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I. Introduction
In 1973, at the PA Convention in Charlottesville, Virginia, Felicia Parise mentally moved the needle of a compass from due north to about 15 degrees west. The needle did not move from this position after Parise ended the demonstration, and only when the compass was moved from this location did the needle relocate back to the correct position of north. Yet, for a period of about 30 minutes, when the compass was brought back to the location where Parise had originally conducted the demonstration, the needle again moved to the position of 15 degrees west (Robinson 88). This is just one of the many recorded psychokinesis, or PK, phenomena, which directly leads into the questioning of PK validity. 

Psychokinesis is just one aspect of psychic phenomena, or psi, which “denotes anomalous processes of information or energy transfer, processes that are currently unexplained in terms of known physical or biological mechanisms” (Bem, Daryl J., 1994, August). In 1927, Joseph Banks Rhine began the study of ESP at Duke University, sparking contemporary studies of ESP, founding the Institute of Parapsychology, also known as the Rhine Research Center. One of Rhine’s many experiments focused on individuals who would attempt to influence the rolling dice, and while Rhine’s results were well above chance, Rhine was criticized for his methodology and the inability to duplicate his results (Hefner).

II. TCC 200R Dice Experiment
I ran a dice experiment similar to those created by Rhine, using classmates as the experimental subjects. The set up of this experiment was as follows: Each person was given a container with 18 coins, all which had a number on them, between 1 and 6. Therefore, there were 3 coins of each number that could be chosen. Each participant chose a coin, looked at the number, but did not reveal the number to me. They were then asked to concentrate on the die, and attempt to make the die roll the chosen number. The die itself was placed in a cup and rolled from here, so to attempt to eliminate the possibility of “skilled rolling” that skeptics may claim is possible when rolling from the hand (Robinson 19+).  After I rolled the die, the participant then revealed the chosen number, and if it matched the number on the die, it is considered a "hit." I personally recorded these results. Each of the eight participants then went through this process 25 times, resulting in a total of 200 trials.

    
The number of “hits” for each individual is as follows: 

	Kristen
	Jon
	Buzz
	Sophie
	Alex K.
	Alathea
	Lian
	Kunal

	4
	4
	3
	3
	6
	3
	2
	7


Therefore, there was a total of 32 hits out of the 200 trials, whereas the expected amount of hits would be 33.3/200 trials. 


From these data, the Chi-Square (X^2) value was then calculated for each value using the following equation (Evenson):


            (Observed value - Expected Value)^2/(Expected Value)


For each individual, the expected value was 25/6, or 4.1666 hits

Kristen   X^2 = .0066

Jon         X^2 = .0066                   

Buzz       X^2 = .3266                
Sophie    X^2 = .3266                
Alex K.   X^2 = .8074               
Alathea   X^2 = .3266                   

Lian        X^2 = 1.126                
Kunal     X^2 = 1.927                
By summing up the eight X^2 values, the overall value is reached, and for this case, was 4.854
   

The degree of freedom (df) of this data is (1-number of rows)*(1-number of columns) = 7

We can then calculate the probability that our results occurred purely from chance using the “Chi-Square Calculator,” and the following values (Walker):
                

X^2 =  4.854
                df = 7
 

In the process of conducting experiments concerning PK, many statistical calculations are involved to truly study the results. For instance, the letter “p” follows any numerical result published in a journal, and is the value that represents the “probability that the result could have risen by chance” (Nonspecialist's). If the “p” value is less than .05, then the results are considered “statistically significant,” meaning it is very unlikely that the results can be attributed to chance alone.

As a result, in my experiment, the probability that results occurred purely from chance is 67.77%. The general standard is that the probability must be below 5% to be considered “significant,” and therefore the results of this experiment reveal no apparent psychokinetic effects present in these students. The very same probability calculation can also be performed for each individual, and the following represents the calculations of the probability for each individual, using the X^2 value specific to each person, as well as the df = 1 for each individual. 

