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The ‘Newark Disturbances
~ W. G. Rorr!

©,. INTRODUCTION

Eafl;h:i;;fmy, 1961, a series of ostensible, RSPK disturbances
(recurrent spontangous psychokinesis or “poltergeist” phenomena)
erupted in the apartment of a Negro woman, Mrs, Stisie Parks, and
her granﬂshnl,&ﬁn}qldzﬁrﬁuks (pseudonyms are used), in"a housin
project in Newark, New Jers¢y, The disturbances began'on Mayﬁg,
Arnold’s thirteenth birthday; and lasted slightly more than a week,
after which he left the apartment to stay with his uncle, Mr, Harold
Brown. There were recurrénces later‘on in May, and in June and
August when Arnold returned to-his grandmother’s apartment for
short periods.

I@ﬁ;@tf’hca.rd about the case from newspaper reports in May, but

only became interested in it the following Séptember when 1 met

Dr. Charles D. Wrege, then assistant professor in the Départment of
Management at Rutgers,“at the Parapsychological Association
Convention and learned that he had been present in the apartment

A,

during some of the occurrences and had been unable to account
for-all of them in terms of krown causes.
. Dvisited fﬁecgpartment on September 9 in the early evening with
Ir. W..E."Cox, who was also in New,York for thé convention.
Arnold was still -staying with his uncle and there had ‘been no °
disturbanées, 3%% his ldst visit to the apartment’a few weeks
before. To &%t&gﬁing, if the case was active, I suggested that
Arnold be brought' back for’ the night. Mr. Cox and I'then-left.
When I phoned the family later in the evening, I was told that
occurrences had taken place/ I feturned and stayed in the apart-

e /

L An mcn‘p:,nf of the investigation of this case was undertaken by Dr. Charles
D. Wrege of the I ment of Management at Rutgers Umiiyersity, His collabo-
ration is greatly appreciated. My thanks also to the following for their assistance:
Dr. John“:Al 1, ! rtments of Psychology and Psychiatry, Duke, Uni-
versity; Dr. John L. Artley; Department of Electrical Engineering; Dukeé; Dr. Ben
W. Feather and De, Walte D{Obrist, rtment of Psychiatry, Duke; Dy, 1, H.
Paul and Dr. Gertrude R. Schmeidler, artment of Psychology, City College of
the City University of New York; and Dr. 1.G. Pratt, Department of Psychiatry,
Urniiversity of Virginia. Dr. I%ml ld 8¢ Burdick, Department of Mathematics, DuKe,
assisted in the statistical calculations and his help is also gratefully acknowledged.
o A part ‘of the lmruu?tiuu was conducted at the Parapsychology Laboratory,
Duke. ‘Phe assistance of Dr. J, B. Rhire and others on the Laboratory staff is
gratefully acknowledged. %

Some of the material in this paper was presented at the Fifth' Annual Convention
of the Pmp?ufehn!nmﬂl Association, Durham, N.C., Septémber, 1962, in a panel]

discussion,
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ment until noon on September 10. I/made two other visits, on

September 13 and 15.

A psychological examination of Arnold was" conducted at New

York University on September, 16 and psychological and other
studies were carried out with both the boy and thie grandmother in
Diirham( beginning December 16 and lasting about a'week.

The’ disturbances appear to fall into twa. categories: The first
phase consists of the incidents that took place begweernk May 6 and
the middle of August{several of which could not bejexplained by
the ‘adults Who were in the apartment, In the second phase of the
occurrences, which lasted from September until December; some
were known to be frapdulént and none occurred under conditions

where trickery could be ruled out.

The First PHase

I shall first present a list of ‘the sixty-four events that were
reported between May 6 and mid-August, 1961. After that 1 shall
discuss some of the incidents which took place’ when Dr. Wrege
and othérs were present.

The/information #bout the occurrences was obtained from inter
views by Dr, Wrege with-Mrs. Parks and Arnold on May 12 and 13
and by my interyiews/with Mrs. Parks and Mrs. Mary Leiden on
September 9and 13 Mrs/ Leiden is a neighbor whom Mrs. Parks
called in for assistance when the distasbances began and who was
R;mnt during several of the incidents/ Newspaper reports by

r. Douglas Eldridge and Mr. William Gordotiin the Newark News

‘for May 11 through 14 have been mg,,,fdf"aypplﬁm:n;:rf informa-
5

tiorvabout dates and about details mot fotind elséwhere vfar instance,
regarding the origin of a moving object,’ and also information

rarding incidents when the reporters wére present. Mr. Eldridge,
it order 4o facilitate the investigation, did ‘not report incidents
that happenied after Dr. Wrege's arrival. Mr. Eldridge's accounts
are generally conservative and consistent with informition obtained
by DriWrege and myself. The newspaper articles also’/do not
describe many of the incidents that happened prior to Mr. Eldridge’s
arrival in the apartment on Wednesday, May 10. One event
described by Mr. Eldridge and not by Dr. Wrege was a movement
of a small bottle on May 10 which Mrs, Parks and Mrs. Martha
}{null, another neighbor, described to ) %El_dﬁdﬁc as one of four
ingidents that happened before his ‘arrival.’In the cases where
there’was a conflict about the dates af/the évents as reported by the
family and other witnesses to the spapero reporters and to
Dr, Wrége or myself, I have assumed that the information provided
at theshortést interval after the events was most likely to beaccurate,
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In several instances, however, thé sequence of events and the dates
wh occurred remain in doubt. When' @ rough estimate of the
nurber of ‘events was given by the witnesses, the lowest figure is
used. The location of cach disturbance in the apartment, the diree-
/9‘@435 ﬁm/%iﬁpd the distance the object traveled are shown
in‘Fi '
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Fig. 1. Plan of Mrs. Parks' apartment showing the locations and chronologi
order '?1[“ the disturbiances. The numbers refer to the List of Evmuiducn‘hdl?:ﬂ:l::
text, nrrows indicard the approximate direction and distance of motion, when
m 'ﬂﬂ'?gmwﬂ-’ aof objecty displaced from their original position. Arrows drawn

l_hﬂll:l line refer te movements when adults were present and it seemed
- hﬂﬂ‘; “mr‘zgﬂ:ﬁﬁwﬂ could ]u?;' i:ll::l:d the incident; arrows drawn
n ‘ F;ncuur ¢ boy was not supervised; and
dotred lines 1 }thpuhnnﬂhium uri;im]p-miﬁmminduuh.ﬂu‘
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List of Events.

On Saturday, May 6, 1961, in thé’eyening) when Arnold was in

his room and Mrs. Parks and M¢s. Knoll avere in, the living room,

/ ¢/ noise was heard by them afid_a sinall Jar (1)} frofa Mrs Parks’

,  bedroom dresser was found on the floor.

| On’the evening of Monday, May 8, while Amold nml Mn Parks
weré in thekitchen eating dinner, four of six panch ﬁmt',mp.iﬂ-a} 4, 5;

came off their'hooks and crashed to the living room floor cone by one.
.. 'Phe same evening, while Arnold and Mrs, Parks were in the
D nparunmn, several bottles (6, 7, 8) with cleaning fluids and other
contents on the shelf in the back hallway broke and a bottle of Mercuro<
chrome (9) moved froni'the medigine cabinet in the bathroom and
broke on the living foom floor. M. Parks said that the door to the
bathroom was closed. After Mrs! Parks put all the bottles on the floor
in the bathroom to prevent fu iér) breakage, and while she and
Arnold were watching TV:in thé living room, Mrs. Leiden also being
present there, the lntt:r saw mwiagm&yﬂk (10) fmm the bathroom
move into the living room, “turiing a jig in the air” before it fell
to the floor. She said the door to the bathroom was closed. On the same
day, when Id was in his room and Mrs. Leiden was in the
kitchen, she saw a glass decanter (11) move tu the edge of the refrig-

::utm. Ehl: m:lm; it before it fell to the floo

The night 6f the same day, when Amold w:s in bed in his room,
Mrs, Parks was in/the living room, and Mrs. Leiden was also in thie
apartment, a light bulb (12) came off the socket in the bathroom and
moved into the hallway. Afmold saw the bulb and Mrs. Parks hedrd
the sound. Probably on the samienight,the lamp (13) on the end table
to the north of the sofa or the lamp (14) nﬁcthr. record plnycr broke.

In any case, both lamps hmh: sometime du
Because of the mmdmu ﬂ.m-nld rmgp.rh left th: apartment
that evening to stay with the ‘Browns, ﬂ:mrmﬁg MOrning.
On, Tucsday, May 9, in the evening, whesy ,g;némﬁd Mrs, Parks

‘1/7,

“In ﬂul section of the paper, the boldface nummlll mplumhﬂuu&rtu the
anumber of the évent.

¥In an mtu:w:w with W.G.R., Mrs. Parks incorrectl plmd?:hgcmdiﬂmu in
June, ‘ssying that, three or four :ui:l came unhooked from the bowl at différent
times and also |l:ntwg that the bowl belonged on the sideboard, close to the living
room entranceC According to Dr. Wrege, Amnold said he saw two cups fiy off-the
bowl which, in Dr. Wregé¢’ssketch of the apurtment, was then on the side table to
the north nf the sofa, rei i would be vinible from the kitchen. The sideboard
cannot be seen from the kitchen, Mr. states in-the Neswark News for May 11
that on the previous night when he was in the apartment, Mrs. Parks told him that

_on Monday, May 8, four of the six cups from the ch bl had crashed o the

Qpprmhymnwh:lu she and Amold were er. %Mn Eldridge
ﬂﬁ her, she took the bowl and the two cups frori the table and
ihmm the floor for safety. Perhaps logy of evénts, Monday

that two cups came off the bowl e it in its ustipl place on the

and that it was then moved, either for safety’s sake or »o that it could

from the kitchen, tnth:hhhnuﬂmﬂum after/which fwe other

,mm uﬂ-‘uwﬂmnlﬂﬁmmhnd from :hmmmm{mu of the mndmuh
be presented supposition.

below is based on this

£
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mﬂ:whuhm a saucer (15) fell off the kitchen table and landed

tnfthumhl machine, Arnoldsaid he uwthuﬂml.
ut]:l:r mmdﬂn!s that day.,

cvmmg. May 10, when Arnold was in his room and
noll were in the living room, a small myrror/(16)

ple were in the apartment, a small bottle 171
Iul’t ’m the cénter of a dresser ( robably in Mrs; Parks

drapped to-the floor and a light bulb [lg
to the floor./This incident took place while Arnold
X was in his room md Mrs) Parks and Mrs: Knoll were in the kitchen.
Seg, Ahuthntmgh:,w /Arnold was in his room and Mrs. Parks was in
r, ' Ch the living room, he saw a Sottle of Mercurochrome (19) from the bath-
“9 7/, room shelf fall to the floor inothe hallway, Mrs. Parks hearing the
lOQ/.’ QS,o, (’I‘hm event as reported to°Dr. Wrege may be the same one
& Eldndﬁ refers to in the Newark News, May 11, where he
a by tions that a bottle of disinfectant which stood on the window sill

OC?/ the bathtub moved over the tub and landed on the bathroom
'9@8 mﬂn\'ﬂﬂ feet EWI.]I"] I,

cgame evening, when Arnold was in bed and Mrs. Parks,
Knofl; Mr. Brown, Mr. Eldridge,® and a newspaper phntug—
rapher were in the kitchen, a cup (20) from the rear of the shelfin
the hallway was heard when it fell to the hallway fioor. This cup had
. been on the same shelf as the light bulb.Mr. Eidridge had inspected
€5, the shelf about half an hour before, while ima;d m in bed, and had
TS nutined thu :up in its place,
)’o iy evening, when Amold was in his|room’and Mrs. Parks
k. w Knnll were in the living room, ‘the samie bottle of Mercuro-
@S/ S,q 2!} which had been nmmnd to the bathroom shelf, again
tp S ,ﬂ:ll‘.‘ hallway floor. The incident was observed by Arriold
,q% ‘1 md hchrd by the two ladies,
"/ @,Qn raday, May 11, when Arnold and Mrs. Parks were in the
a/,lplr&ng:m, she saw the large mirror ( cﬂnnw:r the sofdn the living
swirig, back and forth, She took 1t down to prevent its breaking.
evening; when Agnold was in his room and Mrs. Parks, Mm
Knull Mr. Brown, m-:'.i Mrs, Leiden were in the livin room, l;mr q,i'
mhn felly (23) frém the bathroom shelf fell to 5:1:
and broke. same’eveningy when Arnold was in r.hc lutn:hm,
he said he saw a pepper. :!;;ni.ur (24) “floar” through the air and land

beside him. (This /the same incident which Mrs. Parks
r:f::rmdtnm an :ntﬂym with’ W, G.R.when she said that she saw

>y, 4 pepper shaker disappear from the/open kitchen closet and then
% heard ilrflll to the ﬂﬂur by the kitchen wmdﬂw Y/

%mnmg. when Arnold was in the kitchen washing
Parks and Mrs, Frances Coates, a neighbor, were

ES

4 Mr!‘ Fuﬁbl!;mu

n had ceased Tuesday evening. Wh
I‘I:I;I'Md‘ ;\Nm m.k I'mr wgﬂﬂi—-ldh‘h:‘:l' Bl‘ﬂ':ﬂld ;_'i'hﬂ- in Iﬂm
ation about similar cases o ible
ﬁphmnm: nl'tl&ﬁ’vuulé ﬁrmt Nr. Eldnd.tuhn-lh:lplrm:uru?w
CQ/ ,(P
Q
r &g SG’&/ C

R A

K
L/ & M%P%%ﬁa fell to the floor in her room. The samie night,

) from rJ'lenh:lIm the,
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in the kitchen or living room, a drinking glass (25) from the kitchen

sink flew into the living room and broke. Arnold said he saw the glass

in flight and the two ladies saw it/as it broke, (According to the state-

/. ments given to Mr. Eldridge as reported -in the Newark News on

" May 12, the glass “swung around a corner” before it broke on the

4., floor:) On the same evening, when Amold was in his room; he said

 he saw Wilight bulb (26) from his Aoor lamps unscrew itsell and smash

7 on the floor)then a candlestick type glass lamp base (27) flyloff his

dresser and fall to the floor. Following this eventywhen“Armold was

»still irchis room, and Nies, Parks, Mrs. Knoll, Mr. Brows, Mr. William

Guordon, dnd a fifth person were in the kitchen or living room, Arnald

saw his, floor lamp (28) fall against his bed. In another occiifrence
b o ;

t,” when also ‘Mr, Jumes Moore (Assistant Director of
Management for, the’ Newarlko, Housing Authority) and a reporter,
pmb:glcjr Mr. Gordon, wefe present, an empty bottle [;.:!2 from the
same shelf in the hallivay whete the ¢up had been, moved into Mrs.
Parks' bedroom.

