotroniés. Scientists from twenty-two

:oblems of;sychotronics organized the

countries concerned with they '

International Association. to/gg;ordinate research in the field (Rejdak

i

/ M . 3 . '_.‘
l974)§ A Paris conference is nlanned for the summer-of 2955 and S

-

UNESCO membership is to be con51dered in YMay 1975. The newmassoﬁiation

- has as 1ts pre31dent Dr. Zdenek ReJdak and as vice. pre51dents,
Dr. Stanley Krivpner (U.5.A.) and*Professor G‘ A. Samoilov (U S S. R )
In order to prOV1de an overview of the extent of the work being

carried on, a Table of p0351ble geographical locations of parausychol—
,
ogical research 1n the U.S.S.R. is included (see Table 1). The word

S eme o .

'possible' is used to indicate that there is some confusion in the
literature as to what constitutes & 'research area'; that is a
‘geoéraphical area where research is being carried on. Those areas

listed in Table 1 do not necessarily represent centres. of parapsychological
investigation. Some place names may only indicate that a part tire
researcher in parapsychology lives there or is associated with an

academic institution in that city.v Therefore, . the parapszghologiéal/

L

research associated with the cities listed in Table 1 varies in number

e

of workers, part time or full time status, degree of organization and
degree of permanence.

The sudden interest in nggapsychology in the U.S.S.R. in- the 1960's

may have led to exaggerated estimates of the number of research

centres. 'Dr.-Eugene B. Konecci, Director, Biotechnology and Human
s L
Research Office of Advanced Research and Technology, in the U.S.

/4 1\ -

g National Aeronautical anf Space Administration, told a meeting of the
I

,International Astronautics Federation, . in Paris in . the autumn of 1963,
v

N

«
W

0N

\" i
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TABLE 1
AREAS OF RESEARCH IN U.S.&R.*
:ii"‘> L .
B

Russian Republic o E o , -

*Moscow (Capital) (Baner]ee, L962 ' Stone, 1964} Teodorov1ch 1967
7 Naumov, 1968; Mutschally 1968 Velinov, 1968; Moss, l97l) ; :
*Leningrad (Vasiliev, 1962; Banerjee, 1962; TeodorOV1ch 1967
Naumov, 1963; Ryzl, 1971) "
*Novosibirsk (Teodosovich, 1967; Naumov, 1938 Ryzl 1969a)«
*Nizhny Tagil (Ullman, 1971; Ryzl, 1971)
Irkutsk
Khabarovsk .
. Vladivostok . : R
Tomst , . DR
*Omsk (Banerjee, 1962; Stone, 1964) S .
Kazan . . , _ £ , SR
. Saransk ' - - S
*Saratov (Banerjee, 1962; Stone, 1964) R
Voronezh . » ' SR
Cheboksary
Ivanovo
Krasanodar
*Taganrog (Ryzl, 1969) '
\xSverdlovsk (Ullman, 1971; Ryzl, 1971)

The Ukraine
*Kiev (Capital) (Banerjee, 1962; Stone, ‘1964 Teodorov1ch 1967; Ryzl,
1969)

*Odessa (Banerjee, 1962; Stone, 19643 Ryzl, 1969)
*Zaporozhye (Ryzl, 1969)

Georgia

*Tbilisi (Capltal) (Banerjee, 1962; Stone, 1964; Ullman, 1971 Ryzl
1971) .

Uzbekistan
Tashkent (Capital)
‘Kazakhstan

*Alma-Ata (Capital) (Moss, 1971) -- .

*This list of "areas of research in the U.S.S.R." has been taken from

Ostrander and Schroeder (1970, p.xv). Those city names with stars *) "

before them, have been confirmed by other sources. . Generally, other
sources  are indicated followingethe city name.



Estonia o T

Tél%in_(Capital)
*Tartu (Banerjee,

" Lithuania

Kaunas

Bzelorussia

Minsk (Capital)
‘Grodno

Moldavfa
* Kishinev (Capital)
EAST EUROPE

Czechoslovakia

*Prague (Capital) (Ullman, 1971; Moss, 1971)
*Hradec Kralove (Ryzl, 1969)

*Bratislava (Herbert, 1972)

Nitra

Bulgaria+

*Sofia (Capital) (Ryzl 1971; Moss, 1971)
Petrlch

Poland

*Warsaw (Capltal) (Borzymowskl, 1962 Vasiliev, 1963, p.119)

Pozan ;

Romania
Bucharest (Capital)

¢
East Germany -

*East Berlin (Capital) (Vasiliev, 1963, p.119; Ryzl, 1969)

-
.

Some areas of research between World War I and World War II have been
reported by BOfZYm0W5k1 (1962) as: Warsaw, Lwow, Krakow, Piotrkow, -
Brzesc, Wllno. :
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that the Soviet—Union had "gstablished at least eight known research
gen;res" concernedzwiag ;elepathy{ ‘Dr. Konecci also said that ﬁif;
'results ofbconducted erperiments are half as good as some'claim, then
théy may be the f1rst to put a human thought into orbit or achleve

_ mind ~to-mind communication with’ humars on the moon' (Editor's Note,
1968, p.339). | |

Similarly; W. C. Stoné'wrote in 1964 that since ?he es;ablishment
of thé ﬂéningfadﬂlaboratéry in 1960, at least seven other research
cent;es opeded_fdr experimental work in telepathy .{located in Kiev,

| fbilisi, Onsk, Saratov, T§rtu, Oedséa,bahd Moscow) (cited.bvautécﬁall,
1968, é.&). However, S;ope failed to cite‘the source of hi§ data.
Stone also claimed that the favlov Institute of Higher Nervous Activity
iﬂ Moscow incorpora;ed telepathic-reseafch into its program'unaer‘the
hééding "The Prdblém of Informétioﬁ Transmission" (Muts;hall, 1968, p.4).
This remains unconfirmed.
The latest reports (Ryzl, 1973; Pratt, 1973) and those from., -

,
firsthand travel accounts (Ullman, 1971 Moss, 1971) suggest about five

or six centrésvof>majof coﬁcern. The Qost organized work appears to be
located at: - o o .
1. Laboratory of Physiological'Cfbernetics, University of Leningrad
(Di?ector:‘ Professor P. 1. Gulyaev.since thé death of Vasiliev
in 1966). N
2. Bioinformation Department in the U.S. Popov Sc1entif1c Technical
Socicty‘fo; Radiotechniqs, Electronics and‘pommunication, Moscow

(Chairman: Professor 1. M. Kogan).

3. A Laboratory Division of the Department of Physics of the State
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Engineering‘College, Moscow (E.'K. Naumov). InvolQed in creating
“the iaboratory were several eminent scientists including br. Yar
Terletsky (Chairman, Department of Physics, Moscow Univ@tsig;s,
Dr.. E. Sitkovsky (Academy of SocialiSciences),iDr. Peyel:Oshchepkon
(founded of radar in U.S.S.R. and president of the Engineering .

b

Institute). ') © i

4. Laboratory of Vision, Institute of Problems of Information

Transmission of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Science (Director:
\N -

‘ . —

M. S. Smirnov). |

'5. Pedagogical Institute in Sverdlovsk (ProfessortA. S. Novomeysky

S

with .a group of. coworkers in Sverdlovsk and adjacent Nizhny Tagil).
B i
6. Institute of Suggestology, Sofia, Bulgaria (Dlrector Dr. G.

gs

Lozanov).

There are as well several part timg‘ﬁérapéychologists who are not

. ,i
. necessarily associated with these centers (Herbert & Cassirer, 1972,

<,

Report #2; Zinchenko et al., 1973)."Fo: examnle Professor Ya . Terlecky,

7 . )
Director of the Department for THeoretical Physics at the Patrice Lamu-iba

//
University in Moscow has attempted to explaln ESP by theoretically
agsuming the exlstence of as yet ‘undetected elementary’ particles with
negative energy--a theory based on an extension of known physical

principles (Ryzl,.l968) Slmilarly, I. F. Shishkin (see Journal of

Paraghzsics, 1969 3(1)). examines the possibillty of aﬁphysical°
'ﬁ

“explanatiOn for telepathic phenomena (Newsletter of the Paransvchologz

Q

Foundation, July—August, 1969 16(4), p 10, 13)

In tune with the question of acceptability Platanov (1965)

destribes an 1nteresting display of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences.
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He wr%tés,

A bracelet is put an ‘a person's forearm, wires running
from the bracelet to a mechanical hand. The person
mentally clenches his fist, and the mechanical hénd
reproduces this movement; the person mentally opens
his hand, and the fingers of the mechanical hand -
extend. Such a 'bioelectric manipulator' can be seen
in the pavilion of the U.S.S.R. Acadeny 6f Sciences
at the Exhibition of National Economic -Achievement
(Platanov, 1965, p.41). '

To furtheg/&mpress upon the reader the quality of the gcceptability
of parapsychdlogical research in the U.S.S.R., a partial list of
statements favorable to parapsychological research made b& influential

people, politicians and academics has been included (see Table 2).

4

Statements supporting parapsychological investigation havé come from
‘ w

several politically, acgdemically powerful people in the U.5.5.R.
(e.g., Nickolai- Simonov, yicé—president of the Academy of Science gf

the Soviet Union and Nobel prize winner in Chemistry—~see Table 2).

Dermo—Optical\Peréeption (DOP)

In the early 1960'5 a cpnsiderable portion.of cﬁe deiet public
was attracted by reports of subjects who claimed to-bevable to perceive
colors, distinguish geometr%cal shépes, and réad Qritten of printed
texts while ﬁlindfolded»by merely toucﬁing the respective surface. This
ability has come to be knowp.by'seVeral_names: 'eye;less visionf;
'dermal-optical vigion', 'extracutanéﬁds finger—viéio&', 'aphotih . o

dig}tal color sensinéf&(Buc?hout, 1965). 'tactile sight', Thumén ex:ré—
ocular color éeﬁsitivity' (HECS) (Razran{ 19663, 'cutaneodé color
vdiscrimination' (Yantg & ﬁroome, 1969), and was‘publicizéd in papers,
magazines, popular, sémi—popul;r.and academic publications in'fhe early

1960's. Naumov (1971) -lists 78 articles related to dermo—optic



. | ) A A ‘g‘ - 8
TABLE 2 - - - o .

. - A .
'~ SUPPORTIVE STATEMENTS BY INFLUENTTAL PEOPLE

Name . ' ‘ Position ° Supporting or Favorable
: ke ' _ ] v . ' . Regponse’

K.E. Ciolkovsky highly esteemed Soviet "The phenomena of tele-

(1857-1925) Soviet rocket pioneer pathy are necessary and

they will aid the whole
development of mankind".
(Ryzl, 1969, p.16)

Dr. F. Siegel - aétrophysicist ' Refers to parapsychology O
’ S : ’ as the "science of the
future". (Khokhlov, .
19684 p.235) . .
g ' '

In the September 1966 issue of Nauka i Reliagiyz (No.9, p.&L—&S) the
following presented statements supporting parapsychological research -
(Khokhlov, 1968, p.239; Teodorovich, 1967, p.18).

. N..N. Simonov Vice President of the
- Academy of Science of
~ the Soviet Unionj; Nebel
" Prize winner in Chemistry

L
M.A. Leontovich Academician
A.L. Mintz Academician
Gleb M. Frank , Academician
A.N. Leontiev - Neurophysiologist
V.F. Asmus " ‘ Biophysicist

- N ¥
P,V. Rebinder Physical Chemist (University

of Moscow) '
. fe _ . .

" E. Parnov Chemist : ’
L. Sukharebsky Medical Practitiohgr ‘
"K.E. Tsiolhovsky Pioneer in space-travel - -'"...telepathic phenomena
: - research and founder of are not open to doubt.

the theory of inter- Not only has a tremendous

planetary communications - quality of relevant factual



K.E. Tsiolhovsky

(continued)

V. Tugarimov
S. Gellerstéin

E.A. Asratyah

* "Note the variety of the fields of interest of those mentioned.

[

Chadrman, Department
of Philosophy, University
of Leningrad

o]

Psydhologistv—
Physiologist

Correspondlng member
of the Academy of.""
Sciences e

“atism"

1961, 10)
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material been aééumﬁlated,
but ‘there is hardly a

- family man of some

experience who will not
admit to having some
personal experience of
telepathic phenomena.
The ‘attempt to explain
them from a scientific
point of view should be
respected” (cited by
Teodorovich, 1967, P 21)

"All critics pf telepathy
research are’only using

‘Marxism-Lenthism to support

their scientific .conserv-
(Ostrander and
Schroeder, p xix)

J\\’

“Wrote an article appeallng/

for a ﬁﬁrlous look at
parapsychology entitled -
"Do Not ‘Put Obstacles in
the Path of Scientific
Inquiry" (Khokhlov, 1968,

p.237). *

", ..certain known facts -
compel us .to refrain from
categorically denying

either the existence of
this phenomena (telep3thy)

or the need for its’

further study" (Asratyan,

PO
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sensitivity published in the U.S.S.R. between the years 1960 and. 1965.2°

The particularlinte}est in the DOP phenomena in the U.S.S.R. is
_ worthy of being dealt with separately due to its special significance
“in the development of Soviet parapsychology. ThiS‘significénce ﬁas

several aspects: (1) e t;nsational reports of very positive 4?sults
' ] * N

with -isolated subjects attracted much attention, relative to some other-

péthical phenomena, both in the popular press and the gcientific press;
_ b ; ‘ o .

(2) the scientific investigations of this phenomena represent a unique

contribut}on of Soviet researchers to the international parapsychological

l .
scene; €3) this area of study-in the U.S.S.R. represents a line of
3 . .

P a

research i;hependent of psi research in other countries. Unliké Soviet
psi reseafchAcarried out during the l9ZQ's and 1930's whiph was veri
4 much influenced by.French,-Bigtish and“German'investigationé, the focus
on DOP in the 1960}s‘appears.to ?e a uniquely different and indeéendent?
Soviet cont;ibuFion. | | «
Although early reports of this phenbm;na'appeared in Both ghe West26

as well‘as Russiazz,‘lg62 mérkeﬁ é‘great resufgehce of‘interest in this.
alleged ability:\'The prime focus og this attention wasvtwenty—two'year
old Mrs. Ros# Kuleshova- from Nizhny Tagit. AKulgshovauhad_worked for
some time in an institute for the‘biind where she becameﬂacquainted with
Braille. After several years of training, ;he found thathshg was able
to reéd flat print;ng'asywelll Russian scientists firsp'discpbered
" her unidue talent when she was admitted ﬁo a clinic”for nervous disedses
Becéuse.of epileptic troublés (Ryzl, 1970, p.lSS);

. kuléshova.was firsé tested by‘Dr.-J. M. Goidberg, ; neuropathologisf;
" who brought her to M. M. K&zhevnikov: Kozhevnikov conducted-a number of |

2
.
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experiments with her at the psychology laboratory at the Nizhnii Tagil

Teacher Training Instltute,vclalming conflrmatlon of Goldberg s positlve

results. -This encouraged Goldberg to demonstrate Kuleshova s extra- .

ordinary ability to a conference of theTUrals D1v1s1on of the U.S.S.R.

[

Society of Psycholog1sts held in lehnll Tagll September, 1962 ;ﬁe

4

participants at the conference requested Goldberg to write an .artjicle

. for Voprosy psikhologii (Goldberg, 1963). This had the effect of
placing Kuleshova and DOP in the limelightvof scientificvstudy.

To make this claim of the exceptional ability to-read with the
_fingers or other parts of the body Russian researchers (e.g., ﬁovomelskii,‘,
1963) as well as Western researchers (e g., Razran, 1966) contlnually
point to pioneer "work done by the well*known phy51olog13t A. N Leont ev. 28
He foudd “hat the palm of a man s hand was capable of reacting to
11ght beams that had been passed through heat- absorblng filters A

L by

colored 1ight which S could not seepvas“beamed through heat- absorb-ng

filters onto the palm of Ss hand, andrthihﬁﬁggrd _Iely followed by an

7
b
8 .

electric shock. Ss eventually learned to -

their hand as soon as the light'came on. Leont“ey also established that

. -«
Ss could differentiate colors of light (e.g., green and red) with their

}alms. Leont'ev, a scientist.of impreésive credentials29 considered - the

4

dean of Soviet psychology, ‘headed a panel of top-ranking Soviet

i

scientists (interdlsciplinary in nature) to investigate the clatn

and scrutinize the testing methodology of DOP repOrts (Rosenfeld,

1964 Razran, 1966)

N
l

" Testing with highly sensitive subjects such as Rosa Kuleshova

' continued during the 1960's. Experiments off 'Kulgshova were carried on

<

3
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by Noyéne%skii (1963) at the Pedagogical Institute in Nizhi Tagil and
later at the University of SVerdlquk and in Moscow by research institutes

of biophysics} physiology,VOpthamology, neurology and psychiatry
(Razran, 1966, p.6). Several reports concerning Kuleshova haveiappeared
in aUthoritatiVe publtcations in’ the U.S.S.R.30 The populari;y of

Kuleshova came to a climax with national television coverage on a Drogram
called "Relay which claimed 40'45 miliion Viewers (Rosenfeld 1964) .
Although Knleshova‘s'ability diminished and evéntually disappeared .
(Ryzlﬁ 1970 *p 155) publiCity soqQn uhcovered other subJects Lenachka
Bliznova (Rosenfetd 1964), a nine year old girl was next to appear.

Shevalev (l965)_director of the PhySiology‘Laboratory of the famous

Filatov Institute of Diseases of the Eye, repofts on eight year old

Vanya Dubovik;\whose eyeball:. and portions of optic nerves were removed,

-

zpd who apopeared -0 learn to differentiate cBlers by touch. éimilarly,

F— B : .
eleven year 0lé Larisa Perebeinos and eleven year old Natasha Bershadskaia,
: p o
are reported to have discriminated cplors in.a dark wooden, exoerimentaP

box, w1th their faces almost covered with black cloths and w1th fastened
. o
photographic films showing that no light penet:ated their eyes (Shevalev;, -—

196555 Razran (1966), based oh discussibns with Soviet researchers;

suggests that several other children with similaf—reportediphenomena
¢ - o

were not publicized in print because of either their young age o

itheir blindness.

. . B . 4_ .
Hqﬁgver, Soviet experiments were not restricted to testing only

sensitive indiViduals Novomeiskii (1973) referskto experiments

involving up to 80 freshmen and sophomores at t.f Department of Graphic

:

Arts of Nizhnii Tagil Teachers College. He reports that approximately
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one person in six could readlly 1dgnt1fy the colora of a palr of squares‘_
of colored paper- after twenty' to- thirty minutes of practlce (p.S).J
. Novomeiskii claims successful trials, with special students, of tolor
contras£ dlscr1m1nat10n when the stlmull were covered with dififerent
- materials (glass, cel.rhane, tin fbll). He also reported the ablllty of

|

;éeveral Ss Fo discriminate colorgdlpieces of paper. The Ss were |
‘sensitive to various colors with the palm of the hﬁnd‘held above the
stimulus object, with a distance threshold of‘up to 80 cm at times.

These reported successes encouraged research on this phenomena in

v . s . v ) .
other Soviet block countries such as Bulgaria (see Newsletter of the

-, Parapsycholbgy Foundation, September-October, 1969; 16(5), 23).

DOP phehomena'are by no meéns acceptgd by all Soviet scient%ﬁts.
The response of the scieﬁtific community has ranged from gevere.
criticism to High enthusiasm (Rosenfeld, i964). The criticism of
" Lev Te;lov (l§65)33 in an article:enti;led "We are made fools of"_is

¢ .

very severe. However, Teplov author of a wkell kncwn book in cybernetics

had not tested Rosa Kuleshova or anyorte llke her. and had no specific

R
bE

competence in the field of parapsychology. His cricicism has been 4
described as unfounded, and./ consequently, dismissed by some scholars
(Razran, 1966,.p.5—6).34 The reaction of_Tepldv was so harsh that the

B ! ‘

editors of Priroda following the Nyuberg;article35 assert:
A
Amyone who is at all familiar with the essence of the
. studies of skin vision, the serious experiments and

verifications conducted by Soviet scientists will be
amazed at the declaratlon of the jourmalist (sic)

¢« L. Teplov undur the particular rubric. With only his
' own invemtion of peeking to go by, he rejects in

wholesaleuwnanner established natural phenomena (p.76,
v(cited by Razran, 1965, 6).
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The harsh’ crltlcﬁsm of Teplbv aopears to parallel criticism of the
same topic in the West (see Gargner, 1966). The artlcle by Gardner
has clearly been snown to be in error and unwarranted (Razran,_l966).
Such articles as Teplov's that disniss."a griori”_the'neceseit§~of
studylng DOP are, however,‘not the only form of cr1t1c1sm leveled at
the research reports of tactlle 31ght.¢n the Sov1et ‘Union, Razran
(1966) echoes the views of several 50§1e; sclentlsts when he criticizes
eome Russian investigators for not exercising more rigio étinulus and
sam?iing‘controls (p79) as-well‘as-control for yisual'input.. Similar
' methodological consrderations‘have.been urged by Zubin}(l§65).

A major source of criticism in sych experiments-is the possibility
of conscious and uncon5t10us cheating%\\gn\*sush fraud, who had become

Tpular in the earlv 1960's, was exposed by the faculty of the Beohterev

quchoneurological’Instiﬁute and published in the Leningradskava Pravda;
: _ _ . £

-
¢

However, with tighrening controls‘and more rigid methodologies, frag@
e i o ;o el
has been eliminated as a major hypothesls This improved methodological
- ;
situation has encouraged A N. Leont ev, dean of Sov1et psyoﬁology,

-

state "As of now thls phenomsna (DOP)- is real. Further, upder spec1al
‘ ‘J' : » A e .
training, it can be found in .a great many;cases" (cited, by Razran,

1966 p.7). Similarly, other supoortive statementsihabe'been made by
the noted psychologist A R Lur1a, Y. Rabkln, qne,og the most prominent
fA;Soviet opthalmplogists,,B anstantinov membqr of the U.S.S.R. Academy

. of SciencéS, and P G Snyakin, head of the Laboratory of Afferent

Systems dE the Woscow Ihstltute of: Normal and Pathological Physiology
oy ° S : .
.f(seg Ra7ﬁan, 1966 p 7-8Y., L . B
L ,TOasummarize,. there are basically two kinds of experimental work .
. . . 4 > )

.

s . AR O . ) AL
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on DOP carried out in the Uqﬁ S.R. (a) inVestigations of. exceptional
. 8 '

individuals; and, (b) eﬁ“rrlnﬁpts involVing large numbers of ‘normals

In the first ‘case reports b alleged highly senSLine 1ndiv1duals are .

relatively rare and are geographically isolated ‘Reportedly hlghly

gifted subJects such as Rosa Kuleshova (Nizhny Tagil), Vadya Lobﬁndva
1,3.

(Verkhnoya Pyshma) and Lenochka Bliznova (Vharkov) are most certainly
'Special cases. The highly publlClzed neWspaper accounts of these-
subjects appear to be exaggerated (according to a statement by the

. faculty of the Bechterev Psychoneurological Institute published 4in R

Leningradskaya Pravda, March 1964--see Razran, l966 D. 7) However the .

work with such 1ndiv1duals by teputable 501entists such "as. 1. M ooldberg,

A. S. NovOmeyskii, A. Shevalev, N. D. Nyuberg, M. M. Bougard, M. S. Smirnov,‘

kS .\
I

and S. G. Gellerstein appears to be gaining academic acCeptanceias

publications are mounting in prestigious Soviet journals, such as -

: -

Voprosy filosofii (Vo 7, June, 1973),/Voprosy psikhologii (l963,'Nos. ¥

and 2; 1964 No. 2 1966, No. 4) and Biofizika (1965, lO(l)) i ' ) -
The second type of DOP experimental work involves long drawn out
,psyohophysical, color disctimination training. The work 1S te%iousr
~and requires large samples of "normals'. These experiments Have
investigated at least 1200 normal children and adults (Razran 1966)
Even though the development of dermal—perception in subjects is
reportedly slow, this type of experiment has the distinct advantage of
minimizing deliberate fraud. The motivation for cheating is minimlzed
and cheating can be detected from.records of'training curves and
continnous observation. ., ' .
Reports of both types of e;perimental work have been publlshei in

4

b
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in great qﬁantity: - Razran (1366, D.5) statéd.ghat he had 85 technical

- ¥

'ﬂreportsiand presé'stateménts on the ppic, and Naumov (1971) lists

oLt s
120 puRlished articles;';hi§ intense interest shown by Soviet researchers

. = ES . .
has encouraged investigatjons: into the phenomena by Western scientists.

;gonsyieﬁ,qgégwg§ampl§;Athe work of Barrett and Rice Evans‘(l96b),

Rushton (1964), Frey (1965), Buckhout (1965), Zubin (1965), Makous

(1966), Jacobson eg al. (1966), and Youtz and Broome (1969).

r

¢



CHAPTER. I‘h;& o, :
AN ELABORATION OF PARAPSYCHOLOGY IN THE U.S. S'R. THROUGH COMPARISON

e

. o :
To undegﬁ;and the acceptance of parapsychology as a legitimate

area of research in the U.S.S.R. dt is~§ecessary to present & more
" [ . I3

prec1se picture of various characterisﬁics of parapsychology in the

[

U.S.S.R. This elaboration can be accomplished effectively through a

i

comparisoh of parapsychological research in the West36 and the U.S.S.R.

2

This‘comparison will focus on differences although some similarities-

7

will also be méntiéned;

.In discussing the differénces betwee{ the parapsychological
réseé;ch in the U.S.S.R{ and in the West (the United States in particular)
it will become obvious that there are two broad categories of. most
concern. One category comprises those differences which are not unlque

to parapsychology but which are shared by other d%sc1olines, espe01ally
ﬂv '7 I
psychology. The other category 1ncludes thoseﬂﬁbich are unique to the
o : fe]
‘field of parapsychology. The following comparison will not deal wi;h

these two categories separately, but will attempt to point out when

differences are unique and characteristic of parapsychology or when they

3

are shared with other disciplines.

3
' !

Historical Ties that Maintain Influence

Historically,. the traditfons that have influeﬁced scientific

P
(‘»

development in the U.S.S.R. differ from the West. In the Wesf, para-
psychology has traditionally been associated with religion, spiritualism,

and mysticism. This link has not been broken (see for example, Wheatley,

47
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£§}973) The Oxford aictlonary groups the threé terms, parapsychqipg;la B
mystical s andohrellgion under the heading 'psychic'. In the U.S.S.R.
'the spirit of dialectic materialism permeates all scientific ehdeevor
and ideologicel beliefs‘dictate seiehtific investigation. AAll.of nature,
5inciuding'man, is understood toieonsist of matter, and physicaliét;c’inter?
.pretations are sought for all phenomena. (This will be'dealt with more
-fully in Chapter v.) geseerchers in the U.SQS.R.,.reflecting their. 2
belief in materlalism, reject many Western formulatlons in parapsychology
as "superstitious concepts" (Mutschall, 1968, p.l).

Rhine's view that a ..non physical mode of causality is required -

in p31'commun1cat10n (Rhine,'l972' 107) is incompatible 3ith‘ﬁ;rxist—

Leninist thought. In several cases parapsychology is associated with -~

religioos groups in the West. The Ehglish journal, Light, one of the

oldest psychic periodicals, is stillpactive. It is the official organ
~ of the College of~Psychic Studies ahd is mainly spiritualistic in

orientation. A comparable example in the United States is the Quarterlz7

Review of the Churches' Fellowship for Psychlcal and Spiritual Studies.

