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of topics so eclectic, that it is an almost ideal
starting point from which topics of particular
interest can be discovered and pursued more
deeply. This is not to say that the book's
treatment of most subjects is trivial or
superficial: merely that the dishes served up are
so varied that even the seasoned gourmand is
likely· to be surprised by an unfamiliar spice or
two.

As is to be expected in a book whose issues
are largely philosophical, the issues debated are
occasionally so abstract, so pedantic, that all but
the most hard-core logicians are likely to feel (or
even express aloud) frustration with the mincing
detail, the absurd scrutiny, with which such
quodlibets are examined and argued.
Fortunately, these occasions are fairly
infrequent, and the reader is quickly distracted
by such stimulating and imaginative
speculations and analyses, such penetrating ,
examinations of things·· one ordinarily never
questions, carried out from perspectives one
scarcely credited one's self capable of
perceiving, that the droning voices of the
pedants,like medieval theologians, fade into the
pages of history.

This book· excellently demonstrates that
philosophy need not consist of baffling purple
prose, with high-sounding but ultimately sterile
Hegelian. maundering, in order to excite the
romantic imagination; and that flights of the
imagination do. not preclude. stimulation of the
critical mind. As skeptics, we are not concerned
with fruity phrases bereft ()f. reason, with
bombastic doubletalk, with sightings of Elvis or
with psychic channelers recounting past lives
filled with anachronisms: we do not find these
things lovely and .imaginative, we find them
puerile an.d jejune! It is not necessary ta stupefy
the intellect in order to satisfy the imagination
(though we may indulge in the occasional
whiskey and soda when called upon to.. write
book reviews), and after reading Labyrinths of
Reason .one can say, with. full possession of
reason and the dignity that entails, "Here there
be monsters!"

And if that doesn't get you into the store to
at least peruse the table of contents, perhaps
favorable reviews by Martin Gardner and
Douglas Hofstadter(featured amongst the rear
cover blurbs) will.

Letters
Editor:

In reading. your account of the Rosenthal
lecture (reported in AS, July/August 1991, pp.

1-3) I was struck by the paradox which seems
inherent in his position. If, as he seems to
maintain, the effect is ubiquitous (and his early
suggestion that it might be necessary to
automate all experiments in order to remove
expectancy bias seems to support this
interpretation), and assuming the truth· of his
thesis, one is forced to the conclusion that his
studies are not valid evidence for it, being
influenced by his own expectation of. the
expectancy effect! Perhaps the small (.24)
correlation between experimenter expectancy
and experimenter result, mentioned in your
lecture account, could be explained by Professor
Rosenthal'.s expectancy bias in favor of the
existence of expectancy bias.

There is. a brief but Stimulatingdiscussi(Jn of
the expectancy effect in William Poundstone's
Labyrinths of Reason (Doubleday, 1988), pp.
129-131. There, we find the undocumented
assertion that "at least forty studies published
from 1968 to 1976 found no statisti9ally
significant experimenter expectancy effect, and
six others provided but weak evidence." Of
course, these negative findings could be
accounted for by the expectancy effect.

Tongue frrmly in cheek,
Mark Adkins

P.S. Ontology recapitulates philology-or does
it?!!

I think that at least some of the studies which found
experimenter expectancy effects (as well as some which
didn't) were contrary to the expectations of the
experimenters. The paradox can be eliminated if the
effect is claimed to occur as a result of some mechanism
which can be observed and controlledfor (as Poundstone
notes in his discussion). T.X.Barber, a skeptic of the
expectancy effect, states in his book Pitfalls in Human
Research (1976, Pergamon; see review,· AS, July/,,4ugust
1991, pp. 5-6) that experimenter cues can affect subject
responses (p. 80). Barber's book, by the way, is the
source ofPoundstone's undocumented claim about forty
studies which found no experimenter expectancy effect.
Barber writes (p. 79) that UAt least 40 recent experiments
(published since 1968) reported that the experimenters'
expectancies did not affect the results." He summarizes
these experiments and also reports on six experiments
which had equivocal results (pp. 69-71 and 72-73,
respectively).

Editor:
Just a note regarding Jeff Jacobsen's recent

article, "Dianetics: From Out of the Blue?" (AS,
September/October 1991, pp. 1-5). Jacobsen
writes, "Either Hubbard really .studied other
works before he wrote Dianetics, or he wasted
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years of his time re-inventing the wheel." In my
(humble) opinion, the latter half of Jacobsen's
either/or statement should be amended to read:
" ... or he spent years of his time re-inventing
the wheel, selling 'many millions of copies,'
and making lots of money." In this case, the
either/or statement is really invalid; it should be
an "and"-if he studied others' research and
theories first, he nevertheless made lots of
money. (And that's one key factor, isn't it?)