Probability for Each individual    (df =1)
    Kristen   X^2 = .0066                Probability:  93.52%
    Jon         X^2 = .0066                Probability:  93.52%
    Buzz       X^2 = .3266                Probability:  56.76%
    Sophie    X^2 = .3266                Probability:  56.76%
    Alex K.   X^2 = .8074               Probability:  36.88%
    Alathea   X^2 = .3266                Probability:  56.76%
    Lian        X^2 = 1.126                Probability:  28.86%
    Kunal     X^2 = 1.927                Probability:  16.50%

Clearly, not even one individual’s results can be considered significant, although there are considerable variances from the expected results. However, this could be a result of the minimal number of runs that were accomplished. 

Consider, for example, Kunal’s results. He achieved 7 hits out of 25 runs. Although his results seem out of the ordinary, they are not significant in only 25 runs. However, if he were able to achieve the same results over 100 runs, this would be the result:


At rate of 7 hits for 25 runs, he would be expected to achieve 28 hits in 100 runs


The expected value is 100/6 = 16.667 hits


Therefore, X^2 = 7.707

Using the “Chi Square Calculator,” the probability that these results occurred by chance would be 0.55%. Therefore, if Kunal could replicate these results over a larger amount of trials, it would then be possible to claim that Kunal did indeed possess uncommon psychokinetic abilities. However, statistically, it would be expected that he would begin to score closer to the expected value as the experiment progressed, and possibly also exhibit results characteristic of the “decline effect” (Robinson 19).
Diana Robinson claims that the first major source of experimental error concerns the dice itself, and the belief that it may be more likely to roll certain numbers more than others. Most dice are created with holes on each side dug out of the surface, so technically one side could feasibly be lighter than another. (Robinson 19+). Therefore truly random rolling can not possibly be achieved. In this experiment, the rolls value frequencies are as follows:

Frequency of each value

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	40
	28
	30
	22
	32
	48


Again, we calculate the X^2 for each number value using the following equation:

 

  (Observed value - Expected Value)^2/(Expected Value)
            

For each number, the expected value was 200/6, or 33.3333
            

By summing up the six X^2 values, the overall value is reached, and for this case, 

X^2 =  14.896
                The degree of freedom (df) of this data  = 5
            

Again, we use the "Chi-Square Calculator" with the following values:
                X^2 =  14.896
                df = 5

Through these results, we find that the probability that results occurred purely from chance is 1.08%. Clearly, this is a significant result, revealing that the die appears to be biased, and that the results could not have occurred purely by chance. Consequently, my experiment does possess some fundamental flaws, for I was incapable of achieving a truly random method of rolling the die.


This experiment was, however, a successful replication of what has been done in the past to study the possibilities of psychokinesis. However, the experiment could be improved by eliminating the problem of biased dice, and instead, implementing the use of Random Number Generators, or RNGs. The use of computerized RNGs created to represent the rolling of the dice is a much better choice, for the “source of randomness in some RNGs can be traced directly to quantum mechanics,” allowing physicists to use quantum interpretations to understand the various occurrences (Radin 139). 

My experiment also reveals that interest in this subject exists, for all of the students willingly offered their time to participate in the experiment, many even claiming to possess “Yoda-like powers.” Interest certainly exists, and consequently, this gives rise to the belief that further studies and research in the area of psychokinesis is legitimate. However, public interest must definitely not be the determining factor in choosing topics of research. As will be mentioned later, research priority is a complicated issue that must be addressed, yet it is also the most crucial factor in determining whether PK research continues. Does PK deserve to be at the top of the list? Before these questions can be answered, other PK experiments and studies must be discussed in order to understand the impact of true PK research.

III.  Ganzfeld and Autoganzfeld Procedures
Rhine created what is known as the “Ganzfeld Procedure,” through which an individual would be put through a series of relaxation exercises, and would then be placed in an isolated room. In another room, the “sender” is given a “visual stimulus,” such as a short video clip or photograph, and attempts to send this image to the other individual, or the “receiver.” After about 30 minutes, the “Reciever” is then shown four images, and is asked to choose which one he or she most closely experienced during the isolated meditation session. Given this experiment, the “receiver” has a chance of 0.25 to choose the correct image (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles).