One is not likely to find an article in the U.S.S.R. similar to a recent -
37 oo
and not uncommon article by Ian Stevenson on reincarnation in the

‘Journal of the American Society-for Psychical Research. According to

the Newsletter of the Parapsychology Foundation (March-April, 1963

.10(2)) a pr:mary stage that had to be passed before the start of
,
significant research in the early 1960's in the U.S.S.R. was the
"Ideological separasion of scxentific parapsychological studies from

reiigiously-oriented concern with the 'miraculous' or supernatural'

which are anathema to Marxist concepts of materialiém.
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Terminology
A major diffgrence between parapsycholoéical research in the United
J &

States and the U.S.S.R. concerns terminology. YParapsychology' is a

©

Western term. In Russia and Eastern Europe, it is rarely u

scientists since it lacks aopropriate meaning for ‘them (Ryzl, 1969t p.lS).38%

Soviet terms include “bioenergetics" "biocybernetics", "brain broad-

" casting" (Vasiliev, 1965) and "psychoenergetlcs (Naumov, 1971). Western
termlnology reflects the emph351s on the psyche as opposed to 1ts
physmgal correlates To researchers in the U.S. S,R and. Eastern Europe
the study of psychlcal phenomena is not merely a branch of psycholegy @
but rather an independent branch, of: sc1ence most closely associated :
with physiology and related studies. For this reason Vasiliev (1965, p.5)
prefers "psychophysiological' to ”psychic". Mutschall (1968) writes

There is one major point of difference between.the
Soviet approach to telepathy and that of most western
scientists. The Russians do not accept telepathy as
psychic in character. They do not regard it as a
sixth sense. They want nothing to do with ESP, or as

A Ly L. Va5111ev, the foremost Soviet authority

or;ﬂwflpﬁphy, has said, "with any other superstitious
sapoierdabout the soui such as are exp101ted in

cap'fﬁ-fet countries by fervent idealists" (p 1- 2)

Research Orientation

al versus Psychologlcal

erence in terminology p01nty’t//zﬁmore deeply rooted

distinction. In the U.S.S.R. questions of_psy&hlc phenomena are dealt
‘ - :
“with from the perspective of physiology."Western interests have been
- ’ ] ,,J’ .
mainly psychological, whereas, Soviet efforts have been mainly

physical.39 The -emphasis on the phyeiological,and biological perspective

adopted by.Soviet workers is commented on by Stanley Krippner:



0

| e B
...1 am very impressed by some of my. Soviet colifagmes g
" who don't seem to have fuch trouble explaining‘ﬁ'cgaj o
.ij psychic events in terms of theoretical physics aiﬁ%
systems biology. Perhaps the most adveg&urqus qf
these people is V. M. Inyushin of Kazakh State -

' University in Alma-Ata. He -points out that we ared & n A
already familiar with four states of matter: solids, = =
liquids, gases and plasma. He hypothesizes the
existence of .a fifth. state of matter, biological _
plasma. This type of plasma is thought to be made up
of subatomic particles "that exist within all living [
organisms and which are involved in parapsychic ;
events (Krippner, 1973, p.l10).

Ve 7 B

The bioplasma concept referred to by Krippner is a widely discussed

model in thq:U.S.S.R. and de;ivés primarily from the work of Profeséér
Vladimir Inyushin and his colleagues at Kazakh University in Alma—At;
(see Dombrovsky et al., l9f2; ﬁoss, 1971, p.43). Several authors make
reférence to thié phxéioiogically oriénted model (Rejdak, 1971, p.25;
o ©
Zogu, 1971, p.23§ Ostrander & Schroeder, I97é, lQil; Dean, 1973).
The'phyﬁﬁoloéical orientatién of parépsycholbgy pérallels the
directions of féychology in the U.S.S.R. Razrép (1965) writes aboﬁt
the "preemption of psychology by'physiologists" whose‘primary4éoncerp

is the reduction of the m?ntal to the physiological. In this connection

Leont'ev (1967) discusses the inconsistenéy of physiological and mental \

as two distinct and different entities.

Pragmatic versus Theoretical

- Another difference centres about the relative degree of pragmatism

" -

iﬁ the United States gnd Soviet efforfs. The studies in the U.S.S.R.

emphasize abpiication,\whereas in the West the emphasis 1is more with the

theoretical. 'in the Soviet Union, there appeafs ﬁb be less discussion

" of phiIOSOphiéal issues like those of A. Flew, C. Q. Broad, J. Dﬁcassedr
C. W. qudle, and E. R. Dodds in the West. Practical application of

'

4

e
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~ telepdthy in the form of "activ~ transmission of -emotions and_behavior

-~

, impulses" hasABeenva domieent feature of Russign research for many years
(Ryzl, 1969) Viadiﬁir-Mutschall (19685 writes "...in relatioe‘to the
1ncreased interest in and higher prioriég of the blological sc1ences

“in conjunction withrspaee research, telepathy.is getting the full—soale'

treatment as a form of 'biological tqdio communication'" (p.l1).

refers to its possible significance in 'interplanetary communications'
v . .

>

"“or the 'guiding of interplanetary spacecraft'. Ryzl reports that "today,

a number of Russian scientists are seriously considering the use of

- televathy és a means for long dlstance communications, espeg@ally in
space flights' (Ryzl, 1969, p. 16) The breakdown df entries in a recent

bibliography of Soviet publications on parapsychology (Naumov, 1971)
: y ! |
suggests a tendency to publish in journals of an applied orientation

(see Table 3). Compare, for example, the number of publications in
" radio techndlogy journals with those in psychdlogy'journals.

' This orientation to 'practical application' has two possible

o /
explanations: (1) there is a general utilitarian trend in Soviet

science, and, (2) new thegretical insights might conilict with the

pervasive influence ofithe state ideoiogy. -dbnsequently a theoretical-
philosophical focus is deempha51zed

It can be expected that this pragmatic orientatlon is nnt 1estricted
to the area of parapsychology. BrackbilL (1960) and Lomov (1971)
emphasize that psychology in the U.S.8.R. " became a direct productive ‘

' force._ Brackbill (1960) writes of the Soviet desire to. "...maximize

applicability of results “to practical problems (p.2313.‘ Indeed, it
PR ' N
is-a concern that permeates all of Soviet science (Kasavina, 1963) and

. %
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TABLE 3

a

BREAKDOWN OF ENTRIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHIES ON PARAPSYCHOLOGY

&g‘ '(PSYCHOENERGETICS) AND RELATED SUBJECTS--U.S.S.R.
- - - ‘ —

ACCORDING TO PLACEﬂENT OF PUBLICATION . //
— :

N\

A\
-Placement of Publication ' ’ : Number of Entries*

|

Journals

{2

Psychology

Physics

Medicine

Physiology ©

Physical Chemistry

Bdology

Radio Technology

Geology ' - . .
Electrical ‘Engineering :

, =
MNNO & WY

wun
£~

Books and Articles Placed in Books

A}ticles in Encyclbpedias : ‘ 3
Unclassifijed- . _ . A

TOTAL 88

%Al rarap#ychology publicat s listed in Part I were used except
th -se L At were classified as 'popular scientific literature".
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society (Wetter, ¢ﬂ962) f

A corollary 1s the Sov1et focus on developing a technology foéfthe~

A .
application of parap?( ‘«logy (Ullman, 1971, P- 32). The American
emphasis; on the oth v d,-is more geared toward data—gathering40 for

proof of the existence of psychical phenomena.
° | ! v '; ' B 8
Reeearch %Zpics

‘ Differing subject matter for research is ev1dent in the U.S. and
the U.S.S.R. The Sov1et emphasis has been, and still ‘is, primarily
telepathy’ They have almost totally ignored the area of precognition
 which was. already a prime topic for research in- the U.S. 1n the late ,
K 1930 s,‘under the direction of J B. Rhine at Duke University (Rhine &
Pratt, l95f0. Similarly, the phenomenafof clairvoyance has been

underplayed and only recently has the topic og psychokinesis become
'important (Naumov, 1968)'.1“l i, L

o -

i

The use of physiologlcal models and the stres fgn science as a

: g’-u‘ .
productive force account for the restricted difettio s of Soviet

investigations in this field. It 1s md&e difficult to find a phys%ﬁ“'ﬁ

qlogical inte:pretation of ptecognition than of telepathy due to 1ts
K]

B ,*.

blatant” refusal to adhere tzﬂﬁraditional notions of cause .and effect
It is likely that the apparent 51m11ar1ty of telépathy to tadio
communication is more acceptable to both the sc1entific and general

‘public (Ryzl, 1969). géow51ng which has immediate application potential

1s becoming populaéi?or research. Naumov (1971) lists twenty—four :
&

Soviet scientific publications on the "biophysical effect" as they call

it. Although the range of pa:apsychological interest appears to be

o
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widening (see Table 4) in the view of some researchers, official warnings

(Zinchenko ez al., 1973) are imposing restrictions. €3

Researcher Affiliation
Leont'ev (1969) has written of "...intensified development of
borderline 1nterdisc1plinary res

fits precisely into this category (Ba

rch” (p.10). Soviet parapsychology

}ee, 196%;-Ryzl,‘l969; Ostrander
& Schroeder, 1970). As a~reseirch~area it 4is caught in the overlap .
| of biology, physiology, neurophysiology, psyéhology and applied,fields
and the Soviet approach to psi'problems_involyes the cooperation bf
scientists on many different levels.

An interdisciplinary approach is chatacteristic of scicace in the

'\-kid names that =~

indicate the fu31on of 1ndependent xientific discipliines to focus on

overlapping problems or \new problems that transcend partlcular fields
(\d

are popular in the U.S.9.R. Bibgeochemﬁﬁﬁ;y as originated by Vernadsky
and his group at- the Rio eochemical f%@tiqéfe ofbthe'ﬁcademy of Sc1ences

at Leningrad is such an _xample (Dunh’ 1949,¢p.54)‘ Interdisc1pllrary

cooperation is, typical w1thnn establishe disciplines as wellg‘spec1fically
i . s »
I 4 : N
psychology (Brackbill 1960, p. 230)

The interdisciplinary approach‘is related to the procedure of

,

i v

communicating research results. 'No‘specific journals convey the specific

parapsychology research within the\U S.S.R. 42 Soviet parapsychologiﬁi§

- 7 . a & .
.JL!

are able to publish in journals of related fields such as. psychology,
physiology, biology, medicine, cybernetics, education, r@dio.communication,

electronics, geology (see Table 3) Parapsychologlsts in the U.S., on



, . . " TABLE 4
) v ) [ N - B . .
BREAKDOWN' OF ENTRIES IN BIBLIOGRAPHIES ON PARAPSYCHOLOGY .

N

-

(PSYCHOENERGETICS) AND -RELATED -SUBJECTS--U.S.S%R. -

v

s+ ACCORDING TO. SYUBJECT MATTER _ S

L ' _Part 1. Parapévchology' T

Number of Entries

. Academic | . ' Popuiar .
Publicatio®ns Scientific -Litergture TOTAL
General : 63 - . - 209 oo
u Biophysical Effect T 25 « . . ~'27“ ' ~ ‘“ - 52
- ~TOTAL . 88 e 236 . 524
Te | e Ba . ’
. » ’ Part‘IIh Related Topics R
Topic . N | S Numbé% of Entf'és
1. Certain Problems of Bioenergetics J " v 41 éj: .
2.“_Capacities of the Brain \ . ' .. o v 025
-3, Dermo—ébtic‘SeﬁsitivityA - ' ; 120
4. Electric and Magnetic Fields quLiViné Oréjnisms ‘22
5. . The System of tﬁe Yogis . ; . | o - 63
: _ . . s ,
6. Autogenic Training I : . ' - 57'
7., Heliobiology R ) N ,si
| Totar - 379,
Total of Part I + Part IL = 703 10‘ f ) “»Z
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. ~ . ) - .
‘the other hand, found it impossible to get published in #he regular
R ' A '

journ®ls and started their-own out . of necessity.

- . Résearcher Qualification O
.

‘Thé structured natuee of ‘Soviet sgciety and the organization of

the scientific ‘community ensures that all those working in parapsychology

" ~hold recognized academic¢ credentials. “This ir not necessarily true in
S . R : ﬂ . ’ : A
Western countries, particularly in the United States. For example,

N 3
¢

W." E. Cox,~an American business man, is well known among parapsychologists

for his work on psychokinesis.

Research Methodology

. ~An~impoftant'distinc;ion between parapsygchological research in the

-
[

] U.S.S.R. and the West Coﬁéerns methodology. In relation to methodology,

several points can be mentioned: (1) sanple size, (2) use of statistics,

‘-(35 use of animals~in prefiments, énd (4) experimeﬁt complexity.
| . v . - ;’[

Sample Size | |
o The U.S.S.R. places more emphasis on small sample studies as opposed
to'thevlarge séﬁﬁle studies more typicalvof the U:Si Tﬁeré are no
w}ﬁaiSovieE%equi§alents o the léfge séale, statistical studies-conducted by
ri. BL‘Rb?ne and his colleagues in the lgéO's'and 1940's (see Rhine et al.,

l940)f Aithough ﬁhere are exceptions (Novo@eiskii, l963),\ig the U.S.SfR.:
ﬂit*is mbre common to~find‘parapSyéhological gtudies of‘individuais>with
.;usb?cted péychic abilities than a statistical survey ofﬂlargeigrbups of
beoﬁle. This was true of the prerevolﬁ;idnatyﬁétudie§,yith mediugs, the

research .on telepatﬁy and hypnosis by Vasiliev (1963) during the 1920's

- 1 N . 4
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and 1930's as well aé.research during the post 1960 rebirth of paraf;
psychology. A typical example i§‘¥hac appears to be one of the moré

iﬁbortant current investigations in the U.S.S.R. (Ullman, 1971, p.G}

%
_Hérbert 1973a). These s:udies.concern Mrs. Nina Kulagina, a woman with
alleged telekinetic ablllty who app%gently can move objects through
mental exertlon without recourse to muscular power. fbr. Servelév, a
neurophysiologist has worked with Nina KuLagina in various labgrator§
tesging situépions. Several éuthors‘poinﬁ to the sigﬁifiganceléf
Kulagina§g§ a star subjeci in Rﬁssian PK research:(Ostrander & Schroeder,
l%ZO; Rejdan, 1971;»Ullman, l971b;’ﬁérbeft, 1972, l9f3é, 1973b). A
similar’eka nle of research with outstanding individuals is that carried

‘out in Czeclloslovakia with Pavel Stepanek !Pratt, 1973).

Use of Statilstics

Differehces in‘samplé size lead to differences in data-handling aﬁd

. - X - " .
the use of sratistical tools. The U.S. emphasizes more complex and more

refined treatment_qf experimental data by the use of elaborate statistical
models and computers (Ullman, 1971, p.32).° Sovigﬁfpétééﬁychologisté,‘on
. ; B X ‘::‘ N . "7; q,\\v ) -
o

‘the other hand, uée less SOphisticated statisticalwtools; and concentrate

on observation under carcfully controlled conditions w1th the data often
I’

presented in tabular form (see Appendix I11).

The use of unsophisticated statistics in the U.S.S.R. is not unique

to parapsychology but is ‘evident in other areas of investigation as well--

@y
notably psychology According to Razran (1957 p 99) ...one glaring

elementary éhortcomlwg in tHe methods (of Russian psvchology) that needs

to be pointed out, ...is.the very poor statistical treatment of data...

Psgpﬁologists' data are often just sets of raw figures" (p.99). Similarly,

e
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Vo ' e .
- rozak (1961) writes ”Statlstlcggjtreatment of (psychological) data is
'ﬁ?imitive” (p.714). The difference in sophistication of data handling

'is recognized ‘in the U.S.5.R. as well (Simonov, 1970).

-

Experimental Complexity

Experimental designs in the U.S.5.R. appear to be ;¢é§ elaborate,

~and complex than those in the Uest. Yelinov reports some major Sovigt

experiments in a 1968 publication. The experimental simplicity is //
. . . . N . .

certainly an outstanding feature of Velinov's pepart when compared to

fxperimental reports published in theﬂJournal'of Parapsvcholqu of the

same year Again this parallels the developments .n tﬁe Soviet

psychologv of non- complex studles relatlve to those in the Unlted States.

" BrackbiM (1960 P- 228) pblnts out that the number &f varlables

accomodated by,a particuLgr study i's generally lower in the U.S.S.R
than in the U.S.

Brackbill (1960) suggests that a major difference between Soviet

_ and American psychology, that has received little attention is "the
. 2 :

widespread emphasis in Soviet research on experimental replication as

means of assessing reliability of results" (p.228). "This emphasis on,

and respectablllty of repetition of experiments certalnly holds true for

Soviet parapsychology (see Appendlx I1I). This empha51s is ;evident in

] -

Western ﬂ%ra&syﬁhology as well and appears to be a common ne0e551ty for

. newly emerging areas of investigation.

Use of Animals bs Subjects

The final/distinction in methodology between Soviet and Western

!
!

parapsychologists concerns the use of anlmals in experiments The West,

‘ 2

y

?,
W
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especially ‘the U.S., has shown a greater inclination toward. the use of
animals in parapsychological experiments than has the U.S.S.R. It is

difficult to find experiments similar to those of Helmut Schmidt,

' o . L4
or Sybo Schouten45 in the U.S.S.R. Bechterev and Durov used a QOg'as

the focus of much of their research in the 1920's and 1930's. However,
a similar focus has not been evident sircesthe resurgence of para-

psychology in 1959, althéugh some experimentation with nonhumans is
) i . & - .

2 - :
carried out (Zinchenko et al., 1973).

The Soviet emphasis on the human as the subject of experimental
Q’-‘ :

researchris also typical of psychblogy in the U.S.S*R. (Brackbill,

' 4

1960, p.227). However, the child is not so much the focus of attention
» , ‘ . ~

in Soviét parapsvchological research as it is i% psycholpgical studies.

Rather, the emphasis has been on "psi' sensitiv. ult subjects: This
T P J .
. : . N - ;’ . .;

may, of course, be a reflection on the degree to which" the ability'ff

e

manifesti\itSelf in varying age groups. ;%e latfer onJd howéver, seem’
- N N . .. "4 i\
unlikely (Rhine & Pratt, 1957). ‘

[ i-'?" v . . R . . ' < .

First Hand Impressions R

v

In a study concerning a foreignﬁcountry'the ideal is personal = -

observation. I1f this is not pbssible, as is the case 4n this study, the

accounts of first-hand impressions have some relevance. 1Ig this vein,

Ostrander and Schroeder (L970) after a tour of panapsychological

research centers in the U.S.S.R. commented on what s to them a very

real .but subtle difference between Soviet and Western researchers.

L J
" Qne-can't help noticing the contagious enthusiasm of
the Soviet parapsychologists, their openness to new
ideas, their daring, their willingness to explore
forgotten splinters of knowledge. Maybe it's the,,

“~

.
)
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newness of the field there. Perhaps in Amgrica the
long and unbudging hostility of acadeémic and scientific
. colleagues has had a more stultifving effect on our
paransychologists than...has the outright political
repression now and then faced by their Soviet counter-
-parts.

\

Some Communist €c1entlsts have psycf a 1l ties wnlch

_ they don't mind talking about. we&tgyb searchers

— seem to be leery of admitting’ toébéx i?leng Alhost -
all the Soviet researchers seem to dhave thied to
develop @& feeling for the osvchlc realm within then-
selves, much as our psychiatrists must learn something
of their own complex being before they can work with

~others. The atmosphere in dealing with psvchics is
closer to that of the superb Russian music conservatorles
or ballet schools, with the scientists constantly
seeking even better ways to improve, encourage,rand
enhance talents rather than the skeptical, 'Show me, and

show me in my wav' approach so often encountered in the
West {(p.259).

+

Summary

Sharp contrasts exist between parapsvchology in che West and- the

. kel

-.U.8.5.R. At the root of the d1551mlli§1t1es llé 1nd§geﬂdent philo-

",,..

sophical and iaeological-systems. Varying hlstorical influences reflect
other major dlstlnctlons in all phases of researchbuthhESe are
summarized in Table 5.) Also noticeable. are many slm1lar1ties of

parapsychological research with other areas of scientific investigatien
in the U.S.S.R. Adjdstments to the requirements of scientific -
1nvestqéat10n l1aid down b; the sc1entific commoniiy éppearrto]haVe been
made. In terms of approach tobthe problem, phllosophlcal perspective,
emphasis on appligation and rese;reh methodology, Soviet parapsychologlsrs
have complied with the_standards of other eoqﬁ%mporary Sovlet ciences.

i
fo R . <



61
TABLE 5

SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES,lN PARAPSYCHOLOGICAL

RESEARCH BETWEEN U.S.S.R. AND THé "WEST" : v AN

Area of Comparison . ~ Mest ~ U.S.S.R.
historical ties that - religious-philo~ x materialistic-rooted
maintain influencer, sophical (dualism 'in concrete physical
: o : mind-body dichotomy) ties
terminology » parapsychology _ psychoénergetics
research orientation : maiﬂf} psycholo- mainly physiological

' gical " , © mainly -pragmatic

" mainly rheoretical

research emphasis —_— attempts to prove attempts to understand 

the existence of ~ the 'how' of the
phenomena S . phenomena to allow

practical applications

’

research topics " all areas of ‘mainly telepathy and
traditional para- more recently phenomena
psychology concerning the bioplasma,
» ‘ - PK and dowsing
researcher affiliation less emphasis on greater emphasis on
) . interdisciplinary interdisciplinary
approach approach ‘
researcher qualifications not necessarily all within academic
within academic o commuriity
community
research methodology use of elaborate ' ‘nonrefined statistics
o ’ ' statistics : or none at all
N : 0
relatively complex relatively noncomplex
designs - \ designs
many animal _ . limited animal
experiments ‘ expériments; more

emphasis on humans
(gifted adults)
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< Both the historicél review (Chapter IT1) as wéllhas the~elabo£ation’
of garapsychologv as a science in the U. S S. R by comparlson w1th
pa:apsychology in the U.S. (Chapter 111) havc quggeﬁted some of the .
unique and complex factors and problems that underlle the gradual trend
towar;s acceptance of parapsychology as a lggitimate area»of study. 

It will be useful to lodk at some of these factors in more detail..

It is the purpose of Part II to analyze more concretely the factdrs

" which were openly or tacitly presented in Part I.
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PART IT °

% ANALYSTS OF THE ACCEPTABILITY OF PARAPSYCHOLOGY IN THE U.S.S.R.

A MODEL FOR THE TREATMENT-OF ANOMALOUS MATERIAL

According to Kuhn (l970) paradigms are "universally recognized

scientific achievements that for a time provide model problems and

2‘ B *

solutlons t? a community of practltloners (viii). The acquisition of
a paradigmr1s a sign of maturity in the development of a given science.
These paradlgms are not Statlc but_are @Ub]ect to change Successive

cran31t10n from one paradlgm to another via "scientific revolutlon

- >

is ‘the usual pattern of development within the Sc1entlflc world. Such

Tom .
i

scientificfrevolutions are characterized as turnlng.p01nts in scientific
development. They necessitate the community's rejection of an

established scientific theory in favour of another incompatible with
. o 9.
it. Such transitions are almost always accompanied by controversies.

.The results of such-ehanges are a shift in the problems acceptable for

-

study and the legltlmacy of theig solutlons

Any establlshed paradlgm 1ndzn area of study is relatively 1nflex1ble

The paradigm prov1des a crlterlon for choos1ng subjects that should. be

studied by the discipline As Kuhn suggests "one of th3w§h1ngs'a gﬁ
‘scientific community acquires w1th a: paradlgm is a criterlon faor

choosing problems that, Whlle the paradlgm is taken for granted, can 5

i
be assumed to have'solutlons (p.37). Other problems wthh may have

‘. been acceptable for study under an earlier paradigm‘are now rejected as
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metaphysical, as the concern of anothe@ discipline, or as just too

problematic to be worth the time. These "other problems' as well as

newly discovered problems or "facts" which do not comply with the
commonly accepted paradigm can be considered to be' anomali-s.
) & . ' 5 . .

By anomalous material is meant any eXperimental or theoretical
contributions which appear irregular, abnormal, or unusual with respect
to eommonly accepted standards derived from commonly accepted theoretical
and gexperimental frameworks by a particular community. Obviously

according.to this definition there may be masy anomalies being produced

by the scientific community every day. It is therefore essential to

note that sohe‘anomalies are more significapf than others. .The
significance of an anomaly can be considered to vary on a continuum

according to the foJldwing factors:

(1) The degree to which the anomalous matefial appears

a .

. : I ad .
irregular, abnormal or unusual.

(2) The amount of empirical evidence collected in

support of the anomﬁfous material.

(3) How close the anomalous material strikes at the

;

basic assumptions of the established paradigm.
Although o;>¥r variables such as the number,-caliber, personalities,

and so on, of the pegple who support the angmalous material also help
to determine the impact of -an an&maly, the§ are of less concerﬁ here.

In a situation of conflict beﬁween an anomaly and a paradiém,_th%re
are a limitea number of possibilities open. First of all mutual

exclusion is a possibility. Secondly, mutual acceptability can be

achieved. However, anomalous material cannot be incorporated into an
. . C A

/

/
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existing paradigm until (1) the paradigm changes * & me way (expansion)

to assimilate the orev1ously nonacceptable materlaﬁﬁé'») the anomalous
: .

material changes in some way to appear nore acceptabfé to ﬁhe old
paradigm'(thn, l§70). : ' o _ ‘

be,(l) is followed, aésimilation of anomalous material into an
existing body of knowledge does not merely result in one added feature

tacked onto the exisfing features 6f the parad;gm. Rather,. it requires
the reconstruction of previou; théory, and the re-evaluation of previous
fact. Thisvis, according to Kuhn, essentially a revolutionary process,
a transition that fequires much time fOK its completion. If  acceptance
of the anomalous magerial is to be achieved through route (2), then ﬁhe4
threatéﬁing ﬁatqge of thé anomaly must Be reduced to a minimal ievél.
The contradlctlons that arise from a comparison of the anomal§ and the
paradlgm must be diminished. Vot until the magnitude of the dlfference‘

between the anomaly and the paradigm is minimized can the anomaly be

effectively incorpofated.

3

Paradigm Action on Anomaly

A paradigm embodies a host of expectations and assumptions. = When
these expectations are violated by an anomaly, two possibilities exist:
(1) the violation is rejected, or (2) the paradigm ceases to function
and gives way to the new alternative. Rejection of the anomaly by the

P ) .
paradigm can be effected in several ways. I1f the threatening nature of

<

the anomaly warrants such action, the anomaly could be rejected

T

'a priori". The body of traditional sciénce could discount the anomaly

as intrinsicaliy unsound. Secondly, if the anomaly cannot be

-
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incofporated, it mighﬁ be forgotten for some time untiilthe Qaradigm
is more able to deal with the anomaly Qr'until a viable ;lternative
paradigm appears. Poianyi (1063).has stated that science is berfectly
justified in b:ackeging anomalies. Finglly{ the anomaly éah be
dlmlnlshed through argumentation. In this way the anomaly coﬁld be
discounted as ugrelia?levdue to methodologlcal flaus, ﬁrocedural
weakness, experimenter bias, and so on. VThué, the violating anomaly
>

can be discarded in the following ways: (a) rejected "a priori"

(b) ignbre‘d, or (c) deval&?ted through argumentation.

‘Change of Anomaly in Rea{;ion to Paradigm

The above paragraphifnphasizes.the action of the established

-

- paradigm in reaction to afggalous material. However, the latter can.

also be mage to undergo chah}e when’ it conflicts'with é.paradigm. More
specifically sevefal.possibilities éxist to minimize the extreme
treatment of the anomalous ﬁateriél by the scientific~commﬁﬁity:

(1) Change'tﬂé‘appearancé,df the anomalous materia}

to reduce #ts apparent gonflict. ©

(2)\Form§lation of theoriesvfo show that the anomaly

has some value?

(3) Appeal ‘to other audiences for support.