Because of the incidents Arnold andMrs, Parks left the apartment
Thursday night and stayed with the Browns,

On Friday, May 12, in the morning or early aftérnoon, when Arnold
and Mrs, Parks were in their own rooms, the lattersaw a bottle of
furnititre polish (30) from the shelf in the hallway slide across the floor
of Ker roomu Durinig this same period, when Arnold was in his room

according to Mrs, Leéiden, he was in the bathroom at the time), and
Iré.-Parks and Mra. Leiden were in the living room, a five-pound
electric fron (31) moved from the shelf in the hallway and fell t6’the
floor in the idi n- of Mrs. Parks’ bedroom. Mrs. Leiden told
W.G.R. that she saw the iron while it was.in the air and noticed that
its cord was stretched-out stiff behind it."Also during that Pen'nd,
when Amold was in tht'f:i@gh;ﬂ' and Mrs, Pnr’hag,l,l in the kitchen-
living room area, Arnold saw the cover of L&ﬂgmwﬂi} come off
when he reached for it, and break . t the sink below, During
thi$ #ame period, when Arnold and Mrs. Parks were in the:same
rooms as before, the saltcellar (33) moved from'/the open kitchen
shelf and hit Arnold lightly on the back. (Accérding to’Mr. Eldridge,
a8’ veported in the Newark News on May 13, l:hmw:l%; }peppcr'ulmhtrg
~ In the evening of that day, when Arnold was in ‘is roomy an
M¢s; Parks, Mrs. Knoll, Mr. Brown, Mr. Eldridge, and Mr: Edwiird
J. DélRysso {a building contractor who had come to exorcise the
ﬁn:] were in the living room, a glass ashtray (34) fell to the floor
Mrs. Parks' dresser. N

On Saturday, May 13, when Arnold was; in the kitchen washing
dishes, Mrs. Parks was in the kitchen<living ‘room area, and Mrs.

, Coates was in the living room, the (35) fromothe open kitchen

Sshelf made a right turn into the li {mmgﬁz&m
, béhind the shoulder. On ﬂ"‘F nlmi’f?y, %gg Arnold was seated
* at the south end of the sofa in the living rooni and Mrs. Parks and
s . Mrs{ Coatées were in the kitchen, a glass ashtray (36) Aromthe table
“next to Arnold fell to the floor. The incident was seen by Arnold‘and
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d by the others. Sometime later, 'when Arnold was in the same

- “poaition, and Mrs. Parks, Mrs. Knoll, Mr. Gordon, and a photog-
- raphes in the kitchen, the same ashiray (37), which had: been

/;  plagec %;n per by a reporter, moved toward the front door;

, gain/ Arnold said he saw the incident ; the others heard the noise,
P/ o 30 thﬂbﬁ];_y.”i pint can of paint (38) on the same hallway shélf
S whare the furniture polish had been moved to the floor of Mrs. Parks'
room, Another ocetirrence that day happened when Arnold was in his

‘room, %t ntﬁ@@?p: ingide thedoorway, and Mrs. Parks, Mr. Moare,

Ulrieh (a reporter from the Newark Star Ledger) were

in the living room; the’ Mercurdchramé buttle i&:‘} from the bathroom

shelf fell to the Aodr of M, Parks’ roont/Arnold said he saw the

bottle as it landed. Also on that'day the eover of the sugar bowl (40)

o/, fellto the kitchen floor. (Thisincident may Kave beety the same as the

9, “one reported by Mrs. Leiden to' W.G.R. when she said that she saw

or |- asaucer used as a cover for the sugar bowl, zl‘wumihz“n replacement

o ¢4, for the sugar bowl top that broke earlier, lift.up #nd fall t6/the floor.)
/

Ros

‘s Still on the same day, when Arnold was in the kitcheri dnd MrscParks
S

the kitchen-living room area, Arnold saw the teapof cover (41)
Sa/ kitchen closet come off the pot and fall to the floor, Mrs.
. heard the sound. S@41l )
About 10:00p.M. that night Amold said he saw an ashtray (42)
from the table in the living room fly. h the air and crash against
the wall near the TV set; Mrs, Parks tﬁﬁ:ﬁr. Brown heard the sound.
Mr. Brown then phoned Dr. Wrege, Who arrived at 10:35 p..
S Dr. Wrege asked Arnold to choose an object a&'a target for the RSPK
5, /., forces. Arnold selected an empty mustard jar and placed this an the
4 4 table. About 11:00 p.v.; when Arnold 'Was in the living room
8s, ((94 the opening to the kitchen, Mrs, Parks, was i her room, and
Sy " & Bﬁmnd r. szgc were in the kitchen, ‘the mustard jar (43)
’h ,left the tible and moved over the heads of ‘the two men, crashing
s, egainst the kitchen wall. Arnold said he saw the jar “foat” over the

€5, heads of thetwo men befare it picked up s yiih

%, heads,of thetwo men, P p speed. /
SAboift/1]:15 £, when Arnold was in the living room‘on the sofa
Mﬂlﬂq.’ Pirh, Mr/B , and Dr. Wrege were also in the living
room, a glass ashtray (44) from the table near Arnold moved to the
floor of Mrs. Parks' room. Armold said he saw this incident; the others
heard it. ’ ) Co

About 11:45 p.m., ‘after Mrs: Parks and Mr. Brown had left the
ent and while Arnold was in the doorway to his room and
r. Wrege inside the room, the glass ashtray (45) from the table
next to the sofa which had previously moved, was heard to fall on the
e floor in Mrs. Parks' room. Shortly afterwards, when Arnold was in

the kitcherowith Dr. Wrege, who was about to picl:/l.q.l the telephone,
a mg plass (46) from the counter next to the kitchen sink was
seefiby Diro Wregé as it fell to the floor, ’
A short time after this incident, while Arnold was standing in the
kitchen to the right/of Dr.Wrege who was next to the phone table,
replacing the receiver with his left hand with his right arm arvand
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L7

Arnold, no one else being in the apartment, the lamp gl'i’} on the table
to the south of the sofa in the Iurmg*rmm Fell tn the Hloor in the back
hallway and smashed.

Lah‘.r that night, while Arnpld was in the bl:'lr. hallway holding
“‘a dustpan with %:voﬂl hands, and Mr. Brown (who. had yeturned in

s respanse to a phone call from Dr.“Wregé) and De, W were

y

Eam'lfﬂ p the broken pieces of lamp, Mr. Bréwn suddenly ¢ried
out ‘and the glass ashtray (48) which had méved earlier that night

?Ecn[:ed his.chin and ﬁ.'Jltuthu floor of Mrs. Fnrks"rmm The ashtray

-nn“thc tabléto the south of the sofa in the livifig room.

§ afterwirds, as'Amold went into the kitchen fo put the
lnmp pieces inl the trash can|and when Mr, Brown was in théliving
room clos€ to thé'back hallway aind Dr. Wrege was in Mrs. Parks’
bedroom picking up the glass gshiray, a pepper shaker (49) struck
Mr. Brown in the hﬂ:k Shortly afterwards, when Arnold was in the
hallway outside the a t, M.r Brown was preparing to turn off
the kitchen and living roam i hts, and Dr. W was in the hall
inside the apartment close to® front door, Mr. Brown was hit
lightly on tht head by the saltcellar’ (50), which then struck the wall
behind the sofa with great foree, falling in back of the sofa, Immediate-
ly afterwards, when Arnold was still in the outer hall, Mr. Brown
was tirning off the living room lights, and Dr. Wrege was in the
inside- hallway closé to the front door, a htn ceramic ashiray {\{r}
from a hﬂokﬂse near the front door fell tu ¢ floor between
Brown.and Dy, Wrege.

The following events alsp took, place in May, either before Dr,
Wrege's arrival or later: While Armold and Mrs, Parks were in the
apartment, a glass tray (52) fell from the refrigerator to the washer
or to the floor. Whilé a friend of Mrs. Parks also was present, a
saucer (53) fell from the kitchen cupbpard’tmth: floor in front
of the closet as Mrs. Parks was talking 1:]5 th heép friend. Also in May,
W bottle (54) on top of the rd'ngl:rmm fell down and_hit the w*:l-hmg
maching, Lty e ISk )

$Puring the same month, when Amnld iﬁd Mrs: Parks were hnmr.-;.,
at least one cup (55) and one plass (56) ﬁ'ﬂﬂhlht :Imcd kitchen
cabinet fell to the floor.

Later in May, while Mrs. Parks and Arnold were in ﬁlb:plfhmmt
the bookcase (57, 58) in the living room fell over two or three times.
Mrs, Eeiden wis present on one of these occasions (but she plaged
the inciderit in Jun¢)and told W.G.R. that the bookcase fell over one
evening as they were pitting on the lights in the room. On another
occasion, when she and Arnold were outside the a ent and the
boy was pll:mg his key in the door, the 7 T»{/ :ﬂ{ﬂ} fell over. No one
was in the apartment.

. 5, In June, while Arnold and Mrs. Pﬁh wem ]mme the bottom

il wnl th:plmzb botol (61) itself, which

uéhmn the punch botol (60), which hnd been placed on 'the. floor for
safety, ‘broke. And in August, when the two of them/were irvthe
was in the, front part of

iving/room, broke, Arnold watching it go up‘into the air, /

£
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mmm, while Arnold and Mrs. Parks were in the apart-
the amophone (62, 63) fell twice and broke, On one of
mg;" e e e
period, a (64) fell to the floor from the
'hﬂﬂ:: These three incidents took lace when Arnold,

L/ @' : the @L% staying with Mr. Brown, Eu.l returned to the
+ ﬁr Nht / ‘ (4

00/71‘ /7[ ) /
Dr. Wrege's ﬁ&m;&m

;Dr Wrege first mtt&q, thé apurum:nt inthe evening of May 12.
G were no occurrences. On the evening of May 13, he received
Veo, /’ e call from Mr. Brown, who said that an nsht-;ay had fallen
' Mru Parks, Arnold, and he Were in'the apartment {Event 42),
rege hurried to the apartment where hé arrivedat 10:35 p.u.
at 11:00 and lasting until around midnight, there were
ts (43-51). Some of these, namely Events 44-46, and 49,
? l:mhly hnw: been done normally by thec boy wuhuut
gifice he was not under observation at those times. Inthe
case of Event 43, ﬁ;u:ke would have been more difficult. Dr. Wu;ege
Iﬂd asked Armnold &/ select an item from a kitchen cupboard and
it on the kitchen table in the hope that this might become an
k. PK target while Dr. Wrege was. w:tﬂhl Amnld chuuu an
9, _empty mustard jar, About twenty minutes lntgr while Dr. W
L “cand Mr. Brown were in the kitchen at the 6ther side of the uhll:,
A Or 4 facing away from the jar, and when Arnold was'in. the living room
’ ‘o5, % the kitchen entrance and abotit six feet from the jar, this
“cleft its placé, moved over the heads of thétwo men, and ‘crashed
- | lﬁ#;ﬂﬂﬂtﬁ'ﬂ,ﬂﬂ wall of the kitchen, In view of the fact that
suspectéd that Arnold was the agent for 1J,1= incidents
ln:Fin -.-:%g]m of his special interest in the mustard jde, it would
g:ﬂ"lfult for Arnold to move into the kitchen, throw the
jar, and to his plar:t outside, th: kitchen without detection,
r. Wrege saw the jar’as it reached the wall: “The jar seemed to
llla.tl:er before reaching the wall, but the event was so sudden that
lt t have hit [the] wall and' shattered.” Dr. Wrege also noted
broken pieces were of uniform size and that they fell to the
fioor directly below the place ofcimpact, rather than scattering
widely as might be expected had the jar Emnsiéqd against the wall
in a normal fashion. Arnold said he saw the jar as it "'floated” over
the heads of ﬂmmn men after which it picked up terrific speed
before it s hnﬁc 5,
In the af t]m:c mrmtg 48, 50, and 51, these apparently could

¥ been''pe old acting alone. Following thé
mﬂfﬁm {Evmt 475 ‘Ujugm I.shall refer to later, Dr., Wrege,

AP@S@Q &
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Mr. Brown, and Arnold were cleaning ap the remains of the hmp
Dr. Wrege states that “Arnold was holding the dustpan handle with
two hands as T swept the pieces into the‘pan. Mr. Brown was to my
'Inft h]r the door of Mrs, Parks' bedfoom, pm}nng* up other pieces

the Jamp. He suddenly moved back ard there was the sound of
ﬂblm of, lnss hitting th:: floor of MrsoParks); ;ﬂnm ' Mr. ‘Brown
said the ashtray had grazed his chin. Evidently the only way’in
which the/eyent ©ould have been caused normally is if-Mr. Brown
himseliothrew the ashtray into the bedroom, while/claiming that
it had, grm:i hifm:s This was the same nahl.m]r which had moved
on two oceasions, earlier. that ‘évening (Events 44 and 45). After the
second of these, Dr;,"# and Arnold found the ashtray dn
Mrs. Parks' room and’ r:turn:d*tt to the table south of the sofa.