Charles Honorton later created a new series of experiments, known as autoganzfeld studies, and in this case, the computer now controlled the experimental procedure (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles). However, these very experiments created an entirely new area of doubt and skepticism. Through Honorton’s experiments, a breadth of new experimental “variables” were discovered. Although the actual existence of these variables is not certain, they play a large role in creating doubt and skepticism, for it is nearly impossible to account for all of these variables in the creation of an experiment. 
IV. “Variables” of Autoganzfeld Procedure

A. Sensory Leakage
The first major problem in PK experimentation, particularly in the ganzfeld and autoganzfeld procedures, is “sensory leakage,” which can be a form of cheating. This flaw occurs when the receiver is able to wrongly “obtain the target information in normal sensory fashion” (Bem, Daryl J., 1994, August). Although sensory leakage can occur in blatant, obvious manners through cheating, other possible examples of this flaw are not so consciously preventable. For example, Bem notes that if the experimenter knows of the target, and then converses with the receiver, he may unknowingly influence or bias the receiver in some manner, causing the receiver to be more likely to choose the correct target, and therefore creating an inaccurate result. Or, if the images are given to the receiver to choose the target from this selection, there may be markings, such as the sender’s fingerprints, on the actual target image (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles). Yet, this variable can easily be eliminated by not allowing the experimenter to converse with his or subject, while simultaneously running the experiment on a computer, rather than using pictures that can be handled manually. 
B. Dynamic Targets

Bem next mentions that there appeared to be a much higher hit rate when dynamic targets were used, rather than static targets. Bem theorizes that this may be true because “dynamic targets contain more information, involve more sensory modalities, evoke more of the receiver's internal schemata, are more lifelike, have a narrative structure, are more emotionally evocative, and are "richer" in other, unspecified ways” (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles). In this case, if one hopes to eliminate this variable, he must simply use either strictly dynamic or strictly static targets. Although one appears to cause better results than the other, and using only dynamic targets may create better results, at least only one type will be used, therefore eliminating this possible variable as much as possible.
C. Variables Specific to Individual
The next variables appear to be less up to the discretion of the experimenter, as they are particular to each individual participating in the experiment. Continuing, Bem notes, in the autoganzfeld studies, an overall hit rate of 35% percent was reported, where a hit rate of 25% is expected purely by chance. This being significant in itself, a group of students from the Julliard School in New York City produced results of around 50%. This result has helped to fuel debate as to whether creative or artistic individuals are more capable of exhibiting psi abilities. Or, as Bem states, they may be “more receptive to alien imagery, be better able to transcend rational or contextual constraints on the encoding or reporting of information, or be more divergent in their thinking” (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles). 

Extraversion is also a characteristic that may also result in better psi results. According to Bem, extraverts are characteristically bored and are searching for stimuli. They also may become “stimulus starved” in the ganzfeld environment, and will be consequently more perceptive to possible incoming psi information (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles).

Fear may also be a factor preventing successful exhibition of psi, as Michael Schmicker notes. He feels that “human beings are afraid to think that they themselves can cause such a phenomenon” (Schmicker 106+). Generally speaking, humans are unwilling to believe that they may be extraordinarily different from others, and currently, possessing psi ability could characterize such a dramatic difference. 