Paradigm - Anomaly Conflict

The eventuality that a new set of facts,-a novel theory or innovative
id:a comes to a-state of conflict with an estabYished body of knowledge,
suggests that a certain amount of inflexxbillty is characterlstic ‘of

“

paradigms., If the innovation is anomalous to the paradigm, then the
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. ’ . )
The blinders prevent the horse from attending to peripheral objects

. discipline. The significance of the anomaly in turn depends on (among

N R Y/
most likely reaction is rejection of the anomalous material. Such
paradigmifrigidity is common (Ruhn, 1970).

Paradigm rigidity 1% analogous to the restricted vision of a horse

with blinders bound to its eyes. The blinders, often émé;l_pieces of .

leather, obstruct thé horse's vision to either side and have the effect
‘ - /

of chusing the horse's visual attention in a narrow range directly in
N '

front of it. -Such restricted vision has both advantages and diéédvantages.

e
that might distract it from its designated path. At the same time,

the blinﬁgfs limit the ho;sefé reac;ion to objects or evénts in its
'Vicinity ;hat might be §f importance to i;, primarily Lecause these
objects and e&ents are outside of the horse's %ange df vision. Although
“the analogy is_imperfect, the focusing effect éfkparadig? direéfed sciencg -
is much liké the restricted vision of thé'horse. The pa;adigm defines
the problems to be stu&ied, the evaluétionfOf what is acceptahle and
what ié not. _In science as well, inflexibility has‘advantages and.
disadvantages. Among differing échools of thought, rigidity can

o .
iéad to non-constructive controversy (Krantz, 1969). At the same time '
paradigm figi&ity appears inevitéble'and even necessary'(Polanyi,,i946;
‘Krantz, 1971).

If Science is fundamentaily a‘EonservatiQe system, like any other
social system, then it will in fact tend to blsck change rather than Le
facilitgte qbange. It thiskié so, the iikelihood of anomalies being
rejected is relatively high. The actual rejec£ion of én anomaly within

a discipline is dependent on the significance of the anomaly to thégﬂ

’



major assumptions of the paradigm. -
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v

other variables mentioned earlier) the.degree to which it attacks the

- . -

—

‘The illustration in Figpfe 1 may be helpful in elaborating the

dynamics of the paradigm and the anomaly interaction. The horizontal

P}

line in Figure 1 represents the continuum of basic assumptions held

.-

by a paradigm. The end of the continuum labeled "central" represents
the most deeply ingrained assumptions held. These‘afe inherent beliefs

which are often not verbalized. Rather, they are assumed through

1

practice. Indeed; 1£ may be that the ‘more non—verbaiiéed the assumptions
are, the less amenable they are tgvchangen(Polanyi;‘l9¢6). Toward the
other end qf'the continuum lie. those asspmptions_thatﬂaré more easily
verbalized, less péramount, and less critical. .The pracﬁitioners within
the discipline are less commited to assdmbtions on this end of the
continuum -‘than they afe to those which lie more central.

Several phenomena should be noted with respect to théygbﬁcepts
that Figure 1 (a) represents;_ First, coﬁmitmenﬁ to an. assumption
depends‘on the degree of centrality that it holds: that is the extent
to which it lies to the left on the continuum. Howeyer, Specific
assumptions areybften logically interdependent jus} as geometrig and

.

algebraic propositions follow logically one upon another. "It may then

be ‘expected that the extent of interconnection of a particular belief

with a number\of other beliefs will also have some bearing on the effect

of an anoﬁﬁiy on the belief structure of the paradigm.

How then can the paradigm and the anomaly be expected to interact?

Consider anomaly B (see Figure 1 (b)) which may be assumed to have the

following characteristics with respect to the paradigm. B is anomalous-
- d\“

1]



FIGURE 1

SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF PARADIG BELIEF STRUCFURE

. commitment -hiph .. o commitment low

Figure 1 (a) B D bt o
. basic assumptions
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, anomaly "B"
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' "structure of the oaradiwm. Unlike B, the. ma{nitude of the difference

.« L _ , R 50

only to peripheral assumptioos of the paradiﬁm and the magnitude of the

7 to
difference between the anomaly nd the parad1°m is relatlvelv small

<

The anomalv conchucntly DOses little threat to the total paradlgm

structuse. The pr1nc1ple tenets of thn sc1ent1f1c tradition remain

e . (? . .

unquestioned and the anomaly 15 likely to feave, the paradiwm fuddamehtallv

unchangéd. The anomaly mdyv even bz incorporated effectively into the

=y
.
u

existing theoretical structure. -Such idcorporatien becomes a Tein-

forcement to normal sc1encL.-

N ¢

<" Consider now anomaly X (see :ivure I (¢)) which: maV/he asaumed to

afy

- have the following characterisélcs With‘re%pect to the paradigm. X,

unlike B, is anomalous toe highly central assumptions‘within the belief

\
v

) - A
between the anomaly and the: paradlgm is notlceabl ~'rge.‘ Th&-anomaly

, . . - ~

therefore represents a maJor thrcat to paradigm maintenance. Central,

a .

: f
implicit or explicit assumptionﬁ of the theoretical structure, are
T g ' . . . .

. "'

challenged; P0551bly the assumptions that are questioned'by the anomaly-

afte 1ntricatelv 1nLerconnected Wlth other basic tenets withfn the belief’

oL e y , .

\structure. " The effect“of the anomaly may thed be anaﬁogous to gullln7
theﬂbottom balLs out oi a pyramid 'of billiard oalLs. In the faé@ of
C e . \ .
such a threat, attempts-may Ue made to dismiss the’ anomaly as intrin—

. - L4

sically unsound, altcr it 1{ some way ln order tg;incorporate it into

. N

the ex1st1ng paradigm or totally 1gnore it, leaVln” 1t as an unsolved

problem for future study. - However, if che anomaly does indeed threaten

‘the bas Fic bulldlnb blocks of the SCientifie dlsC1pline, such a solution
.) . .

_ stands a high probability of failure. Tha theoretical prbminence of

> . )
the anomaly\presents al likelihood for fundamental changes w1thin “the
P : :

F

\

4
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w primfrily by th

~ and apoarent facts of Darabsychology find tHenselves (Anfilov, 1961

71

s

. paradigm. Thus the more central the anomaly the more probable is -

fundamental paradigh change.
EN o
Parapsychology as an Anomaly
Parapsychology in general can be considered as an anomaly (Murphy, ~
1937; Rhine, 19543 Ducasse, 19543 McConnell, 1969). As indicated in &g.@
the introduction parapsychology does fot readily fit into the generally_

accepted bodies of-knowledge andﬂﬁheofy. Similarly parapsychological
‘ ‘ ‘ ' \ N ) i

phenomena can be considered as anomalous in the U. .S.R. Several -

Sov1et authors have noted this difficult position in wh1c1 {he theorles

‘

V35111ev, 1965; Mutschall, 1968) Ye Parnov, a candldate of technlcal ! 3
sciences in the U.S.S.R. has establlshed at least three paradoxee
1 telepathic communication is indenendent of diStance;v(Z) telep&thic

communlcatlon is achleved without the use of the senscs- and has o

4 - 47 '
appanent relatlon to electromagnetlc waves; (3) some cases- of
v v J

spontaneous telepathy and clalrvoyanCe contradlct the law of causallty

(from Mutschall, 1968 p.6 ! . ST g

.- ”

’

4(' N Vature of- the Anomaly

In the West-

the anomalogs nature of parapsychology Hﬁ recognlned
£ dner -

~

kecademlc communlty. The resistance on the pat;

& s

scientific .esta ishment towards parepgyehology;'which'eXESts,l mest - .

countries, Ais complicated in cﬁe U.S.S.R. While in thé U.S. the main'

impedlment to progress in parapsychofbgv has been sc1ent1f1c community '

<

opp051tion, in the U.S.S.R. an additlonal factor has been the political

. J
posture of the state. It will therefore be‘nepesséry-ﬁor-a discussion

. PN
e . 1

\
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L

of the trend toward accewtancc of parapsy
look at~two b:oadrareas: (a) therattitud
L 4 7 ;,
re51%tance of tue sc1ent1f1c commun%tv
oncern can be regarded as levels of inte

o

pafapsychology:’ (L politicaLﬂlevel (off

-72
chology in theda.S.S.R; to,

e of the state and (b) the

“ For convenience these areas

¥ .

ractlon for the anomaly of

_cial government stance),

(g) academic jevel (approach of the acad :mic-scientific communities)-.

© . A third level can be isolated; th i
resistance Or acceptance on the part of 1

beyond the scope of this study to look at

t

nd1V1dual level. (qusonal .

/

of

ndividuals). 'HowgVEf, it is

»

the "arca of individual g

4
v

resistance énd .acceptance. There is an extensive psychological

-

‘literature avallable concernlno attitudin

i

e importance of personal acge

but will gdt be\i&a&&\zﬁt hete; This po

al change’that}is relevant
1nt is mentioned here to

ptance or resistance to'new

.

scientific concepts and"iﬂpqaa{igﬂs\in the development of scienmce. -

»
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€

/

: resistance ever could.

lhold on parapsychology

degrees, continual‘claims that parapsychologv i% 1nconsl§tent|w;th

‘3 haﬁe hpen accused-of NeglLCLl = practlcgl work and of h%EeSV agalnst-'”‘f

. - CHAPTER 1V , .

. - +
INTERACTION OF PARAPSYCHOLOGY AT THE POLITICAL LEVEL

e

Anomalous Nature of Parapsychology at the Political Level

- ) ) : : 5
The historical review 1n Chapter'rl has shown a fluctuating

0

polltlcal attltude of the state towards oarapsychology From a perigd'

of offlclal tolerance paransvchology sl1pped into an era of total” /<
j

-

‘ rejection by the state ~ For about twenty years (1938- 1059) polltlcal

N

restraint exertcd a greater control over parapsychology than academlc ‘

in the 1960 g and 1970 s led to the establldhment of laboratories and

research unlts for parapsychology and culmirfted in a pollcv sta'ement

‘of the presidlum ofzthe U.S.S.R Sodiety of PSYChOlOglth favorlng its,
* b . .‘@. V.

study and. research (Zlnchenko et al. 1973), . : e LTt (
" oo . €

ThrOughout these)pBTIOdS of fluctuatxon there has been, to, varylng

LI

o
L

P 0 ’ . ’\
dialectical'materialism (see for example, AL Kltalgqrodsky in theraturnez_

. 3
¢ 2

azeta (Vovember 26 1964) ‘and &gry nbv, 1961) ' Similarly parapsychologlsts
Bazeta .

‘ -
- \ - ‘ -

PR T

/ °. '"- ' -

'approved-phllosophlc prlncinles (see V Bechterev in Sovetsk‘

-

1969, No.3, p.b5). - . | A
The attacks on parapsychology rooted in polltlcal ideology and " °
the shifts in the state attltude require a closer examination of Soviet

political philosdpgy and attitude during the.hlstorlcal .periods outllned

73 : A
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. Soviet Ideology
I ,

Political thought in the U.S.S.R: is baded on the philosophical
tenets of dialectical and historigal materialism; views greatly

1nfluedqed and developed by Karl Marx, Friedricl Enﬁcls and Vladimir

Ilyich Lenin. Dialectical materialism to the Soviets is not merely.one
of several philosophies; rather it is the one.and only yiable philosophy

roviding both a world outlook and a methodology. In this view, matter
p g 5 gy ; v .

?

¥s the altimaté foundatiqhéof reality. AlL of nature including'mén
At 3 , — _

consists of matter with its difﬁerent properties., This coﬁcepc'pérmeates
: ‘ o o ‘ . , .
.philosophical etfought in the U.3:5.R. and is extended td the Soviefr view

of man. . : .- o N

3 . - .

~/ '-‘_“ "“ A

! Mind and Matter S ey , e

»

7 acconpdin® to Marxist-Leninist thought. Consciousness is therefore - *
. . 3 . } LA -' : - R -

Tw B
. . ) : L ~
Man is regulated exclusively by the:pmoperties and lawgs of matter
v . R : . - : S

, .

sdefined as a product, function -and property of matter—--the organized

Ed . P . . 3 . *
matter of the humam brain. (Wetter, 1962, p.-40). This line of-,reasoning
éméhasizés that the psyche is merely an attribute of highly orgag}zed
o . : T ﬁ;? - -
matter (Razran, 1965, p.96).: " o C .
e 1 ,»’ ) o o - -
P . » N . R N JrE Y
’ N et S , e
« ‘Subservienece of:'Sciencerto Soggplgand)Politi;a}:?ﬁilosoﬁhi:.* S
I . 0 R R M. 1 v, i T
. . ; P e - < ) R . ' v
" Dgalectical materiaidism is®not merely -a guiding dogtripeor - - =°

- . . ‘ ' :
iq R - s e ) B .
.. philosophy distinct from other disciplines of thought and study or
: - ot . Wy v Cot . - DRI S
¥ sl i !

Ratherytﬁe}dbét;ine'of dialectical

~ J o
from other theoretical viewpoints.

bl s .

, [N o ~ o . ) . R

materialism is a world view . that pe;mea!es'afl~phases of communist life
' N Sl e |

"as a unitary method and pgint of view. Tt '".,..proclaims itself e

doctrine of the utmost general laws of motidn and development in Nature,



. l . . 7Ig
LN N . . )
[ . Lt . o
society, and human thought" (Wetter, 1962, p.5). The theory of Marxism-

A4
Leninism is cons1dered»to be the fouddation and framework for development

2

‘not. only for nolltlcs but alao for scientific inquiry of Wthh the

P

',ps.ychoi'dgical-¥cienl_ces.aﬂlu rely ofe’ aspect. " scientific investiga&on

. “ : ' . o

‘is?therefere not indep:_ ) gllow its own cpurse but is directed
e r . 48

w1th1n the conflnes of dl» cal materiafism.

o

practlce (Sax 4&944)

Ru531an 1nfe]lectuals arag subserv1ent to the. State 1deologv He wrltes,
-
everyone who lives in Qur country pays a moral tax 1n»the form of the
obligatory ideological-lie@. Sc1ent1f1c inquiry is bothagulded and
. , . AT
restricted by centralized planning.( Th1s 1ack ‘of autong&y has in the

past led to unfortunate°conqequences for sc1ent1f1e 1nnovat10n as well,

i d -

as 1nd1VLdual sc1engists. “FPhe case of the falllng 1nto'ﬁlsrepute of
2

Genetics durxng thefﬂ930 s and LSWG&S in the U S.S. R and the resultant

a, e ‘.‘t . -
- a??

death of Vavilov “%n 1nternat10nally acelalmed genet1c1st, is 4 case-in

point (see Zirkie,.Lﬁ&B). _" o .""”

-
.

Unlty of Theory and~Praet1ee, ' U -! L Lo T
A key pr1nc1pal of dlaleet1eal matezlallsm igwthe unity~ef .
theory and practxce . Ideas in the Govret v1ew should be’ taken out of

N
e Py . .y

thelealm of pure thought and transferred to. the realm of practlce

»'K\ "
The orientatlon of Marxist- Lenynist 1deology towards action is-often

v

expressed aé‘followsz' "The Marxist-Lenlnlst theory is not a dogma,
. » o : .

it is a gpide to action" (Fundamentéls of Marxism—Leninism,-lQSQ—-

" cited by Wetter, }962, pil0). P I
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Soviet Ideology and the Supernatural o :

3

. )

‘Marxist-Leninist ghOught~résts squarely on reality; on the real

‘wotld in which we live. Lonsequently, dialectical matcrialism does not

tolerate the existerce of any supernatuyral forces. It does not recognize

‘'superstitious or religious imagery. Neither does Soviet ideelogy
. N r

)

- acknowledge a nonmaterial, spiritual world, the dwetling place of spirité,

B

a "higher reason" or "higher will" which has prominence.. A view that

subscribéd to a spirit would be considered idealism in the terminology
* » : .

- of dialectical materialism (Wetter, 1962, p.18).

L . .
Spacn and Time According to Soviet Ideology |

-lntlmatq{y intertwined witn matter in a realy three—dlmen51onal world.x

»Both co%cepts, ‘time and” spaae, therefore»hth tha attributes of

- analysis by Wetter (1958): - = =% -

According to the doctrine of -dialectical materialism, space and
e . ’
Uk,

time are objective forms of existence of matter. Lenin stipulated

that: . R . A' . - -

<

Time is a form of existence of matteér, which represents

/ . the duration and guccessiobn of material processes and
.. ¢ ‘expresses the uOJcctlve conntctednebs of materlal moth T
) (cited by Wetter, 1958y p. 305) o

A

e o e

Attempts to merit t1me wlth more than three dLmEDSIOHb can atcordlng

- . T . .'. . . . ’ :
to Lqpin.only‘lead to ”splrltualism and myst1c1sm". Time and space -are

. &,

e s

’1. . %

’ object1v1tv and matter. ‘ . ‘t' . - o - '

T : Ie
.

Another basic property of time w1thin the. framewonk of dlalectlcal

¢ B

materialism is the‘nonreversibility oﬁ time. Time has,a‘cchtete

°

character 'and the ¢.der of past, present and future,becomés an -

unchangeable fact of reality. A centrissu'e is raised m a critical” ,

£

.2

», | . S
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But the chief error ef the dialectical materialist
doctrine of space and time consists. once.more in the
‘ wholl?”unjﬁgpified assertion of Engéles and;Lenin,
that space and time represent basic forns o} 'all
beipg'n_and'that a being indenendent: of snace and
. time would.be an absurditv. Behind it there lies
’ the ustal materialist assumption that all being
must be material...(Wetter, 1958, p.309; underlining -
mine). ‘ '

This view .has its roots with write%s fromxhgm dialectical materialism’
B ‘ “ B

developed. Engeies wrote:

The basic forms of all being are space and time, and
aexistence out of time is just as gross an absurdity
" as existence out of space (cited by Wetter, 1962,
p.27) . ‘ a S

The Law of Causé and Effect

The concept of causal relationships is central to the philoéoﬁhical
@;amework of dialectical materialism. According to Soviet\tg§ﬁgh%%h
"cause' is 'a phenomena which givés rise to another' and an "effect' "
is 'the result of the operation of a causg .. Wetter writes:

Dialectical materidlism is & most zealous Jefender
of the universal validity of the category of

causality, and therebv of the corresponding validity
of the causal principle "(Wetter, 1962, p.66).

B

: . ‘ . : ' Cops
Th- causal law insists on natural explanations for all phenorena. This
- . ) .- [

‘priciple therefore rules out hypothesis in terms of supernatural or

Pl - . y - . B ‘1.

~triaastendent naqphysical'fcrceé, Avconsisteht.and thorough materialistic

- . , -
determinism leaves no room for wiracles. ‘ ' ' . :
- [N v ) . . . v & P
Points of Conflict " ) ' \d

-

" Of primary importance at the poli:ical level has been parapsyéhology's

appafencfdefiadcc of Marxist-Leninist ideology. The anomalcus nature of

pafapsycholog} with reépect to the state idcology allows the elaboration
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of specific points oﬁ'conflict.. Althougl the degree of incompatability

1s unclear the ba51c p01nts of contradlctlon are as follows

- - - T &

(1) Psi phcnomena do not easllv lend themselves to ohvslgal inter-

'pretation. Indeed schral authors emphasize-the non—physxcal,
. S o ; -
nature of psi (see Rhine, 1954). ths aspect of parapsychology

: e L. ) N v S o . 4
. falls in direct conflict with Sov1et 1deology; ) e
- . f. z : o %“‘;
. . 2 . L - e . Ny

(2),Psi phenomena stem from‘a‘traditioﬁ~of spiritualism. ‘Regardless

» r
7 .

of the sclentlflc approaoh to the problem some psychlcal

phenomena are often associated with "supernatural'l explanatlons PR

Dialectic materialism does not tolerate the"spiritualistic or

o

<

supernatural . .

3 ESP phenomcna defy tradltlfnal concepts of space and tlme The

phenomena are apparently not hampexed by dlstance or tlme.’

Wlthln the framework of dlalectlcal-haterlallsm tlme and space

- . 2

have the attrlbutrs of” QbJCCthlLy and matter——anythlng ] -

¢ : . . )

.1nde)endent of space and tlme is an absurd “ty.

¢ . B [

(43 The concept of precognltlon defnes the ‘lay of causality i How

can an: event cause anvthlng before lt has pccurred’ ThlS oencept K
s ¢ R . -

is, 1ncommensurate with Warx1sm whlch is a. defendcr of'caUSaA\ty

N - . . a

5(5) Telepathy phenomena uave often Been 1nt$rpreted as the nonﬁaterlal

. e
\ v s »

transferenqa of thought;1 Thls 1mplles the dissociatlon of a’ - .

i
PO

_mental thought fromatﬁe'haterial hody. Sov1c£‘1ﬁeology adhcres

‘e

to the unlty of mind. and body in 1ts mnterlal nature _The ‘mental'

-is an,inseparable properfy of_mattet.‘ T ' : L



Resolts of Conflict
. ' ' x -

These points of‘conflict have not gene unnotdiced in the course of.

. ¢ -

4 'parapsxchologlcal hlStOfV in -the U.S.S. R On the contrary they have ’

-

'becn the fOCUs of attentlon of those "pro" and "anti' parapsychological

Tesearch: . two reactions ire noted: (1) the points of

‘conflict gave reason for fierce'attacks:on the study and research of

psvchical pheﬁomenag’éhd‘(Z) the points of conflict encourgged.those
" active in'parapSychologicalvresearch to respond in ways to minimize.
- R :5 s ' v .

the apparent conflicts. .

. .

. ,»' . - ., R 3
’ Reaction of Critics - _ PR 4

These 1ncompatab111t1es of parapsycholagy with the philosophy of

dialectic materxallsm have . been a focus of both cr1t1c1sm and skept1C1sm. -
'Concern that pana sychology could ‘easily get lost: in the tangle of .

metaphyﬁlcal spec latlbns is understandable. Parapsychology would then
i"' . ’ “‘ : ' - . v
become a majot op%onentkof Sovietuideology,rather than productlvau '

. ! I3 Y. - . -
instrument. Conckrn,. in its extreme, has been voiced ag flerce

criticism. - This.kype of,reaction 4is apparent in the following argument :
2 e - : Al
. Lt is oy deep conviction’ thac the. problem of para—
. psychg logy cdnnot, from the VlLWDOlnt of method, be
posedfas’.a ‘scientific’ problem Let me quote a basic
. A'Hanx{stJLenlnlst phLlosophlcal 3r1wc1ple condernang
" the Amnity and ins¢parability of the' psychic, or
menfal, . and ‘the phys;ologlcal Thinking is - a property
_ .. - of braln matter.and cannot”.be separated from it. 'In’
, e this light we. 51mply cannot ra15e-the ques€ion of
.~ sé¢paration and_transfer of thoughts 1f we do, we
. afe merely revertlng to the vylgar materialism ofwthe
st century, wh1ch belxeved the brain secreted’
oughts - as the liver secretes bile. In summary, . . -
lthe offly - basis for parapqychology 1s belief in it, or .
faith (Blryukov, 1961, p.12). '

¢ . 1 . B

\
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From thé viewpoint of the above quoted critic parapsychology does not
‘Meet the criteria of an acceptable aréa of scientific inquiry. His

solution is to ignore the problem, regardless of -the evidence that mgy

- 1

exist.

Whether the evidence that exists proves or disproves theé truth of"

psi phenomena is not the iss.c. However stringent the quality of proof

1)

for psychical phenomena thé Eub%ect matter remains unacceptable due to

its incompatable base with the philosophical roots of Soviet_i?eolog&.

’

Similar criticisms attack parapsycholog 0t on the bé;is of tﬁe

proof offered for its existence but rathea’on,the basis of the content

‘of the meterialbstudied. For ethple,bkraiqner (1961)_concludes, "So
far your (parapsychologists') inventio?s and theorigs are hard to.

dtstingﬁish from idealistie mysticism' (p.l7)._ Dr._A. Kite{gorodsky
vconsidered parapsychology a pseedq §9ience end those who purported to

have g%ychlc abllltles he qonsiders to be‘liars and swindlers. The

recqgnltlon of the various phenomena of parapsycholoov to h1m would

ﬁg ?gthe?tollapse of hlL mattrlallstlc world view (Teodorov1ch, 1967,

\s‘ﬂ B ~ . D %

Py One urlter in reéponse tolﬁtalgorodsky wrltes ia the theraturnaya

." o ‘

‘gazeta (vaember 26 l964)

v~’

)

{é%d J“A Kltalgorodsky ] argumentatlon is largely based on

: - overcautlousness. as soon as 1t'1s oosslble to trealt.
. ~335;f -a.question mystrgelly, theré is no need to decide it;
4 T

% - "Ti¥ - as soen as some fact can be described as sunernatural'

vit ceases’ to ex1st (c1ted by ﬂeodorov1ch 1967, p.23). -

Nata{}yg Bechtereva, Bechterev s granddauéhter, who is in
T T,

charge‘of th@ D@partmenzwof Applled Human Negrophysiology at the N

'

Institute of Experimental Wedlclnc, denounces telepathy In §n article

in Sovetsky %oyuz (1966, Wc 3, p 45) she claims- that telepathy is

¢
)



-at large.>

o - g 8]

"devilry' ‘and that she would rather believe that creatures from space’

{may visit earth iTeodorovith;‘1967, p.23).

sy

Often evident in such critica® attacks is a degree of invective or

pcrsonalfattagk directed at destroying‘the credibility of ‘the .opdonent

-

with the object of produéing'a change in the viewpoint of‘the7¢ommunity

N

Ut ]
on factual data or “theory. In a criticalnietter to New Scientist, Lvov

(1968)’sharuly attacks evrdence for ESP - prasented by Beloff (1968) 0f

severn paragrauhs, -1ve”ban be categorized as ;nvective The remainlng

a0 paragraphs discuss methodology and accuse pant1c1pants of experimenrf?&'
with fraud and exnerimenters with gulliblllty and, credulousness ‘No
data is presented, The gist o¥ the argument can ‘be summed up. in the

following exérﬂt.

Ll .

3

‘4

'1&
\J .sQ

' e ' ¢ ' . S . ?,r

It is enough to return to- the history of the problem to
convince oneself that so-called naraosycholOgy is nothing
else but a mixture of the survival of ancient super-
stititions; the fanatkc15m and credulity of some sc1ent1srs,

’and the direct charlatanism of mediums. Parapsychology is

a sister of spiritu lism: Parapsychétogy experiments’ are
of no more scientifdc value than- the phenomena of
materialization of ‘4qoirits - observed by Sir William
Croeokes, FRS, Sir Oliver .Lodge FRS, Charles Richet of the
French Academy aid other famous (and deceived) scholars'
(Lvov, 1968, p. 726)‘-.===..D , ‘

’
Al

Criticism of psi workars ‘has existed to Varying dégrees’in all

three. historical time periods documented in'Chapter II. It was obvious

‘ : [ R .o
that the new philesophical foundatioms that ‘the revolution brought were

0
|

.

not sympathetic to the spiritualistic‘investigatibns and medium sittings

. . . -

carried out in pre—revolutionary days. Although.little'actual

documantatlon 1s‘available of the controversy of _the 1920 s and 1930's

it is obvious from V33111ev s (l963 1965) accounts that Criticism was

Simul taneously such attacks o%ﬁﬁn demonstrate. an underemphasis
- e '

N



. 82
not an'exceptional occurrence.