At the time of Eveng 5{1 ‘the two men and Arnold were on the
point of leaving the npnrtmmt ‘house, Dr. Wrege had told Arnold
to go into the hallway outside the apartment, Dr. Wrege was
inside the apartment in the hallway, lcm:ﬁ:ng to the front room and
Mr. Brown was in the living room at the point of turning off the
lights when/be cried out that something had hit_his head after
which fifere was a crash and Dr. Wrege saw a saltcellar as it
smashéd ng-ains thé living room wall behind the sofa. Here too,
the only” possible no lanation would seem to be that
Mr. Brown osily said’ that he had been hit and had, unseen by
Dr, Wrcgr;:, tossed /the nh}el;:t figainst the wall since the latter's
attention was directed more ¢ towardoArnold than to his uncle.
Immediately afterwards, when ﬁm:;l;;l was still outside the apart-
ment and Mr. Brown *nrnuh:gﬂn on the pt:mit of turning off the
lights and Dr. Wrege was §till in &m mmle ha]iﬁra close to the
ant door, a heavy ceramic ashtray bulﬂ: iﬁm the front
door fél} to the floor between Mr. Brb‘ﬁm anﬁ %gﬂ (Event 51).
Alsésin this case it seems that the only’ ptr&n‘ﬁ who @ould” have
peérpetrated the occurrence was Mr. Brown smc-e A’fa;;u;d was not

in the room and could not have thrown an into it without
t!ct&::tmn by Dr. Wrege.

Thefe was one incident, Event 47, which could not ap‘pmnﬂ}r
have been eaused normally either by Arnold or by anyone wlae,
This took place wher Dr. Wrege and Arnold were alone in the
apartment, Mrs. Parks and Mr. Brown ha!@'l; left around 11:30 .M,
At about the same time the ashtray fell’in Mrs. Parks' room
vaunl 45), some drunks were hnngmg/un ﬂm,frurrtf;oor demanding
mm “the boy with the flying objects.” A mofuent later a window

ne m,Mrs Parks' room was brokeny gﬂmimpl by &) rock thrown

}r the same men. Dr. Wrege decided to-call the police and” hf;,nt
¢ kitchen'with Arnold when the water Mh:d by
;,m‘h (Event 46). Dr. Wrege then placed his call, holding the p nn:
> :

£
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with his left hand, the nght arm he had around Arnold holding

him‘tightly in order to comfort him and’ thereby pinning both the

to his sides. As he finished the éonversation with the

m mﬁm;nt. “‘there was this tremendous crash in the living

closest lamp to us, one of two large crockery lampsy had

£ m.héﬂ(;p the floor. ﬁmnld could not have done this physically

angﬂl control over. him—but since neither of as actually

SaW thﬂm {it was arourid-the corner, out of sight) su&;m:tcd

the use of strin :nd the like. I'checked ‘the remains of the

and the cord tosee if ‘any strings or wires were attached. There

were no such uhjﬁctsf md . do'nat knew, how this event could

I:a attributed to trickery’.c..,  Phe inmp crashed to the floor about

q feet southeast of the table wher€it stood (see Figure 1). Arnold

very frightened at this point {after the previous events

Of 'Bg. hld ound him relatively unafraid), He asked that his
be called because he wanted to leave theapartment. Dr. Wrege

"P ied and called Mr. Brown. Shortly afterwards the uncle and

@a@w lice arrived. The fact that Mr. Brown ‘was orf hand to

rege's call indicated that he was at home and'not otutide

Ny
@Q,

caused the incident by strings or other means. Dr. Wrege
examined the table on which the had stood for traces of
or foreign matter but found fiope, He considered the

Nz possibility that the incident could have been‘caused from outside
Y% ry 0/@01 partment by an arrangement of Strings operated by an unknown
/ lice. The failure to find 4 string might be explained by the

A @s, ryoth.n it was pulled away when thre lamp, fell.“There are two
e “o string/ hjrp&thﬁu The string could have, beer fastened to’ the
HIIIEI‘ in’the evening or the string could have been placed in

by Arnold , and passed to an lcr:nm lua: m.ttmdu ‘the
% t after the lamp was examined b cgardmg

Aheory, Dr. Wn:gt does not think ﬁ'l: could haw: overlooked
a string in’his examination of ‘the apartment prior to the lirp
incident. He wis on the lookout for concealed devices and finds
it highly unlikely that he éould hive overlooked a piece of string.
Regarding the second theory, Dr, Wrege reports that Arnold was
always near him and that he dpe:n not believe that the boy at any
time had the opportunity to fastén a string to the lamp and pass it
«  through the door or a window to ar accomplice outside. After the
drunks threw the rock, Dr. Wrege was careful 1o place himself
between|Arnold and the wmdnws in order to protect the boy.
This would have made it even more difficult for Arnold to pass
mﬁb,ng to accomplices gutside,
and I both found jt difficult to suppose that Mr. Brown
was invnhl‘t.d fraudulently in the-phenomena. He is a draftsman by

lhn ent ‘when the lamp fell and therefore could net have
B

e
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profession and appears to be a mpnnmbl}: person. He seemed to be
disturbed about the incidents and'syas doing whatever he could
to alleviate the situation. The phenomena créated some hardship
for him and his family since thcy took Arnold into their home when
1t seemed that his presence iri-his grandrother's apartment

déred the occurrences. The Browns had, two ‘small children

d the addition of Arnold to the houschold was.a burden and
rma:l:u.'l:u:,ir which the:,r felt it a duty to gssume, bul; did not

W COme,
&

Other mmm Wds Not in Area

There were several instances syhen Mrs. Parks and other adults
stated that Arnold was not present in the area where an occurrence
took place. The four cups_from/the punch bowl fell to the floor
while Arnold was in the kitchen having supper with his grand-
mother, nine feet or more away, and when no one else was present
(Events 2-5). Mrs. Leiden told me thattvhile Mys. Parks and Arnold
were with her in the living room watching TV, she saw a bottle of
tu]ugnt that belonged in thl: bathroom move into the living room

.a jighin theair” as she watched it, and then fall to the
floor E\rcm 10). On that same day, when Arnold was in his room,
Mrs. Letden, who wasin the kitchen, said she saw a glass decanter
on top of the refrigerator moye tothe edge (Event 11). She grabbed
it before it fell. She also once saw a saucer which had been plm:m:!
over the sugar bowl‘asa replacement of the sugar bowl top which
had broken earlier, lift’ up, and fall to/ the ‘floor (Event 40). On
another occasion, Mrs, Leidén said that when shé was with Arnold
outside the apartment and no onewas ifiside, the TV iset fell over
when he put his key in the door (Evenb 59). Aﬂmhénnme she said
that'Arnold was in the bathroom with her whens the radipgrimo-
phone in the living room fell over EE'-fent 63). 7o

In summary, most of the sixty-four eccurrences ml,l]ﬂ haye been
perpetrated normally by Arnold without detection. 1In fourteen,
however, an adult stated the boy was in one room or area/of the
house whilé the incidents took place in another. In five cases ‘this
person was Dr. Wregé.

With rd to the events that could have been caused by
fraud, n:ti:r Dr. Wrege, Mr. Eldridge, ror any of the other
investigators and visitors ever um:uw:rtd ﬂfﬁy ??lﬂﬁﬂl:ﬂ that trickery
was used or attempted.

" The possibility that non-personal ,'ph

yuiﬁi/ fnn::a werrl respon-
sible seems to be ruled out by the fact that the occurrences ‘were

mmcf:éd to Mrs, Parks’ apartment and to periads when Arald was

present; the neighboring apartments in the project were unscathéd

£
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by whatever energy wias operating in Mgs. Parks’' home. Moreover,
ﬂg ﬁ ng Authority of the City of Néwark examined “every
' (2yof Mrs. Parks' apartment and the basement uf the
Wdﬂgﬁﬂum was found to explain the events.
). n@z isa tc:nd when something strange happens to m r:;
4 nts in, terms of the unusual occurrences. [t 18
/mmt of the dess striking events, such as‘the gliss
tﬂ' “that reportedly, slid across the top of the refrigerator
vent 11) n:‘l‘h; incidents with the sug-ar bowl lids (Events 32 and
were normal household accidénts which became exalemted and
th:lmitlﬂd because of the other occurrences.
sixty-four events, however,care used for'the analyses to be
lntcr in this paper. IFany “of them‘are spurious, it is to
that they are in the minority and; will net seriously alter
tupn:tauun of the overall results.

'9@ '/ O(/
/“C,/7 Q

When [ first visited the apartment on September 9, Arnold was
still staying with Mr. Brown. I told Mrs. Parks that RSPK cases
are generally short-lived and suggestedothat Arnold return to the
apartment so we might determine while L.was still in the area,

7 s, whether or not the case had died ‘down. Mys. Parks agreed with the
o, op[a;l. That same night I was called back to the apartment with the
s m that the disturbances had“resumed. When I'Carrived at
B P I found that in the period between9:35 anid 11:00 .M. a
v “plate, “an ashtray, a toaster, a can of tobacco, anda small
4/7@ had brokem or had moved various distances, Mrs, Parks and
’h[; rown, Who were in the apartment at the time, left’shortly
nﬁér arfival while Arnold and I remained there for the night,
The ltﬂgiumciﬂmt that evening was when a lamp bulb fell’to thr:
floor in Arnold’s room wheén he was in bed and I was in Mrs, Parks’
room, The next anorning, September 10, shortly after eight
o'clock, when Mrs. Parks had returned and was in the kitchen and
while Amu!d was in his réom and I was in the bathroom with the
door closed, I heard a sound from the hallway and found a brush
from the hnli closet [ymg on the floor. The door to Arnold’s room

&  was shut. Arnold said it was also closed during the incident.

Later in the, morning Arnold told his grandmother, *“You better
put that miirror in the bathroom away, that r.mght go.” Shortly after
that, while Arnold was seated on tﬁ: sofa in the living room, he
remarked to his’ ran,dmﬁthu “I saw your bag and close."”
This bag lay on'g chair in Arnold's room and was visible from his
position on the couch. Mrs: Parks examined the bag and found that

Sz‘
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a purse containing fifteen dollars had disappeared. About half an
hour after the loss was discovered; when Mr. Brown (who had
arrived shortly before the purse: dmappeured}’ Mrs. Parks, and I
‘were in the living room and while Arnold was in the hallway looking
for the wallet behind the curtain inthe hallway closet, asound was
hieard from Mrs. Parks' room and the wallet was foundon the floor,
mmuﬂh: fifteen dollars. Arnold was then Sent downstairs with the
: when he returned he brought two dollars which he said
' Fuuhlzl by ‘the front door. Mrs. Parks asked himy "Thla isn’t
a tﬂnk is it"Arnold, you‘are not playing a prank, are “you ?" She
said that recently, during Arnold’s visits to the apartment, ‘wallets
belonging to her daughter (Mrs. Brown) and to two friends had
disappeared. During this perigd Arnold had found about forty
dollars in cash and various other objects, including a baseball bat and
a baseball. Mrs. Parks tended to interpret these events paranormally.
However, she was not wholly éredulous; ten minutes after the boy
had found the two dollars, she said;*' Arn6ld, come here a minute,”
She then emptied the boy's ets looking for the remainder of
her money, but found nothing except his belongings. After that she
asked hinvto go“to the cellar again to see if more money would
appear ‘vhen he retiirned. He brought another two dollars which
he said he had found outside the front door. Arnold was then sent
out for the newspaperand afew minutes afterwards Mrs. Parks
discovered that a picture had fallén to the floor in her room. When
the boy returned from his errand hé handed over three dollars
which he said he had found by the doof; During the next five
minutes he first found one piece/and then the/remainder of a ten
dollar bill, probably the one‘that had beencin Mrs, Parks' wallet,
This hmu gt the total to seventeen dollars, somewhat. more than
the amnuut Mrs. Parks remembered having had S

I'discussed the incidents with Arnold to see if e had’ any
awidreness of reasons or motives for them, but his remarks suggested
none. In order to explore this question further and to determine
whether posthypnotic suggestions for RSPK incidents: might /be
cﬁcmvﬂ.lrb:ﬁ-m a hypnosis experiment with the boy. But'before I
was able to induce ® trance, Mr. Brown, who had left a short time
before, returned, wishing to take Arnold out to play. Shortly after
this I left,

I returned to the apartment on Se bnr 13 in the evening,
staying for some hours and u:lmr:umngu ¢ évents with Mrs. Parks.
Arnold came in shortly after 7:00, but there’ wm no- incidents.
My lnmwmt was on Eept:mbcr 15, in the évening/ /The previous
- was told, three Hhh‘ﬂjl'! ha:f‘mmmd tnr.i Mrs. Parks'
‘ﬁﬁll!:liid nglm»dmlpp:nmd On the morning of the. 15th a box
of rﬁuth powder, a bottle of Windex, and two bottles of shampoo

£
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various distances. Also in the morning, as Arnold left for
m mud that a Vaseline jar and a bottle of liniment fell in

m&f the courtyard outside the apartment. ¢
/In all “incidents, and in those that happened earlier, that
@nﬂhwt\nfﬂld was or easily could have been at the place wherethe

méyements o ted.“There were no cases when Mrs. Parks or
athﬁf ted th,gt Arnpld ‘was in one part of the apartment while
m:thmfhgdp pened elsewhere.

ent to me at this stagethat privacy was a prcftrrcd

condition for the plienomena and that 'was a particularly inhibiting
Sey, influence, After Arnold had ‘arrived in thm::wmng of the liltl't1
h 41 left the apartment for short periods on varigus pretexts. At

0 '8:43 p.m., while I was returning; coming upthe steps outside, a
B < bottle from the table to the south of the couch where

o | was seated watching TV, mnved to the back hallway.
.CQ arks was in the kitchen at the time) At 8:45pM. [ wnn
4 ,qgtl.nch.%g next to the door outside the apartment when there was a
tushed in and found the dish from the top of the TV set
on the kitchen floor. The boy was sitting quictly on the
couch. At 9:00 P.m., when I was again outside, there was another
sound. | again rushed in and found a green lahtnw still mu'.rmg on
the floor. It belonged to a self-rightingoashtray stand in the area
¢, between the TV and the sofa. The ashtray had hit the control button
E S, on the TV, turning it off. Arnold was still on ‘the couch. A minute
Jb, 2 Chgqrthenme ﬂﬂhl:rﬂ'jl" fell underg@imilar circumstances; At 9:05 .M.,
L I was again outside, I entered the apartment, though I was
Sl‘@ mnscmuslr alerted by any noise, and saw; the nhtnijr stand
4 /on the Hioor. Arnold was sitting quietly on the sofa‘4s usual,
'q%,lt wﬁ%d have beeni-difficult for him to have set this, nl:and in mutmn

timed his seat without detection.