In dealing with these possible variables that are due to belief and personality of the individual himself, it is next to impossible to eliminate all of these variables in the experimental process. Diana Robinson feels that “there can be no such thing as a truly objective experiment” (Robinson 235). On the other hand, Bem comments that “the best the original researchers can do it to communicate as complete a knowledge of the experimental conditions as possible in an attempt to anticipate some of the relevant moderating variables” (Bem, Daryl J., 1994, August).  Yet, this may not appease critics in any manner, leading them to continually find fault in PK experiments. As long as scientists are aware that these variables may exist and influence the results, they can possibly account for their presence, if they do indeed impact results.
D. Experimental Set-Up

While many of these variables are inherent to the individual himself, the experimental set-up may also impact the results. Stephen Braude mentions that the very environment of the testing itself may have much to do with the results, for psi may be something that can only truly be studied “during the pressure of actual contests,” which cannot be replicated in a lab situation. Those involved in the experiment may find it difficult to relax around strangers and perform psi under such circumstances (Braude 10). In response to this variable, the experimenter may attempt to create a visually comforting environment, devoid of whitewashed walls and impersonal workers in white lab coats. Also, the experimenter must conscientiously hire very personable assistants who can then help to relax the participant. However, these assistants of the autoganzfeld studies must not know of the possible targets that will be used, to therefore eliminate the possibility of sensory leakage. The actual experimenter can meet with the participant after the experiment has been run, but only at this time, again, so he does not unknowingly reveal or influence the subject to choose a particular target. 
E. Treatment of PK “Variables”

While the psi autoganzfeld experiments faced this vast list of variables, I personally had to deal with fewer “variables.” For instance, I clearly faced the issue of biased die. However, if the above variables exist, I may have been unknowingly dealing with the effects due to creative and artistic individuals, fear, and extraversion. As these variables are inherent to the subject himself, it is impossible to rule out the chance of any of these existing throughout the course of a psi experiment. However, as previously mentioned, I believe it is the responsibility of the experimenter to be aware of the possible existence of these PK variables, but as they may not even exist, it is impossible to gauge their relative importance and effect. However, the other variables concerning the set-up of the experiment can be controlled, and therefore the experimenter simply needs to be aware of all possibilities of the existences of these variables, and deal with them in the aforementioned manners. Yet, there are even more issues that plague PK experimentation, as is seen through a variety of other PK occurrences. 
V. PK Spoon Bending
One of the most notorious forms of PK exists in the phenomena of spoon bending, which involves an individual’s ability to bend a spoon using these apparent psychokinetic mental powers, along with mere “stroking” of the spoon. The intangible aspect of psychokinesis arouses much suspicion and doubt concerning various experiments and the reported results. Initially, public skepticism may arise from lack of true exposure to the varied aspects of PK. If the only PK one has witnessed is the spoon-bending feats of Uri Geller, it may be hard to believe in such an exceptional occurrence that is brought to the public as synonymous with magic and the illusions of magicians (Hefner). Although many may be skeptical towards Uri Geller’s “ability” to bend spoons, many have invested much time into the efforts to prove or disprove the presence of PK spoon bending.

A.  Randi and Project Alpha

James Randi, a magician well-known for his goals of proving that PK does not exist, decided to reveal how vulnerable experimenters have allowed themselves to become. In what Randi called Project Alpha, he sent two teenage boys as “moles,” to participate in spoon bending experiments in St. Louis. Randi taught these boys the tactics used by Uri Geller, and the boys also forced the experimenters to “do it their way or not at all” (Randi 340+). Consequently, Randi was able to reveal how scientists can become victim to the research subjects themselves. In a case like this, it is clear that immense amounts of skepticism will arise. And, in the case of spoon bending, instances such as these are only more and more numerous.
B. Collins and Spoon Bending

Spoon bending feats have been characteristically plagued by cheating, thus creating skeptics even out of believers. H.M. Collins observed children at the University of Bath who claimed to possess the psychokinetic ability to bend spoons. (Collins, H.M and Pinch 90). Through this process, Collins noticed that in all cases, he either observed the child cheating when he or she believed he was not being observed, or had reason to believe that cheating may have occurred. Going into the experiments, Collins noticed that the experimenters created this experiment in the search for children who truly possessed psychokinetic abilities. As the cheating was observed, Collins stated that he became a skeptic as a result of the experiments, and then the subsequent experiments were performed with the goal of catching the children cheating, rather than searching for exceptional abilities (Collins, H.M and Pinch 101). In the end, Collins claimed that he saw no instances in which PK was observed. However, he also stated that he could not, “conclude that all instances of the so called Geller Effect are due to cheating” (Collins, H.M and Pamplin). Yet, he was clearly left with increased doubt concerning PK abilities in relation to spoon bending. The cheating involved in these experiments aids in the creation of skepticism, even in individuals who may have originally believed in the spoon bending feats. When the experimental goal shifts to catching all forms of cheating rather than hoping to find paranormal powers, skepticism controls the experimental procedure. When this becomes the case, it is clear why so many find the existence of PK to be ridiculous, for numerous experiments are ridden with episodes of cheating.
C. Magicians in PK Experimentation