’

{.However, Daransychologlcal researcb has tolerated. There are
4ot
PR

several reasons for. the continued ex1stence of parapsychologlcal research
in the face of blatant 1ncombatab111ty with state 1deology
l. Those interested in ‘pursuing psi research minimized the -apparent

* ET
incompatability of ‘parapsychology with Sovigt® ideology., | The

a. -,

£

renounciation of spiritualist agg;piations, adoption ff__fffﬂi&ble'

methodologle% and assertions.of loyalty to dlalectlcal materialism.
~"4
gided in making the anomaly appear less enqmaloué (thie is dealt E
with more fully‘leter). - ' o ,'.u-,‘
2? Russia as_ a nqg;pqﬁcouldmbaneﬁ%ﬁ from lnternatlonaiucooneratlon

NS O _"

during this time period. Th;s klnd of cooperatlon was fosttred by

v

: such ventures as Soviet part1c1pat10n in the Internatlonal Commlttee

< 4 L

for Psthical research.,
3, A subtle cultural readiness cannot‘be dverlooked. Some authoré

suggest a greater w1111n0nees\to accept the paranormal by the

"
[

people‘of the U.S.3.R, (Ryzl, 1969). One-author writes:

The very nature of the Russian national character
'represents an important factor in the interaction
between parapsychology as a science and puviet society:
as a politically organized culture, for 1nvolved in
it are traigs which make a Russian spec1f1tally
sensiffive to matters relative ’ to the mysdical side of -
‘the human psyche and lead him fo a restlxqs 'search

for the, phllOsOphlcal meaning of human qx1stence.

I - ‘ :
This hps resulted in a nation which is partlcularly
»;sQnsihlve to transcendental, to ideas based gn
termal values, to vnossible keys to the enigma’ of -,

‘.

life, to a world beyond the sober reality of sense. <

It is: thus only.natural.that an intense interest in’ <
investigations on the’ nature of psi phenomena can be

. traced far back 'in the hlstory of Russia (Khokhlov,
1968, p.229). -

. ’6]
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Ryzl (1071) suggests that the

towards parapsychalogy than th
aocept parapsythology more rat
4, The primary factor, howeve

~

. state of developnent of th

~
N

Revplution to the period o
'pp051tion between rival t

apparent (Wetter, 1958) .

increasing

g

- )

COndemnatioﬁ~o _”"-anlsm'and
Committee of the Bolshev1k Par
under the Commlttee 5 dlrectlo

-

- sz,
opinion'. Increas;ngly the fo

=

deviations on the part of individuals from the doctrines eLaborateo by

15

: Marx, Engles, LEHIU and Stalln

~

The sharpest'critical rea
emergenee of the Stalin era.
subdued and offlciaIly quashed:.

suppression of‘paraasychology

83

Communist public has a much better attitude
; i
e Western public. le claims that they
jonally and seriously, as a new. science.
¢. : D

r, aDpears to- nave ‘been based on the A
e pa}ltlcal phllosophy From the
f 1nfluence of Stalln continuing

El : - - .

endenc1es w1th1n Soviet phllosoohy‘a%
AN

Instead of a un;fled phllospphlcal
¥,
L dlrective the polltlcal atmosphere -was cuaracterlzed by %arylng
XY
Q’ a

chools of thought. -With rlvallng-

"0"'. .
Deborlnism hy the Decree of the Ce#tral .

@

/
ty (Wetter, 1958) From that poxnt on,

n polxtlcal contentlon was abollshed and

- Soviet phllosophy tlowed "in {Q:~235row .channel of offlclally/prescribed

. . '/
cus became, discovering ahd rooting out’

»

-
P

ction to parapsvchology occurred with the

During~this period parapsychology was
! ‘ B - -
There are several reasons for the

in the U.S. S. R It may well be fhat.one‘

5 -
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1nfluencc jin the(géiection'of uaransychology by Soviet officialdom is

‘.

that it may be perceived as a "foreign sc1ence “Indeed nuch of. the

S

early~Soviet researchrwas a repetltion and elaboration of European oo

Ly
& N . > N

» 3
studies. A nationalistic attltude is reflected in some of the writings.

of the~Stalin era. Another reason may have 1ts roots in the fall 1nto'

' disfavor of the Bechterev s’ School of Reflexology Researchers of .

.
-

telepathy at this time were mainly- followers of Bechterev.

I3

!

-
The primary factor, however, appears to have been based on politicab

) philosophy. The, sdoption of the new\cqnstitution of November 1936 wh1ch
created polltlco soc1al upheaval’most‘certainly had some effect on
lparapsychology The regime called ‘for the abolition of surV1vals 35
ca?italism in the consc10usness of the people and a strict adherence S
to the Marx1sm—£eninism as‘interpreted by Stalin. All points of confllct
between psi phenomena and the dogma of the state ideology came 1nto
sharp focus. Just. as psychology lost its footing due to its emph351s o
on theory and lach of application 80 parapsychology could easily have
been'interpreted as being contradictory to the Marxist postulate of
"unity of theory and practice'. The' spirituallstlc assoc1ations of
_ parapsychology cannot‘be expected to have benefited psi worker's during

Y

Stalin's special campaign against religion which was intensified in

~

'1938. In the atmosphere of enforced adherence © rlgid interpretation

of Marxist-Leninist doctrine it would not be a difficult task for

criticis to brand parapsychology as’ mysticism and idealism.

The controversy surrounding the b§§1c issues again became prominent

-

in the early 1960's, 50 ‘bith the reemergence of parapsychological research.

on’ the one hand ,an elite group of Bechterev followers, led by

v‘ - . L %
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%> ' ' 2
L. L. Vasiliev, campalgned for the acceptance of the experimental

»

‘evidence. On the other hand.antiparapsvchpiogy attltudes condemned'

parapsychology as mysticism and Western ideallsm. Consequently para-

psythologv was most’ often dismissed as "idealistic mysticism"‘(Kraizmer,

11961, in Anfllov, 1961, p+17), sdbgect1v1sm and devlatlonlsm (see .

SN

Schafer, 1966, p.49),v”impossible" (Blryukov, 1961). Those who did not

-

dismiss and yet d1d not entirely accept it elther, emphasized that "such

-~ —

D
work must be done aloﬁg strlctly scientific lines, starting from

Q

materlallstrc positions and discarding evervthlng that is false or

sensational' (note by Znamiye-Sila editor, cited by Anfilov, 1961

o
K

'wp?.l) .’ ' ‘ . : .

The cr1t1CSehad sufficient 1mpact that rdeologlcal\conflicts’were
the tOplC of primary concern for parapsychologlsts in the early l960's¢
The Lenlngrad group, for example,‘was prlmarlly concerned with the

questlon of the phllosoohlcal rmpllcatlons of the f1nd1ngs of para-

psychology when it was first eStablished (Pratt, 1963)
. , A I

el ) ' N
Reactions of Parapgychologists "

Crltlcq were not the only group to react to the apparent incommen—

surability of pr o1 chology and Soviet politrcal phllOSOphy,
.parapsycholo. .o w' . hqually ‘avare of the necessity to react to the
contradictior Contirual, critical self examinatlon and adJustment

has been a’ characteristlc of the Soviet parapsychologlcal movement.

This may indeed by a characteristic of any 1nnovat1ve grOup within a

host le environment

Aware of the points of conflict-and in the face of harsh attacks

F ¥

-
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example is offered by anyaer'(l96l) who, afte

T
-

from their critics, Sov1et parapsychologlsts re

=

86

sponded by attempt}ng &0

minimize the apparent contradlctlons between parapsychoLogy and

A
dialectical materialism; Several responQES are

- Ritualistic assertion of allegla

"materialism.
o ] CaN
2) Complete renounciation of religi

'assoc1at10ns of parapsychology

ologies that are ‘in line,with those employed by

acceptable areas of study.

(&) Hfﬁothesizing theories and lnter

the phenomena that appear more ¢

noteable:

nce -to dlalectical

- -

‘ ~

ous—philosophical

(3) Posing'research questlons and employxng method-
. .

N

pretatlons of

ongruous with

the existing 1deological paradlgms

Expressions of loyaltz to dlalectical mate

rjalism. A typical

pattern in the public wrlt%ngs of Soviet paraps

repeated assertlon that parapsychology as sfu

y}hologists is the

G

jed in the U.S.S.R. does

not depart in any way from the guldlng foun ations of dlalectical e

materialism: Such a écurring theme is especia
publications of the e rly 1960 s.. On occaﬁion

critical points of the publication; an indispen

t

¢
for telepathy, writes:

]

L. 1f we accept this viewpoint, which by

1ly notlceable in the
the theme is inserted at

sable accessory. An

r suggesting 2 hypothesis

.

logical and naturally materialistic,
explain telepathy at some future date
mine).

On the other hand lar%p portions qf some public

the way i$ entirelxt
it may help us ‘
(p. lh——underllnxng

a

ations ha?e been utilized

o~
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* {.S.S.R. have continually been aware of the barriers to acceptance

SR ' N a7

ey .

for this cause. The first chapter of omg of Vasiliev"s (1965)sbooks .

"is an elaborate aeclaratioﬁ of l.is loyalty to Marxist-Leninist thought.

- \
and the state ideology.
>

Renunciation of religious associations. Parapsychologists in the

- !

v

impoéed by-réligiouS»links tc'pargpsychology. In a Soviet fbfum,

Vasiliev stated, -
F :

Everything associftted withe the problem is ‘obscured by
jdealism and mysticism. Ve .have always had and continue
‘to Wave much downright fraud “and sham, much verbiage
about 'man's unknown sould and similar rubbish.. Then
too, in addition to willful tampering with facts, there
‘are many instances of unconscicus deception and self-
deception. I can sympathize with serious-minded
ccientists being against spiritualism and other pseudo-

. scientific humbug. All in all, it is hardly surprising
that parapsychology is having trouble establishing

g itself in :the legitimdte world of dcience (cited by

f Anfilov, 1961,.p.6). s

In-aécérdancg with minimizing §Re unacceptagility of parapsycﬁﬁlégy, a .
total renounéiation 6f_;eligious associationsvhas bEen_streséed by

Soviet psi workérs« They‘cohtinﬁalLy denounce superstition and reiterate
the "liquidation of religio-mystical prejudices" "and- tihe :Qe‘limina‘-ti-on of

pseudo scientific doctrines". It is not uncommon to find comments in
©s ’ '

Soviet'par3p§ychological literature similar to the following:

Only-the Soviet system, with its s stematic mass
Vinculcation of the achievements ofxaﬂ‘}ectical
. paterialism and the concrete sciences, has, once
P _and. for all; put an end to spiritism, as also to ‘
many other dangerous forms of superstition, by - -
condemning their socio-political base (Vasiliev,
1962, p.108). o

The above quotes appéar as obvious attempts to define psychic phenomena

Ve .
in materialistic terms to allow inclusion of parapsychology intd'the

-
o
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ekisting 1deolog1cal framework What Vasiliev refers to as ''verbiage:

. ' about man's uuknown soul" has 1ndeed found a very accepting audience in
mafy Weitern countries where\such phenomena as out-of—the-body—
experziences' are under'serious'investigation..Sl Vasiliev (l9655&mﬁst c'
therefore.attack~English and‘American parapeychologiets ddho frequently
admix their parapsychological 1nvest1gations with their idealistic |

4) a

convittions and religious beliefs" (p.5). . : ) e

+

Utilizing an acceptable app;pachu Moves to make parapsychology
¥ o .
.appear to be less of -an 1deological anomaly have included the,employment
'ﬁgof methodologles and approaches found in other areas of scientific

P }" ’ - . “
inquiYy. As/}hewn (see Chapter III), parapsychological\héeearch‘in the

wgéke“ on many characteristics common to other areas of

Soviet scie&tiﬁic investlgation. In terms of approach to the problem,

B Y AP .

reseaf@hlmethodology and emoha51s on application, Soviet parapsychologiets

\ i

“w1th the stanﬂards of other contemporary deiet sciences.

-

. Starting aterialistic positions Soviet parapsyc ~logists have

"_; d&ilized a3 olqgical and pragmatic approach and as pointed {:j\\tn "pw
S S50 .

o eﬁrlier charac%%risnics of the methodology employed parallels those s

5 \ \\ \.'

'@}Jaeceptable~s§iences such as psychologyygr

Stress on believable hypothesig. Although mechantsms for telepathy

ow

- and related phenomena are not known, working hypothesis ahd tentative
' N oo S : -
explanations are continually put,forward.sz A unique feature\of such

theories is their apparent adherence to the philosophica

A

dialectical materialism. Soviet parapsychologists in their commuhication

con€inually_make the point that psi is a physical energy system which
. B b)

-
}

.o
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can only -be understood by coming to grlps with the particular bio—
’ -

hysigml laws involved. This p01nt is made not only in the publlcatlons

but also the conversatlons of Sovlet researchers (Ullnan, l°7l p 33)

A}
A popular hypothesis has been that p51 phenomena are- assoclated

with electromagnetic raalatlon The electromagnetic theory of telenathlc

-~
-

transm1551on was, w1dely publlClzed in Kazhlnsk11 s Transmission of Thought

Y
in\l923 "and Blologlcal Radlo Pommunlcatlona in 1962 Although thls '

hypothe31s has been rejected by experlmental evidence in the West as
vell as in the U.S.S.R. (Va51liev, 1962) the explanatldn has been\
‘retained by others (Kogan, 1966, 1968). Accordlng to Kogan (1967) it
.is.the most common. The adherence to such hypotheses is understandable 't
in the face of crltic1sm that unknown transm1551on mechanisms are

e351ly labelled as metaphysical 1deal:sm Those opposed ! to the eldctro-
magnetic hypothesis take care to postulate a phy51cal mode of tranms ission..
Accordingly, Gulyayev (1961) -f fers the explanation that it is not
thoughts themselves that are transferred in telepathy. Rather ‘it is
some kind of 1nformat10n about". thoughts that is transferred, analogous
.:to-speech being the;transference of information about thoughts Vié:éiét‘gg'

'vibrationsTL

A further example\of the formation of acceptable hypotheses ;577,
interpret psi related phenomena is a postulated additlonal state ct
wmatter bioplasma (see Dombrovsky et al., 1972). Bioplasma consists
. of particles that are charged and ionized,.with free electrons mixed .
with then. These particles found in living organismsg can arrangeb
themselves 1n:organiaed pat;erns créating\a uniform energy network.

(see Inyushin; 1972). Several methods have been used to measure the
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biofields in and around the liVing Qrganism Most of the work

originated and carried on at.Alma Ata attempts to (1) estimate the

: t
-_stability of the bioplasmicvgud1551ons,. nd their ph151cal parameters,

""‘ - "' - B M

,and (3) ascertain how these are
4

(2) control the biqplasmic processe

- ¥

related to, ychic &@h&i i:i' ﬁ cbrdingly Inyushln regards telepathy

‘m . o 4 .
as-a product of reson es of th h}oplasmic body ‘(Merbert, 19/2) The

theor?'of bioplasma; through"its empha51§ ‘on biophysical anoroaches
L aJ"nY
within,the framendrk.ogrdmalectical materialisr :is gaining popularity

~

rapidivi The acceptabilit&;pf thii hypothesié by the standard of

R ‘)

¢=Sov1et 1deological cquiremenfe forISGTente has allowed the sponsorship

v

of investigations under its protective umbrella which otherwise might

- | : 7

.not have beenvaliowed. This is of course speculation Such invest-

igations migh aclude those by:égaﬁenko,whOSe work has involved
‘relating bioplasma luminesceﬁce,fgccd?uncture gpints and psi phenorn.cna
for which he has designed spepial“igstruments, the iobiscope (Adamenko,
"1972) and the Bioagteg (Adanenko‘ Kiﬁaian & Kirlian, 1972).

. y By Gy o -

‘L‘ ) !9 ¢ YR ‘!‘( /‘?Zz o

n ‘ . :
\7 3 -5.(’ ‘,

3;@;4 B Resolut;on of Conflict

By thevmid—l960's the major philosophical and ideological problems
appear. fo have been surmounted. Ryzl writes in 1967,

Even though parapsychologv in the Sov1et bloc countr?e
has not yet found general acceptance as a distinct

_geientific field of undisputed valugSto society, the
main philosophicaI and ideological objegtives, always,
of overriding importance in Communist countries, seem
to have been ‘overcome (Ryzl, 1968, 9,263)

With the increased priority of the biolqgical sciences in 1963, more
money filteredfinto the area of parapsychology Same authors estimated

-

the annual budget for. the study of the;paranormal,in 1967 at 12 to 20+
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~

mllllbn run&es~—l3 million to 21 mllllon dollars (Ostrander & Schroeder,

-

',1970 p.7). Wost authors suggest however that the f1nanc1al hardships
Aof Sov1et parapsychologlsts are not very different fron therr Anerlcan
counterparts (Ullnan, 1971 Ryzl, 1971). Generally by the mlddle 1960's ‘
poli;}cal aeeeptahce had been achieved, allowing Mutschall (19683 to wrlce,
coday, in relaeﬁgﬂ to the 1ncreased interest in and hlgher priority

. p a
of the biologlcal scieptes in conJunctlon w1th space research telepathy

-

TR .
-1s getting the fuli—scale tréatment as a form of 'biological radio
r

._communicatlon (p 1). This is not 1ntended however, £o lmply the - \
total acceptance of all areas of parapsychology Indeed, as will be
elaborated later,, here are areas of parapsychologlcal research pursued

in the West that are not in the~least tolerated in the U.S.S.R.
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"CHAPTER V

R

. INTERACTION OF -PARAPSYCHOLOGY AT THE ACADEMIC LEVEL
« . . l N - - ‘*'. .

g

The second level.of 1nteract10n tgat can be usefullyfdistinguished

in the’ discussion of ehe aceeptance of parapsychology 1n the U.S.S. R

is that of the acadg;ic community. The interaction cf varapsychology;
and the academic-scdentific community is marked by "continaal fesiétance

to psi workers,'thelr-emplrlcal fa:ts and thelr theoretical formulations

(Anfilov, 1961; Va5111ev, 1962). This resistance has. varied in intens1ty_“
. with hi;;orical tige. For example, academic opposition to parapsychology

is_diminished at the present time compared to the late 1950's and early.
1920'5. However the opposition that remains is likely.of the same

nature as it has been throughout the tenure of parapsychology in the

U.S.S;R. It is the nature of that resistance and the reactlons of

N <.

parapsyeﬁeldgigfs to it that this chapter investigates.

Anomalous ﬁature of Parapsychology at the Academic Level

. . ’ >y 2
Parapsychology has certainly been considered an anomaly of science

ingythe West. Gardner Murphy (1968) has labelled parapsychology as

1" Geyeral writers have noted its

"intrinsically 'anti-scientific
anomalous nature at the academic level (Pope & Pratt, 1942; McConnell
1969; Burt, 1972)

Similarly in the U.S.S.R. parapsychology has bee considered by
many 'as inéomgensurate with the existing bodies of scientific»knoﬁledge

(see for example, Lvov, 19695. This ceuld be expected ti> be especially

92
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_true ot_the area of psychology

The attacks on paransychology by the sc1ent1f1c commpnity, and-ité
2

shifting attitude require a mor detailed examlnation of the roots of
the controversy To gain some understanding concerninjjthe conflicts

that surface 1nf"%%Fconfrontation of parapsychology an traditional

K rate some of the assumptions held by

5

science, it is necessary gp'."
both groyps. Since it wof

comqunity as a whole, oﬁé.‘~ @t, Soviet psychology, will be 1solated

Lo

for our purposes. ' ) - . \T§

\

Soviet Psychdlogy - B

Psychology in the U.S.S.R. shifted from a primarily philosophical

orientation to a scientific one during the early 1900's paralleling..to

a degree, developments in,other»countries. Soviet peychology s post -
revolutionary development concentrated on a rigorously-scientific |
approach modelled after the physical soiences. Carried on.in‘the -
framework of dialectical materialism,lit has matured through a number

of set backs into an independent sc1ence with a spec1f1c se% of guiding

assumptions. According to one Soviet psychologist, B. C. Ananiev, these

assumptions arex .

(l) Mental processes are properties of the brain, the-highest form of

-~

organic matter; 1t is 1mpoSSible fully t6understand-mental-

e 2 1
Y Y, . -

processes which underlie mental activity.
(2) Consciousness is a reflection of the objective world in explaining-
' \

mental processes, therefore, the psychblogist must take into

account the objective reality they reflect.

complex task to deal with. the academic-
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3) ‘Neural-mental activity is_conditioned‘by the form of existence,of

living belngs and changes, w1th changes in the form of existence.
. _ ‘

Therefore,_the development of human consc1ousness is condltloned
by changes in the materlal llfe of soc1ety and must beJ%tué{ed

,not in the abstract, but in a concrete hlstqucal settlng

(4) Consciousness is formed in practical act1v1ty and revealed in the

*~course of activity. Changes in the content and form of practical

>activity can, therefore, influence changes_ln\the organlzatlon
. 7
and development of mental processes

(cited by Slmon, 1957, p 8) v

L Y

&
The development and contemporary state ‘of Soviet psychology cont&ins

several elements that can be usefully isolated for the purpose. of4thls

N

4 LTy,
N Ed '

thesis. . B : . S ‘ S

- ‘e ' ' . v rEY
- i ’ . ' N . N . ) . .

Methodology ) . ) B ‘ o ) .
' o . T Co " .

The materialistiC'outlook of psychology in the U.STS.R. allows the'
utilizatiOn-of {he same objective methods used in 1nvest1gating other ;"
. phenomena of nature. The key consideration in thecbvelopment of such o
4 a methodolo;y has been the state ideology.  The emphasis in early years
therefore was the growth of a- f% inct dialectical Marxian and material—‘
istic.psychology, and during the 1930’ s the, development of a: Marxist— ‘
-Lenlnlst—Stallnist psychaology. Consequently, the 1950's saw the unique
psychology of diﬁlectical'materialism founded in the teachings of -‘ N
Pavlov who 9quated psychology with physiology, mental with brain, and

subjective with‘objectlye. The focus on Pavlov 's views ‘during the 1950 s

is‘again a reminder ofjthe&ggeg@ndous influence'of the political. I
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_sphere over the\academic and scientific spheres.. Stalin's policy of .
. ! . . ‘) ‘ .
Ru551fication ultihg&eﬁggeffected orders for the regc nstruction of * . /\\
psycholagy as well ,as Sov1et phy31ology and psychiatr according to N

Pavlov's teachings. The.power of Soviet pOlltlcal pressure W1th respect

‘S 4 .
to Sov1et sc1ent1f1c endeavour is demonstrated in accounts of the we 1 v

~

- known "Pavlovian Sess1ons . There is perhaps no hore overt exam ie of
A I amp

¢ b3
L]

. P 6
State domination of academicienterprise with the exception of the purge
of Soviet genetics in the 1930'i and 1940 se . o .
PO ) 1\_ ,

-
/ Psychology of the Brain Versus Psychology of the Mind

A basic principle in_ Soviet psychology is that the entity called .

’

. mind are in reality the psychic properties of the bra1n*—the highest

L ' .
form of .organized matter. Dualism finds no-place in the Soviet framework

PR

Psychology in the U.S.S.R. reflects the materialistic monism of
' - N

. dialectical-materialism, This essential feature,(psychophysical monism) o

‘

- has been referred to byﬂlondon (1949) as theA"principle of psychophysicil\\/

}ﬁﬁity”.

- Objectification of " tife SubJective ) ‘ s 4 G o

A corollary to the belief in. the 1nseparable connectlon of mentaf

’phenomena and the functioning of the brain is the view that they can
be investigated by | the same objective methods used in, investigating S

>
other phenomena of nature. ‘The matetialist's view which defines the

relation of mind and matter,. rejecting dualism, also~demands o jectivity

as opposed to. subjectivity Pavlov clearly statés his goal as,
i \

U @...uniting, identifying the physiological with the -
psychological, the subjective with the‘objective...is
the most important task of our time (cited by-Wetter,
1958, p.479): :

T ,?; ,' . .
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-Similarly Teplov (1952) ennhasizes the strictest usé of the sc1ent1fic

) v
.

S

method eliminating all sub3ect1v1ty He equates Sechenov 'S obJectlve

-, - .

attitude to the facts' > ‘to a sc1ent1f1c attitude to. the facts \~$echenov '~

L [ [

has written'”There does not exist any mental 51ght as a spec1ai
1nstrument for 1nvest1gat1ng¢psych1c as’ opposed to material pro;esses s

(c1ted by Teplov, l952 p 253 254) This reasoning leads Teploy to . s T

¢

1dentify thermental with higher nervou: activity S0 that even the mental
: e - e . z Rl
is rooted in 'matter + Such views became the Offlclal doctrine w1th

Pavloyization during’the 1950‘5. . l e T g'ﬂ"f‘ l_'”
"philosophy-Free! Psychology - . . ‘ A
. ) During'the post revoldt ary years up to the lgge 1920's the

revamping~oi the foundation b psychblogy led to the removal of
j:speculative metaphysical'con ptions associated with European 1nfluences -
5‘;2115 tavour of scientific matenialism The methodology of psychology ~ -
) qbecame that of dialectical materialism Teplov writes "the history of

e Y-l
.

_*S f Soviet psychology 1s 5£ally the history of -the Soviet psychologzst s -

??

;%y mastery of the Warxist Leninist methqdology ..(and that) each ﬁ‘h step
S forward ofvSoyiet scientific gsychology,Feach Of,i;s large—sgale
achievements; is witness to a new stage in his creative mastery‘of .
Marxism (cited by London, 1949, p. 242) | i‘ @

The writings of BlonSRii and Kornilov vere decisive contributions"

R

~ .in the struﬁaée against idealism and philosophy in psychology (London,
1949) Korfitdov argued for the complete separation of psychology from
*philésmp\.. Physiologioal and neurological ba&es of psychology under

Sechenov and Pavlov were‘encOuraged. During ea:lier/years (1917-1930)

. ,“nQ
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. many schools ‘of thought within psycholbgy (asseciated with Bechterev
. . o - _ - o }

'Kornilov, Pavliov, yygotsﬁii) fought for recognition as the Marxist
K\psychology (Razran, 1958) However, w1th state initiated Pavlavization

"1n the l950 Sy the phy51olog1cal base of psychology was flrmly establlshed

Structures versus Processes ;

To;’prke{s in the U.S.S. R psychologlcal data caﬁ;ﬁs reduced to’
physiokoglcal data and mental processes to their phy51olog1cal correlates.

- Elaborate explanatlons oy human psychology must be made din terms of .

© c e 2D > S
materlal structures rather than psychic processes. Events are viewed

o

aacgomponents of a "whole" a nd it is consequently legitimate to dissect

. ®

and reduce the "whole" to its cqmponent parts _ Thls view defles the
belief in the existence of.phenomena which cannot be understood in
terms of their parts; the "Ge%talten” of Goethe.

y . , @
Nineteenth‘Century Physics and Soviet Pd@chology

: ‘ N
Many of the agﬁpmptions of Sov1et psychology‘are founded on what

¥

¢ xEddL n considers to be the‘Newtonlan ‘world view. :Aa a general

philosophical standpomnt it cah be descrlbed as 'one- level naturalism'.
t

This conception of the unlverse had a maJor impact on psychology in
_ . : . . ‘

the foundihg‘years. Needless‘to say -the sc1entif1c approach ‘jnirijated

by such men as Boyle and Newton offered powerful incentives to its

2

adoption as a universal "cure all". The shift “to the naturul science

ggfategy,'as a core assumption of psychology,"allowed the advantages”of
the eXperimental'View “of pcedictioé and control over the uncettainty
of philosophical insighg}, Indeed psychology modelled itself after the

. natural sciences, especially the physics and biology of the,time'(Matson,

N
B

£



1964) and adopted assumptﬁpns ingrained in the Newtonian world view.