In the cotirse of these ineidents, I seemed to be :ttu‘ig prugm
sively closer to'seeing an objéct start to move. e | became
more hopeful and excited, the renewal of the disturbances made
Mrs. Parks increasingly more finxious and insistent that Arnold
leave the apartment.” At 9:45 p.m. I was in the kitchen helping
Mrs. Parks clean up the pieces ofsthe broken plate and trying to
gﬂude her to let Arnold rémain, promising that I would pay

o further breakages and also pointing out:that whatever the cause

& of the disturbances was, nobody had been hurt. I said, “It doesn't
hit people.”® Az that moment a nmnll bottle grazed Mrs. Parks and
hit me squiarely on the head. The bottle came from the side table
at the south of the sofa, next to where the boy sat, and about eight
feet ﬁ:om mé. At the time of the incident, I was facing in his general

“iull ")
% In any case an unconvincing ltlfl‘unmt:nmnufﬁ‘iﬂlh 33, 15, 48, 49, and 50,
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direction, but not looking at him. I looked up at once and found
Arnold as usual, unmoving and stoical,

A few minutes after 10:00 pm. Arnpld Iéft, the apartment,
‘returning immediately afterwards witlva small bottle belonging to
Mrs/ Parks, which he said had hit‘him o the head. He then left

again, bt came back shortly afterwardswith Dr. Wrége whiom he
‘had mét outside, the boy saying he had beenshit by annthl.‘.r bottle,
,Shurl:l}f after that, when Dr. Wrege and Arnold were to deave again,
we searched the boy and found a piece of wood tunder his shirt,
of which he’ d.mclalmed any knowledge, Dr. Wrege and I apt:t:ulatr.d
that this was to’be the’next object to be “found” outside and that
his shirt front was the hiding pldce for the objects that followed
him out of doors and per,hnpa for the money he said he found in
various places.

The d:ncuvcry of the piece of wood, together with the losses and
findings of money, which sgéemed cuncharacteristic of RSPK
occurrences, and also the fact that nothing happened while I or
others had Arnold under observation, su ed that theearlier osten-
sibly parapsychological phase of the disturbances had been replaced
by a fraudulent'one. I therefore decided to terminate the para-
psychological part of the investigation and returned to Durham
on the following ‘day, aftér arrangements had been completed for
Arnold to take aseries of psychological tests at New York Univer-
sity. After these, Arnold rﬂumed to his uncle's home.

On Novembeér |, 1961, Mr. Brown sent Arnold back to his
grandmother’s apartment, Saying he could. keep him no longer.
Shortly after, Mrs. Patks’ TV set, the washing machine, the
refrigerator, and the kitchen @upboard fell over. Mrs. Parks then
brought Arnold to a friend's home wheréan ashtray went and to a
sécond friend where a vase fell, and then, finally, to'a hotel where
he stayed for the night. On the morning of November 3, Ke returned
toothe apartment when the refrigerator again turned.over. This

ce’ of equiipment belonged to the housing project, and from

eing a family problem, the poltergeist now mushroomed into a
problemcfor the housing project and thereby the county authorities.
Arnold was/brought to a temporary shelter for children, after
which the State Board of Child Welfare took over.

In all of these incidents Arnold was aloneg at the time and could
easily have caused them normally, Whether or'not the events were
fraudulent, they suggested that lhl‘.': psychological tensions which I
assumed were behind the incidents, splrious’and génuine alike,
still existed. It was therefore decided to carry out a more thorough
study of Arnold by bringing him to the
at Duke! University. The visit to Durham was arranged throug
Mma Marjorie Cummings, Supervisor of the New jm:y ‘Board of

Parapsychology’ Lahﬂrnmrﬁl
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Child Wr.l‘.fam, and Mrs. Rose Tiemberg, Casework Supervisor at
the 's Essex District Office. Since tl:u: poltergeist incidents
P “depend on the presence of Mrs. Parks, it was arranged
for %ﬂ ipate in the psychological studies. Also, if there
' génumé RSPK incidents, Mrs. Parks’' presence would
@u stimulate these under controlled conditions of observa-
tion. Arnold and his grandmother arrived in Durham on’ Decein-
ber 16. This was the first time since November that they had’been

r and that samie afternoon there was an incident. I had gone

out of my office at'the Parapsychology Laboratory and Arnold and
Mrs. Parks had just left'it and were walking along a narrow hallway,
0/71!1131! a book that had earlier béenoon my;desk fell to the hallway
. As with other recent events, Arnold could have caused it
W&H y since he was not watchéd at the timé and ‘¢ould have
the book up when he was leaving the réom béfore throwing

/ o ﬁ@ﬂthc]m. thm episode gave me twu cues I had been hoping
4 anrs “‘poltergeist”” was still active and was ready to be confronted
% tory territory. However, there was not eriough time for
studies that day. I brought Arnold and Mrs. Patks to’ the

Jack Tar Hotel,’saying that they should get in

in touch with me if

X, anything further hnppenr.-d. When I reached home 1 found'a
message that the inaidents had resumed. I returned to the hotel
0 and learned that an ashtray had fallén to the floor and that a glass

"% in the bathroom had smashed while Arfiold was in there. Shortly
Yo, ds a lamp, which had been placed on the floor for safety’s
e 0 ned over and the phone fell to the floor. Mrs, Parks said
Csy saw’the phone when it landed, at the same time witching
4o ““Arnold, who was seated on the floor hﬁlduig the TV set ta prevent
D lt'fm;n fn!hn It-seemed possible, however, that hé might haye
ugeﬂ"fhc mrd without detection. Arnold told me that while he
was incthe bathroom he saw the toothpaste leave the skelf andfall
into the bathtub, [ rtmﬂmed with thtm for a couple of hours‘in the
hope that there might be additional incidents. At 10:20 .M
while Arnold wa¢ in the bathroom, there was a crash and I found
the light fixture in the sink?/The plastic frame covering the bulb
was bent in a way that would be consistent with someone having
hhed it and pulled it from the wall; Since the ph:nnmenn were
ing dutrun:twt: of hotel property without occurring under
e mndmuns that allowed for nhs:nrntmn. I brought Arnold home
with me. Nothing happened at the house that night or for the rest

of the weék Anmtd stayed there,

The fact that evefizthe Parapsychology Laboratory failed to in-
hibit the “paltergeéist’’ offéred an opportunity for closer observation
than we had been abl€'to achigye so far. Though the episodes from
September on were suggestive of trickery and though the case had
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become atypical as an RSPK case, extending for such a long period
of time and over such a wide terrainjthere Wwas no proof of fraud.
But the events on December 18 caysed me to teject the parapsy-
“chplogical hypothesis for the later phase of ‘the, occurrences. %‘he
-Par?pgfnhulngy Laboratory possessed an experimental ﬂ.m:c with
a (one-way mirror between two of the rooms,, Dr.0J, G.Pratt
cooperated @ssthe observer in one of these dnd [ brought a.rnuld
-and his grlndm:rﬂmr into the other, asking them to rémain there
*wh;,lc Fattended, to $6me matter. After a while, when Mrs, Parks
left the roony for a moment, Dr. Pratt saw Arnold take ¥wo meéas-
uring tapes froma tableand hide them under his shirt, Mrs Parks
rctumed and’left agdin, at which time Arnold tossed the two tapes
after her. Mrs. Parks then calléd put to me that there had been an
incident; she showed no suspicion of-her grandson.

This incident confirméd my doubts regarding the occurrences
that had taken place since September./Until Arnold had been seen
throwing the two tapes, it had been at léast conceivable that the
act of observation, particularly by outside witnesses, interfered
with the phénomena and that this might be the réason why none
were reported under good conditions of observation. The most
reasonable view now/seemed to be that all or most of the later
incidents were fraudulent

THE Pmruma EXAMINATION

The discovery of fraud mrwmhed,mc that the paranormal aspects
‘of the case had passed. However, it opened up a new avenue in the
study I hoped to conduct with the“lie detegtion’ method. In this,
a'series of Lutmna is asked while the aubjt:f.;l; i5 attached to a
polygraph which measures his n:umphyafoirnglml seactions, If he
télls)a falsehood, this is likely to result in a reaction on the graphs.
The procedure was planned for an earlier RSPK case43), but could
not’be carried out. I was particularly anxious thereforeto usé the
method in the ‘present case and to determine how useful it might
be as a part of pur RSPK procedures. Since we now had an incident,
Arnold’s throwing of the two tapes, which was definitely known
to have been c:aused fraudulently and since he disclaimed any
knowledge about it, I planned tn question Arpold while he was
‘attached to the pulygraph in the hﬂpc of démonstrating that he was
telling a falsehood when he asserted ignorance of what caused the
tapes to move. Such a record was im t for comparative
-purposes for the polygraph interview about the ﬁm phm of the

disturbances. I"decided to choose the most convincing of these
disturbances, the lamp, incident (Event 47), If Arnold disclaimed:

£
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any knowledge of how this eventwas initiated and if the polygraph
cord s pp-urml his claim but indicated ‘that he was lying when
nswering the question about the tapes, then this would give added

T

B - ﬂ?f Following the interviews concernin mp and‘the

M r.:ﬁib;:,uhﬁm were not fulfilled: the interviews nup[‘.mlzh:d
Anu%d s claimiof innbcence in connection with the lamp, but there
was no clear evidénce of deception, when he denied knowing how
E the moved, as observed by Dr. Pratt.This did not come as a
ar . surprise, however, because in @ hypnosis interview con-
Yo 'ﬂnﬂ by Dr Ben Feather prier to‘the polygraph examination,
Y showed no awareness of the tape incident, D, Feather

ore was of the opinion that the boy thréw the tapes while in
~ ‘of dissociation. Since the Euiygrnph method is incapable of
Cas w acts for which the subject has no conscioti§ memory,
G@nﬂhe; predicted that it wnruld fail.®

/.. oy,

Ch

ANALYSES FOR &umcr

poll.ergmt disturbances, th:mmﬁufunsuppmthn

& ‘spirits" are responsible. Mrs. Parks worty about the disturbances
J’o, é %[o.luum;l not only by the destruction’of hér helonigings but also
bzl rehension that the deceased ' Mr. Brooks, “Arnold’s father
m-;n-lnw might be responsibleo This- pursnn, rep rt_pdl,

l,ynrgummt two years before and Mrs. Parkﬁ wundc:qd

r'he had come back and was causing the mmdehp in m:dq:r
Arnold away ‘from her,

uwevcr«u already mdmuted the incidents seemed to pmnt to.a

. This cnnc.'luuflun was based
on a study of the tungorﬂ and spatial dumhuuun of the incidents.
These mﬁlm, and the’  for othér patterns in the disturbances
that may reveal their naturé; are gtiided by the same considerations
on which the study of the Lessing casé previously reported in the
wy ﬁlmml (3) was based. For the sake of brevity I shall not repeat in

e the rationale underlying these methods, but mfcr the reader to
the earlier papér, 3"

/

YA detaily the tion of the case is available from
W uu:h:@aﬂm_ﬂnlygﬂi‘mmhn no i m e

of innocence regarding mmph}?t{lm the h:ﬂpﬂ
: the
_ (hgp@d to be’able to throw light on the other mmlmm-

“of ﬂnltm temper, had been shot and killed: by ife
%m‘f‘in'é-

\’/é
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Temporal Distribution of the Occurrences;

The occurrences began on Arnold's thlrtl:emp birthday, May 6,
1961, with a single occurrence in Mrs, Parks’ room. However, most
nfa,h sixty-four occurrences were. duﬁtf:r:d in'the following week

%‘ible 1). The day-to-day grouping 18 statistically significant,

Table |

‘ 'I’lumu. DistanuTtion of OccunReNces
M

Days of the Week 1
Time ISy, MTu. W. Th. F. Sa.* ? | Totals
12:00 midnight— 7:59 aum,. ‘ 0
8:00 A.m. —  3:59 P.M. 4 4
4:00 r.M. — 11:59 r.u. s 1 ¢ 7T 1 1M 38
Time Unknown 1 1 7 13 22
Totals: 0 3%, 68_5 18 13| o4