In the case of spoon bending, it is clear that much of the experimentation involved has made no progress other than to further skepticism and doubt. Consequently, experimenters may include the opinions of many other individuals in order to control as many unforeseen variables as possible. Although it is impossible to account for every single variable mentioned, as well as numerous others that may exist, the wide variety of opinions of individuals with varied backgrounds can allow for the “strength in numbers” occurrence. Therefore, skeptics may be more likely to closely consider experiments and results created by a number of individuals from different backgrounds, rather than one individual who may be extremely biased in his or her beliefs.

Many scientists enlist magicians or others of similar fields to examine experimental set ups. These individuals are believed to be capable of ensuring “that the experimental protocols are not vulnerable to inadvertent sensory leakage or deliberate cheating.” (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles). Ford Kross, an officer of the Psychic Entertainers Association, reviewed Honorton’s autoganzfeld procedure, and found it to “provide excellent security against deception by subjects.” Daryl. J. Bem has performed as a mentalist as well, and also examined Honorton’s experimental set-up, also giving his approval. (Bem, Daryl J. and Honorton, Charles). 

When creating PK experiments, it is clear that the experimenter must never place too much trust in his subjects. Rather, Robinson believes that if an experiment is to fulfill both the demands of science and skeptics, “the experimenter must think of the subject as having potential magic tricks up his sleeve and a confederate behind every door” (Robinson 55). If this is the case, the experimenter will always be alert to possible cheating and tricks, and will consequently never allow the subject to gain control of the experiment. 

VI. Geomagnetic Fields and PK


One last instance of PK appears to be more convincing. Another possible existence of PK is related to lunar cycles and the geomagnetic field. Eckard Etzold has studied this effect in relation to casino pay-out rates, and has found that the pay out rate is the highest during the “three days surrounding the time of the full moon,” and when the geomagnetic field is “quiet” (Etzold, Eckhard). However, Radin notes that “reviews of the scientific literature on moon-behavior relationships have been generally negative” (Radin 178). Yet, Radin also examined four years of casino data as well as the lunar and geomagnetic fields (GMF), and did indeed find that these data supported Etzold’s results (Radin 182+).  However, when looking at data concerning instances such as these, this only causes more skepticism, and leads others to wonder how the data is used, and what exactly allows an experimenter to announce “significant” results.

VII. Meta-Analysis

One method of bringing all of the results of various experiments is known as meta-analysis, and it allows scientists and researchers to use thousands of results in order to create statistical evidence to a much higher degree of certainty (Radin 54). Critics of PK experimentation also criticize the use of meta-analysis. In their eyes, these “integrative techniques can be biased and oversimplified” (Radin 54). They question how results performed by so many different people at many different laboratories can be compared and used in a combined effort to come to other, new, conclusions.  These critics believe that only “good” studies could be used in tabulating results, and therefore, the studies that did not yield significant results are overlooked and ignored (Radin 54+).   