Beth Fischi
Dept. of English, Northeastern University

Why Did the Chicken Cross
the Road? An Episode of

Human FolJY
By Mark Adkins
• Theist: It was God's will.
• Mystic: The truth is beyond words.
• Philosopher: How can we be sure of the
character of the sense-data?
• Freudian Psychologist: The chicken was
driven by unconscious forces resulting from the
repression of childhood trauma.
• Skinnerian Behaviorist: The chicken was
conditioned by his environment to associate
road-crossing with positive reinforcement.
• Mechanistic Materialist: A combination of
gravitational and electromagnetic forces.
Without specifying the initial and boundary
conditions, I can only give a general solution.
• Naive Realist: To get to the other side.
• Rationalist: It was in the chicken's best self­
interest.
• Solipsist: Chicken? What .chicken? What
road? Hey, who asked that?!!
• Robert Rosenthal: Because you expected it.

Articles of Note
Clippings and articles to be mentioned in this
space should be sent to the editor.
Archie Brodsky and Stanton Peele, "A.A.

Abuse," Reason 23(November 1991):34­
39. A report on how the courts are forcing
people into 12-step programs for the
weakest of reasons, along with discussion
of the (lack of) scientific basis of such
programs.

Marc Cooper, "Debunking Biosphere," The
Tucson Weekly 8(39, November 6-12,
1991):4,6. (A different version of the article
appears in the same week's Village Voice.)
More people have resigned from the
Biosphere 2 project. Now Cooper reveals
that Space Biospheres Ventures "cheated"

by installing a C02 scrubber shortly before
the final closure. But it appears that even
that won't prevent C02 levels from
becoming dangerously high-watch for the
Biospherians' exit around the end of the
year.

Steven Emerson and Jesse Furman, "The
Conspiracy That Wasn't," The New
Republic 205(November 18, 1991):16-25,
28-31. A report on contradictions in the
"O~tober Surprise" conspiracy theory,
whIch asserts that the Reagan campaign
delayed the release of U.S. hostages in Iran
until after the election in exchange for anns.
Of particular interest to skeptics is the
connection of Barbara Honegger, former
Reagan campaign aide and author of a 1989
book titled October Surprise, with
paranormal activities (her alleged sources
include channeled information).

Alex Heard, "Put a Zokwendle in Your Tank!"
Spy, December 1991, pp. 42-49. A look at
claims by purveyors of "nutty physics" to
have invented perpetual motion machines.

Jim Moseley, "The Lawsuits Against James
Randi," Saucer Smear vol. 38, nos. 8, 9,
and 10. The most detailed reports that I've
seen on the lawsuits by Uri Geller and
Eldon Byrd against James Randi; Mosely
quotes from the court documents themselves
and gives some background on the suits.

Dennis Stacy, "Science Watch: Randi in Deep
Doo-Doo?" Fortean Times #59(September
1991):44-45. Unsympathetic report on the
Geller lawsuits, including quotes from
Randi' sand Geller's open letters.

Pamela Weintraub, "Natural Direction," Omni
14(October 1991):34-41,109-110. Report
on research by John Cairns and Barry Hall
(some of which has been published in the
journal Nature) which seems to indicate that
microorganisms can sometimes influence
their future evolution through directed
mutation.

Robert Wright, "The Experiment That Failed,"
The New Republic 205(October 28,
1991):20-25. Analysis of the failure of
Soviet science and the "brain drain" from the
fonner Soviet Union.

Issue #57 (Spring 1991) of Fortean Times is
essential for those interested in Satanic child
abuse hysteria. It contains five articles
about cases in England, all highly skeptical.
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October Meeting
"Magical Moments"

Reviewed by Ron Harvey
About 50 people attended a standing-room-only
meeting at Jerry's. The meeting reminder billed
Don Lacheman as "a magician who will show
us how mentalist and entertainment psychic
tricks can be used to deceive people concerning
the validity of New Age powers."

Mr. Lacheman shocked the crowd into
silence by proclaiming not only a belief in God,
but a belief in astrology. His explanation was
that God uses the position.s of heavenly bodies
to impart uniqueness to each of His creatioIls.
These bodies impel the individual but do not
compel. No .mechallism for the nature or
transmission of this "force" was offered.

He then proceeded to do a magic show ift
the crowded confines of the dining room. At
some point he took a break to put in a plug for
his business, which is of course doing magic
shows. He also talked a bit about his sideline,
which turns out to be doing horoscopes,
psychic readings, and many other types of
analyses by mail with his computer. At least,
this is what the flyer offered.

Did Mr. Lacheman do as promised? Were
we being scammed, being shown how one
could scam an audience, or just being
entertained? I don't pretend to know.

Next Issue
The January/February 1992 issue of The Arizona

Skeptic will feature skeptical predictions for 1992; a
response by Robert A. Bakt(r to the review of his book,
They Call It Hypnosis,'~which appeared in our
July/August issue; and a review of Charles Bufe's
Alcoholics Anonvmous: Cult or Cure?

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 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 m.onth
except where it conflicts with a holiday.

On February 21-22, the Institute for
Creation Research will be bringing its "Back to
Genesis" seminar to Phoenix; on February 24­
26, to Tucson. The Phoenix seminar will take
place at Bethany Bible Church, 6060 N. 7th
Ave; the Tucson seminar at New Testament
Baptist Church, 2855 N. Craycroft Rd.
Skeptics who plan to attend should contact Jim
Lippard (address given below) for infonnation
on some specific claims to watch for and
questions to ask.
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