Distribution of Occurrences over Days: X' = Eiﬂﬁ{ﬁdf'.i P o< 0001
Distribution of Oceurrences over Hours: X* = 62.26 (2 d.f.); P < .0001

* Events 48-51, which téok place on the evening of Saturday, May 13, may have
occurred at 12:00 mu!nlghtnrﬂm;-ﬂrl&cr

but uninformative since we/do not know if there was anything
unusual about the activities of the two ogcupants of the apartment
to correlate with the groupings:

As a rule, the exact times of the evénts were not reported. A
large proportion happened in the late afternoon or evening. ‘Though
it is/possible that some of the incidents“for which notimes are
given took place in the morning or early aftérnoon, theré scems
1o have been a preference for the later pcrfoda This distribution is
also significant. The times of inactivity coincided with Arnold's
school hours. Mrs, Parks, however, had no fixed périods when she
was dway from the apartment. There were no disturbanices late at
night w]&m the family could be presumed to be deep asleép. But
since we do not know the exact times for most of the disturbances,
it is not possible to determine if there were any when Arnold, but
not his grandmother, was sleeping. However, the fact that they
were restricted to periods when he was home from school, points to
him as the agent. N

Spatial Distribution of Occurrences

-If we count the disturbances which
in the outer hallway with those that took

£

pened when Arnold was
whenhe wasat home,

OQ/

Qs
Yo,
/-
S5
Q

“v/between the
%Iﬂm P o=,

The Newark Disturbances 143

there were sixty-four incidents when Arnold was in the vicinity.
there were eight disturbances (Events 45-51 and 59)

M‘ﬁ Parks was known to be absent. Assuming that presence
1hum= syggests agency, Arnold rather than Mrs, Pnrh is

?ﬂnuntjr to the events is taken as another sign of :ig:ncjr,
take lht: average distances from the origin of the moyemeénts
nf the two in the house and compare them. In the case of

Arnold, his location at the'time 6f a disturbance was reported in.

many instances. With regard to-Mrs, Parks, often it is only stated
that she was in a givenoroom but not where in this room. In those
cases where Arnold's and’ Mrs. Parks' locations -were indicated in

%thp manner, the distance from'the center of the room in question to
Q bance was measured.

Or

f'l'hmwcrc forty events when the distance between Arnold and
of the movements was known or' could be inferred. The

sum ?f their distances from him was 317 feet. His average distance
the events consequently is (317/40 =) 7.9 feet; In the case

of Mrs, Parks, there were twenty-eight events where hef. distance
or lpprn:um:te distance could be determined. Her average distance
from the events wag (306/28 =) 10.9 feet. If proximity is an indi-
cator of agency, the figures suggest that this role should be assigned
to Arnold. This impression is strengthened if we look at each event
tely. Of thc twenty-eight disturbances avhere an estimate

separa
Sogould be e of Bott AT okTs and Mrs. Parks’ distances from the
13

, in nineteen Arnold was closest, in_eight. Mrs."Parks was
t, and in one their distances came out the same. The diEcrcnct
res for Arnold and Mrs. Parks is significant at the
(¥* = 4.48; | d.f.) and supports the other indica-
tlgnsihatﬁmald rather than Mrs. Parks was the agent. /

iinpmtimc explanation is of course still possible. It is'¢onceivable
that some_incarporeal entity had attached itself to Arnold, and
caused the disturbances. However, such a theory is more complex
since it postulates both the existence of such an entity and its
ability to cause disturbances by PK, while the hypothesis that
Arnold was the sole agent-only l‘bqu:rr.‘.s the latter supposition and
therefore is more acceptable.

PHYSsICAL ASPECTS

Attenuation Effect

If .ﬂ%rnnld was the Imu'pe of the PK energy responsible for the
ts and if this mdgy obéys similar laws as other forms of energy
in mture ‘then we m!gﬁtupeﬁt the force or energy to be weaker
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the greater the distance in space from Arnold. One way in which
such attenuation might appear would be i’ a_decrease of incidents
‘the greater the distance from the boy. As ;;lmct@ stated, there were
“forty occurrences where Arnold’s distince, or approximate distance,
from the events could be determined. These have been reduced to
g?upmﬂuufﬂ:mnﬂm at 1-5, 6-10, 1415, 16-20, and 2125 feet
/ Arnold. The number of occurrences fn: the Fnre mteganu Was
fifteen, fourteen, seyen, two, and two. A linear regression analysis
shows “the decreas¢ to be statistically significant {¢ = +5.66;
r =95 (3df); P-< .025).7 Evidently, the disturbinces were
attenuated. with‘distanice from the agent. '

As stated in the ‘earlier paper (3), attenuation effects can arise
as artifacts in various ways: I have referred to these as “motivational
artifacts,” “observation and’ t:rget-gmupmg artifacts," and “fraud
artifacts."”

Motivational artifacts: Itis po-.lmhle that objects in the visual field
of a person are more likely to become RSPK targets than those that
are concealed from view, say in a different room. As a result there
might be more_ incidents close in space than further away. There
were seven instafices (Events 4, 5, 26, 27, 32, 41, and 61) where
Arnold npparmll}f saw both the origin and termination of movement
and therefore must at Jeast have been looking in the general
direction of the object/when'it | its flight. q1"11::11 there were
il'lﬂthtr SEVEN CASES ' {Evtnﬁ 15, 25;,28, 36, 3T 43, nnd 44) where
it is possible but not Certain that hé saw the beginning of the
incident. Thirdly, there were two instances {Evmts 24 n;m'i 42)
when he saw the object it flight dnd then saw it/as it hit the floor or
wall. Finally, there were fout cases(Events/ 12,19, 21, and 39)
where he evidently only saw the termindting st If we subtract
the fourteen cases where it was possible that he wnfthcd the object
as it'took off (actually only thirteen sincé Arnold’s distance from
Event 61cwas not known) from the original set, thedistribution
comes ‘out as five, thirteen, seven, two, and zero. Th,m causes the
first category to drop from the attenuation picture wi:ulr; the last
category fits somewhat better.

Observational and target-grouping artifacts: An attenuation :ffm
could result from a deficiency of RSPK targets at the greater
distances from Arnold or to a fulure by ebservers to notice dis-
turbed objects at these distances from him, If Arnold's movements
in the apartment brought him close to ‘semsitivé, objects or if

'In!uuit Mrmﬂm#mﬂﬂfﬁtdmmﬂ Imdth—l
-}3 ln :l.lmllﬂnm.lnﬂ:m tu;m:d.l‘mm

I-H.:ltlﬁmﬂ --2- 4-ndtlul'ahnuhl
i oo 1 ll Wﬂf

£

U,

S,

S Mrs. Parks' 21-25 feet category and beéyon
g, searci

1.
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Mus, Parks and the other witnesses' were especially attentive to
occurrences in Arnold’s immediate vicinity, we should expect the
uv?gn to'be concentrated in trl::d Elfl.'l:: pr&:umqr group u:Ei:.
o'ogcurrénces were repo m the apartments adjacent to
u; ve ’Mrs. Parks'. Since her neighbors were alerted to, the
ces, itds to’be expected that would have feported
: ing uriusual at least to the Housing Authority, which made an
attempt to, discover the cause of the disturbances, However, no
such repnrti were ‘made, ‘Undoubtedly, the tugel:u for Arnold’s

RSPK abilities were limited t6 his grandmother's apartment, If’

Arnold was in his htd,::] the muthe:;t end.of ﬂ:f apartment ]E:uh
,, Figure 1), for all practical purposes the greatest distance at whic

lll event could be uhserw.-d would be about twenty-six feet from

the positions of the TV set in the living room and the sideboard

the outer hallway, which both figuredin, the disturbances.

F ywere no occurrences that far away, the madst remote events

into the 21-25 feet category. If the phnnnmena décrease

'(P‘%'gh nce solely because the available targets exist in'a hmltm:l

area dless of Arnold’s position in that area, then we sho
find ﬁcﬁg:se ayith distance E:: in the case of Mrs. Parks,
distribution of the twenty-eight occurrences when her dmtnrim
from the events could be calculated were as follows in the five
categories: four, mEht' twelve, four, and zero. To compare these
res with Arnold’s, both sets have been converted to percenta

o ,joc the totals for each person and are'shown in Figure 2.° It is clear

the figures for Mrs. Parks do'not decrease in the same regular
/a8 Ihﬂﬁf.' for Arnold. However, the hu;k of occurrences in
t.hnt ‘the
or absénce of occurrences also in .A.rnuld‘s case’ ht
’h% n:mul:nfthcnthersmuliuumﬁlmhh»ﬂ
ties were operating rather than the limitation of these ahdmu
to that area,

A large proportion of the nccurmnm took place while Mrs Parks
was 11-15 feet away. T’hu coneentration is due mainly to events in
the back hallway and in thé bathroom which took place while she
was in the kitchen or living room and Arnold was in his own room.

As far as can be determined; Arnold was not likely to be in close

ximity to “sensitive” objects any more often than Mrs, Parks.
5: the contrary, the latter was probably more active in the back
hallway where cleaning liquids and similar materials were stored
and in the htchan wherr. there were also many incidents. If there

mdmmcu f the events m\mmﬂaummcntmmm&hm
ﬂlﬂ‘!ﬂﬂﬁbfﬂiﬂﬂﬂ “these were known to make the distribution

,(PGS@ ¢
Q
Qs 1

S/
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were grou mgs of potential targets in areas frequented particularl
often both by Arnold and his grandméther, this should hnvz
resulted in a prepundcrnnm of events close to them both and, as we
‘saw, there was no tendency fnan”Pmim to HF r.-lo;e to the origin
of ‘the disturbances, Sqg
Jb,q or : T o, oy AERErT
'q// m {’9‘ i (TN
ry 7~ ‘6

>
N
oy
o)

L dilisrdred

, 610 1A% 620 a5 ¢ 0
N VA A
85y 04 Distance in Peet i
Fig. 2. Péroen number of occurrences in relation to the distance from
mmdh-:ﬁ::d?ﬂ;l,l’uh

It is conceivable that hﬂth upmg and motivational
Ill'hflm contaminated the results, m both the close and

remote distance categories might hnw: ‘been lﬂeued"rmulnng in a
ufcme in incidents such as w:.ﬁﬁhurwd. in “this case.
#rll facts: If Arnold caused some. or all of the mcfdsntn
tljr, ‘we, might expect the largest number o “hdppen in
pm.tmmy to him since 11: would generally be easier to interfére

£

£
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fraudulently with objects close at hand than those further afield.
. were fourteen incidents when Arnold was with an adult
e/time of the occurrences and when this adult was of the
q.,thm.&rnnld had not caused the event normally. These are
uted as follows over the five distance categories: two, six;
'0" af.r.n. m;L nm./ Most traces of attenuation have i
is nots bmmeuirulntunnlywhmthcu
m-ﬁh;hﬁdmtmm:mm&ummuummwhmhthg
dhmrbmuﬁtmui p];gm that h:muld satisfy himself that Aﬂ:pld
not etrating it nurmally :
1“ullli:l th:p:rrril’::m: l:fﬂ&the ‘decrease nf incidents with distance can
be accounted for in terms of @ cmﬁhmnmm of motivational and
get-grouping artifacts or’by wﬁumgx that ‘Arnold was using
fraud in all or most cases in whic ud ‘was possible without
““/detection. The analysis of the a ion effect to be discussed
ah&ﬂ}' as well as the other studies of mxtrafnur incidents rests
assumption that most of them were genuine and that the
'(P@ i was not due:;fe:mnﬂm eous factors, |
jeld and Exponen ay s
A =:ﬁﬂt:£l study of the attenuation effect wnﬁvnyde’/hy
Dr. John L. Artléy, Figure 3 shows four curves, a frechand estimate

Js: «rmumn:. Pointa

SOo/@ 20 . mﬂﬂﬂ
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of a smoothly decreasing curve which fits the five observational
pnmt: a curve of the inverse function, #n exponential curve of
%md a curve of the cardinal function. As;is to be expected,
hand curve fits the data best but has no theoretical impli-
utﬁrmzhe inverse function dﬂmmﬂr fit, th:lnbntrﬁuuns very
' ngll function describes the way in ;vhn‘:h energy is dissemin-
increased distances from point sources. For instance, the
lnenulﬁﬂn of light with increased distance f'rdm nrivule;tntf bulb
’°ﬂ;ﬂnw the dwm ‘function (though only nppm:u'mm];f singe the,
bulbi m not@ true point mm:nu) 7S ‘o
The cardinal function and the exponential decay function-both
fit the data reasor  welt, The cardmai function gives the better
fit, but so far it has not/ multad in arty meaningful theoretical view
of the phenomena.