However, a valid claim truly seems to come through the use of meta-analysis, and the combination of the thousands of studies already undergone. Robert Jahn established the Princeton Engineering Anomalies Research Program, also known as PEAR, devoted purely to PK research (Miller). PEAR has sought to gain the public’s approval, and as Schmicker notes, has therefore taken all efforts to produce accurate experimental results that can be viewed as valid. PEAR has run thousands and thousands of experiments in order to accumulate the most and the best data, it has implemented laboratory controls to eliminate any sensory leakage, PEAR willingly shares its results with others, and is willing to allow skeptics to examine any evidence (Schmicker 109). All of these efforts strive to eliminate variables and doubt, and as a result, have helped gained respect for PEAR throughout the field, and consequently, these studies begin to gain validity. Radin comments that through the combination of “thousands of performances in hundreds of experiments, we can obtain very high levels of confidence about the existence of psi” (Radin 35+). So, it appears that meta-analysis supports the existence of PK. Evidence as strong as that offered by PEAR may seem hard to counter, although skeptics will next ask about the rest of the experiments: the insignificant, unpublished results.
In response to this concern, Radin discussed this matter in relation to previously run dice experiments. He wanted to know how many unpublished studies it would take to bring the observed odds to below significant value, or greater than twenty to one. Radin discovered that it would take “121 additional, unretrieved, and unsuccessful studies [for every one found] to nullify the effect” (Radin 135). Clearly, Radin revealed that the argument of unpublished studies is likely unfounded. Yet, again, convincing individuals about the existence of PK requires more than evidence. It sometimes requires an alteration of a well-established belief system. 

VIII. Conclusion

In conclusion, I feel that PK research ought to continue, for there appears to be no evidence that unquestionably proves that PK is a hoax. I strongly subscribe to the theory of Charles Wynn, who, although he is a true skeptic of PK and psi, still states that “no amount of evidence (or lack of evidence), however, can ever prove that an entity or phenomenon does not or could not exist” (Wynn 165). However, I feel that there are certain ways that experimentation must be undertaken, as well as certain aspects of PK which are more deserving of study, and may prove to be beneficial in the future.
A. PK Research Recommendations 

As I mentioned before, there is an abundance of possible variables that become a part of PK experimentation. In order to possibly control these variables, scientists must involve parapsychologists, psychologists and even possibly magicians, among many others, to offer a variety of insight to create the most accurate study. At the same time, scientists must also be aware that PK occurring in the lab is only a small portion of the possible breadth of this phenomenon. As Stephen Braude mentions, “it would be absurd to think that psi is something that occurs only or primarily in the lab” (Braude 9).  Psi experiments are only producing results that represent any abilities that can be replicated in a lab. In most cases, the common belief is that psi occurs most in everyday life, and in situations that could be never be replicated under laboratory conditions (Braude 9).  However, Robinson finds that if these studies can stretch beyond the bounds of the laboratory, they then gain validity and influence. After all, these studies “are only relevant if they can be transferred to the world at large so that, in some way or another, they can have meaning for life in general” (Robinson 244). This ought to be the main goal of PK research: the attempt to study PK in a manner that will benefit society as a whole, and not exist merely as an indescribable phenomenon that appears to exist only under laboratory situations.

B. Future of PK

Many have looked into the possibilities that may result from future PK research and understanding. For example, consider the possibility of extending one’s attempt to influencing a machine to, instead, influencing someone’s nervous system (Radin 146). In this sense, it makes one wonder whether it is really possible to sense someone starting at another, and if, in a sense, it is possible to “feel” the intensity with which that individual is watching the other. Radin also discusses the possibility of psi-based communication. If devices employing psi could developed, then Radin suggests the possibility of “thought control of prosthetics for paraplegics, mentally directed deep-space and deep-sea robots, and mind-melding techniques to provide people with vast, computer-enhanced memories, lightning-fast mathematical capabilities, and supersensitive perceptions” (Radin 196+). These few possibilities are the few quantitative future goals I have found. Little has been invested into the future of PK other than continually attempting to prove its existence. And, until this is accomplished, it will be unlikely that PK can be applied to technology in a form of engineering. 

