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the latter both earned him some money and was
ranked the number one stock market timing

.service for "a number of months" by Timer
Digest). (In another piece in Bryant's book, he
argues that the gambler's fallacy is no fallacy­
that is, Bryant claims that multiple throws of
dice, for example,are not really independent of
each other and the probability of a particular face
coming up changes over time. I suggest that
this critic of SI might benefit from reading an SI
article on random walks as a source of illusory
correlations (Rotton.1985), as well as a book on
the foundations of probability and induction
(e.g., Pollock 1990).)

His second case is that the same piece of
promotional material denies the reality of psi,
This, maintains Bryant, is unreasonable "not
merely because so many of .the scientific
establishment (including several universities and
government agencies) do support psi research,
but also because one of the Fellows of CSICOP
is Paul Edwards, editor of The Encyclopedia of

. Philosophy, an eight-volume work found in
almost every college library .. which just so
happens to. contain a very long beautifully­
researched and strongly-convincing article
whichforcefully supports the/thesis that psi .. is
real" (ernphasis in original).>(This article, by
the way, cites only J.B..Rhine's Pearce-Pratt
experiments and S.G. Soal'snow-discredited
experiments with Basil Shackleton as evidence
for psi. See Markwick (1985).) Bryant's main
argument is that there isa substantial support for
the reality of psi within the scientific
community, but he gives nothing to support this
other· than his reference to a single article in a
philosophical (not scientific) publication from
the late 1960's. According to Bryant, the SI
promotional piece contains an instance of "if not
of gross and shameful ignorance of the
published research support psi, then there is at
least a gross and shameful ignorance of the
degree ...ofacceptancewhich psi has won among
establishment science." Why believe Bryant?
He doesn't give us anything but his assertion.
While I think there is more support in the
scientific community for psi than some skeptics
care to admit (see, for examples, the critical
commentaries following Rao & Palmer's (1987)
article arguing for psi), the overwhelming
majority is.still .• againstit, as parapsychologists
frequently bemoan (s,ee the same set of
commentaries).

In a postscript following Bryant's short
attack,he prints a letter submitted to SI which

went unpublished. In this letter, he touts
Whitley Strieber's book Communion as "a clear
effort to investigate alien encounters in a
scientific and rational way." Say what? The
fact that pro-UFO investigation organizations
such as the Mutual UFO Network (MUFON)
dismiss Strieber is evidence enough that Strieber
is beyond the fringe, but I fail to see how
anyone can read his work and obtain Bryant's
conclusions. (Here I might suggest Bryant read
Philip Klass's work on UFO abductions (Klass
1988).)

Bryant's letter goes on to claim that the
October 1989 television program "UFO
Coverup?" (an atrocious live program hosted by
Mike Farrell) was "powerful" and "convincing,"
and complains that skeptic James Oberg had
ess~ntially nothing to say. I think the latter is
more due to the format of the.program (which
gave the skeptics no more than five minutes
time) and perhaps to shock on the part of Oberg
at the absurdity of what had come before in the
program. That Bryant found this program
convincing illustrates a complete lack of
familiarity with the skeptical literature on UFOs.
Combined with his credulous opinion of
Communion, I am strongly inclined to doubthis
ability to critically analyze arguments.

At the conclusion of Bryant's rejected letter,
he suggests that SI's audience might benefit
from reading a number of "very skeptical views
of SI"-his own "A Skeptical Look at The
Skeptical Inquirer," Robert Anton Wilson's
book The New Inquisition, and chapter five of
Michel Gauquelin's Birthtimes. I have just
described the first of these. The second,
Wilson's book, was critically reviewed in a past
issue of this publication and found to contain
extremely shoddy research and numerous
inaccuracies (Lippard 1988). I have not read the
third of these, but I suspect it is an account of
Gauquelin's involvement in the CSICOP "Mars
Effect" controversy (a genuine example of
skeptical failure) which I briefly described in my
article on misrepresentations by skeptics
(Lippard 1990).

In short, Bryant's article has nothing new to
add to· arguments against the credibility or
reliability of CSICOP or SI. His book, while
sometimes entertaining, is written in the grating
pedantic tone of a man who thinks he is God's
intellectual gift to the universe but whose
elliptical arguments and failure to cite· or even
demonstrate familiarity with the work of others
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in the subjects on which he is writing should set
off alanns in the mind of the critical reader.
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Hypnosis and Free Will
By Jim Lippard
Most hypnosis. researchers maintain that
hypnotized persons cannot be induced to do
anything contrary to their own personal moral
code. At least one article.· in the scientific
literature denies this claim (Loyd W. Rowland,
"Will Hypnotized Persons Try To Harm
Themselves or Others?", Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology 34(1939):114-117,
described in William Corliss' The Unfathomed
Mind: A Handbook of Unusual Mental
Phenomena, pp. 120-123). Theseexperiments
involved subjects sticking their hands into a box
containing a rattlesnake (which~ was actually
fake) or throwing acid into the face of an
experimenter (who was behind an unseen panel
of glass). A possible .rejoinder to .. this
experiment is the same.asa.criticism Illade •..of
Stanley Milgram's "obedience .to .authority"
experiments, where subj~cIS .•be~i~ved •.•·they\Vere
assisting in a psychological e:xperimen.tby
giving painful electric shocks to .another test
subject (actually a simulating assistant of the
experimenter). The response is to say that the
experimental situation was one in which the

subject had complete trust in the experimenter
and put all responsibility into his hands. But is
there any reason to believe that this effect is
limited to the experimentalla1:x>ratory?