The function used to ﬁxprm ’m:pﬂnmml decay is written:
N =kl."“l

;vhmtﬁll is the number of occurrences, ¥is the base t::i" the Naperi
ogarithm system, K, and K, are parameters whic are uned to ﬂt
the observéd, u{m and R is the average distance from the agent.
In the present mc Kgand K, have been chosen so that the expo-
ential decay, curve passés through the points which are at the
&malh.si and the greateét distarice from the source. In this case

Oy N 4 20,4e+1007m

The best way of obtaining an’impression of haw the four curves
fit the data is by calculating, their “‘standard déviations" (SDs).
In-this of the term, the SD refers'to an afea cov the two
sides of the curve in which the obsérvational, /points-are found. If
the abservational points are dispersed al‘ great distances, froni the
curye, they can only be accounted for if the area on'the. two ilﬂ\‘:!
of the curve/is very wide, that is, if the SD is large. Obviously,
the best fit is provided by a curve which is in the closest proximity
to thtﬁhﬁcmtmml points and thus has the lowest SD. In the case
of the fourpr ‘curves, the SD for the graphical curve is 1.2,
for the inverse function, 5.2, for the exponential decay function,
3.1, and for the cardinal function, 1.9,

Th= exponential decay function applies t6 many physical situa-
tions. For instance, the attenuation of a plane cle-ctrnmngncuc wave
pem:tmhng into a flat conductor (1) nucl;, as sunligh enetrating
% ocean is described in terms of the exponential function. In
¥ mrﬁpjz the “decay” consists in the conversion of light to
-l\_sgl en qh reglrd to the RSPK um:urrcnm. t.hn-,te wid;ntly
was. @ gon n of psi energy to kinetic energy, g

£
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It makes good sense that it is the exponential decay function

rlthﬂr &:m the inverse function which prﬂmdn the better fit for

./In_RSPK disturbances kinetic energy is produced. If
wmx;'ullnw known rules, then the creation of this ¢

dmgld result from the conversion of some other energy form ‘and

tlﬁ/(_gmmb:r of such”energy conversions should diminish/ with

: in, pature that involve energy Jenﬂlturt The inverse
m on the other hand; is céncern ith the dispersal of

/7/'

¢ _energy in space rather thamwith its, coriversion into other forms and
S - should therefore not Prﬂn}dc as good afit for the data.
4 c As mentioned before, the decrease “could haue been due to

acts, However, the fact that the m?unwnﬂlokdcmy curve,
o éghldcmakﬂ sense logically, should provide a good fit seems to
1 : ort the view that the attenuation s due to 'I:ht nature of, the

If pu ‘energy is similar to known forms, there mlg'hL

attenuation with distance not only in the number of incidents
observed but also in the amount of“energy expended on each
incident. Among the forty cases where thédistance from Arnold

4 ‘was known, in three the ﬂhjEl:t only fc]l oyer, The average distance

z “of jmovement for the others is ahuwn in Tnhl: 2 together with the
s 4 /4 b »

%q S Tuble2

4 'q ; L
S ' '
ﬂﬂy,tul‘ﬂu-rmﬁq MovemenT IN FEer iN RELATION To PROXISUTY TO-AGENT™

610 1115 16200, 21-25

790120 7.0(M 1.0 'm’{;)“
163, 8.75(8) 4.0(1) 1)

"'I".lw.:ﬂgummpu:nﬂwjp Hﬁt'mﬂunumhernfmddmmﬁunwhmhﬂu
74

mrﬂpﬂndmg figures from the Lﬂgmg case (to be discussed later).
The longest movements occurred in the 6-10 and 11-15 feet

ries md e shortest in the two distant groupings. The
traveled by, y.0 ;  close to Arnold fell between thaeg:;éeﬂmm there

.|tr=tnnfmn qctatﬁ/ ln}rmn:lumnnuu,mpmmﬂymth:twu
last catego b es, and unjg’:ﬂ longest motions occurred in the 6-10

and uérs (&ro(lp:sng! ::2

increased distance from the source in the same manner as other,

i/
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as vectors in Arnold’s psi field. In Figure 4 Arnold's location and
the way he faced are shown by the circle and enclosed arrow at the
center, In Figure 5 movements aré¢ indicated where it was not

{

%,. known which direction Arnold ficed at the timé.

"¢/ The movements generally originateéd.in front of Arnold. There
(,were  thirteen of this kind and four where the occurrences were
initiated 4t his back. This difference’is significant (y* = 4.76;

1 dF,P-r:: {03). There was no favoring ﬂ%-n sides; six ificidents

¢/, originatingat hiscright and seven at his left. The-objects tended to

come toward Arnold, twenty-six following this direction while ten.

moved away (y* =°7,1, I'd{.; P < .01). There was no suggestion
that the ‘electrical, properties ‘of the uhjl:ttu (see later thl;ﬂlczwn}
bore any relation to the direction they moved with regard to Arnold:
Twenty-three objects moved  ¢lockwise while only seven moved
counterclockwise (y*= 8.53,/1 d.f£9P < .01).

_Table 3 shows the diréctions ‘of movements in relation to the
directions of the compass. Most “abjects moved toward the
northeast, but none of the differences wére statistically significant.

/ Table 3
Dinscrions oF Movemmnts or Osmers 18y ReLaTion 1o Compass® d
Westerly Easterly
,, Diregtions™” : Directions Totals
Nartherly { “S )
Directions North-West | ODue Notth | ° North-East
2 n4 7 A0 18
Due West | / "“m., Due East:
6 Vo, B o i3
Southerly
Directiona South-West Due South South-East, i)
6 2 10, s, | s
Dotals: 14 6 28 | 48

'Flv:uhgm"" moving in curved paths changed compass directions, Three which
wtarted out in & northeasterly direction changed west ich began
En:mﬁwumly&huuhnmdadupumin;nt:m bl

ﬂg{m Aspects of Movement | 2

OC ] p ‘ y
7 /In two instances, the objects seemed to rotateor turn, Mrs. Leiden
.Snld that a’bottle was “turning a jig in the air” (Event 10) and
Arnold said he saw a lamp bulb unscrew itself (Event 26), v

£
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In several instances, the objécts apparently moved in a curved
path. At least such a motion has to be assumed if the points of
origin and termination of the motions were correctly reported. Itis

ivable thatthe objects ricocheted off the walls hereby turning
corners but there ¢ no evidence for this. It seems most reasonable
to/suppose that their motion was a curvilinear one. It is possible
that there weére more such’anotions than are shown in Figure I«
For instance, Events 29, 30, 31, ‘and 38 are shown originating nﬁ;b:
southern end of the hallway ¢loset,’but the exact places of origin
of these movementsé are not known. If the objects came from the
northern end of the closét, they too would have to describe curved
“5, lines in order to have terminated if the places reported in or near
., Mrs, Parks' room. At the least, theréfore, there are eleven cases
' r¢/the objects describe a countérclockwise curvilinéar, motion
nts 9, 10, 12, 19, 21, 23, 39, 44, 45, 48, and '50). There are¢ two
:E”Ft'a‘ that went in the opposite, clockwisé; direction (Events 35
49). This difference is statistically significant {y* = 6.23, | d.f,;

P .02). However, it is not possible at this stage’to determiné
whether this'peculiarity of motion is due to the energetic process
itself or résults from some psychological factor guiding the objects
into Mrs. Parks’ room or into the living room. o C

On two occasions (Events 24 and 43) Arnold claimed that he
saw the object “float” through the air suggesting an abnormally
»» slow motion. The latter of these two objects then picked up speed
 shattered against (or shortly before hitting) the wall. On
% sanother occasion (Event 50) a saltcellar touched Mr. Brown and
& thén with-great force hit the wall. It is‘conceivable that there was

‘@ change in velocity for these objects. HoWever, the obseryations

) few and Gncertain to base anything on. Mrs: Parks and

¢/

’
O,
CQ/

the bathroont while the door was closed. These are the only claims

of this nature and it seems €asier to attribute them to mistaken

observations' fegarding the ‘door to the bathroom or the origin of

the bottles than tocpostulate additional parapsychological processes.
‘ 0 [ in

Nature of Objects AT

The nature of the objects that are distiirbed in RSPK cases may
give clues about the nature of the energy, The electrical and chem-
Mrﬁﬂmf_l.hu objects, insofar as these ar¢ known or can be
i ’ mlilfﬂﬁhdﬂw. '/@

Electrical propertiess Table 4 shows the objects and their electrical
properties ‘as far a8 these can be determined. Objects consisting
‘mainly 6f metal or having substantial metal components were listed
as conductors or probable conducto

%. Leiden stated that two bottles (Events 9 and 10) came from

rs, respectively, while objects
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Table 4

e, \ ":WI, :
0, - D), "o, Con=
< Y Number Prob- Prob-  ductors
’ of able -, able . and

/; w10 Occur- Con- Con- Dielec- Diclec- * Dielec-
Erfipty éi"-&&u‘-fm 0 i
Caraiting Follslt Yoetle™ 3 i %

eaning Fhud . ,
Mercurochrome Bottle” | 4 b,
Cologne and Perfume -

Bottles 2 v
Bottles and Jars with |

Unknown Contents 4 W
Glass Vascline Jar | v
Glass Salt Shaker 3 w3
Glass Pepper Shaker 2 v
Mirror 2 v
Light Bulb © 3 v
Glass Lamp Buse . I v
I;E;nrn Porcelain Objects g v p
Wood Bookease /| 2 v

ot l _w- ’ _' . / r
™ ¢ i 3 o
Electric Iron { 4 | Vv
Can of Paint L, &, ‘o
Totals: )64 2 Y1 Vo0 14 17

of glass, (porcelain, and wood were listed as dielectrics, or if they
contained something or had a component which was possibly a
conductor; as probable dielectrics. Some objects seémed to be
combinations of conducting and dielectric components. /A fifth
category has/ been introduced for these. There were many more
dielectrics and probable dielectrics than conductors and probable
conductors, Since we do not know the relative abundance of the
two types of objects in the home, it is not possible to be certain
that there was a preference for non-conductors. However, if the
principle of selection had been entirely* random, there probably

d have been a few pots and or knives and forks among

?

ﬂg’}tﬂn objects disturbed in the kitchen, yet thtm‘ﬂre_ none.
There may therefore have been a preference for dielectrics. If there

‘was such a preference, it is of course possible that this was not due
‘ @f)' . ' Vi Y C ¢ s ¥4 32 3 ¢ N

£
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to their electrical properties as such but resulted from other factors,
such astheir chemical composition., 4 vy
E‘Wcﬂ?’gﬁmmh: In determining the chemical composition ncl'
the objects, a estimate was made based on the commonly
known constituents of the kinds of objects that were involved (see
Table 5). The method is outlined in the previous paper (3).

Uy y Qx =
(/Table § e
R/, St i & sa lis
s, X E ' Sy / s
0/ . _ |
Of [ i ¢ ‘E E" i ‘..I“'E' N3 'E
// : 'a C ﬁ g}h . j
,9@ : 7 g . § . I W § u:? ) ’s
Principa) Materials é § SE 4 &|<C 28 E
ummnmm / 2/
with Each Material |49'6 11 4 10 6 18 11 3 4
e —— VA ol S 81
Oxygen v v v 2 v 70
So v v V. VeV 70
T v Y v 60
"4 Caldinm v v i
o v Cop Y d T 5
Q i v ¥
ALl ﬂ ‘
B Coome /-, Mol 9 10
/'me- i (
“Unknown, Mectals v ¥ : |
Chloring, /¢ € s (5.0

’ V[ ¥ : &g I.. Ay
* (/) = less than’one per cent by weight.

Hydr , oxygen, and carbon headed the list of clements present
inyttll:uﬁim;sturbed objects, The ‘possibility that an object containing
such elements is more sensitive than othérs because the same ele-
ments are abundant in the biological sending system, in this case
Arnold's body, is discussed in the previous paper. For the time
being it is not possible to decide whether the large number of RSPK
episodes with ‘such objgcts is because they are more sensitive than

-/

others to PK energy or simply because they are more common in
household: objécts thai non-organic materials.

C

0,

Zs



156 Journal of the American Society for Psychical Resedarch

Focusing Erzucn

In the Lessing case there seeméd to “be.a marked tendency for
certain objects or types of objects to- p&tcdl]r dmturhed (3).
ﬂph attempt was also made to seé ‘grhcthe:; <1:I.'||n: i_effects were

p centrated in certain areas of the hﬁuu 1 ;afeﬁ'«kd to these
“effects’as “object focusing” and “area fgqumﬁg B &

Before we. mn determine whether ce nl*gecu or ;u-e.u’nr:
mgntad with cmore disturbances than o
endowed with. a apeq:ul sensitivity to the ps
Ei'mw whﬁher these occurrences could he du: to
such a8 their ificreased :,xpaﬁnn: to the energy by virtue of proximi
to its source,

In the Lessing case the RSPK occurrences were clustered in the
1-5 fect category butin the present study we find there are about
equally mln]v}cm the E-Iﬁﬁ;ct grouping. On the assumption that the
greater number of episodes, mdudmg repetitions, within this area
may be due to greater psi energy-clos¢ to the agent rather than to
any special sensitivity to this energy by theiobjects, we shall first
examine repetitions beyond the 1-10 feet range. Jn these analyses

w:‘nﬂ:dtu
: o h

only the|repetitions with the same object or kind of object or in the

umemmpmrtheﬁmwentunut listed.

Gﬁymﬁncumq 0/
Individual’ ab;:m" In Table 61 have shown repetitions “of
disturbances of single objects'in, relation to their distances from
Arnold. In each case the ﬁnt check mark md.u;ﬂn the first distur-
bance of that object, the sem;,nd’ check mark, the second disturbance,
and so on. Seven objects were mwﬁl\ped accounting for eighteen
incidents of which eleven were repetitions, u’%ﬂrleu than
one-sixth of the total of the mty olir ﬂ-mmmcéf If we’»‘ig:narc
cpn@luﬂnn within the 1-10 feet range, only one temaing; namely,

one of the saltcellar episodes (Event 50). Apparently ﬁ?re is no

evidéfice of focusing in the present case other than what can be
attributed to the proximity factor. /
If any of the five itions where the distances were not hqnwn
occurred nd the 1-10 feet range, the evidence for f
would be stronger. There is perhaps some indication of focusing in
the four cases where the repetitions happened immediately after the
first occurrence with that object (Events 37 and 45) or with only
,one intermediary event (Events 2| and ZSL Undoubtedly, there
were other objects in Arnuld'a immediate 1 that could have
“been sffected in addition to the object that made its second per
formance. These four events (six, in case Events 58 and 63 d&dy
fdlpwﬂtheﬁcnepmduwnhﬂ:uunbjmjmthn

£

I:I‘!r I::-r:r::um they are

er fmrs.
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objects were endowed with some‘special quality which made them

~more sensitive to the PK effects than othér objects in Arnold’s

immediate’surroundings. However, I have not been able to assign
a mmﬁbul vﬁun to this phenomenon.

