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'establishment' science." As I pointed out in my review,
his only cited evidence against this claim is a
philosophical (not scientific) work that is over two
decades out ofdate and which is based in .large part on
work which has·been discredited

On the subject of UFOs, Bryant defends the {(tone"
of Communion and the TV show {(UFO Coverup?",
while my criticisms were mainly of their content.
Apparently Bryant reads the Skeptical Inquirer and is
familiar with Philip Klass's debunking of the MJ-12
documents, but, as I pointed out in my review, he
appears to be largely ignorant ofother critiques such as
Klass's book on UFO abductions. (I also recommend
that he read Robert Sheaffer's The UFO Verdict) I must
point out that [found the tone of ((UFO Coverup?" to be
sensational rather than sober. [do not disagree with
Bryant's claim that there are ((genuine 'unexplained'
cases," but one would expect such a residue of
unexplained cases even when there is no anomalistic
phenomenon to be explained, due simply to the foibles
ofhuman perception and lack ofother evidence. Bryant
should read Elizabeth Loftus's book, Eyewitness
Testimony (reviewed in AS, January/February 1989, pp.
6-7). Bryant's reference to t~ Belgian UFO sightings is
not to the point. They are certainly worth looking into·
and should not be dismissed out ofhand, but the point of
my criticism ofBryant was that the specific evidence he
chose to criticize the Skeptical Inquirer over was
inadequate to the task.

Bryant aCfuses "many <SIfol~~" of ((intellectual
dishonesty" regarding the Mars effect controversy. This
accusation is grossly unfair. Many of the events of this
controversy took place before CSICOP was evenformed,
very few USI folks" were involved, and of those who
were involved fewer did anything worthy of criticism.
Those CSICOP members who were directly involved
with the testing of the "Mars effect" acknowledged their
mistakes in "The Abell-Kurtz-Zelen 'Mars Effect'
Experiments: A Reappraisal" in the Spring 1983 SI. [
should point out that while many CSICOP supporters
feel that CSICOP did little or' nothing wrong, I
disagree-the articles by Patrick Curry .and Richard
Kammann published in the Zetetic Scholar (#'s 9, 10,
and 11) document misuse/misrepresentation ofstatistics
in both the Humanist Zelen test and the CSICOP­
sponsored U.S. champions test. On the other hand,
Dennis Rawlins' misadventures are inaccurately
minimized, I think, in the Zetetic Scholar. I believe it is
a mistake to rely solely on Michel Gauquelin, Dennis
Rawlins, Paul Kurtz, or Philip Klass as one's source of
information on the controversy. The Zetetic Scholar
articles are probably essential for a complete
understanding; reading all ofthe SI articlesand letters (by
Kurtz. et al., Gauquelin, and Rawlins), Rawlins' Fate
article (UsTARBABY"), and Klass' response ("Crybaby,"
available with SASE from me) gives a decent·overview
(though note that Klass fails to address many of
Rawlins' specific complaints). Bryant, however, appears
content with Gauquelin's account and Robert Anton
Wilson's (hopelessly confused) account alone.

In his final criticism of my review, Bryant finds it
"galling" that I describe his writing as having a "grating,
pedantic tone." Here again, I ·must stand behind my
remarks. Bryant has an irritating habit of repeatedly
telling the reader how intelligent he is. For example, in
the "Publisher's Preface" to Bryant's Law (published by
Bryant's>own Socratic Press), it is stated that "Mr.
Bryant is an essayist of the first rank, as well as a poet
ofgreatest emotive power and technical skill,· and in this
book are collected some ofhis finest pieces intendedfor a
general readership." One ofhis chapter titles asserts that
he deserves a Nobel prize in economics, another on how
to be successful claims that he has "been quite successful
not only in a financial sense, but also in marriage, ... in
achieving personal recognition, and in fulfilling [his]
lifetime goals," and of his poetry (some of which is in
the book) he states that it is "truly good, if not actually
great" and "achieves its exalted status because each
poem puts forth· a significant thought is
comprehensible ... and ... is technically perfect, " despite
containing lines· such as "The People's Republic of
China/Is somewhat like a humongous vagina." His
book catalog describes his .book ofquotations (his own)
as "The work of a Montaigne, an H.L. Mencken, a

"·'Philip Wylie,"and a Lenny Bruce, all rolled into one­
and smoked." He has compared himself with
Shakespeare and Einstein. Contrary to Bryant, I am not
the only person who has criticized this tendency in his
writings,· Robert Sheaffer has done likewise.