Shviet psychology is primarily based on‘assumptions from%the "3‘

mechanical model of nineteenth century c13531cal phySlCS.) Soviet

psychology is a form of behav1oristic orientatlon (Razran, 1958) and
behaV1or1sm in all its forms 1s Stlll largely follow1ng the mechanical
model of clissical physics (Branct, 1970, 1973; Whiteman, l973,.p.§49).
Several aSSQmptions.of class’"al physics weretmodelled by modern

psychology in th‘/éarly 1900's. Brandt has isolated several assumptions

;-

of classical physics that are-also evident in academic psychology and

e§pec1ally béhev1oral approaches Class1cal phy31cs assumed (1) the

a’

ex1stence of an\p\qective reality which could be described entirely
iddependently of the subjects' who observed it", (2) the continuity of

dtural phenomena, (3) the possibility of the exact specification of
\ .

both space—time variable and dynamic states,_(&) thé'independence of

. /
studied events from the hisggfical time at which they were studied,

<

(5) the belief in metaphySiealxmonism, (6) the assumption that complete
knowledge at a gixen moment .in time 6f all natural forces and of the
respective positions of all components of e universe wauld eliminate<€

all* uncertainty and make complete recons®ruction of the'past and
" f B . - T
complete prediction of all future events possibleﬁ.

<
The mechanistic 1nfluences are not merely subtle hidden controls

?

directing psychology .n the U.S.Q.R.' they are apparent (openly

expréssed) in the writings of Sovxet psychologists 'Eavlov often gave

J \

the imgre531on that he was more aligned with mechanism than with

[}

' '.
’dialectical materialism His wrltlngs were criticized as mechanistic

by other[official theorists (Wetter, 1958 p L478- 479) For'example,: .

N .
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Pavlov is repe "4 to have said after visiting a hospital patient "machines

. .machines and nothing more. An apparatus, a damaged apparatus' (cited

by Wetter, 1958, p.478)..'Pavlov sharply criticized idealism, dualism,

.

mentalism and subjectivism.
The Newtonian model of physics which -has served as a model for

psychology, no longer holds in the’ field of pnysits ‘itself. Physics

. hds matured to a model that postulates ngaves', ''quanta'’, and indeter-

) minacy . The ?Weltanschaung offered by contemporary phy51cs is very

3

ndifferent‘frpm the world view of the mechanical model of classical

physics. The focal differences can be summarized under.the following

headings: S ¥

A

1. Multilevel versus one-level naturalism. -Sgyiet psychology,

following the model of claSsical phystcs, 1is based on the view that one

/ . .
complete system of laws ex1sts for objects. This set of laws which is

assumed, accordingly allows in pr1nc1ple the -exact prediction of the

)

outcome at any futhre t . Modern phy51cs however. has replaced one-

N .

level with multilevel &aturalism: different laws are applled on

different.levels. - .

2. ﬁeisenberg's Uncertainty Principle. Modern physics emphasizes
the uncertainty of measurement at the level of the microphenomena. At
such a-level the interaction of the event being measured the took of

measurement, and the.experimenter plays an increasingly significant role.

© Quantum theory ‘then is in its foundations a "directxphenomenological

analysis of experimental data (Whiteman, l973 P ASB—-underlining mine).
A

pr———

“quie;gpsychology (as do most branches of Western psychology) in general

.
It

ftends to ignore the ."phenomenological” aspect of the analysis Instead
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of acknowledging the limitations of science efforts are made to 'control'

¢

the observer—observarion interactiz%b

35' Whole versus component Darts. The question_raised is whether
the~”wholelis greater then‘the sum.of its parts" or whether stnny of the
parts is sufficient to’understand»the'total consteliftion. Contemoorary
phy51cs at times adheres to the former v1ew.for the explanation of

-particular events. Behavioristic or1entat10ns in psychology follow

the latter view in theoretical orientation and methodology.

4, Time and space. Whereas the‘classical>nineteenth century
view considers time and spaoe’as ebSOIutes, modern physics is seeﬁed
in relgiiviry theory. 'Reversed time order of ~aur = and effect‘is no
llonger theoretically forbiddeni By regarding everythlng in nature, as
being associated with a precise positionm and a precise time, Newtonian
phy51cs could largely ignore time. Similarly'the physioiogically and

behavioristically oriented studies of. Sov1et psychology largely iguore

subjective rime.

, 5. "Physical observab1lr_1_ Classical phfsics.assumed that all-
operating mechanlsms and all objeots vere essentlally oh;ervable (in
* principle) if tools of observation were sophisticated enough. -The
wave-function 1n quantum theory, on the other hand, is in principle

phy51cally unobservable It suggests only a range of prObabllltleS.

Points of Conflict

-4

'0f primary iﬁportance at the academic level has been parapsychology's

apparent defiance.of the'"laws of nature'. The anomalous nature of

parapsychology with respect to the widely accepted body of scientific

N »

*
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knowiedge in general and with respect to Soviet psychology in par : ar
N - .

allows the elaboration of spec1f1c points of conflict. Points of

incompatabillty that stimulate- the controversy are some®imes openly

expressed but mogt often tacitly conveyed in the literature. Although

the degree otjinCOmpa;ability is unclear the basic points of contra-

1.

diction are as follows:

Psi phenomena are historically rooted in spiritualismeand branc:ins:

of psychical research in Westi.rn countries still retai spiritual—
&

istie ties. Soviet psychophySLcal sciences and the p 1losophy of

dialectical materiaiism to which they are intimatel bound, are

averse to supernatural and spiritualistic interprétations.

Whereas parapsychology #s historically rooted in dualism (mind-

. body dichotomy), psychology within the U.S.S.R. adheres to

psychOphysical monism.

Y

Contrary to the goals of "phiiosophy free", strict, scientific

inquiry approach of Soviet psychophysical sciences, parapsychology

“

is steeped in philésophical dfscourse.
“time and dlstance contradict Ehe

Psi'phenomena s independence

classical conceptions of time l@d space adopted by psychology from =

dineteenth century physics. .
¢t

; . ! I\
The ¢oncept of precognition challenges causality and determinism

-

ingrained in- Soviet psychophysical sciences.
!
Psi phenomena are in opposition to contemporary psychophysical

interpretation§. There are no known eending mechanisms or receptors

for "psi" energy. \ . .
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-7 P51‘phenomena dé not lend themselves Lo easy interpretation end
’explanation within materiallst1c~phy51olog1ca11y oriented frame—
work of SOViet psychology R
8. Science, as yet, knows ‘of no mode of transmission for parapsychologyv
There is general agreement that a phy31calistic 1nterpretati3h‘
demanded by state ideology, would reqqire the discovery f a nex
j form of energyi Non-energetic explanations (such:as_"resonance
theory '_~gee Whiteman, 1973) which are_sinplteneously acceptable
to quantum theory and unacceptable to classical phy31cs are likely
to be refuted by Soviet psychology C ‘ . %
9.. Reproduc1b11ity ‘of experiments 1s essential to'sc1ent1fic method—.
'nology. Psi experiments in the U.5.5. R. (aswell as the West) have

?

not demonstrated a high degree of repeatability -

L.

It is'clear from the'above that Soviet psychology and Soviet para-

psychology are proponents of conflicting views which are t® some degree

)

at cross pnrposee. .The two siﬁes differ in the non-émpirical
assumptions that lie at the root of their views. The solution to such

a problem {§ not easy. The viewpoints are difficult to bridge in that
they are, as has been pointed out, to a degree incommensurable. In the
first place, the»problems that: are seen to be important~%§ASoviet'
peycﬁ;lOgiéte and Soviet parapsychologists, differ substantielly; Must
a theory:Bf man include the concept of nohsensory biological communication
over a distante? 1f- the framework of the parapsychologist is excepted;

the question is no 1onger relevant and can be disposed of and replaced

by another more useful question,, The following question serves as
- l

N
xanother example: what is the greatest time differentiar possible betys€n
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the precognized impression and the actual event'7 Such a question is
i meaningless to the Sov1et psychologist who adheres to the concept: of

‘cauSality On the other hand the question is logical %Sff para-.
S f {

ps?&hologist, s1nce it is con51stent with his views.

|
Secondly, new terms are established and old terms are used in new

ways. This leads to misunderstandings between oarapsychologists ‘and
dthers; As‘Kuhn (1970) points dut, the layman could easily scoff’ at :

'Einstein s general theory of relativ1ty, because spaoe could not be

curved" The differences between Sov1et parapsychologists and
psychologists in their conceptions of space and time, can only hinder

mutual understanding Communication between an anomaIbus sydtem of

%
(]

theory and fact, and the established v1ew, is inevitably partial

-

. However, the most striking incompatability between Sov1et para-

psychology and Soviet psychology is, that adherents of these views

‘ ptactice,in differentc:orlds. One adheres to causality and determinacy,
the other espouses independence of time thropgh the concepts of pre-

cognition. While to one space is a relatiwely well defined parameter,

when related to modes of communication, to the other distance, is of

¢

little consequence in communication. In one, man is limited to his
five senses. Thg other postulates a world of sensory input and
transmission beyond known psychophysical laws Pract1c1ng in different
worlds,‘the adherents of these two perspectives see. different things
when they look from the same point in the same direction.

Several of the conflicts with respect to parapsychology and science

in the U.S.S. R. are also apparent in the West. The incompatability of

' parapsychology with Western- psychology in specific and science in.

. . _"1, "

o
S
e
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general have been hoted'ﬁy Broad (1953), Price (1955), Meehl‘and

Scriven (1956), Rhine (1956), Hansel (1966), and Burt (1972).

Ve

There are two primary reasons for the conflict and apparent
' . s

incommensurability: one derives from the restrictions imposed’by the
assumptions of dialectical materialism as they manifest themselves in-
Soviet psychology, and the second detives from the restrictions imposed

by the assumptions of nineteenth century physics which has provided a
-« .

model for éqyiet psychology. The first has already been dealt with

(see Chapter IV). The 'second is briefly elgbofated here.

, Reasgns for Conflict

Parapéyéhology-challenges the foundations of Soviet psychophysical

N

sciences modelled after classiéal phyéics. However, the concepts of
"psi" do not appear to contradict as overtly the "Weltanschaung" of
modern physics. The concepts of {yaves”, "f;elds", "éua ta, "éoaﬁgrativé
phenomené" and "indeterminacy" of modern physics, unligéythe mechanical
model‘of ﬁhg nineteenth cehtury, are compéfible with the reasoning
required for.psi.

Several have written of the recoﬁciliation of psi and physics
(Cha;i, 1972; Fi;soff, 1974). .Whitemah (1973), for example,’discuésés

1

the overthrowipfzkéiégéical ontology" by the quantum theory of modern

4
b .

\\\/;hysics'and its relevance to parapsychology. He.concludes that:

...there is an intimate epistemological relevance of’
quantum theory, rightly understood, to the problem of
providing a scientifically acceptable conceptual
framework within which parapsychological phenomena
make sense as. part of nature and human life in their
entirity (Whiteman, 1973, p.357).

~In Gerald Feinberg's (a physicist at quumbia University) view, ‘modern



~ physics, "in§7kad of forbidding precognition from happening, hae
eufficient symmetry to suggest rhat phenomena akin to precognition
should occur.f.".(cited‘by Panati, 1974, p.2)-

According to physicists, quantum theory is gn explici;_illustration
-of how notions of psychical‘phenomena are perfectly feasible. Although -
conspieuously 1mn0551ble Ln an older world view such phenomena yield
“ to ready incorporation into a newer, enlarged, more enconpassing
paradign._ Even the apparent contradictory nature of precognition
diésipatee accoraing to mooern thﬂbry. To nany physicists in the
U.S.S.R. the concept of causallty is no longer valid in the\sohere of
mlcro phy51cs (Wetter, 1966, p.67). This is a logical trend in that
quantum and relatlvity theory no longer exclude the reversed time order
of canse and effect. Understandably the denial of such pr1nc1ples as
causality and determinism which are central to dialectical materialismo
demands a hostile attitude not only toward parapsychology but also
qnantum physics and relativity theory. /(?or a discussion of- the
conflict ée;ween theories of modern phy51cs and state ideology, see
Wetter, 1058, p.405-432.) ) |

Consequently many modern phy51c1sts appear to be more prone to
take an 1nterest>£n psi experlments than psychologists (Murohy,. 1968).
A recent example of such interest is ev1dent in the 23rd Annual
International Conference at Geneva held by the Parapsychology Foundation
in Auguet of 1974. The theme for the conference was ''Quantum Phy31cs
and Parapsychology". The ten participants from five different countries

were physicists intrigued by the relationship of parapsychology to

contemporary physics. A preliminary report of the conference is offered~
‘f ‘ .ﬁf\
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" by Panati (1974). ‘
f;yéhdlégy; operating aécording.to ;he nineteenth centﬁry model of
! physics iﬁdic?tes_a time lag. Such a cultural lag is not uncommon

~ - (Kuhn, 1970) and specific examples are on record (Garfinkle, 1973)l
This "fime lag" is a major factor in the apparent unacceptable nature
of parapsycholbgvaith respect to ﬁhe acadenmic tommunity and especially

Soviet psychology. It is the physics of the nineteenth century,

persisting in terms of current time-space patterns and views of -

causality, that tend to make the phenomena of psi "impossible™.

-

‘Results of Conflict
The points of coﬁflict betweerl parapsychology and Soviet academic
psychology have not gone unnoticed. 'On the contrary they have béeﬁ

the focus of attention of those "for'" and "against" parapsychology.

Tbosev"anti" have criticgzed "psi'' research béthhmildly and harshly;
at times giving subtle Qarnings at other‘times openly denouncing.
Parapsychologists and those considered "pro', on the ogﬁe; hand, have
reacted-ﬁoticeably in ways to make psi appear less unaccepééble ané

more desireable as an area for serious inquiry.

>

Reaction of the Criticé’

Criticism, of psi investigation has varied along several continuum:,

'fair to unfair, mild to harsh, realistic to unrealistic, positﬁi”‘ el
negative, constructive to unconstructive, scientific to unscienl

Although criticism is justified in any field of scientific endea
much of the criticism levied at parapsychology in the U.S.S.R. has beéh
extreme. If it is true that the severity of the reaction of adherants

; X ¢

ey
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to an existing paradigm is prOportlonal to the degree to whlch the

anomaly threatens the existing paradlgm, then the criticism dlrected

.

at parapsychologv is understandable. N

~

Crlticism of parapsychology has varled in Kkind (Ransom, 1971).

Some of the;morevreveallng kinds are characterlzed by brutal attacks

- » .

on.parapsychology and parapsychologists;alike. Such attacks, often
unjustlfled are not uncommen. A review of early criticisms of
sparapsychology in the West (P0pe & Pratt, 1942) reponts'on 59 critical
articles primarily by members of the psychological profession du;ing |
the period 1934 to 1942. Accordingrto'Pope and'Pratt, criticism was\
_characterized 2y "explicit statements of condemnaeﬂon" (p:7%), was
generally destructive, and "present°d in a manner to obstruct and
‘ weaken ®he research" (p.185). They d1v1ded the cr1t1c1sms into three.
main groupings:-A(l) Enose concerned with the eyaluatlen_of ESP results
with respéct to quality of the'statisticjfgzza,*(Z) thosé‘concerned

about the adequacy of experlmental procedufes, and (3) those concerned

with'the logic of the ESP hypothesis. Pope and Pratt suggest that many

9

ware unjustified attacks, often ekpressed with'an "air of finality"
3 v. N

and based ‘on little exposure- to—paﬁupsychological experlmentation or

literature.. A similar phenomena has occurred. 1n“§he U S S R.
Ia- the U.S.S.R. much criticism can: be viewed as an attempt O
' discard the vielating'anomaly:r parapsychology.__Thesemelimina;ion
attempts are of three var%eties (1) devaluation of paransychdlogy vis
a vis argumentation, (2) snubbing parapsychology through disregard an&
' remaining unacquainted ‘and uninformed of psi research, and (3) both

14
‘tacit ahd open a priori rejection of_ the possible existence of

s
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- parapsychology. The remaining alternative is|to take the possibility

of parapsychology.seriously and investigate:the evidence for its - -
validity. — : -
. . | .-
Although there hag been limited acceptance of parapsychology by th2

Sosdﬁt académic community, criticism has abounded.' The expression of

criticdal attitudes is similar to that in the United States. One

American parapsychologist who has made several trips o the U.SZS,R.'

NS

writes:

I think there is the same kind of polarlty among the1r
scientists as we face here (concerning: the acceptance
of parapsychology) (Ullman, 1971, 5 32).

He relates a pexsonal account from one of his visits:

. vothe reaction when 1 gave the talk (on paransvchology)
before a group of psychiatrists and psychologists
wasn't any Jifferent "than I'm accustomed to at home
(USA)(pBZ) h
J ,
New areas of 1nveStigat10n require new metrhods and a specialized
technology. These are continually being developed in Soviet para-

psxchology (see Adamenko et- al , 19723 Adamenko, 1972). However, new
ao;roaches 16/;arapgy hology ‘find more than their share of criticism‘
:(Vasiliev, 1962). The lpproach taken by parapsychologlsts has often
been considered not scientlflc (see Lvov, l968). Consequently scientists
' are~"9cehtical and doubt the rellability of the results obtalned

(Naumov 1968, p. 42) If the rigidity of a paradigm refuses to
acknowledge an innovation that is highly foreign.and threatenlng then

it is understandable that new methodology\_/;ociated with the 1nnovation

can be viewed . (by adherants of the paradigm) as "lack of" methodology.
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To sum un, not only do we lack a sc1ent1f1c approach 3

to analyzing the nechanism of ‘telepathy' we also do ’
~mnot know of a~y material phenomena which might

explain it (Livanov, in Anfilov, 1961 P ‘15).

It is s§gnif1cant that ‘ew scientists aopear to be willing to
e

’ careﬁully evaluate for thcmselves the experiments of parapsychology
researchers. ;Although the far reaching implications of pArapsychohogical
¢ .- . : : T

_ . : |
Mfacts" are widely recognized, they ‘are largely ignored by the SR

scientificVCOmmunity, Meehl and Girden write in the Endy\lbnedia

Britannica: : : - oo o

N .. -J . « . L . g
For the most professional ‘scientists, parapsychology
i{g of little ipterest; very few are acquainted with
the research (p.322)

ca
LW
\

(w3
“This Situatuxnggscribed by Meehl and Girden- appears to be true of the

U.S.S.R. as wel Gsee Vasiliev, 1962 Naumov, 1968)
(X
Strong reactions of Soviet critics to parapsychology have been

- -
- evident. One such reaction is based omn “the accusation of-fraud. The
> *

accusation'of deliberate or unintentional fraud—wtth respect to para~

psychology has not been a rare occurrance in the U.S. S R. (Kogan, 1967,

p.142). Such a reaction is exemplified by such articrbs as "'We are/

g '

made fools of" by L. Teplov (19655 and "ESP and Soviet scepticism" by

» ? :
V. E. Lvov (1968) The questibn of "fralhd" is unsurmountable, since

the critic can always claim that the 20ssibility of fraud"exists“no

1
matter how refined the experimental technique
f

It not only seems that the onus is on pgfapsychology to prebent
;pl J’! .

.la

reliable proof fﬁ& its existence but also the criteria whereby its

proof is judged a’poarszzdube more stringent. Single-eugsgiﬁenter

. research legitigptgafn other branches of study, may be considered

dubious in psi inv&ﬁtigation due to the "possibility of fraud
) .
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Accusations of fraud, 51milar oriticism\and academic noninterest

in psi may 1nd1cate a priori rejection Bf the pos51blegex1stence of
-parapsychology. In fact several Soviet academicianst 'reject the very

. possibility of telepathic phenomena and &re opposed to studies in th%;
field" (Vaumov, l§68: p;4?) Kraizmer (1961) dismisses parapsychological
;facts as "1dealistic myst1c1sg X k Kibayagorodsky openly rejects the..

4

possibility of psi phenomena, ¢alling its investigation a pseudoSc1ence
o

aligned with religion (c1ted by Teodorov1ch) Similarly, Biryukov (1961)

:1»
- has written that telepathy is imposs1b1e These arguments suggest that_

the antecedent improbability of parapsychological phenomena is sa. high 3

that no amount of evidence for the existence of the phenomena would be

A

‘considered convincin . I ‘ .
. Denial of an oli'rence due td its unlikelihood according to
>y .

D

existing views and without regard for reported evidenée has not'been
restricted to the U.S.5R. In the West, D. 0. Hebb has- written

.Personally, 1 do not accept ESP fot a moment, because
it does not make sense. My external criteria, both of
physics and physiology, say that ESP is not a fact
despite the behavioral evidence. that .has beeun reported
(Hebb 1951. P 45) Y -

6
S

Similarly; Price (1955) stated openly that he would rather accept ‘that
‘ =

the results of psi research were due to fraud than_ allow for the
possi 'lity of its exiStence .Akthough he later retracted hls

acCusations and made a formal apology to psi researchers (Price, 1972)

'the event is indicative of academic’ conservatism and overt resistance

to claims that genuinely conflict with the intellectual heritage of

" most psychologists R | o i{ - ;A
. ' ‘ v L
Vasiliev (1965, p. 121) suggests that Price's article "...is
- o

:
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characteristlc of. these (in the U S, S R:).wno, a ;ﬁgypresent time,
o
“. deny the p0551b11rty of mental suggestlon . Vasidiev strongly cr1t1c1zes
tho§e in the scientific communlty who (a) ' ..deny;a'prlorllthe
v'p0331b111ty of such incompatibles (parapsychology) in the field of ‘\\v,
psychophy51ology, whlch 1s ‘a con51derably -less fully explored and -an
’ fmmeasurably more compllcated branch of knowledge than phy31cs (p 120)
r (b) attrlbute all the ev1dence to "... the possiblllty of premeditated®
fraud and self- deceptlon S (p- 120)

‘An eas1ly asse351ble example of such strong reaction by a Soviet

critic is found in a letter”to the editor of the New Scientist (Lvov,

-

1968). Althoughustrongraccusatlons of fraud are made, no evidence is-

presentad to substantiate the claims. Rather, the argument 1is bolstered

. '

w1th invectlve and phrasés such as "phon;v‘character of parapsychology.

/
and»“triok method".v Of ‘seven paragraphs only two deal with a
dlscossion=df'psi data.. He concl-udes.¢
~ "~ ,Inventing new words with Latin and Greek roots is-the
. only scientific contrlbution made by contemporary ’

parapsychologlsts (p 726).

hd :

L The tone of the Soviet crltlcal mllleu encouraged the editors of = .

the Soviet periodical Nauka: ‘religiva (1965 "No.7, p- 63) to write:

Scientists studylng (parapsychology) ..are not 1nfre—
qliently subjected to. unjustified ‘attacks,” and need
great civic courage in order to defend their right to
study such phenomena (c1ted by Teodorovich, 1967, .p. 24).

oo
.

The Opposition faced by Sov1et parapsychologists is reported to be heavy

.

(Beloff, 1969). . I B

’

Criticism is generally recognized as auseful and even necessary

v‘,'

element in the growth and elaboration of innovative thoughts and

developments. Criticﬁ%m of the type elaborated above however wOuld ,
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ear to be_of little walue to the adherants of’barapsychology. The

draln on time and - energles of p51 researchers requlred to answer such

fatn

e

crit!cs would most likely not be viewed as constructlve on the long

run. Secondly, lack of constructive crltlcal input from nonpara-
& f

-

psychologlsts in the academlc communlty can Ef v1ewed as- a negatlve )

» _—

El

One might e331ly conclude that the strength and vehemence of the

)

. reactiOn to parapsychology seems out of all pronortlon if the work is

‘wvalueless: This may indeed by the case. However,' such conclusions,

)

5
b

accurate as they may be, do not contribute insight into the causes for

such reaction and .most, certainly do not justify such reaction.

The harsh reaction to parapsychology could be interprEted as a

‘defehsive‘reactioﬂ'on the part of the critics who feel threatened by

the novelty of such-revolutionary views. Such a view would be consistent

, with the inherent‘cdnservativerelement'of individuals and institutions.

.- .

. s
'HoWever, the resistance to~parapsychology would seem to go deeper than -

that ;7

‘T "ficts of parapsychology do, not merely “invite the Soviet

sciéntist to add a new component to hlS theoretical formulatlons
Rather, parapsychological>"facté" demand that the individual seientist .
' : . : « *

_regards man and nature in an altered way: a way that-is uniquely

“{different from a p:evioualy held persﬁective. Consider, for example,

what acceptance of. parapsychology would mean for psycbologlsts in the

U. S S$.R. Until the Soviet. psychologiéts have learned to see nature in

‘a uniquely different(’my, the assimilation of the anomaly of para-

psychology into the body of gﬁrmal psychology is not complete For the

v

N ¢
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Soviet osvchologist the demand for the acceptance and assimilation of

) parapsychologv rchires that he assoc1ate himself w1th subject matter
that ‘has demp roots in spiritualism ‘and duaiistic "idealism". Cantrary
to the ideologv of the State and his profeSSion, he 1ust deal with

o

L
concepts not easily 1nterpreted within the materialistic physiologicaliy

'oriented framework of SOVieL psyphologv ' Perhaps more crucial, he must

-

give up his strict adherance to causality and determinism -which are
ingrained in the Soviet psychophy51cad gciences for a world in which
precognision allows one. to somehow capture an event before,its occurrence.
Similarly, his historically useful and comfortable conception of spacet

must be radically expazigg,&n<view of phenomena such as telepathy which
do not appear to recognize distance.
5

Thus parapsychology s inSistance on acceptance in the milieu of
Soviet psyc i‘ogy demandsg% reconstruction of the field of psychology”
in the U.S.S.R., a revision that changes some of the field's most

-elementary assumptions. _ S s R

Reactions of Paragsychologists

Parapsychologists like the é%itics have been forced to deal with
* the incompatabilities of psi phenomena and the assumptions traditiOnally

L)

held to be.true in Soviet psychology and the Soviet -sciences.

) Aware of conflicts and in the face of harsh attacks from critics,
Soviet parapsychologists attempted to gain recognition by strengthening
their evidence .and by minimizing the ‘apparent contradictions between
‘parapsychology and established academic views. Reports of para-

psychologists are marked by heightened sensitivity to criticism. Such ,Vu

sensitivity would seem to be a prerequisite for continual critical
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self examinatioo and adjustment on the part of the innovafive ﬁovément»
within a hostlle environment. | -

Attempts to minimize the conflicts of parapsychology with traditional
.acadenmic views are evident in the 1iterature; Several responses may pe¥
ooted: |
1. Parspsychologists in the U.S.S.R. have taken every opportunity to -

renounce the rellglous spiritualistic assoc1atlons of oarapsychology.

o~
'In symposia, lectures and papers dlrected both to the public and the

aCademic,comounity, parapsi‘pologlsts have continually denounced
spiritualistie.ties. (Some examples have peen offered in Chapter
1v.) This &efensive reection appea‘s‘to be less ptominent in
contempotary literature than it was in other historical periods - °
(e.g-s the_e?rly 1960's). : 0

2. Continual efforts have been made by Soviet parapsychologists to

& .

define p31 phenomena in materialistie terms within the academic
context. The assertions of allegiance to dfalectical materia&ism

have at times appeared ritualistic (for examples, see Chapter IV).

3.. Soviet parapsychologists have adopted the widely accepted Yscientific"

~

» approech as deflned by other Soviet sc1ences to psi investigatien.
This has been manifested in two ways: (a) by employing methodologiesh
common to other Soviet sciences (see Chapter III), and (b) by
emphasizing hypotheses which are understandﬁéie wlthln a traditional
context (i.e;;’"biological radio communication Y. However, Soviet

parapsychology_in recent. years is demonstrating an ioofeas}ng

degree of independente in these two areas.

E}

'trumentation, such

. _as Kirlian photogifphy, was t.t-ized by parapsychologists before o

'\J : % -
Y . 2 . = ) T
o . & R Cw

s L oo



s
it was put to use by physiologists and psyChologists..'Simi%afly,
revolutionary hypg;%eses, such as the concept of bioplasma, are
'currentlyiheing'initiated by Soviet parapsychologlsts éuch
increa31ng independence may be a function'of increasing respect-—
ability of parapsychology in Soviet 801ence ’ |

4, Sov1et parapsychologlsts have tradltlonally ignored the phenomena
of precognltlon,'a concept in whlch conflict w1th traditlonally
“held views are focused most sharply

5. Soviet parapsychologists have appealed -to audlencesfother tg=a'the

"

Soviet academic community. Already durlng the early 1960 s
*  communications existed between Soviet psi‘;esearchersAand those of
other countris- (see Ryzl, 1961; Bannerjee, 1962; Pratt, 1973).