'0/5 B ~ “:‘/’ S Table 6 / r l
1 Focusing o8 IxvivipuaL OnjecTs o
- E" i "! - 1, . N A -
D?ttnmn of Occurrence Number
 Occurrehice from_Arnold Repeti-
Object Huﬁﬂur 1-5 ﬁ-lﬁ 1I-15 ]E*Iﬂl 21-25 ? | tions
/ Boutle 19 'cs, oy
of P;I:r:'.mhrnm %; :g;\ 3
o;i&{)ﬁuku - Y ’
4 h 1) J's '\"r N
Q/ /7/ m "dr \%) 1
Ashiesy  © ¥ v %1%
*4200 v[%s2
44 Vv
- Ashtray 44 v
48 v 2
gqlpcrﬂluh:r 24 v ‘
1 O 49 ‘ v 1
/
/a S _
Mﬁ& 57 Qy vt
Q: !!"- ’1:\' o 'l& :
: : ) 1 .48
%ﬂgﬁnbhmﬁ 62 v
,q% 4 ) ﬂil- '\"‘I " f‘_}r‘! \).ﬂ ’
Tomlg: 770y, " ‘o] W&o, 1 5 1 T
——*_ (\ B
* Poasibly Ihiumrnhugrn(}!fﬁlndﬂ
** Obj nct%m&:

aee Hu:mmnﬂunhurw@fnllnﬂ:mﬁwdnmlrlﬂﬂm

Types of objects: Th: fnr fnénsm on kinds of objects
in the apartment is shown in ihls 7.'With rr.gnrd to the individual
objects repeatedly disturbed, whlcﬁ'im n“l‘mw,n in Table 6, only the
. first incident with each object is entered, in “Table 7 to keep this
“ analysis independent of the other. If we again 1g:ﬁure episodes in
the 1-10 feet area; there was no evidence of focusing on types of
objects. It is ‘of course possible that several of the twenty-one
mntn whose_distances were not known occurred in the greater
distance categories and|
focusing could these duundghwu been established. &

t there would have been evidence for
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Usq "Or _ Object 1-5 6-10.11-15 16-20 31-25 2| Totals
Eﬂ‘lﬁh‘@‘l‘. ) CA - ) C"l(\‘ ; b, O Oy
" Cleaning, Polishing 1 - ¢ pe 1801 B buigd:
o Gl | o ! i),

IE";  MercUrochrcion 2 2, 1 3
nown Contentfs, | 9, 1 2 e
Can 6FPaint 'O _ 7L I 728N |
Empty Béttles and Jars 1 : ‘2
Towls; < 4 | 1 9| 15’
Tableware:
Punch Bowl Set y o 7 2 6
L R € |
ugar and Teapot Covers |
‘ 1 2
Salt and Eepp-&,_ Shokers 2
Decanter 7 l f
5 0  Totals: T 2 2 T 20
Miscellaneous Objeces: '/ ]
o 2 | 2
4;-’4' : d 2 " 1 i
irrory o ' 1 ] 2
Light Bulbs 167 ] I “Re
Il'ﬁl'l 1 .‘I I
Totals: 54 3 3 I 3 15
Furniture: 4
. B-nnl:m % I .
/ wmmﬁﬂmﬂﬂw“ i Opy | :
V4 Y 5 Q- -0y
Totals: i i C ‘j‘_. Cch 3
Grand Total: 12 10 6 2 Y2, 2A°|_ s¥n
0) e c
_
S5 Yo

Insome eases, events with the same kinds of objects followed so
closely on each other as to suggest some selective principle ‘other
than Hpmmnuty or dmg;:. This is true for Events 3, 4, 5, 7, 28, and
36. However, except for Events 4 and 36, the objects disturbed were
located in the same places in the apartment as the objects previously
hml;?d. This suggests that it may havﬂ@:cﬁﬁfﬂnama rather than
1/;!1502 . ject that was the focal point in these casgs. 7z,

(;) Cy * o) Oy ‘ A =7

f 2 :H" g /@‘3-?\ il T i N0
s, Table 8 gives the distribution of events cover the areds of
fp&m/nhent(;l[ we subtract object repetitions, events in the 1-10feet

z /

(4 2
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Table 8

I a \J 3 @
i Less 1-10 Feet |
0 0, | Aynold's Distance from Occurrence and Distance//
/o Aréds,  /\4)-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 ? Totals| Unknown
BT T 7, <7 T
Living Room o s o e 3
Kitchen 7 % _ ? AT 1 18 2 ; 28
] Hall Closet L TS i \z‘q < g : 5 I
» Bathroom : g ,
1 Mrs. Parks’ Room e Ay ST 3
2 Arnold’'s Room 3 EF (AR V105 % 0
QfO/? = o) Ly T
A P " , Totals: 15 14 7 2 ;0‘2/\ 24, 64°4 g
. T e e
OF S/Of~ i A / hH
"Oh . e, A3 AN C,
rdnge, 49 well as cases where the distances from Arnold were not

c _ , :
F/ l;guvﬁh,{ujnce there were so many of these), theré seems to bé no
evidence for_area focusing. The most extreme figures, ar¢’three
and zﬁm._sreﬁlfmgg
and Mrs. Parks’ room and none for Arnold’s, Q.
However, the pictire changes if we consider the sequences of
events. In many instances the repetitions/followed immediately on
each other or with only one intervening évent, suggesting that
 something other than proximity or'chance was responsible. If we
A %ﬂ! recurrences which might be due to focusing on individual
# objects (Events 21, 35, 37, and 45) of'on types of oBjects (where this
5, could not'in turn be attributed to area focysing, pamely Events 3
and 5), and if we also disregard those cases’
"’/}@hé’the;g\evmt;r listed chronologically in fact ﬁﬁn@ef other,
and if We sestrict. oufselyes to events immediately following each
other’ or with only oné ciptervening occurrence (one-intefval
repetitions),. the following picture :muiFm (see Figure 1), In the
living room ofie incident (Event 48), followed immediately on the
preceding one and another (Evenit 44) after one interval. Moreover,
these two episodes took place iif the same place in that room, namely
on the table at the sou '3:3# sofa. Also, though the consecutive
order is uncertain, the concluding events of the case, except for
Event 64, all npﬂ-curﬁd to occur in the living room (Events 58-63).
o In the kitchen, there were four such recufrences{Events 25, 33, and
50 being immediate, and 43 a one-interval repetition). In addition
we have a d@gué:ﬁ% of events whose order is not known but which
may have taken place at about the same time (Events 53-56). Also,
five of the events int the hiallway closet were immediate (Events 7, 8,
30, and 31) or one-in ]
there was one immediate (‘Eyr&nt"lﬂ} and a one-interval repetition

ting the three incidents each for the livifig room,

it is not known,

repétitions (Event 20). In the bathroom'

d

NS
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(Event 12). In Mrs. Parks’ room theré was an immediate repetition
(Event 17). Finally, two of the octurrences in Arnold’s room were
immediate repetitions (Events 27-and 28), theSe events also happen-
; ing in the same part of his ropm ag the %ﬂ,pn&"hhi{ch took place

c. LSz e Qi
4 Adding together the repetitions for the' living” room, kitchen,
h:IIq,f:}y nset, bathroom, Mrs. Parks’ room, and Arnold’s room,
‘the_puml;r.-; of recurrences are eight, eight, five, two, one, and two.
Though thenE scems to be evidence that the ocourrénices were
congentrated in/gne area at a time, the unequal distribution /over
the apartmentof such clustérings is not necessarily to be mterp::et(e&d
in terms of focusing on the favéred rooms. We might expect large
numbers of récurrénces in the living room and kitchen because
these rooms contained so’’many potential PK ts and target
sites and because Arnold probably spent many of his waking hours
there, However, the scarcity of occdrrences in his own room, where
he undoubtedly also spent mueh, of his time, suggests that this
lay outside the general target range. /o,

Of course, there was clear evidence for aréa focusing insofar
as the disturbances were restricted to Mrs. Parks' apartment, at
least in the) first, ‘pstensibly genuine phase of the occurrences,
There seemed t6 be samething in the home which liberated Arnold’s
PK ‘abilities ‘which ‘was not found elsewhere.

PsYCHOLOGICAL AsSPECTS

~In the previous parts of this paper I haye dmmd the RSPK
process in terms of its end product, the, movements‘and disturb-
ances of the objects in Mrs. Parks’ apartment, I shall now turn to
the agpz;cn; sn_u:l:;: of the events, to Arpold,7in thé-search for
factors which might give a clue to the origin of the energy respori-
siblé for the events. i 1l ~ )

Personality Stiidies Yj 4l 8

o

Psychological tests’ sere given to Arnold by Dr. I. H. Paul at
New York University onSeptember 16, 1961. The tests adminis-
tered on that occasion were the Wechsler/Intelligence Scale for
Children, the Rorschach test, the Thematic Apperception Test

_ : e Arnold dnd his grand-
mother were in Durham, December 16420, three mﬂntri:
i were conducted with him and one ‘with Mrs. Parks
Dr. ﬁﬁn W Feather at Duke University. In the) samé period,’
Di‘pjplg,n Altrocchi, assisted by his graduate students, Mr.. Leondrd

£

£
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8. Fink, Mr. Bruce Grossman, Miss Loy Hicks, Miss Margaret
Nicholls, and Mr. David Sandler, gave Arnold the Minnesota
Multiphasic® Personality Inventory (MMPI), a®word-association
test, and an Inteppersonal Check List in which Arnold was asked
to, describe himse f, his ideal self, his grandmother, and his ideal
ﬁnﬂ;@ﬁﬁnﬁ. Mrs, Parks was given a general interview, a TAT,
2 Rorschach, an MMPI, and an Interpersonal Check List imwhich
she was asked to describe herself, her ideal self, Arnold, and her
ideal Arnold. In/addition, they weré¢ both given a brief situational
test and two lengthy’interviews. /, "V, L e

Dr. Paul's Report: Except for the résults of the intelligence test,

Ck

Sl < cDr, Paul's main findings are iscassed by Dr. Altrocchi so this
) / f his study will not be quoted here. Withoregard to Arnold’s
4 wﬁ:nﬂn Dr. Paul observes: /¢, |

4 £ 4 “The tests show him to be somewhat below ayerage in intelligence.
9/ He falls into the category of dull-normal; though his Verbal 1Q is
A nﬁiﬁ ' 99), his Performance IQ is well below averdge (80), and his
~'toral {11;50 In general, his functioning is likely to bé’uneven and
spotty. He may occasionally show an ability to do rather wcﬂ%,\m*h,

but at other times his performance may deteriorate. His thinking
tends to be rather concrete, and he sometimes shows poor discernment

and sensitivity to reality. His ability to test reality is nnt+1w.ﬂ devel-
oped. At the same time he is imaginatiye, in that he can give free rein

5. to the play of a rich and varied imagination. In fact he 1s probably a
Oc, d;;;drﬂm:r. But when it comes, to nTmz‘ing ‘miﬁ#wnngm!m
“4  “thinking, his capacity seems weak;and heis nptf’tq,h: Ampulsive

(o d‘preoccupied. Moreover, while he €an apply himself earnestly and
’@O, El‘:ﬁﬁl I:n problems and tasks, he ﬁ'ﬁb{e'ﬁ;h: 160 ri g ‘and
/ /~ R l
it

/‘/' .

Q a7y (

Dr. Feather's Report: In his‘interviews with Arnold, Dr. Feather
noted that Arnold, when telling about his past,

o) _
left out any real pbﬂnyll.'l references, such as statements concerning

his feelings for the significant pebple in his life. He has had a rather
mmﬁcgadaﬂdhmdsl:%@hﬁ{?p raised by several different
families other than his real its. He'has lived for varying lengths

of time with his mother, with his grindgmtl‘ﬁzr,!n aunt, and an uncle,

P During his first two years of life he was raised’in part by an aunt,
tndhr:]iuuﬁiblctngiwm}rrulrmunfnrnutbﬂnﬁ‘cgmdfurhyhu
ts. His description of his father is of a harsh, cruel man who
E::}mﬂ]rhﬁp ln&hilmmhcrmdspcntngrmd?lnfm
in ﬂ Two, years ago one of these battles between Arnold's parents

g mhumbz ting his father. His mother has since
been in prison but is du meguﬂed soon. Arnold expresses no

heighten his potential. Vs,

m 31@@’ of trying to analyze and understand a task, he’
goes at it with trial-and-error. . . Freedom from his severcémotional
stressciopay . o | 4

't
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feelings of remorse over his father's death, and in fact, says that
he felt glad when it happened fothe had-feared that his fnﬂmr might
kill his mother. In a later interview, however;he did begin to express
more feeling of admiration and fondness for his. father, and t
the impression that in the fidst mt:thr}:w hb wna “échping amtugu
toward his father expressed frequently all of !ii; mnthcr 8
family:, Throughout the thm: mtcrtigm mzﬁ' Arnold the most
striking feature was the degree to which he'used deial andfepression
as defenses. There was considerable evidence of an i intefise, underlying

anger toward his grandmother, but he was never able ﬁu‘vﬂhﬂm
ﬂ:un ‘When encouraged to do so, he would relate marfy instarices of
his grandmother setting’ rather stringent restrictions on his’ activity;
such s not pﬂ;mtun#]:um to/play with the neighborhood children
his age, going to/movies, watching television, etc., and nonverbal
cues of his reséntment and anger were quite apparent. Yet when :t
was gently suggested, that he must feel quite I.'I.'l.ﬂ at his gran

mother at times, this was/ immediately dr.mu:l and he would ltl::mpt
to change the subject,
At the present time, he is living in @-children's shelter separated

from hmg‘rmdmoth:rmdmemnftht family. He appears to like
this home for children very much and does notcspeak of returning
homé. wheniche leaves here, but rather, ret returning to the shelter.
He adds, ann:ﬁt' un afterthought, that he would really like to live
with his dmnﬂiu:r and if only those objects would stop flying
through the air hewould be able to return to her. One definitely gets
the ﬁnpr:mnn. however, that he is quite happy to be away from her
and has nodesire’to retarn.