Milton Rothman, in the Winter 1992 SI, describes
two 19th century skeptics;. .. One of them, ·John Fiske, is
quoted in Rothman's article as having written that "One
of the most frequent traits of your .crank is his
megalomania, or self-magnification. ... hecannor see
wherein··he is inferior to Descartes or Newton. ... His
mood is belligerent; since people will not take him at
his own valuation, he is apt to regard society as engaged
in a conspiracy to ignore and belittle him." This
description appears toftt Bryantfairly well.

It is true that there is good to be found with the bad
in Bryant's book (my comments may already have given
some readers incentive to purchase the book, though
perhaps for reasons other than awe at its intellectual and
literary genius); I did not mean to imply otherwise. My
criticism in my original review was directed at the
critique of the Skeptical Inquirer, which fails utterly to
provide anything substantial or even original. Of the
book as a whole, I confess that it is entertaining and
amusing, and in some places even intellectually
stimulating. I do not, however, expect that Bryant will
go down in history as one of the great minds of our
time.

P.S. I am an impoverished graduate student. Bryant
voluntarily sent me a copy of his book when [ had
requested only a copy ofhis article about the Skeptical
Inquirer.
Editorial Note Regarding the "Mars Effect":
Readers ofthe Skeptical Inquirer will have noted Suitbert
Ertel's article, "Update on the 'Mars Effect,'" in the
Winter 1992 issue. The publication ofthis article,
which is supportive ofMichel Gauquelin's pro-
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"cosmobiology" position, is another piece ofevidence
(in addition to the above-mentioned article from the
Spring 1983 SI on the "Mars effect") that CSICOP)is
interested in afair assessment ofastrology. The French
skeptics group, CFEPP, has been at work on an
attempted replication ofthe "Mars effect" and Suitbert
Ertel and Amo Maller have done their own analysis of
the CFEPP data. A report on thisfrom Prof. Ertel may
appear in afuture issue ofAS.

Book Review
The Mind Game by Norman Spinrad
1985, Bantam, 342 pp.
Reviewed by Jim Lippard
On a recent trip to Los Angeles, my girlfriend and I
stopped by the Dianetics Testing Center on Hollywood
Boulevard for a "free personality test" from the)Church of
Scientology. After spending about twenty minutes
answering "yes," "no," and "don't know" to oddly worded
questions about whether one enjoys inflicting pain on
animals or frequently laughs at things no one else finds
funny, we were both told that we had serious personality
defects which Dianetics could correct. The brash, chain­
smoking pregnant woman; who did our post-test
interviews was emphatic abOut that. We declined to
spend any money, however, and left the Center to
continue our walk down the star-studded sidewalks, where
we observed a sign advertising the "L. Ron Hubbard Life
Exhibition" on another Scientology building on the
othersige of the street. (Later on during our vacation,
we notie.O'dt..heScientology Celebrity Center!' wbich is
presumably where such Church notables as John
Travolta, Tom Cruise, and Kirstie Alley get their
auditing done.)

When I discussed our day's events with the friend I
was visiting, he was reminded of a book he had recently
read. HeJook it from his bookshelf for me, and I read it
over the next couple of days.

The book was Norman Spinrad's The Mind Game.
It is the story of Jack Weller, director of a grade-B
Saturday morning television show called Monkey
Business (starring a chimpanzee) and his wife Annie, an
aspiring actress. At the invitation of a friend they attend
a social gathering at the Celebrity Center of a movement
called Transfonnationalism. Jack hopes to schmooze and
meet people he can use as stepping stones to an
improved career, but Annie becomes more interested in
Transformationalism and its founder, former science
fiction writer John B. Steinhardt. At frrst Jack tolerates
his wife's interest in Transformationalism and pays for
her courses. But as she begins devoting more and more
of her time to it, he becomes annoyed and pressures her
to end her involvement with the group. Instead, the
group issues Annie a "life directive" to either leave the
movement or her husband, and she chooses the latter.