In the face f 1ostility Soviet patapsychologists have recelved

‘enc¢ouragement froﬁ foreign parapsychologists.

. . . 3
Even within the confines of the U.S.S.R.,~parapsychologists have

not restricted their appeai to psychology,-_Rather they haVe emphasized
ltldiscipllnary appeal which haswesulted in an 1nterdisciplinary
approach to the problems of psi (see Chapter III).

A third, audience that has been sought is the nonacademic and
nonscientific public. This is evident when’publication trends are
considered. A graphical representation of freqnency counts of "academic"
publications vetsus "popular"” publlcations as - listed ‘in a recent
bibliography of Soviet parapsychology is revealing (see Tigure 2)

The authors of the bibliography list under the heading of "parapsychology"

a total of 324 ‘publications. Of these 88 are found in academic journals -

or are books considered to be "zcademic' and 236 can be classified as

) | a
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popular scientific literature According to the graphJ{Figure 2) the.
’7solicitation of popular support reached its peak id 1969; , From that
- year on to 1971 there 1s a decline of number of popular publications
with the 1971 total being less tharn any and all preceding years back to
1962. Nineteen seventy-one also distinguishes itself as the first year
- gince the rebirth of parapsychology in the U.S. S R in which academwcl
publications outnumber popular publicatlons on the toplc of patapsychology.

1f the decline in number of popular publications : and an 1ncrease
in the number of academic publications is a significant trend, it may

be caused by ‘two factors. Greater academic recognition in recent years

will presumea

ncreage the number of academic publications. MSecondly,
Soviet para ychologists have been forcedvto deal with criticism trom ’
the academic community concerning their appeal for popular support through
popular rticles 1 A recent criticism af this type has been levied

against parapsychologists by hlgh ranklng Soviet psychologistsﬂ(21nchenko\
et al,, 1973). “The popular appeal of parapsychology has consequently\‘
had both gooo and bad effects‘for,the psilmovement. Although 1t

satisfied parapsychology 's need for an audience, at the same“tiue it
)has created another obstacle (in the form of academic antagonism)fco
'overcome while on the road to full admission to the scientific mainstream
Academic antagonism toward parapsychologists for catering to the public
“forum 1s evident in the following statement of four prominent Soviet
psychologists . |

We hold the. practice of publishing sensational information

on parapsychology, information lacking any scientific
Ybasis, in newspapers,\magazines, and popular books cannot

" be tolerated. Traditionallyy serious scientific accomplish-
uents are'presented first in the specialized scientific

pl
14
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publications and only afterward'in the popular press.
This tradit%on, which self-respecting scientists normally
follow, is being broken (Zinchenko et al., 1973, p.17).
o Current T:éqgs
Although there is.insufficieng data to substantiate a downward
trend$in publications ofﬂpa;apsychology.and,related subjects, the graphs
are cuggestive. This would not be surprisihg if the reports of western
pérapsychologists, who are actively iﬁyolved with parapsychologiqal
activities in the U.S.S.R., can bé taken seriously. _In such complex
and unch;rted_topiés as parapsychology in the U.S.S.R.,'it is useful,
if not necessary, to rely in part on the impressions 9f observers most
iﬁtimately connected with the subject matter phrough first hana
experience.1 One such.observer wrizes that, . Miii
...recentﬁpolitiéal dgvelopmenﬁs in fhé 6;S.S.R. havé
, again interfered to some degree with the growth of
interest there in ESP (Pratt, 1973, p.55).
At least opE‘éther highly ;espected Westerﬁ pérapsychologist who has
‘frequently travelled to the U?S.S.R. and m;intained regulér contact
with Soviet researchers has confirmed this impression (personal
communication). The fall in number ofhpublicationS'in parapsychology
and felatéd subjects (see Figure 3) may be one of the few visible
indicators of a more rigid qfficial attitude. |
However, this is not to suggest that there is an‘attempt at total
and co@plete reversal of the established trend ‘toward acceptance of
: ™~
parapsychology. On the contrary, a 1973 policy statement of the

presidium of the U.S.SLR. Society of Psychologists endorsed further

research into psi phenomena. Representatives of the Soclety write,
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Certaindy the time has come to bring order into
scientific research and study of the factual phenomena
descfibed by parapsychologists. Since much of . the
research tm parapsychology is being done by physicists
and engineers, it would be proper to assess at the.
Institute of Biophysics and the Institute of Information
Transmission (Communications) of U.S.S.R. Academy of
Seiences the direction and the scientific level of the
study of the biophysical'effect (dowsing), of electro-
magnetic fields generated by living organisms as a
possible means of biological communication, and of many
other phenomena. If attention is paid to these
phengmena from the point of biophysics and the theory
of communication, it will help to demystify them.

- The psychological institutes of the U.S.S.R. Academy
. . of Sciences and of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Pedagogical
-y = Sciences and other psychological institutions should
o .ngwégso consider the possibility of mounting programs of
Wg7é trictly scientific research into these phenomena.
It seems that it would be advisable to organize a
laboratory within one of the psychological institutions
to study individuals who in fact do possess unusual
capacities (not necessarily paranormal omnes). . ...We
believe that the attention of serious scientific orgah-.
jzations to phenomena described in parapsychol. gy will
-help to gncover thefr true’nature...(Zinchenko et al-,
1973, p.17). o

AW,

™ i“Inferences of current political harrassment and simultaneous policy

statements advising further research are conflicting at first glance.

It is difficult to conceive of officdial impediments simultaneous with

-

officiﬁl statements of the U.S.S.R. Society of Psychologists urging
the establishment of new research programs for parapsychology. To
unravel this apparent contradictidn, it is instrumental to‘look more

‘glosely at recent p&giicationbtrends.
Figure 4 graphically reﬁiesents a finef breakdown of'Aata preseutedfﬁg
. ) - . *ag
~i?’Figure 3. _F{gute 4 graphically represents the number of parapsycho- ‘
logical publicatiéns and the nuhber.of pu;lications in related borderline

rid

areas that arellistedlin a recent Soviet bibliography. - Although there
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is insufficient data to establish the upward trend of the‘number'of
parapsvchological nubllcatlons in coincidence with a downward trend of
number o%'publications in related areas, this may indeed be something

to watch for in the future. “Within the framework of the model pnesented

earlier, it is consistent rO expect that there would be less academic
. - . :
resistance towards long standing topics of parapsychology such as hd

—
=

telepathy than toward related areas that strike more directly at the -

core assumotloﬁs held by trad1t10nal Soviet psychology. 1f the scientist

-

N .
doessresearzh_because of his commitmeng to the basic assumptions of his

.paradigm, then attacks on .those central\assumptions are lessflikely to
be.tolerated. Assuming thlskto be. true, it would‘be exoected that
concepts such as -elepathy or bloplasma, for which attempts have‘been
énade to relate them to matter and energetlcs wlthin the materialistic’
_ ideology; may be perceived as less of a threat to thosecassumptlohs
which have a higher, commltment than some other ‘related areas. Topics
dealing with ‘out Of The Boely Experiences poltergeist,phenomena,
glossolalia, and sxmilar research areas appear to be more anomalous n
in that they present more Visible contradictlons to the basic tenets of
)VSoviet psychology Unless these fundamental contradlctiOns (whlch have

n, T~

been outlined earlier) are resolved, a331miiat10n of such research

areas into the main thrust of Soviet psychology appears impossihpe
Theoretical expectation apnears to be supported by events in the

U.S.S.R. A recent official affirmation of the necessity for para—

psychologieal research by four leaders of contemporary Soviet psychology

(Zinchenko et al., 1973) is at the samz time heavily weighted with

warnings against labeling "imaginary"superp&tural' phenomena” as

ctest
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parapsychology The warning is levied not only at those‘areasrof

research wh;ﬁh are con31dered inadm1551ble, but also at contemporary

L] £

Saviet parapsychologists who have shown concern for such areas. ' Thus

"on the one hand those areas Wbich are less threatening are being permitted

as borderline research areas for normal science. On the other hand,

—

strict taboo is placed.on ‘séveral related areas which pose greater

/
challenge tb-traditionally/acclaiméa“generalizations.'

In summary, academic accgptance by the official sc1entif1c organ—

¢

jzation of Soviet: psychologists 1nd1cates that sc1ent1fic re51stahce
s : .

is giv1ng way, allowing a dégree of assimilation of parapsychology

“e

& However, this a551mllat10n is re§tr1tted and the parapsychological

topics sanctioned for legitimate research by no means cover the whole

spectrum of phenomena conSLdered to be parapsychological Ounly select
topics are admitted ESP, PK dowsmng, paradiagnostics, paramedicine,
and" psychophotography (Zinchenko, 1973). The same prestigious’
scientific body that sanctions admittance of certain psi topics,-at

the same time harshly attacks those:who would_include.other topics.

Portions of the range of phenomena ‘continue to pose a threat to

lar science.. Subject matter as
l~

jpiated with parapsychology

ghout its hlstory and continualliastudied in the West (for

' example, surv1val after death. out-of- the—body-experiences, poltergerst
phenomena, seferalvmediumistic phenomena, ‘glossolalia, xenoglossy,
reincarnation, etc.) are difficult for Soviet ideology and Soviet

psychological perspectives to absorb without making‘elaborate and

: .fundamental alterations.

Q
‘

. Aoy
" Only when the scientific and political structure can. no longef
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°knowledge and consequently are consider
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: avoid the anomaly ‘that undermines the established Weltanscﬁiung are’ )

‘.efforts made to initiate 1nvest1gations that could lead to new

Pt

assumptive commitments. ,Although some anomalous facts of parapsychology;

.

have achieved the status of demanding the attention and consequent

‘adjustment of traditional Soviet Science, others have'not. Those

that have not, continue to violate deeply rooted assumptions and -

v

consequently elicit continued res1stance.< The degree of resistance
- ,
encountered may un turn be propqptional to the degree of commitment

K3

attached to. the assumptions that are threatened by the anomaly. The

substantiation of thlS claim could be the goal of future reseaf%h.

Toea

’ ) . . ~

“"Facts'" and the Parapsychology&Controversy

A
<

Throughout the analysis of the conflict of parapsychology-andgﬁhe.

texisting conceptual ftamework it has been shown that»one result has beenc

the rejection of par,ansychological "facts A-lthough such r_eJectionai'

v,._'\

x S
in many cases be log&cally and‘expetu,‘“/ally supported in other cases

i(i\(/ i
'r"" \l’l/\(,/"/

no such attempt has been made. In the latter case, parapsychological"\"

9

"facts' are found to be'inadmissible'because of the unlikelihood.of the

phcnomena they support. Psi "facts" and their implications -cannot be
connected by a series ‘of. simple logical steps to the generally accepted

\ o ’ ../

paradigmatic SCheme. ‘They. appear irrecOncileable with canonical

-

unacceptable.

lh"facts",'the evidence

appears to be of less importantce than the relevance or significance of

In such a rejection of parapsychologi
the evidence. This point can be demonstrated with the following
historical'example. The strength of Soviet evidence for the existence

gf‘osrapsychological phenomena was apparently no more extensiye.in 1959

8

N2l

5

D Jgr.mm
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that it was in the.late 1930's. The wark published by Vasiliev (1959,

1963, 1965) was based on his4experimental work during the years 1932—1938,

‘as well as the early work of others. In the interiﬁ between. the late

v

'1930's and 1959 there was next to nothing done in the area of para-

psychology and nothing was. publlshed The experimental argument
presented to the Scientific community in the early l960's'was not very

different from twenty-five years earlier. It appeafs then that

experimental "facts" were not the crucial factor in the limited acceptance

of parapsychology in the early 1960's.

1f, rather than the facts themselves, it is the 51gnif1cance of

c 'Q

"~ the facts that is of’ ptlmary importance, then the occurrence of a priori

rejection of parapsychologicaL evidence is more clearly understood. It
is extremely optlmistlc to confront a SCientlflC community deeply
ingrained in a set of beliefs concerning basie concepts with a radically

different view and expect change. The history of science has shown that

'3 "weltanschaung" based on the cumulative efforts and results of

numerous observations and experiments”widely reported and confirmed by

other scientific authorities is not easily altered (Polanyi, 1@6&).
Orthodoxy of dominant scientific opinion is not easily shattered.

SR .
Research on attitude change has xndicated that beliefs %;%t an individual

»adheres to are very resistant to change. ~ Such belief maintenance in

rnecessary as well as- malfunctional in others“

science can lead to rigidity, inflexibility and orthqﬂoxy Suzh

- :
inflexibility can be considered in many instances u ful and even’

/r,ncz, 1969). 'Facts"
that appear contradictory to the beliefs main}'ined by science can be
usefully ignoted. According to the academig community there is no point

) 4 >

N
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to,invésting time, effort, and resources for the:hves;iga;ion into
alleged facts that cannot be logically connected with paradigmatic

knowledge.

In the controversy between theh"chts" of pafapsyéhology a;E\;he

ngacts” of traditional sLienﬁific tenet4 held by the largervﬁe?centage

of Soviet scientists it appea}s to be difficult to establi%h one or the

&

other~as true. Cg(tainly, the established géraaigm has the aévan:ége

~of historical time. Although there is no guarantee of its ftruth", it

- | = . . ‘ : -

is.dominant and has broved'to be pseful in application. In order to
' y

demonstrate the veputh" of psi facts (rootedé&n its assumptions) over

the‘establiéhed Weltanschaung (rooted in 1its assumptions) it is.

.necessayyéto empirically:test‘thei: predictjons. But this is not &
h simple matter. As ‘has been pointed pﬁt (Kraétz, 1971; Eiseﬁ, l97¢b),_c
differiﬁg systems, each rootéé in 1ts\own set of assumptions, havé
thgiq/ownﬁset of criteria for judging”empir}cal "proef'.

The controversy-surrouhding the question of acceptance or non~
[od : . ° .

acceptance of parapsychology is stated (most often ma;éaraded Qyt
sometimes openly) in terms of the‘assumptive beliefs of the participants.
Thé controversy then centers oﬁ "I pelieve" or "I dog't believe'.
TugarinoQ, a Soviet researcher, writes on this.point.

Preconceived ideas and ideological prejudices are the
greatest obstacle to our work. First we will consider
the question of telepathy. As is Very well known, for
centuries now there has existed in our nation the
conviction that there are such things as premonitions,
clairvoyance, and convergences of thoughts and feelings
among people having close personal relations, etc. The
problem is to distinguish reality from preconceived
{deas and opinions. - 1f such occurrences could in fact

o

be proved, then our task should be to explain their
energetic and physiologi;al basis...?bg,izifess of_gur
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. "investigations depends upon the unprejudiced co—operation
of physicists, physiologists, and engineers. Whenever
this topic is put up for discussion, one hears again and
again: 'I don't believe in it' or 'I do believe in it.’
But is this thing which we are trying to put on a solid

wms-—- —__foyndation, a matter of belief? Above all, the question
is, to examine by experimental scientific methods whether
« these phenomen: exist or not. Should we find even frag-
ments of them confirmed, then we ought to devote all our
efforts to clarifying the rational basis of these
phenomena. The opponents of telepathy often argue t.us:
'Telepathy is impossible.' But nothin% can be done on

. this argument alone. This can be challenged with the
factqthat the impossible' often becomes ‘possible before
our eyes...The psyche, that field which has been
investigated least of all, is concealing the greatest
scientific discovery of all (cited by Schafer, 1966, p.51-52).

A central problem in the controversy in the U.S.S.R. is that there
is no knqwn'mec?anism for psi phenomena‘and it %§~EREP$Sible té éonnect”
psi with accepted psychdlogical modeds. Consequently'the,demonst;ation
of its occﬁrrence cannot be appreciated. In turn the éxperimental
"acts" are in;erpreted to suit the assumptions and beliefs held.

< ' . .
This is underétandable in that each sidé of the controveréy expresses
. a commitment, and in this seﬁse goes beyond the evide;ce. The resolut}on

of this controversy rests in the agreement between the two sides of the

controversy in a set of mutually acceptable criteria.



CHAPTER VI =
“CONCLUSION
The claim,gor parapsychological phenomena is an invitation to
controversy. Reactions to psi "facts" are preconditioned among many
scientists. According to a recent editorial 1n Nature, such a claim
to some ''simply confirms what they,haVe,always known or belieyed. To ~
others it is beyond the laws of'science and therefore neeésséfily
unacceptable" (Nature, 1974, p. 559) The analysistin this thesis

focused on the development of mis controver31al subject matter in the

context of the U.S8{S.R.

~; Summary

.

To summarize, the ouestion of the acceptance of parapsyehology in
the U.S.S.R: was placed in a historical framework Interest in'para—
psychological phenomena was seen to occur quite early in the U.S.S.k.
(late 1800's), mainly 1n‘the area of spiritualism and mediumistir

2

studies.v The outstanding figure of the early 1900 s was Bechterev who

‘o

4 e <

initiated studiés on the question of telepathy His enthusiasm, fot
only encoura;\a the formation of a state—funded laboratory for the 7:
study of telepathy under Doruv,53 but also spawned a group of followars
vho were instrumental in rev1talizing parapsychology in the early 1960 s
after about a twenty year.lull in parapsychological work (about 1938— ‘
1959). The following is a short list: of names of those who have ;; |

carried on the work on paranormal phenomena since the rebifth of

. _ 128
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a;ap’ychological interest in the 1960 s: L. L. Vasiliev, his successor

p. I. Gulyayev, I. M. Kogan, E. K. Naumov, G. A. Sergeyev V. P Tugarinov,
7N. N. §ochivan9v5 N. A. Slavinskaya, I F. Shishkin, Pr. P Pavlova,

A. V..Nicolaenko, L. I. Kuprianovitch Y. P Terletsky, M. Bonard

«r

M. Smirnov, V. M. Inyushin, Y Adamenko, Es.A’ Dombgovsky, B. M. Inyushin,
's. D. Kirlian, V. H. Kirlian, A. K. Mulaj:gv;; v. ¥ Kulagin, E. G.
Griasnuhin, N. ﬁ. Fedorovaj A.'»S.Roman.54
Psi research,‘like other’areas of scientific research, was seen to
be inflnenced to a large extent py the prevailing ideology of the
country. The’modern era of parapsychological investigation in the
U.S.S.R. has been characterized by approaches seemingly Similar to those
of other sciences in the U.S.S:R. and in-many respects very different
from parapsychological 1nvestigations in the West. The emphasis has
been primarily on individual (small sample) pragmatically—oriented
studies from an interdisciplinary approach and within the Soviet
ideolo;ical perspective.' Although these differences exist and are
emphasized in this thesis, there are similarities and parallels,
predominantly due to common roots in spiritualism and mediumship
Having hurdled the fain philqsophical and ideological barriers, it
-appears that. some of the material (e.g., telepathy) normally included
under the subject heading of parapsychology in the Qest, has been |
gaining accept@pce as a legitimate area of . study i the U.S.S.R. As a

research concern reborn in the early 1960' s, primarily under the

influence of L. L Vasiliev, it has developed into an independent

_ research focus within the natural and social sciences. However, these
N ‘g. Lo .
‘ generalizations likely do not hold for ‘'all areas of research defined
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by,parapsychology in the West;o Much;subject matter that has been labeled
parapsychology in the West has undoubtedly been dismiSsed as.

unsc1ent1f1c c0ncepts" ZlEFhenk0~et al., 1973) in the U.S.S.R. Even

.

peripheéLI involvement in such subject matter could\be expected "to draw

strong oppositlon from both the politlcal and sc1ent1f1c communities. |

Similarly, those>uho w0uld lnvolve themselves in such subJect matter,

would likely_be ‘expected to be” faced wlth offlcial harrassment and
censure.

Resistance to the incorporatign of parapsychologlcal 'facts into
the framework of science by the sc1ent1f;c community 1s apparently
still strong but gradually beipg overcome. It can be expected that
limited acceptance‘of parapsychology at the political levil has
iremendously supported this trend. -~

The primary reason for this unacceptablllty appearsfto lie in the
incompatability of the undtrlying assumptlons of parapsychology and N

\‘ the basic tenets of- both the political and the scientific IWeltanschaung .
/ Parapsychology is an anomaly to an existing paradigm. Gardner Murphy

(1968), compares parapsychology to an unwelcome guest in the house of

~ science that has many ‘rooms but is not yet large enough to accomodate

all the children. Unwelcome guests are an embarrassment and are most
. g - .
often rejected. The unacceptability of theﬁgnomaly of parapsychology

is expressed in several ways.. Perhaps the most relevant rejection of

1

parapsychology by the scientific‘community has been on the'grounds
that it is 'impossible or 'a priori unlikely'.

It would seem that results of this conflict might be temporarily

1~Tﬁﬁpféductive~to*hg£h parapsychology as a developing science and the
. MRl SETTTE - -

—

—— - P

-
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jscientific community. Much time would be taken up by "position"
‘gtatements and statements of defense; time which could otherwise be

used constructively to generate new data and new views. The reiteration

of fundamentals and the repetition of experiments, however, appear to
be essential in parapsychology s bld for acceptance.

Similarly, nuch .time would be spent on the replication of experi-

[

mental results in order to<,pr;uus-ehe—existenEEraT7ﬂﬁ?Tﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂgﬁ;jﬂﬂf-ﬂﬂvﬂﬁﬂﬂy—

e

However, successfully replicated experiments would still not make the
phenomena congruent without .general physical conceptions of the relations
of subjects to their enVironments. As Kuhn (1970) suggests, anomalies
to a paradigm are conveniently set aSide until they becomeltoo imposing,
too numerous Or t0O. rudimentary to the paradigmatic assumptions.

Belief may play an essential role in the refusal to bridge from
_ one position or the other. The significance of facts in terms of these
.heliefsifrather than their reliability, then becomes theuroot of the
confliCt. Unexpected discoveries are therefore not simply factual in'.
import. It seems as Michael Polanyi (1946) suggests that only faith
in the- possibility of the hypothesis will make the ev1dence acce551ble.

-

to us.

- : The Present Situation
" Although complete information concerning parapsychology in the:
U.S.S.R. is'difficult to ohtain; it is safe to say that the following
are true: | o .

1. The government has granted both political and financial support.

For example, throggh political pressures gome academic criticism

, has been minimized.
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-2, Interdrsciplinary teams of scientists (physiologists, physicists,

e psychologisté, mathematicians, cyberneticists, neurologists,
electronics engiaeers, space travel specialists) have been organized
tq;idvestigaca: (aj how this form of ccmmunicatgon works, (b) how
to devise means of practical application.

.3,.>This trend has’ led to the establishment of several research centers
'throughout‘the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe. | ~ )

4. Paralleling this development, numerous independent researchers are
apparently being encouraged to do full-time or part—tiﬁevresearch
in parapsychology or related areas.

5. An organized effort has been aade to infor the scientific community
as well as the public about parapsycholegy; .

6. There appears to be'increasing,willingness on the part ofﬁﬁoviet

' t
o

parapsychologists to partrcicate in international parapsychological
exchanges;
7. Althougﬁ.major barrrers have been‘qvercome on the political level,c
' academic resistance probably remains quite strong. Yet this

academic resistance is continually decreasing especially with
such favorable comments by influential academics such as

Zinchenko et al. (1973).

. Aithough it can be étated that parapsychology has achieved limiteﬁ
acceptance in the U.S.S.R., it is difficult to ascertain the egree of
acceptance (relative to the degree of acceptance in the West, for ‘
example). An attempt could probably be made to compare the "degree

of acceptance' of parapsychology in the U.S.S.R. and the U S, To do.

v—,this, some neutral criteria for judging the extent of acceptability in
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‘the twe gebgraphical areas could be set up. These criteria could
include such i;ems as:

(1) number of. research centers; . ‘ BRI
(2) number of workers in the field; 4 : : 2

(3) amount of state support;
i
(4) amount of money jnvested in research;

(5) the mnumber of articles published during a spe01fied time span,
(6) thevamoent_qf academic interest in parapsycholdgy by nonpara-
psychologists as‘detereined by: (a) public statements of suppbrﬁ,
. and (b) supportive.publications;
(7) supportive efatements.by polieical end academic leaders;
(8) respective pbsitions of workers in each coueery and -their

respectability in the academic community.

i

t -nvb‘,!ﬁ‘
‘\ \
However, it is’ ‘not possible to be Optlﬂﬁstlc about the results of

[

such an atgempt. di&!n if the research were carefully carrled out, it

would be unlikely that»ae accurate picture,pf the relative ''degree of

'acceptability" would be obtained. Several reasons have already been -

mentioned in the introduction (see pages 5 through 7). The major

problem concerns¢obtain;ng accurate informat:zon to satisfy the above- -
categories. Adcurate and up-to-date information is "ot available
"

0

outside thelU.S.S.R. and may be difficult to obtain even in the

S U.S.S.R N : ‘ o L
Another alternative to judging the relative development of psi

reSearch in the U. S.S. R; with that of the West is to rely on reports

-of Western parapsychologists and thoee who have brought back first hand

reports fromothe Soviet Union. On the whole, such, reports (for example,‘



134
.Ostrénder & Schroeder, 1970; Moss, 1971 Ullman,nl97i; Krippner, 1973;
Pratt, 1973) present a picture of Soviet'research oeing well-developed
reIstive'to the U.St in at least some areas. For example, Douélis Dean,
a former pre51dent of the Parapsychological Association (PA), who is ’
accredited with securing the affiliation of the PA with the American '
Association for the Advancement of Sc1ence (AAAS) in 1969, writes::

- ’

"We have far to go to bridge the gap ‘between certain areas of Soviet

research and our own (U.S.A.) in the field of patapsycholoéy;.." (Dean,

1973, p.18).

. The Analytic'Model and Parepsychology

.The model for the treatment‘of anomalons material in science presented
at the beginning of Part 11, appears to be useful in explaining the
historical fluctuat*ons in attitude’ towards the study of parapsychology
in.the U.S.S.R. It alloj;d the identification of the protagonists in
the controversy surfounding perapsychology. Fhrough analysis and
comparisdn of thevbasic positioqs of the anomaly end the txtacllitio"lal‘~
paradigm, it was pgssible to gain 1nsights into the conflict.

The conflict between parapsychology and (1) the political ideology
and (2) the academic view as represented by Soviet psychology, was seen
" to be rooted in fundamental differences in assumptive beliefs. The
‘basic tenets of.parapsychology were shown to violete'the‘exoectations

and assumptions of the established traditions.
| The normal paradigm reaction to anomalous material according to
our model is to discard the anomaly. If the violation cannot be

discarded, the paradigm ceases to- function and giVesnway to new f

Bt . . .
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alternatives. Although attempts have been made historically to reﬁect
psi "a priori", ignore it or discredit it through argumentation, the
anomaly has not been discarded in the U.S.S.R. Rather, certain'subject
matter labeled as parapsychoiogy arefgaining formal acceptance as’ being
worthy of academic study. »> o . y' 2

In turn;'the uaradigm pressures of resistance were shown td affect
. )
»compllance on the part of anomaly. In Eheir bid for acceptance,<§ov§ft
parapsychologists were_shown to act in ways to minimize the confllcts
Attempts have been made to reduce the threatening appearance of psi, )

\, v

formulate theories to show that psi has practical value, and appeal to

other audiences for support. ©

Soviet parapsychology appears to be an exampie of an anomaly which
challenges paradlgm assumptions that are h1ghly central Psi in the
U.S.S.R. is therefore similar to the representatlon shown in Figure 1 (c)

(see page69). Psi "facts" challenge rudimentary assumptions within

the: Soviet 1deolog1cal and scientlflc framework

o
AN

It has been assumed that the greater the centrallty gf thq,.,,
assumptions that are cha;lenged by the anomaly, the greater the
resistance to theranona}y.v'This has been explained in pdrtvby,thg
'relationShip between paradigm assumptions and the‘degree of commitment
to the assumprions. 1f commiitment increases yith increasing cencrality,
then it is reasonsule to assume that resistance to anomaly will ircrease
with decreasing periphcrafity. This is analogous to Festinger s (1937)

. view that increasing‘commitment causes decreasing attitude change.
4

If the above 1is accurate, then one other relacionship can be

inferred. The more central an anomaly strikes, the greater the likelihood

.
%
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- of fundamental paradigm change. It follows then that if all psi

phenomena were taken into account by the U.S.S.R. and :onsequently

assimilated into Sovxet Science, then profound and fundamental changeS'—

. T

would be required of current formulations Resolution of the confront—
ation would appear to exist in the verification of a larger, mare.