C. Areas of PK Research to be Pursued
PK research appears to be making slow advancements in areas such as the autoganzfeld studies, as more and more influences upon PK are discovered, allowing scientists to continually improve the PK experimental process. However, studies in the area of spoon bending have proven to be ridden with cheating and poor experimentation, causing one to wonder whether involvement in this sort of PK is worth the effort, time and money. Personally, I feel that PK study ought to focus less on determining whether certain individuals possess PK, and instead focus on how the possibility of PK can extend to the public as a whole. The above list of a few possible applications of PK ought to be the goal of the future of PK research, for in a society advancing at such a rapid rate, it is necessary to create applications of phenomenon such as PK. After all, the PK studies of the past have accomplished nothing other than to create believers and skeptics, while in no way aiding society.

D. Should we be More Skeptical?

As PK research has occurred over a large span of years, without much discovery and advancement, it makes one wonder whether we, as observers of this process, ought to be more skeptical. It seems that after so many years of research, scientists would be able to determine the existence or lack of existence of PK, yet this is certainly not the case. However, I do not feel that the lack of results ought to mean that PK study should be discarded completely. Instead, I feel that PK research ought not to be a priority of modern research. So many other fields, such as nanotechnology, are advancing at rapid rates, with future applications to everyday life in sight. In the case of PK, the possibility of thought-controlled prosthetics still possesses a sense of science fiction. Therefore, funding and time must be allocated accordingly. Yet, even as PK studies appear to have failed in the area of true discoveries and advancements, it is still an important aspect of scientific research. Niels Bohr once commented that “the electron had no position or momentum before it was measured. In some sense the electron itself did not exist before it made its mark on a laboratory apparatus” (Miller). Therefore, an entire field of study should never be deserted, simply because an understanding has not yet been reached. 

E. Charlottesville PK Discussion

This brings us back to the opening of this paper, in which a PK phenomenon was described, as an individual appeared to control the movement of a compass needle. Was this a true occurrence of PK? Based on the lack of description of the occurrence, I find it hard to claim that this woman truly possesses PK abilities. After all, the set up at a convention likely involved no outside opinions from magicians or others who could search out possible failings and tricks. Simultaneously, it appears that this woman was traveling, much like magician would, and revealing her “abilities” to whoever may be interested. Again, this appears too much like the way Uri Geller flaunted his spoon bending powers, which I find rather hard to believe, for he, too, was taking a position similar to that of a magician, and I believe that magicians are simply using tricks to divert audience attention, and then perform their “tricks” using tricks of their very own. Therefore, due to the lack of description of the event, and the apparent circumstances, I am extremely skeptical about this occurrence. Am I skeptical about PK in general? Yes, I do struggle to make a claim that PK either exists or does not exist. However, I do feel that humans ought to be skeptical of PK in general, for there is so much room for trickery and cheating. Yet, the results offered by PEAR and the conclusions of meta-analysis are too strongly in favor of PK existence to allow many to claim that PK simply does not exist. And, as polls have revealed, many Americans do believe in the existence, for a 1990 Gallup poll that found that “93 percent of Americans polled believed in one or more of 18 paranormal phenomena offered for consideration” (Schmicker 3). Therefore, it appears that Americans generally have a belief that these inexplicable phenomena exist, even if their existences are yet to be proven. 
F. Conclusion

In conclusion, science ought to have a place in the study of parapsychology. Research should never be thwarted based on skepticism. Just as in any research that occurs, doubts will always be expressed from one source or another, yet this must never be the cause of research termination.  Scientists must strive to relate this information to what may occur in every-day life, when the phenomenon is not under scientific scrutiny. Also, when science is involved in attempting to quantitatively understand such an occurrence, other knowledge is necessary to create the best experiments and analytical understanding. Therefore, scientists must involve parapsychologists, psychologists and even possibly magicians, to improve upon the PK experimental process. However, PK research must be directed in a manner that will improve and/or aid society. Until this is accomplished, funding will be meager, for there is minimal willingness to pay for others to simply test whether or not certain individuals may possess PK abilities. Therefore, PK research should still exist, but until it can be positively applied to society in general, it should not become a scientific priority.
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