Jack discovers that if he wants to see his wife again,
he must successfully complete the Transformationalism
education process and achieve "fully eptified
consciousness." Or, from his perspective, he must
convince the Transformationalists that he has been
'completely converted to their way of thinking without

actually becoming brainwashed in the process. To this
end, he enlists the aid of a deprogrammer (or is he a
reprogrammer?) named Garry Bailor.

Jack undergoes "block auditing," a process of
diagnosis which creates a "psychomap" of the
psychological blocks which prevent him from being
Transformed; "meditative deconditioning," a process
which eliminates these blocks; and a' "life analysis" by
Gomez, a secretive and wily ''Monitor,'' a member of an
elite class of Transformationalist overseers. Gomez
knows that Jack is trying to fake the impression of
conversion, but engages in tactics designed to make sure
that, in the process, Jack is genuinely changed. (The
twists and turns of the psychological drama· are
somewhat reminiscent of The Prisoner TV series-Jack
learns to manipulate lower level Transformationalists,
who fear that he is a Monitor.) In the end, Jack's
character does seem to be transformed, but not exactly in
the way that Transformationalism intended.

Spinrad's Transformationalism is clearly patterned
after Scientology. Early in the book, 'Jack explicitly
draws the comparison:

He had heard ofTransformationalism,
dimly. It was one of those
consciousness-raising cults, like Arica,
EST, or Scientology, of which he had
a low and jaundiced opinion. (p. 5)

Even descriptions of Transformationalism buildings are
similar to Scientology's Hollywood centers:

The Los Angeles Transformation
Center was ~'sm~11 converted hotel in
Hollywood, just south of Sunset
Boulevard and just west of Cahuenga,
not too far from several studios. A
fading tan stucco building eight stories
high with a dirty red-tiled roof; a brand
of cheap hotel common to the area.
(p.38)

Spinrad's book offers a convincing description of social
and psychological pressures that can lead people to
conform to an unusual belief system. In the end, much
is left unresolved, including whether there is anything
really beneficial to Transformationalism or not. (For the
most part, it seems clear that Spinrad's opinion of
Scientologyrrransformationalism is that expressed by
Jack on p. 5. But there is also no question that Jack
benefits from his exposure to the cult.) The book is an
enjoyable and suspenseful journey into the world of
Transformationalism, and could possibly also work as a
vaccine against getting caught up in a group like
Scientology.

Upcoming Meetings
The Phoenix Skeptics will meet at the Jerry's Restaurant
on Rural/Scottsdale Road between McKellips and the
river bottom, with lunch at 12:30 on the frrst Saturday
of each month except where it conflicts with a holiday.

Articles of Note
George P. Hansen, "CSICOP and the Skeptics: An

Overview," The Journal ofthe American Society for
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Psychical Research 86(January 1992):19-63. A
rather critical article about the nature and influence
of CSICOP and local skeptical groups, featuring a
quotation from Phoenix Skeptics Fellow Hans
Sebald. Skeptics should make themselves aware of
these criticisms.

Philip J. Hilts, ''The Science Mob," The New Republic
206(May 18, 1992):24-31. A report on fraud in
science, centering on the David Baltimore case, in
which Nobel prizewinner Baltimore refused to
investigate' allegations of faked laboratory

notebooks of Dr. Thereza Imanishi-Kari, one of his
researchers.

John H. McMasters, "The Flight of the Bumblebee and
Related ·Myths of Entomological Engineering,"
American Scientist 77(1989):164-169. The last
word on the myth that scientists have shown that
bumblebees can't fly.

Ron McRae, "Beyond Gonzo," Spy (June 1992):50-56.
A former researcher for Jack Anderson and the author
of the book Mind Wars admits making up stories
about Pentagon pSYChics, Libyan hit squads, and a
Jimmy Carter-ordered invasion of Iran.
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