4 o ,
encompassing framework-—a viable alternative to the present paradigm

hd .

* which is able to incorporate the anomaly. €

v'If paradigm rigidity persists-and a v1able alternative paradigm
does.not emerge; then resistance»to thezanomaly may logically be expected
to'be maintained and possibly intensifiedﬂ_ Sueh may have been the_case
With the antagonism toward genetics in the.Ufé.S.R; during the.l930's
and 1940's.. Genetics was perceived by the Kremlin to be anomalous to
the state ideology and Soviet scientific endeavour.‘ Under the lefd of
Lysenko, hostile attacks were directed at the study, research, @nhd use
of Mendelian genetics and any sc1entisﬁa‘who assoc1ated w1th it. The
threat of Mendelian\genetics was apparently 50 great that stronger.
measures were required to discazd the apparent anomaly.v Quick and
effective measures are understandably more readily available in natiOns

. . 4

such as the U.S.S. R.l here science . is clearly politically domina:ed
Zirkle (1949) clearly delineates the events that followed the overt
etpression of resistance in its harshest form to' a perceived anomaly.
Genetisists and cytologists were dispersed. They lost their positions
“and’ were denied the exercise of their professions. Some~simply |
disappeared and others, such-as N. I. Vavilov, died under mysterious

circumstances; Stillﬂdthers recanted to save their families and

themselves.
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Implicationsvand Futdre Research ,
- Aspects of this paper have implications forbscience in general.‘
’ It raises several points that must be looked at more thoroughly. ‘Av_
more. indepth look at the process of acceptance of parapsychology in
the U.S.S.R, would be helpful in understandlng the phenomena of absorption -
of anomalous material and the development of a new framework that would
incorporate both traditional sc1entif1c v1ews as well as parapsychology
‘A closer Yook would be extremely helpful in determlnlng the criteria
for QQCeEgébilisy set by science. Such information might be usefully
generalized to other. 81tuat10ns It would be very worthwhile, for T
example, to more fully explore the hypothe31s that the srgnlficance of
"facts' are cruc1al to the problem of controversy, competition, and

) isolation of systems of ideas.‘:Insights in this area have wide -

application » ‘ ’ . S »

|
>

This thesis points out that an analysis of movements within the"
complex of contemporary science may be usefully viewed, from a socio-

logical perspective. An analysis of the sociology of the parapsycho—
' - v

logical growth in ‘the U.S.S.R. may be relevant and useful as an example

of facets of the growth and, developmental patterns of science. Indeed
4

science may be more of a gocial phenomena than many prev1ously suspected.

) Little research effort has heen focdsed on the social aspects of the

7
-

~ growth and structure of sc1entific knowledge.
The subject matter and conclusions of this trhesis also have
plications for parapsychologists. The insights of the above analysis

might foster a better understanding of the continual resistance that ff

psi researchers have had to deal with. Although the subject of
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analysis was parapsychology in the U.S.S.R;;‘ma ‘of the insights.gained
'may'be generalizable to parapsychology in other countries
The model for the treatment of anomalous material in science has

) implications for science in general he model which was briefly

.

elaborated at the beginning of Part 11, may be useful for the analység
of events enveloping anomalies w1th1n sc1entif1c d15c1p11ne. Through

'icareful elaboratlon of the baSic ‘tenets -of the anomaly and the paradigm,

\
insights tan be gained into Speciflc points of confllct. Evaluation of

these p01nts of contradictlon w1th respect to the degree of centrall;y

on the continuum of basig paradigmatic assumptions allows ‘the tentative

-

rediction of events to. follow; 1f, for example, the innovation

1

~challenges merely peripheral . amptions, then both the degree.of
resfstance and the likelihood of paradigm change w1ll be m1n1mal The
events that might be expected to emenate from such a conflict would

include the dismissal of the anomaly through various means or its | v
. .
tentative and possrbly unsatisfactory 1ncorporation ‘into the established

theoretical construction Similarly, the anomaly in-1its bid for acceptance,

might be,expected to alter in response to the resrstance it encounters

On the othetuhand tf the attacking anomaly has a high degree of

-

"\v,

centrality, a diﬁferent szgg?f events would be expected - Both the

I*i" [R1:] y,.
degree of resistanc@i%‘o_ w‘exed by. the innovation and the likelihood
RacH

of paradigm change wogiugs'ggt a mai1mum "The outcome of such a

~

conflict might be expected to include lnteqiified efforts to discard

the anomaly and tenuous attempts to ihcorporate the anomaly inxo the

ra

paradigm. The profound impact of’ the anomaly alone, pr its impact in

S/ .
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conjunéfion with other anomalies, in turp migpt be expected to lead

to a periodrof crises and the eventual downfall 'of the paradigm.
) \e: i 2 ) J “ :
. Parapsychology in the U.§.S.R. has been an example of both of these

. :
possibilities. While selected psi reseq;ch is gaining obficial
" recognition, other more threatening psi stuect matter is harshly

‘\<cr1tic1zed.‘ . ' @

The model presented and elaborated throughout this thesis has not

been as fully developed as it perhaps might have been.. Its brief

‘ o ; - - =
presentation suggests that a much more detailed’ account is required.
! < A
O P

- However, through future refinement and elaboration of the model,

vvgreéter prediccabiliﬁy of events surrouﬁding fundamental conflict

&,

involving anomalies in éciencé, may emerge. Applying the principles of
the model in more refined form;/it may be possible to genéralize about -
“the possible immediate or future success or survival of perceived

anomalies. The kinds of generalizations that could result from such v

studies might be analogous to Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive - °

disonance which allowed more refined insfkhts into individual attitude

‘
t

change. ' ' ' ' ’

" What is perceived as an anomaly at one:point in time may be the

. tr
rule at another time. The continued discrim_nation of eveuntrs that

-
£

embody the transition have been the subject of is thesis. With even
greater discriminations the models that ev»lv ,ill.aid all concerned
in minimizing the misunderstanding and unpfoddctivity that so often

characterizes scientific controversy. The Baldwin-Titchner debate in

3

the early days of psychologygin the 1900's rep?esents/a controversy
that ﬁay have evolved somewhat dif%erently had more adequate insights

-
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"into the sdc1o—histor1cal aspects been grasped As Krantz (1969) point;\
out, the evolution of the debate was pa;alleled with decrea51ng reliance
on data, with 1ncrea51ng reliance on invective and personal attacks bn d-
_opponents. Insights intd controversy and resistance to-novel ideas
would be useful in monitoring reactions asrwell as anticipating reactions
to the introduction of novel ideas. ! ’ ' . B
One thing is certain: parapdychology in the U.S.S.R. deserves a
.closer look by Western eyes. The'Western parapsychologist cffi&(
benefit tremendously from an indepth study of research in the U.S.S.R‘;:
The interested U.S.S.R. —matcher can regard parapsychology as a unique
and growing phenomena in the Soviet Union And the historian of soc1a1
movements and paradigm change can look more closely at parapsychologyh
in’the U.S.S.R. as a unique example of the absorption of anomalous
material and perhaps as one of many stimuli for paradigm Shlft.'vThe
‘ question then changes from one concerning parapsychology in the U.S.S.R.
to "How does’a new science gain accredltation”' or "What happens to
an innovation? A majorbcon’rinution of parapsychological research to
psychology and science in the L. S ‘'S.R. may turn out to be the attention
it is dﬁawing to t?e circumstances that make a scientific finding .

believable. ~
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lThe term ”parapsychdlogy" and related terms that\ﬁill'be'used in this

_paper are defined in Appendix I.

LY

gA comprehensive hlstory of parapsYchology is lacking. However,
Dr. Michael McVau%h“of ‘the ‘University of North Carolina and Dr. Seymour

'Mauskopf of Duke Unlverslty are presently preparing a. history of

T
v

parapsychology under a grant from the Natlonal Sclenceigoundation

}

3A list of representative 1§vestigat1ve organizatlons of _some of: the

< cduntries of tHE’WQ{ld\iin be found in Appendix II.

AA uSeful ianovation may be found in Brlslin, R W. Back-translation

(Journal of Parpasycholqu, kiiji; 1974 3861, p- 122)

fon)cross—cultural research. Journal of ‘Cross Cultural Psycholqu,

1970, 1(3), p.185-216. e R

5 A R
k There is no evidence to suggest that such cohtroversy has ex1sted An
\ . ’ \

,underdeveloped natlons However, there is qv1dence to suggést that

;phenomena that could be given pa%anoraal 1nterpretat1015 are not
s
© uneommon in ' primlt}ve cultures (Stewart, no date, Van de Castle, 16 74) -

‘ -.1

lt may well be that hypothe51zed psychic abilities are capabilities that

man ha% evolved from as oprsaﬁ “t0 evolv1ng to. This view has drawn

. ; "} b . . . .
'_suppbrt_from at least'pp%vparapsychologist (Vasiliev, 1963). On the

«,.'

o other hand it may beﬂtnat elements of Western culture have limited ~

»

';eontemporary man's sensitivity ih areas of psychic ability. Such' a

[

LIV AR BN
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view would likely demand an hygothes{eed\eultural forgetfolngss and

consequtnt te51stance as suggested by Eisenbud (1967, Chapte%fXIVX.

See”&xti&le by M. ShakhnOV1ch Sots1aln1ye korn1 sulrltisma”'(The

Social Rcots of Sp*rltlsm) V01nstvuyushch1y atelsm, No " 11, 1931’,p.21.

’
&

7In 1875 and 1876 the St Petersburg (now Len}ngrad) periodical Vestanik
vropz (European Messenger) publlshed as dlscu5510n of}ﬁedinmistie-and
spontaneous p51 phenomena (Edltor s Note, 968 p- 337)

8Mendeleev authored a book'bf his'investlgatiéns, Materlaly dlya suzhdenla :

) spiritisme (Materlals for the Appraisal of Splrltualiem), St. Petersburg,

1976 (Vasiliev, 1965, p-39).

\

'9Some experiments of the St Petersburg étdups haye been recorded in{the

Journal of the 50« Soc1etyﬁfor Psychlcal Research (London, England) in

the Annals des Scnence Psychiques (Parls), and ‘in the German maga21ne

Psychische Studien (Leipzig), founded by Mr Aksakov in 1975 (deLor s

S

Note, 1968, p.338). o 3 .¥]

. ; M ~ . )
loProfessor W. F. Barrett who was chiefly'responéible for-the founding
of the S.P.R. in. London, England ido 1882 (Gauld, 1968, p 137) as well as

a similar organization in the United Stifes (Gauld 1968, p- 147) wrote

-~

Enigmatic Phenomena of the Human Psyche whicn was translated into the

A C
Ru551an as Zagadochnye yavleniya chelovecheskoi gsikhiki, Moscow, 1914.

Phantasms of the L1V1ng (2 vols. London, 1886) by E. Gurney, F. W. H.

Myers and F. Podmore was published in Russian as Prlzhiznennye prizraki

i drugivye telepat1chesk1ye yavleniva, St. Petersburg, 1895 (IeodorOVich,

~

1968, p. 16) p. Janet's L' automaclsm psychologiq Pari%,/1889 ‘was

published in’ Russian in #?13 (Vasillev, 1963 p 165) .. ) i
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llV’ M. Bechterev "Experiments on the effects of 'mental' influence on

¥ the behavxor of dogs". Problems in the Study and Training of

ersonalltz Petrograd, 2nd Edition, p-230-265 (Vasiliev, 1963, p.161).
{

12The German version appeared in 1924 in the Zeltschrlft fur ?sychotheraple.

4

The English version (Bechterev, 1949) 'is a translation dlrectly from

[

‘g;ghe German by Dr. Gerda Walther.

13F6r a’report on this presentation see "About Telepathy. First Pubiic .

Experlment Demonstratlng Mental Sending to Sleep and Awakening in the
"y.s.s.R." by K. I. ‘platanov in Vasiliev (1965 p.151-155).

1

V. M. Bechterev "Experiments on the effects of 'mental’. influence on

\

the behav1or ‘of dogs'" Problems in the Study and Training of Person-
o .

alitz; Petrograd an Edition, p.230-265. P. Flecker "Experiments in
' so- called mental suggastlon on 1n1mals s 1bid. p.272. A. G. Ivagov-
. ~N

Smolensky "Experiments in mental suggestion on animals', ibid;, p: 266.

15 | . o | o .
French materlal appeared to be more assessable to Russia at that time.

Also, Vasiliev v151ted the International Metaﬁsychic Institute in
France (as well as the recently founded Institute for Parapsychology

. in Berlin) in the summer of 1928 (Vasillev, 1963 p.4).

6Although Vasiliev writes that the results of this period of almost 51x

©

years of work was embc lied in three reports——The Psychophy51olog1cal

.
Basis of the Phenomena (1934), "Concerning the Physical Ba51s of = =

Mental Suggestion” (1936), and ""The Effects of Mental Suggestion on

[

Acts of Movement' (l937)-—there is no ‘record to my knowledge of_them

being publishedvbefore 1963 in Vasiliev s book which ggpeared in

>

Russian in 1962.  The report'of 1936 was presented_by_l.vF. Tomashevsky

-~
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as a thesis at the Institute for Brain Research.
17 » ’ . ) . ‘ . 1"
A. G. Ivanov—Smolqgskx§¥Optyty.myslennogo vozdeistviya na zhivotnyh

<

(Experiments in the é%nﬁal Influencing of Animals)»in Voprosy izucheniya

i vospltaniya chhnostl (Quest1 Concernlng the Study and Development
%s P

f'?ﬁe Personality) Volume II Petrograd 1920, along with an article

éz V;ﬂgm)Bechterev "Ob opytakh nad myslennym vozdelstv1yem na povedenlye

zhligtnykh" (Experlments on mental' 1nIluenc1ng of the Behav1or of

' Animals). B. Bf Kazhinsky, Peredacha myslei (Thought Transmission),

Moscow, 1923J

< “For example, L. L. Vasiliev,presented.a theoretical paper onAJThe
biophysical foundations of direct thought trahsmiseion" at a pienary;
session of the Society'for Neuroiogy; Reflexology, Hypnotism and'
Biophy31cs (whlch was attached to the Institute for Braln Research) in

1926. The paper expounded a materlalistic approach to the phenomena

and was published, in popular form, in Science News (No. 7, 1926)

(Vasiliev, 1963, p.3). _ » e
- e
. , O an u.i? X . . "
19
L. L. Vas1liev before he d&ed 1n 1966 was Chairman of the Department
e}

-of Physlology at the Unlversztyjof Lenlngrad, a correspandlng member

of the Soviet Academy of Sciences and holder of the Lenin Price.

\

2OMessadiefG. Du Nautilhs (About.the Nautilus). Science et Vie, -

February,.1960, No. 509.

2lVasiliev, L. L. Onﬂthe electromagnetic'radiation of ‘the brain. Paper y

read at the lSth Conference of Science and Technology Age of Wireless,
Journal of the All Union Radio Technologlcal Soc1ety (Vasiliev, 1963

p.l62).
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zch Guzeev. Tomorrow s psychology enxngrad Unlversltz, June 15, 1960

.Interview with B. B. Kazhinsky Science and Life,-1960, No. 11, p.46;

Discussion: Thought transm1551on——1s it p0551QLe 3@% Knowledge is

. B2
 power, 1960, No. 2, P- 18 23.

Interview with Professor, L L. Va3111ev Do psi phenomene exist?

"

‘Shift, January 25, 1961.

3 P

Discussion in Youth and Technelqu, 1961, Nos. 1, 2 and 3.
Tougarln, V. P Thought transference-—again. Knowledge and Power,
1961. No. 7, p.22 (Vasiliev, 1963, P- 161) .. L | .

some of this dlscu351on recorded in- Znanlve—Slla,.l960, No. 12 has been

" translated and appears in Sov1et ‘Review, 1961, 2(8), .p- 4 21.

23The group-included eminent’ sc1entlsts fram_ varlous flelds S. G.
Gellersteyn (professor of psychology, Unlver51ty of Moscow), é T. ¥ ;
'Faddeev (philosopher); D. I. Minza (psychlatrlst), M. S. Smirnov
(Labdratory of Visdon,»Institute of Problemsvof‘Informetion

Transmission, 17.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences, Moscow), E. K. NaumovV

(Ryzl, 1969, p.43).

2b¢ .o also a report on Edward Naumov's travels from the Baltic to Siberia

and his acceptance by & wide variety of academicians in Parapsychology

Review May-June, 1972, 3(3),-p- 27.

25The Internatlonal Journal of Parapsych ogz_edited a special 1ssue on’

"parapsychology -in the U S.S.R." (1965, 7(4)). Many of the articles

which are translations ef Russian publications are related to DOP .

v
~ phenomena.

'iﬁSee for example Hodgson, R. On'vision with sealed and bandaged eyes.

~
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Journal of the Soc1ety for Psych1cal Reseétth 1884 l;'84—86. Jules

Romains (Pseudonym) publlshed Eyeless Sight in France in"1920.
J .
Similarly, Mesmer's followers suggested that thelr mag ‘wtized patieﬁts

Qere able to read while bllndfolded and that their v151on had been .

‘

s

‘ftransferred to their flngertlps or other parts of thelir body (Ryzl,

o

1970, p.154). See. also, Osty, E. Supernormal Facultles in Man.

_ London. Methuen, 1932; D Hettinger, The Ultra—Perceptlve Facul‘y_ @
London: Riders, 1941 (Ph D. the51s, Unlver51ty of London)

i ]
'27Poznanskaya, N. B. Skin sensitivity to infrared and visible rays.

’

. Byulleten Eksperimental 'noy Biologii 1 Meditsigz_(Bdlletin of

Experimental Biology and Medlclne), 1936 2 No 5.

Peznanskaya} N. B. -Skin sensitivity to v151ble and

v

Fiziologicheskiy Zhurnal SSSR (USSR Phy51ology Journa~

fgerared irradiation.

y, 1938, 24, No. &4.

Poznanskaya, N. B., Nikitskiy, N. N., Kolodnaya, Kh. Yu., & Shakhnazar'yan,

T. S. Skin sensitivity to visible and 1nfrared rays. Shornik Dokladov

vi Vsesoyuznogo S'yezda Fiziologov (Collection of the Reports of the

Sixth All—Union'Congreés of Physioloéists). Tbilisi, 1937, p.307“312.

(Razran, 1966, 13; Naumov, 1971, 44-45).
v - ~

.Khovrin, A. TI. Redkarla ferma giperstezii. vysshlkh organov chuvstv.

Voprosy nervno—psikhicheskoivmeditsiqx, 1898, Nos. 3 and 4 (NOV0m81Sk11,

1963) .

.
> BN

28Published'in Leont'ev, A. N. Problemy razvitIie~psikhiki (Probiems of
Mental Development). Moscow: APN RSFSR (Academy of Pedagogicél o
Sciences), 1959, p.53-127. For a report'of the experiments referred

to see Razran, 1966, p9 - : x
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29.

Chéirman of the'All Unrion Soc1ety of Psycholog

1

Academy of Pedagoglcal Sc1ences, Chairman of the Department Of

3

Psychology, Universu:y ,of ‘*1oscow and ﬁ&er of the Lenin prize.

<

30Bongard M. M.
BiOlelka, 1965,
Nyuberg, N. D.
Priroda, 1963;
Novomeysky, A,

T

Voprosy fllosof

!

10(1), 148- 156@
'Sight' in flngers
No.JS, p.61-67.
S. The role of derma -optical sen51t1vfty in cognit

i1, 1963, No. 7, 131-139. $fj'

Goldberg, I. Y.

The phenomena of Rosa Kuleshova In-G. Z%?irova

—optlcheskoy chuvstv1tel nost1 (Problems of dermo—

Problemy kozhno
sensitivity).
edagoglchesky

%;dagogical Ins

Vasiliev (19655
him by Drs. Shi
-as well as an ©
Russian psychia
See also‘Teodor
Moss (1971)? pa
7(4), whole iss

32For experimenta

pal-tsami. Nau

Ucheniye zapiski, 33, Sverdlovsky.gqsudarstvennyy

institut (Scientific Bulletin, 33 Sverdlovsk State

titute). ‘ =

°

pages 155-156 also reports of a case communicated

lo and Lapitsky of the Polotsky Psychiatric Hospita

/
bservatlon by Dr. S. S. Korsakov, the well known

trist.

ovich (1967) pages 20-21; szl (1970) pages 154-1573

ge 42* Internatlonal Journal of Paransychol Hi 1965,

ue.

- g ) . -
i C e L .m0 . o TN
and Smirnov, M. S The % i ision'. B Kules%a.

47

" -
1°t§< member of Soviet

ion.

(ed.)

ptiéal

to

1,

.

1 détaillsee Novaneiskii, A.»J..fRaspoznavanie tsveta

va i zhizn, 1963, No. 2; Novaneiskii, A. S. Ruki vidiat.

Sovetékii Soiuz

1963, No. 4.
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. LR . ¢
3BSee also Teplov, L. Clairvoyance. Uralskiy ratochiv, Fetruary 25-27,
DA

1964; Teplov, L. Clairvoyance? "1 don't beiieve it. Literaturnaya

'y
gazeta, April 25, 1974.
o

3[’See also Nyuberg, N. D. Seeing with the fingers, and the Clairvoyance

of L. Teplov. Priroda, 1964, ‘To. 6, p.74-76.

/3SSee footnote 34.. . ‘ ) B

&y

36Although it is.cohveqient to use the Uns;, the similarities between

the U.S;, Western Europe, Canada, Japan, India in parapsychological

research allows a broader comparison. In other words, U.S. research

v

can be considered representative of "Western" oriented countries.

37. ’ ‘ v .
Stevenson, lan. ~Some new cases suggestive of reincarnatlon.

| .
Journal of the American Society for Psggﬁ&pal Research, l974 68(1),
. i

p.58-90.

38The term 'parapsycholqu"has been used recently in a highly respect-

able journal in the U.S.S.R. (Zinchenko et al., 1973). This article

is peculiar in that Western terminology is used throughoot;

39This'does not mean that U-.S. parapsychologiérs hagq.not enthusiastically
investigated'physical correlatgs of psi phenomena. Ulliman, Krippner,
and Honorton as well as independent res searchers such as Rex Stanford
and G.uPraLt ar”tho Universgity of Virginia, to mention a few, have
assoc1ated psi with an objectlve brain‘state (i.e., alpha brain rhythms)

ee Ullman, M., Krippner, S., and Vaughan, A., Dream Telepathy, 1973).

ver, overall the U. S. researchers have tended to minimize the

interrelationship of psi and the physicalvbrain.

. -
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4ODr. Van de Castle, then bresident of the Parapsvchological Association,

mentloned the overemnhasis on data gathesgng at the meetlng of the

Amgglcan Association for the Advancement of Sc1ence in 1970 (Tietze,
1971,°p.21).

AlSee fdr example the work with the popular subject, “ulagina (Eerbert,

1972 1973, Ppratt, J.G., and Keil, H. & J.» 1973).

42One exception may be’g recent jOurnal jn Czechoslovakia. (See
_Parapszchology Teview, January-February, 1972, p. 12) A journal_that

probably reports more Soviet bloc articles in parapsycholbgy is an
N ' : J‘

Ehglish journal entitled Journal of Paranhvsics.

43Feyr of the most promlnent journals in che West are Journal of
Péragszchologv (published bv the Parapsycbologlcal Assoc1at10n (PA)),

Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research (New York),

Journal of the Society for’ Psxchf&al Research (London), and the

‘International Journal of Parapsychology (stopped publlcatlon in 1968

and became Pszchic). Howeve:; there are numerous others.

o

/ . S~ .
-44 . ! . e e . _—y
For example, I nave nmot run across any gtudies that utilize 1nferentialf¢

i arigtical models.

Sctuie H. PK experiments with animals as subjects. Journal of
Paraps: .. lO8Y» 1970, 34(4), p.255-261. -
Scouten, - A. A psi experlment with mice in a dual choice’ design

woth positivq,relnforcement. Research Letter of the Paraosychologigg_

Q}visioa of the Parapsychokogxeal Laborato_XJ University of‘Utrecht,

Marc: t972, p.ls-z.a.' . , i

Ir sct in the last nine issues of the Journal of Parapsychology .



'uinon—anlmal experiments—-17, animal experlments——lz nonexperimental

" “theoretical papers—-1.

(35(&) 1971 to 37(&) 1973) the artlcles can be classified as follows:

150

A N

&61 gratefully acknowledge the influence of David L. Krantz's views on

‘ﬁ':
. )

Vi
P

thléfconcept1on.- Personal communlcatlon with Dav1d L. Krantz (1971)

\ .N_. : @ i

AﬂTh1§ postulate is not accepted by all parapsycholog1sts in the U.S.S-R.

DY (1968) for. example relates several experrrents that utillze

a. Lnfotmation and communicatlon model that appears to 1ncorporate

-

electromagnetic transmission properties. v, M. Bechterev proposed

. 3
the electromagnetic hypothesis. (Vasiliev, 1963, p.13). This support was

1

continued by B. B.-Ka21nsky. Vasiliev. (1965) dlscussed the electro— %

i

magnetic hypothesis, (p 136-145). Accordlng to him there are two sets

of data ‘that contradict the electromagnetlc hvpothe51s (1) The strength

of electromagnetic fields generated by the blocurrents of the functioning

'brain is very “low and cannot account for the phenomena of telepathy;

- ‘See for example v. K Arkadlev "ob elektromagnltnoy gipoteze. peredachi

myslennovo vnushenla' (On the Electromagnetlc Hypothe51s of the
5,

Transm1351on of Mental Suggestion) Zhurnal prikladnoy lelkl, I- (1924),

p.215. (ngExperiments (Va5111§v 1963, 1965, p.l43- 144) suggést that
'jl'

shieldlng doés not hlnder Qﬂ% ansmiss1on of thought Thls view is

becoming more aCCgPtable even though B. B. Kazlnsky 1n Peredacha mysley

(4

"(Thought Transmission) Moscow, 1923, and‘dn Biologlscheskaya radiosuyaz

Fe

']l . ,A "' )
(Biologigal "Radio Communicatlon) Ltev, 1962, suggests that shleldlng /'
does ihhlbit”transmission. Pk 3

-~

e ]
T§iis does not mean that, Western Science has or can remain independent

J%“political phllosophy. Krauss (1972) in discussing Social psychology
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in the U.S.S.R. makes the point‘that "...a belief that Western Social
science has managed in some sense to remain 'ideology free'" is

"untenable (p.S). He goes on to seégest”that fit can eaeily'be
demonstrated that Westerm social science has traditionaily been framed

-

in terms of. prevailing political jdeology, has gained material support

because of* itshcompatability with such ¥qctrine, and has frequently

-~ gerved to reinforce and extend interests g%ne ted by'ideolbgical

concerns’ (p.5).
49 ' s . : LoE '
A Soviet definition elted by Wetter (1962, 66) .