There area number of reported cases of
criminal actions being perfonned by hypnotized
persons. For example, Leo Katz's book Bad
Acts and Guilty Minds (1987, University of
Chicago Press, pp. 128-133) describes legal
cases from Germany where unethical hypnotists
induced patients to give them large sums of
money, commit crimes, and attempt murder and
suicide· (the latter two failed). One response to

. this is to claim that the defendants were simply
using hypnosis as an excuse to avoid
prosecution, that they wouldn't have done what
they did if they had not already been
predisposed to do so (this response, like the one
above to the experiments, is made by Robert A.
Baker-see my review of his book They .Call It
Hypnosis, in The Arizona Skeptic, July/August
1991).

The latest issue of the Fortean Times (#58,
July 1991) reports the prosecution of a 57-year­
old man, Nelson Nelson, who sexually
assaulted at least 113 women, preceded by
hypnosis. In Michael Goss' article, "The Eyes
Have It," he reports that most of the women
assaulted by Nelson over a 25-year period did
not report it and were only discovered because
Nelson kept a diary of his exploits... The only
source cited for this, however, is "daily papers
for 2 May 1991." No newspapers, no locations
are cited (the author lives in Essex, England).
Goss also reports a psychiatrist, Clifford Salter,
whose medical license was revoked in 1982 for
abusing women under hypnosis. (Again, no
sources, and the details are too sketchy to know
whether hypnosis really played a significant role
at all. After all, Salter was allegedly caught)

Next Issue
The November/December issue of The

Arizona Skeptic will· feature an update on the
fallout from the article "Some Failures of
Organized Skepticism" by Jim Lippard which
appeared in the January 1990 issue, reviews of
The Satanic Verses and William Corliss' The
Unf'ft~homlJ!dMind:A Handbook of Unusual
!MentalP1fenomena, and letters to the editor.

Upcoming Meetings
The Phoenix Skeptics will meet at the Jerry's
Restaurant on .RuraVScottsdale Road between
McKellips and the river bottom, with lunch at
12:30, on October 5 (Don Lacheman of Sun
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Magic will give a demonstration), November 2
(Louis Rhodes, director of the Arizona Civil
Liberties Union, will speak), December 7
(predictions for 1992 will be made), and
January 4 (Rene Pfalzgraf, a Neuro-Linguistic
Programmer, will speak). Meetings are on the
first Saturday of each month except where it
conflicts with a holiday.

Articles of Note
Peter W. Huber, "Quack Attack," Reason,
October 1991, pp. 25-31. Describes the
"medical fantasy" of clinical ecology and how
quack Bertram W: Carnowhas. earned millions
of dollars for plaintiffs in unfounded lawsuits
against chemical.companie~~~PE~,~idiI1g .•••.•.•~.~ .•~.
"expert" testimony. (Articleis'm'"eKemptfrom
Huber's book, Galileo's Revenge: Junk Science
in the Courtroom, 1991, Basic Books.)

Alun Anderson, "Britain's Crop Circles:
Reaping by Whirlwind?", Science 253(30
August 1991):961-962. An article which takes
it for granted that many crop circles aren't
hoaxes, focusing on Terence Meaden's
plasma/wind vortex theory of crop circles. It
concludes with a quote from 1vleaden: "I hope

we'll get some firm answers soon...I don't
want to be one of those scientists who is taken
seriously 100 years after dying."

Larry Eichel, "2 British artists say they
created 'crop circles'," The Arizona Daily Star
(Knight-Ridder story), September 10, 1991,
pp. lA-2A.. Meaden needn't have worried:
artists Doug" Bower and David Chorley
confessed to creating the crop circle hoaxes
since 1978. (Also see William E. Schmidt, "2
'Jovial Con Men' Take Credit (?) for Crop
Circles," The New York Times, same date, p.
Bl.)

~John Rennie, "Psychic vs. Skeptic,"
Scientific American 265(September 1991):39­
~O. A report on Uri Geller's lawsuits against
James Randi.

Lawrence Wright~."Sympathy for the
Devil," Rolling Stone #612(September 5,
1991):62-68, 105-106:;;··>The second in a series
on "True Believers," this is an"interview with
Anton LaVey of the Church of Satan. Wright
uncovers some falsehoods in LaVey's (Howard
Stanton Levey) autobiography.
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