50The Journal of Perapsycholqu‘(f965) published the trenslations of

~“guch a cc -roversy that appeared in the Russian press. Appears under

the title “Parapsychology in the Russian Press". International Journal

of Parépsfcholqgi»(l965, 7, (4)) have translated some Russian

" articles relevant to the controversy.

51See for example: Sy | - L f

1. Eastman, M. Opt—n

for Psychical Research

2. The work of Charles Tart w1th R A. Monroe referred to in the-

introduction oﬁdﬂﬁproe, R. A. Journeys out of the body, Garden City,

N.Y.: Doubl‘@&y ,‘%571 ,,3,_;

R
3. _The many bogkk of Rg?ert Crookall on the subject

G
- f\‘-

b More reCentLy; n the past few years. American Soc1ety for .Psychical
. g .

.
, >

. v ,
' Research has been undertaking an elaborate and extensive invest—

,igation of the subject under the direttorsh{p of Dr. Karlis OSis

v "t\;

52 For a summary of some. interpretations and hypotheses put forward in the




U.S;S.R., see Kogan (1967).

[y

-

e this was Drobably the Second
l
y in the world--the flrst being establis

©

‘53It is Derhaps 1nteresting to note tha
government funded laborator hed
in Holland. g‘
“»- E C et
54For the confirmathn of these names, seé Herbert (1969) and the

bibliographlcal references offered in this thESlS : _ N

L.
3
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APPENDIX 1
* DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
tions marked by a star (*) are taken from the glossary of

and L.A. Dale Parapsvchologv Sourc¢es of Tnformation (compiled

‘-under the auspices «of the American Society for Psychical Research)

.

" Metuchen, New Jersey: Scarecrow, Press, 1973. : \

All definitions markedsb; a double star (**) are taken from the slossary
of a \1974 issue oft the Journai of Pavapsychologv

Definitions taken from other sources have the referexue 1mmediately
following the dgfinitién. ' li_ . " . ' ' i |

*ANPSI._ Psi in ani;als} See ;lso Psi*trailing.

¥APPARITION.

See Phantasmf

N

R : _ « o
~ *APPORT (rioun) . The arrival of an object in a.closedroom, indicating

4‘/ !

LIS

Al

[ out of the-body experiences o ‘ ’ )
. - 4 . - cu
l*‘ASTRAL PROJECTION See out- of/-the body expetience , .
. . ST : . . { .
, ﬁAUTOMATgC WRIIIS‘ : ”;é;ing that Iﬁ\not qnder the consﬁiouq control of.
. 7':1‘ . }, e _',. . - o ‘\ ' '.; D
- the yriter. ™ m~ ST LT, R
L e wrten S e IR
*AUTOSCOPY. The act of weedry one s double, or one s body as if fjfm E
a point out51de'tﬁé center'of consciousness. e
l*BILOCATION!f The expprience of qeeming to .be in two different locatidns

o

- Ea \ . ) ' . .
the apparent passage of ma}ter‘through matter. 'Also, .the object

~ : . ‘ - . . - Rl
- Mf, . i T ) )

o .

‘ . . i ) o - S
*ASTRAL BODY... Primarily.a theosophicgl term for ﬁhe "doubY¥a" or replica

of:thé self, which.is‘said»to*leaVé the. physical body as in '

at the same time.

N o

oo @

-4
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BIOCOMMUVICATIGV “Soviet term for telepathy.
BIOE?E&QFTICS (also BIOEVERGY; .Sovie; term for‘psychokinesis;
BIOINFORHATION Soviet term comparable to Darapsvcholdgy Seeaalso
. PSYCHOTRONICS. |
"BIOINTROSCOPY (also’INTROSCOPY). Soviet term for clairvoyance.

-4
BIOLOGLCAL RADIO. Soviet term for‘telepathy.

V-

BIOPHYSICAL EFFECT. Soviet term for dowsing.

BRAINBROADCASTING. 0ld Soviet term for tele%f;hy.

. [
f*CLAIRVOYANCE. Extrasensory perception of objects or objective events.

*COLLECTIVE HALLUCINATION. An nallucination experieqced simultaneou!f&,

’ ¢+
by jyo or, more persons who are .together at the time. See also
¥ 3 . - ' .

.’

*CRYPTESTHESIA j;}:‘\sgnﬁi‘nym for ESP (coined by Rlchet)

, S
*CRYSTAL—GAZINGZ See SCRYING.
= .
*DEATHBED EXPERIENCE. Apparent awaredess of the presence of deceased

loved. ones or & sgate of- =xaltation on‘the"paft 'of a*lying person.

" . »
*DEJA VU, An illusxon of memory in which a new event f@els as it

£ A
PR

o « R “ ek ' -
.o had been experlenced before ' ,} . Ca b

' £ A . )
*DISSOCIAIIOV TA splltalng of thd self such that one part behaves

- '1hdependehtly of the other, each functlonlng as a separate Uﬁlt

e, See algb ALTERED ‘STATE or CQNSCIOUSVEss

i L - , « R o S
* ¥DOWS . NG.. _‘The usé of a divfnihg‘%od :fo;ked twlg or other 1netrumenc)

v "

)
4

N to locate underground water ot Hidden objech by means of
, }

4

fo\}oi/pg the dlrectlon in- ~h1Ch the rod gerslste in turnlng,

See alsc AUTOMATISW PENDULUM..

‘
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. NENTAL-SU%@ESTION. 0ld Soviet- term for £elepathy

S
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»

**ESP (Extrpsensory Perception). Experience of, or response to, a target

object, state, event, OT influence without sensory contact.

(Inc#udes telepa

)

thy, clalrvoyance and orecognition.l

*FIRE-T!CMUNITY. The abilify to come into direct contact Wlth fire or '

red-hot ceals wi
*GPOSSOLALIA. Speakin
*HAUNTING; The more o0
assbciated with

‘ actibity of.dece
"INTROSCOPY (also BIOI

#LEvITATION. The rais

paranormal. means.

*LUMINOUS PHENOMENA.

'fexglicable origi

r0r ecstatlc ‘stat
A

*MATERIALI?ATION. _A manifestaglon of DhySlcaf medlumshlu in which human

forms or objgcts

allegedly parano

-

theu: ieing burned.
g oL ”;seudq—tongues.” See also ZENOGLOSSY.
r less regular o€currence of hallucinatory bhenomena

S ' ‘ . :
a particular place and usually attributed to the

4
ased spirits. : . ¢
NTROSCOPY). Soviet term for clalrvoyance ’ i

ing of objects-of bodiestin the air bv supposedly

e

The appearance of“luminoné substances with no

n, usual@y associated with physical«mediumshiD
¢ o N -

es. ) ~

o

B

become‘/lslble in apparently sdlld form by
N

-

rmal meane i
tj/ . ) L v 4 5

*MEDTUM, MENTAL. A person “who regularly receives messages purportlng to

.come frpm tnngeceased and transm;ts them to.the living.

" XMEDIWM, PHXSICAL,

k’

ooty

;parauprmdl gee also AP?O‘L'“LEVITATIOV ‘TMEERIALIZATIOV

LR

'

bf other pe;sons,'to produce phyblcal effects alleged'to\be

ﬁ
A person who sits regularly, usually with a group

'

' s

*METAPHYSICS Synonym for pSVCth&l research (qp {ned by Richet)

r 2

¢

0

*OUT ~OF, THE%BODY EXPERIFNFE The experlence, which can be either

spontaneous or induced of seeming to be in a place separate from

}



S *PHANTASM QggﬁﬁE DEAD. *-An appearance suggesting ‘the presence of & person
N ' k]

C gy
N Y -~
. »-% - A

4

'1 *EZLTERGtIST Poltervelst phenom 04 - 1nvolve the uncxplalnad movement

one's physical body.
xPK. See PSYCHOKINESTS-<T : S

PARADIAGVOSTICS Denotés medical diagnosis based on clairvovance,

w1thout contact w1th the patient (Zinchenko et al., 1973, p.-5).

PARAMEDICINE A field close to parapsychology, concerned with methods

N

.treatment for which we have no explanation (Zinchenko et al.,
B " - . ‘ - ) R N -
p.3). T r

“ o

» \
v N \

*PARA L. A synonvm for psi, pSVCth, or parapsycholochal: bevond

"

_ftlior b881d€ (¢ para") .what shbuld occur 1£ only the normal laws ot
cause and ef ect are operatx@é

‘*PARAPSYCHICAL. A synonym for paranormal

**PARAfSYCHICAL (Parapsycholgﬁical). Attrlbutable to psi.y

**PARAPSYCHOLOGX The branch of seiehce that deals w1th p51'cdmmunication,'

“i. e, behavioral or personal.exchgnges with the environmentjwhi;h
a.,-

(/'(

. -
~

aré. eXtrasensorlmotor——not d ndent on the senses and muse&e@

’

-

*PERGIPIENT.  A:subject in an:ESP test, or & person who has a sppntaneous

“psi experlence S o B I :
_ , ; . : S
: N - - .

# o C -

{or ‘animal) who is no’longer living:- ;" : o8
*PHALTASW QF THE LIVING An appea:ance suggéétiﬁg the presence ol a

diving pe§§on (or anlmal) who, is not there

'.").
P

- = . H v

2 - v

or breakage of objects, ntc., and often sp&m “to centgr around thL'

S 7

“presence of’én adoleécentglthcy differ from hauntlngs in rhat

apparitions . are rarely seen. * “

4 . . . : .
‘?POSSESSION. A.state in which a persoﬁ*s organism appears to be nnder

:

the control. of another center of tonsciousness.

&,
&



o

K

*POST~MORTEM COMﬂUNICATION

to a llVlng person,

usually through a mediym.
**PRECOGNITION

Qredlctlon of random future events the. occurrence of
\\N// which cannot be 1nferred from present knowledge
R?SCOPY

Soviet term for precognition.
*PROXY SITTING

A mediumistic sitting in whic

receive communications is represe

h-the pE?%on desiring to
at -the sitting

**PSI. A general te

ntéd by someone else, @ pfoxy,

rm tao idertify a person's extrasensorimotor
communication with the environment
*PSI-MISSING

Psi includes ESP and’PK. .
The use of 'psi sc that the target the subject is trylng
to hit is missed more o%ten than weuld be exp
were operating

ectedq if only chance
See also SECONDARY EFFECT
**PST PHENOMENA Qccurrences whic

\
They include the

and PK.> ' [/'

h result from the operation of psi.
phenomeng of both Esg (including orecognition)

-

*PSI- TRAILING

A form of anp31 in which a pet finds its aner

dlstant locatlon where it haq never beenibefcre
*PSYCHIC’PHOTOGRAPHY

in a
The paranormal prOJGCt101 of mental 1mageq on
. photographlc plates or film. See also SPIRET PHOTOGRAPHY
*PQYCHICAL RESEARCH. 5@} study of phenomena which cannot be explaand
A_L‘in térms of establmshed phy<1cal nr1nc1ples; older term for . .
. parapo;ohology. S ! e o :
r : ” T ' \:%ib '
PSYCHbENERGETICS SOJlet term for parapgychology
*PSYéHOKINESIs:iPK)._ :

1he dlrect 1nflucnce of mlnd on maLter

N 4

173

A communication allegedly, from a deceased

4

N
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**PGYCHOKIWESIS {(PK). The extramotox'asﬁect of p51; é'difect (i.e.,
‘mental but non?Lscular) 1nfluence exerge& by the subject on-an
external phy51;al procagq, condltlén, or object. g //’

*PSYCHOMETRY ObJect readlng, or the ablilty of some med iums and -
sensltlves to: d1v1ne the‘h;gggzy of or events connected wlth‘a'
-material obJect when holding 1t ‘ .~ ' :

" PSYCHOTRONICS. Soviet term sometlmes equated with parapsychoiogy ;>
(Zinchenkq eq;al., l97§, p.5). Sergeyev (19743‘p.57) offers the

.fbliowing~défihitid%: A region of knowledge concerned with the

study of objective laws goverming the conversion of the energy of

- a.l

’ 2 -
mental activity into other-forms of energy. -.Consequently,

psychotroniq§ investigates not only the inter-action of energy
.. over distances.-between p.ople but also between people and animals,

<

plants, or obsects.

*RECIPROCAL HALLUCINATION. An: halluaﬁwanégg eLements of which are shared ;
by two persons out of sensory f%qge of each other. $ee also ,
COLLECTIVE. HALLUCINATION. |

*REIVCARNATIOV A form of survival in which the mind, or some aspg

4 ’)

of it, of a deceased 1nd1v1dual is reborn in another body.

"*RETROCOGNITION. Kuowledge of a past event which coul&-hot have been

obtained‘by normal means. See JlSO PR hLOGVfTIOV PSYCHOWEIRY

,#SCRYING; The use of'a crystal or other brlght reflectlng surface upon e
o , ] . , . v . “ -
whlch to pfO]QLt halluc1natorw 1magus,-e .g. crystal bazxng R

*SENSITIVE? A person who is‘”psyéhic," that is, who has frequent psi
é . . N ) N « - . .
‘experiences and ‘can at times ihduce them at will; similar tosa

medium, cxcept that commgnicétions purporting to come from

It
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deceased are ysually not involved. See also MEDIUM.

*SHEEP-GOAT EFFECT. The relgtionship between belief in ESP and ESP

) tending to score above chance

-

scoring level, helievers {sheep

and disbeliewers (goats) at or belou-chance.

‘,#SITTING. " An interview with a medium or sensitive for the nurpose of

s from the deceased or other types of psi inform-

obtaining message
ation. - . =

The supposedl paranormal pearance of written messages
P y P &

.‘J"

*SLATE WRITING.

on slates in the presence of a medlum 5

*SPIRIT COMMUNICATION. A communication, usgf}ly obtalned through a

v ,
medium, purporting to come from a deceased personality.

*SPIRIT PHOTOGRAPHY The pro;ectlon_of images, usually self-portraits,
.4

¢ .
on film or photographlc plqtes allegedly accompllsh&d by the

activity of deceased persons.

*SPIRITUALISM. Doctrines and practices_‘

’ -
of death ig a reality and that communication betws

and the deceased occurs, ‘usually via mediumship.

*STAGE TELEPATHY.' The . use of varlous methodq of 51mulat1ng telepathy,
i 5 31 X .
usually devised by mag1c1ans for the purposes of entertainment.

ion by suggestion of bllsters or other cutaneous

#STIGMATA. The procict

. changes on the feet, hands, or elsewhere on the body of the
' . . .
- sub]e t. ¢ R : )

*SUPEPVORHAL LOGVITION A syadnym for psi (coined by_Oéty):

t-an acausal

~

L *SYNCHROVTCTTY Termncolned b] Jung to 1nd1cate tha

.

princ1p§e could account for psi occurrenteq, or, as he preferred

" to call them,g”meandngful c01nc1dences,,
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z

- R . Y : ~ .
*¥TENEPATHY.  Extrasensory perception of the mental state or activity

of anaother person.
#

*TRANCE. A dissociated state characterized t lack of voluntary movement
. . in which various forms of automatism are expressed; usdally’

;, exhibited under hynnotic or mcdiumisticicqnditions. See also
’ 4 .
ALTERED STATES OF COVSCLDU%WESS .

. r, ‘JA_

*TRANSFIGURATION. The alleged capacity, usuallv medrumlstlc, of taking

-

on recognizable bodily charactegristics of deceased persons.. -

-

UNORTHODOX IALING. Healing effected by non-medical techniqugs (such
as prayer, the "laying on of hands,'" etc.) and inexplicable in

ki

termé of Dre%eét -day medical science.
*VERIDICAL DREAM. A dream presumotlelv oaranoféal in that it c0rresponds
in some of its details with events beyond the d;eamer s sensory ,
. range. ;
;WATER WITCHING.  Sée DOWSING. N o -

*XENOGLOSSY. The ability to speak in a language normally unknown to the

speaker. Seqvaiso GLOSSOLALIA. ° LN
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APPENDIX 2

PARTIAL LIST OF REPRESENTATIVE INVESTIGATIVE'

ORGANIZATIONS OF SELECTED COUNTRIES

The following is a list of some of the main reaearch organizations
around the world. This list is by. no means lntended to 1nclude all.
research orgaﬁizations;. Research ceneers of the USSR have been
excluded since thev are listed separately 1n the main bodv ofifhls

P
thesis (see Table 1).

International

Parapsychological Association (P.A.). Affiliated with the American .

~Association for ‘e Advancement of Science since 1969. N

United States ) x

American Socilety for Psychical Research (ASPR)
5 West 73rd Street
New York, New York 10023

,Division of Parapsvchology
Department of Psychiatry .
University of Virginia Medical Center
Charlottesvill, Virginia 22901

Dream Laboratory C ) -
Department qf Psychiatry . ] S
Maimqnides;ﬁedical Centre 2, . -
%802 Tenth Avznue '

Brooklyn, New York 11219 ' -

Foundatlon for Research on the Nature of Man (FRNW)
Box .6847" o ]
College Station L . T

Durham, North Carolind 27708 I ) S

Ins;itute for Parapgychology . . . S
Box 6847 ‘

College Station .

Durham, North Garolina 27708
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rParapsychology Foundation
29 West 57th Street

New York, New York 10019
Psychical Research Foundation (PRF) - o B
Duke Station . ’ ‘ S
Durham, North Carolina 27706

Britain
Soc1ety $or Psychlcal Research (SPR)

1, Adam and Eve Mews : » o T
London W8 6UQ England

.

Institute of Psychophysical Research
118 Banbury ‘Road
0xford, 0X2 6JU -

England - _ v§§>

v N

. Paraphysjical Laboratory
Downtdn, o
. Wiltshire, England K : _ .

PN

iy
7

. India st B f@
~Deﬁartment of Psvchology and Parapsychology : '

Andhra University . ~*n(i} '
Waltair V1sakhepcam 3, Indla BRSNS '
India Institute of Parapsychology

Allahabad, India "

Germany; i

Insfitute Fur Grenzgebiete der Pecychologie (Institute for border areas
of Psychology): : ‘

! 78 Hreibyrg in Bredsgan : \
Eichhalde 12, West Germiii ‘

]

. : Netherlands , “ o
Parapsychological Division of ‘the Psychological Laboratofy

. Varkenmarkt 2
Utrecht, The N°therlands
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a2 ' . France
Ensemble de Recherche et d' Entralnement Telesthesie
Paris, France

i

Institut Metapsych1qd§ International

Paris, France e \; g ' p
Switzerland
Vereinigung fur'Parapsychologie ' - (
) o % 7 N -

South African Society for Péjchical Research
Johannesburg, South Africa -

Denmark

(Danish SPR) Selskabet for Psykisk Forskning

SRR '?dtaly

e ., ol . ’ >
I R TS S 4 ‘ i

Inallan Soc1ety of Psychlcal Research

Brazil

Soc1edale de Investigacoese Estudos Parapsicologicos (Soc1ety for
] Parapsychologlcal Inzﬁbtlgatlons and Studles)

Rua Guilherme Rocha 946 “iy

Fortaleza, Ceara

3r321l
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APPENDIK 3
EXAMPLES OF DATA FROM SOVIET PST EYPERIMFWTS N TABULAR FORM

3
5

. e e . \\
Experimental results for long- and short-range Lransmisslons.

. Experiments . E 5 13 S
S : - by H | "
Type of Experiments 8 ou L s o
' £ SE BB~ |
_ 5 leg lg ~jes
W =5 0 Wl e ‘ U~
9] 0Ow | ©® E o U &
— = .,-Qrp Al oA ;! .
= DA olE B B O
. N . . \ﬁ\& -
“11. Kkion with objects 4 3.3) 1]0.05
g . at short distances ' *
2. ‘Suggestion of images 5 17 3] 0.1 .
" at short distances ‘
. [|'3. Suggestion of’ lmiges 0.6 600 lO; ﬂ7'- 5 "0.06v
~at long distance 0.5 {3000 10 %7 ) 60. 1 0.005
Transmission of images, 0.57 4000 103 | p8* | 80 OTEEESN ’
| 17 |4000 103

..at long distances

4 L'SO)\ 0.00L

*

(from Velinov, 1968, p.%ZS

/
/
LT . 3 ;
. !
r ) ' i

Lo [
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A 7 3 : - 1824
' w * APPENDIX 4 ,
'RAW DATA FOR GRAPHS IN FIGURE NUMBERS 3 AND 4 '
P o ‘ T )
’ ]
Breékdowﬁ of* entries in Naumov, E.K. and Vilenskaya, L.V.y Soviet 3
.- - v N ' -

v - / . we .
" Bibliography on Parapsychology (Psgchoenergetics) and Rélated Subjects,
% - ) . ; v :

~

,;'l‘,&o_sc‘:ow, 1971, - h . T -
' -  Entries - .
‘,‘Ye.aar. .é. B ——! A T :
’ ~'Par‘apSyChorlogy R_eléﬁed Subjects. - Total
1971 5 26 C1e . , 42
1970 20 - T a9 I A
1969 | . 42 s | 92
1968 | Cw " 49 G~ 93,
o967 [ 37 v s 72
- 1966 { | &7 37 . . S' 29 N , | 66
1965 is | 47 65
1964 ' S22 : 37 R 59
1963 o 12 < 36 - 48~
1962 o ;i' “ ‘ ‘11 T , 3% ~
1961 s .1 e 10
1960 7 4 11
1959 2 5 7
1958 |. R 6 7
1957 | ¥ - 2 ; 3
1956 * / 1 ! 2
Cocess | o o
152 |1 | o .1
1948 DS 1 2
1947 | 0 2 ” 2
: 1944 3 " o 3
* 1942 @ 1. .1 2
1938, ! S B! ’ -
- E




~

-~

Year

Entriés

4

N\

Paragsycﬁoiogy

. Relatef Subjects
Lo

s Total .

© 1937
- 1936
1933
1931
1930
1928
1927 .
1926
1924
1923
1922
1921
1920
1915
. 1914
1913,
1908
1902
1898

No Date |

1
2
4l
:

P S

N

2
3
1
2
2
1

-

3
4
3
3
2
2
4
1
1
1
3
1
1
6
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APPENDIX 5
RELEVANT SOVIEL BOOKS ON_ PARAPSYCHOLOGY

\

4

'Adabashev, I. Oh the.Edge‘of Mystery. Moscow: rrofizdat, 1962.
<

-

.Bechterev, V.M. Experiments on the effects of mental iqflﬁence on

-

, .
" the behavior of dogs. In Problems in the Study ‘and Traiﬁing of

.‘Persohalitz, Petrcgrad 2nd- Edition, 1920, PP, 230- 265 (This
book conﬁaims'other papers on parapsychology by (1) P. Fleckso-

i p 272 (2) A.G. Ivanov- Smolensky, P 266 )

Biriukov,»D:A. Physlology against religion and myst1c1sm. Mcscow:

Znanie;‘l965,

Dvinsky; E. Durov and his-performing animals. Moscow: Foreign Language

Press (FEnglish) T : | : -

Fedoseev, E N., et al. (eds. ) Philosophical problems in the physiolqu

of higher nervous act1v1ty and&psy hology. MOSCOW' Academy of

Sciences, 1963, P- .384, 703 704 713.

Gouliaev, P.I. The. electrical activity of the human cerebral'cortex.
: T o~

Leningrad- University Press, 1960.

-

E Culyayev, P.I. Elektricheskiye protsessy kory golovnogo mozga cheloveka

|
- (Electrical processes in the human ‘cortex).

, Inyushin, V. M., Grishchenko, v.S., et al. On the biol::!‘al essence

C -

of - the'ﬁirlian effect (concept of biological plasma) Alma-Ata:
. i

Kazak State Kirov University, 1968. : !

- ) A

Kazhinskiy, B.B. Transmission of thought. Mcscow, 1923.

Bl

'Kaihinskiy,»B.B. Biologicheskaya radiosvyaz (biological radio

. communications). Kiyev, I2d-vo, AN Ukr SSR, 1962.
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‘ Ketik,AI.Ghl Direct transmission of thought. Moscow, 1912. s

Leont'ev, ‘A.N. Problems of mental development. 'Moscow: RSFSR Academy

of Pedagégical Sciences, 1959, p.53-127, 138-140.
: : ,

Mardershterh, I.G. Reflection of the physiological theory of the,

. brain in llterary wrrtlngs Tashkent "Medgiz, 1962,

(')”

~Novomensky, A.S. jed ) ,Materialzrlssledovanlya kozhno-optlchesqu

chuvstuitelnésti (materlals on research of the skln—optrc sense).

Chelyablnsk uU.S. S R. ¢ Pedaggglcal Instltute, 1965.

Novomensky, A. $ (ed ) Voprosy komplesksnogo 1é/;edoyan1ya kozhno-

,,..A

e . opcxcheskoy chuvquutelnostl (questlons OJ complex research ‘ggthe

skinfOpticvsenseg‘ oSverleVSk U S.S. R.. Pedagoglcalﬁlnstitute,
ST t

. ] .
o, . - o

ptromagnetic f1elds and livr@g%?ature. Moscow.-

P «'es U.S.S.R., Science. Publlshlng, 1968

ggggrs of Czech dnd foreign authors. Prague. Svoboda, 1970.

3 ‘.

xRejdak, ﬁdenek (ed ) Telepatie a jésnovidnest (telepathy and clairupy—

ance)."Prague: Svoboda, 1970. R f{\\v .

. Rejdak Zdenek &‘Drbal; Karel. Psychotronics. Prague, 1970.

BN : : RS _ :
'Romanenko A s & Sergeyev, G. Questions of the applied analysis of

.chance processes. Woscow’ éoviet Radio‘?ublishing, 1968,

Sergeyev, G., Pavlova, L., Romaneﬁko, A: A statistical method of .

e ¥ -,

research of the human EEG. Leningrad: Academy of Science U.S.S. R.,

Science Publishing, 1968.
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‘Slobodniak, " -Pszchotheran, suggestlon and Lypn051s Kiev,

Gosmedizdat 1963 (Includes telépathy )

Vasiliev, L. L Tain stvenner yavleniya chelovechesk;z_gslkh1k1

(mysterlous phenonena of the human psyche) Hoskva, Gos. izd~vb

S
polltlcheskoy 11teratury, 1959, Translated New Hyde Park N.Y
- . ‘ .

s

Unlversity Book &965

~

Vasiliev, L. L. Ekgperlnental nyye 1ssledovanlzg nlslennogo vnushen;z_
!

}9kper1menﬁal studles in mental suggestlon) Woskva, 1zd -vo.

Lentngradskogo unlver51teta, 1962 Translated as EQF&EE?tS.iﬂ

mental suggestion, Hampshlre, England Gally Hill Press, 1963.

Vasiliev L. L Vnuschenlye na rasstoyan11 (suggestlon at a, dlstance)

Hqvaa, Gos izd-vo polltlcheskoy litﬂéatury, 1962.

rd

For. a comprehens iv

v

. psycbology, see Naumov (1971).

e/ilstlng of Soviet publicatlons deallng with para—"'

-
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Breakdown of engries in Na qv
/i‘& ;

’Bibliography on Parapsyphologi‘cﬁsjgﬁgg
ca Pl

Moscow, 1971. o s

RO TP RN
— — '. » } ‘ z .‘-'r\ L »
. e |. T Ftbqﬁency Cqﬁﬁt
'Year — = L Bt RN :
o ,Academic»?ublicatibnsv'JPdpularvSQ&entlfic e Total
. - L. S {PubYications ) 3
1978 18 " 26
1 1970 ' 20

[ 384
‘

1969
1968

&~
N

(=
N
&
o

1967 6 37
1966 | . 4 37
1945 4 18

! 1964 3 22

| 1963 | ) ' 12
1962, | %1 11 12
o6l . o 3 ;
1960 . 2 5 Gl e
1959 0 2 &
1958. 0o 1 - g§€¥-4,‘?
1957 0 L - S
1956 0 1 by
1955 0 0 o
195 0 0 . s
1953 ‘ 0 0 0.

* Entries taken from Part I of the Bibliography only.