On the third jntefview, Arnold’s defenses had been raised con-
siderably and he remained quite guarded: ‘throughout the hour. He
was quite anxious and tu leave the mtenu:w Most questions
were answered with “I dof’t know? or ‘1 can’t remember.’ During
this third interview I hypnotized Arnold and asked him to recount
the details of onc of the more striking of the poltergeist episodes.
He did this without changing in any way his previous stories. When
Fﬂ\:nhcd for more mfurmnucrn about it he was anablé to give any. The

el 6f hypnosis was deep enough to sustain induced nﬁllﬂuthum and

r the hypnotic trance was induced.

I mtew]cwed Mrs. Parks, Arnold’s grandmother, dne two ' brief
nmm On, the surface she appears to be very puzzled about the
strange events that had been occurring in her apartment, but it a
deeper level she seems to believe that Arnold is entirely responsible
for them. There is evidence of considerable annoyance and anger
Inmrﬂthehnjrmﬂlnnudtndm]rth:ﬂrkd She also feels
guilty about her consciously ::[mmad wish 1 mg:vc Arnold live
< elsewhere and I attempted to n:lu:w:- same of this guilt and assure her
’ﬂ;ﬂtfnr now at least thmmmdml;y;ﬂmmmpruuulumggmm

Afpold’s mental status has not revesled an y evidence of organicity

ot/.of disordered thought processes, ﬁ.lllmnnmmﬂ, delusions, sor
pinhmﬁ ideas, He is well oriented in all spheres and Ippﬂrs to, he
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menon than a true disorder of affect. .

'I‘hm: is'no direct information about the nature of the poltergeist
plunnmma, bi.ﬁ:/duu to his tendency toward repression and denial,
st is"quite likely that some of these phenomena have accurr in

dissociative statésand thay he is, indeed, unaware of what he is doi
Hmﬁhmthum;h:nﬁ:mhunumnhtﬂythuwmhﬁnnd
hostilely and d’emucn#:i Inmsd his grandmother and to effect
thurupmﬂun _ﬂttu bejable to do this in such a way that the
intense nature nl'x;iu m:ﬁd pot befully admitted toawareness.

C
Dr. Altrocchi’s Report : Dr Al;m-ﬁthuﬂ!pm'l inclades, in addition
o CL:/uf the work conducted by himself and his students; the main
observations made by Dr. Paul. He’ was daware of ithe simulated
o,puitnrgmt disturbances at the Parnpay:l‘unlngy Laboratory and of
l'.I'.:E hypothesis developed by Dr. Feather that this and>other
uyurfencﬂ might be dissociative in nature anid , theréfore ot

remembered by Arnold. Dr. Altrocchi writes:

Lun’km first /at Arnold's personality, the most striking featyre
emcﬁm}g fmm this mnunnuun is his massive use of repression and’
L)

r instance, he is the only n I have ever examined with
no discrepancy between self and xdnl self on the In nal
% Check List. Even more drnmatiu: !:iu his thorotigh den th :unmmd
So,. eral and anger in pnru::u ar terview wi
/ Or, X huE:Enndmuthﬂ Avone pnmtmguth his grandmother and

/1 were pressing him rather vigorously oni”a point in siuch a way
S; . that it ﬁ}:;:lnmut certain that he would haye some feeli
o And indeed, tears came to his eyes. But ﬂmmth tears in
Uy, denied having any j"n:hn whatsoever. There is’evidence.in the t:l;

",mthIa ﬂf’in under] sadness and fmuflepmynn {ﬁ;‘nn
/up in at least gu: homes) but he denies feelin !:ul,u
uﬂﬂ Under some pmﬁum and direct questioning, he dgd t
to feelings/of anger when pick z g:thl:r boys. When asked when
he had been most angry mhuh said that he was most angry
when he was beaten by ﬁi:’l flﬂmr as a child. It became clear that at
that early age, no miatter how, furious, he was, he felt completely
helpless md unable to express of/act upon the anger. It is as if this
way of dealing with—or not duk!;gg with—anger has persevered and

so that it pervades his’ Sﬂ;lnnﬂngmw

e Pursuing the t]mmnufmgu:lttlefﬁrther;pdhnnmngmm
interview “and test cvidence con his idén ns, it is

teresting that his grandmother describes as timid,
= sl uumnmnhlnthnh:huthuduthﬂlfhe

like ather,
ﬂmul;::;ﬂlﬂm mgﬂp:nuth:wuuldhllmmﬂhﬂd y as his mother

didYet there is ,:gume/amlmne of identification with his father.
Mr. H:mhwnn mdﬁpnldﬂllpenﬂﬁnﬂfhuﬂwugh
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r"’.@f - Arnold seems to be a shy, inkibited, and rather withidrawn boy and,
“while I have not examined many

champion Patterson. ... Whether ‘the events were carried out
trickery, or by dissociation, or are/genuinely paranormal, their ove
effect is certainly to dismay anﬂpsst the,grandmother so that
Arnold’s hostility toward her becomes important..

boys his age, I would suspect

>4 that ‘these qualities cannot be entirely atributed to béing examined

by strarige white people in hospitals and Jaboratories five hundred
/miles from home, The underlying complex forces in s personality
seem to have enterged most clearly in fantasy—in the TAT stories

“/he told 1o Dr. Paul. These long and detailed stories intlude themes

of “schieverment and glory, kindness and vengeance, rejection and
loneliness, robbery and murder, guilt and awakening adolescent
sexuality, df‘uq.muui@;mui@;%p endings. It is also important
to underline Dr.Paul’s inference that is a great need on Arnold’s
part to be the center of attention, *to be admired and noticed by
others, to achieve npcc&lwl;r"mm and renown ... a poignant
desire to be wanted and loved, especially by his mother," One has
to admit that, however the mn&mnen@mng the flying objects have
occurred, Arnold has s rly succeeded’in making himself the
center of a great deal of attention (although he i not receiving the
basic/Jove lieo presumably desires)—a particularly hard task for a
rather shy and inhibited boy

er_data /about’ Arnold's that might be useful in
ufiderstanding the poltergeist mena include the word-associac
tion test. Arnold had jparticularly long reaction times, or unysual
associatiori&tp the words “birthday,” “home,” “trick,” and “money.’*

In this regard ivis especially iriteresting to note that his grandmo
first started paying attention to the strange poltergeist phenomena
when a small jar on her dresser fell to the floorand this occurred on
Arnold’s birthday—a time When ““‘?:5"‘ think that he wanted and
needed but felt he didn't receive love and attention, Gf‘

"In a general psychodiagnostic sense; Arnold’s degree of repression
and denial is remarkable enough to put; him WHE!’HJ:F usually
defined normal Also, as pointed out in/Dr. Paul's report, the

" content of his Rorschach responses (e.g., eyes, faces)and the mediéere
</ formsadequacy of his suggest potential for paranoid

2

within the generally accepted normal’ range:

*/ / behavioral evidences of mxf:tjr d
SS¢ ﬂi('l@ rothat she was

Iﬁhdmﬁ even for a schizo hreru:h“ brukb dnwnl::j"__l;fl:i:trﬂm' ‘
w without'a concomitant in his ability to satisfy his needs.
see him as a boy'who badly needs the kind of growth that might be.
provided by psychothierapy, but whether he is motivated to enter into
a therapeutic relationship or feels in enough distress to get started
in thmp;{?:]ml; mn;:;!nu KFgL )
. Parks’ of personality adjustment would probably fall
' rmthem 1;; no
lous person, there were many
! very anxious sbout and threatened by the
ation of being here in Durham, examined by strange ' white

/ p

évidence that she is generally a very

£

%)
%

GS[(

f adequate, her ability to form Rorschach percepts
; mcﬁfmﬁ@,d% somewhat under the stresses of con-
. o il

Or
Cq,

D,
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le, and especially because she' felt that the focus of the examina-
ﬂpﬁm be on mﬁnm and her orientation was. much more toward
hoping thatywe would help them than toward lthﬂr helping us in a
rescarch)sensél Furthermore, while Mrs. Parks’ ego- th: :i?ﬂm;-.

e

tinling examinatiofi complexity of having to deal with several,

lors ificthe b This shéwould not be expected to react %ﬁa
;.iig?':i; :mﬁ:ﬁ@hl:énie o étrl‘.'E-, confirmed by her reactions
to the current, admittedly rather difficulesituation with flying objects.

In addition to this degree of immaturity she has strong dependency
needs which are probably less’ gratified nowthat her husband is

¢/ dead. ... The strong dependency needs combined,with the death

| uf‘ﬁ husband a year ago raiscs the
[ Q”~e1¢m:i and thus placing more than usual stress ofi/an alréady tentigus
 and ‘difficult relationship. ¢ s

v quies ion ﬁﬁﬂheﬁm;,g!m might
more of her needs onto Armold fow that her husband is

Y Y rddr s F
7 There seems to be some basic distrust and pessimisoy (as in a
~doget-dog world) in Mrs. Parks' life orientation,, Furthépmore,

umﬁ!ﬁ h, less inhibited and more impulsive than Arriald. A high

« of underlying hostility is quite apparent and emerges into her
mnr much “}HFGE# nn:uiljrt?thm is the case with Arnold, She was
able, for instance, to farch into my office once and ask me what was
taking us so long. She is able to release’some of this hostility by
chiding and criticizing Arnold and’éome of the rest of it scems
channeled into controlling him. /- T,

.
9, With the background of these, two sgparaté personality sketches,
(4 we Jean look more specifically at ‘the relationshipohetween. Arnold

V4

& 1 (07 -
(and hisgrandmother. [ was able to observe very little real communica-
:ﬂ:l! between, them, One can say that mq.? teally ‘do-not tnderstand

‘each other very well. I would say in general“that th‘é\o;-tlnrﬂdﬁghip-

betwien these twoopeople is significantly more pathological than
either of them ‘are A!ﬂ%ﬂtﬁ personalitics. When one isjable to cut
through the denial snd defensiveness on the part of both Arnpl | ar
his grandmother about their relationship (at first she described him

as an unbeliévably good boy), one ‘sees that she describes Arnold 29

too dependent afid ﬁpf asertiveopr loving enough. (Again this raises
the quﬂnn of wﬁﬁh:ﬁha,ms be, trying to substitute the boy
for his grandfather in s6me unéopscictis way.) She wants to know
more about what he thinks’an feElsf'and oes, and she asks him
directly about these things. At stich a point one sees a good example
of the difficulties in their relationship; for d answers her in some
very brief or noncommittal way, such ag ‘I don’t know™ or **Yes,

which leaves’t er thoroughly unsatisfied, Her reaction
is to press further and he continues to balk and she very angry
very quickly, and th are then at an impasse. I spent some time in my
last ipterview with ing to help them start to improve their
intercomumunication But w or not I made any impact on them

is hard to‘tell, Finally, ﬁpc/?nﬁﬁg{.zthnir relationship, it should be

~

fipld and,



%/, can be in advising the Hnwirkﬂ*q,}f:buri
., 'probably be helpful all around if Arnol
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inted out that the overall effect of the flying objects is to put a

wedge in this relationship.“While bath of them overtly profess

the desire to continue living tégether, it js cléar that there are motiva-

tions on both sides to live separately and I think the t help we

ries is F&mgi_ them that it would

and.his grandmother lived
ta, BA 7

/

¢ i ”!q : . 4 3 '/"A\.' U o
» '/In conclusion, I am very impressed with’ the degree to which the

" cevidence, fromy this examination is congruent with Dr, Feather's
5/, hypothesis that Armold is subject to dissociative episodes and thr
‘many ‘of the events coneerning flying objects may be ca gﬁ"ﬁgﬂy
by’ him ﬁ‘ithg_ut ﬁhrtil;wﬁg any conscious memory of . One
way thatsuch aliypothesis is important is that it leads to the prediction
that the pe yﬁﬁ'fmulmmum'uuggm “innocence” (as I gather
happen in this case) becausethe boy really is telling the truth as
he knows it when iiu:d;ni&'uuﬁhg the events, It would be most
interesting to sce whetlier pther poltergeist cases involve patentially
dissociative people. Whether the evénts involving the flying objects
are paranormal, trickery, or disspciative, it seems that there is
considerable motivational and intu‘pﬁtun:lhdguund which might
hd!&’t:ﬁiu:} some of the psychological forces behind such events,
I refer specifically here to an extremely neurotic relationship between
these two) people where real emotional communication, especially
from Arnold toward “his n%';lndmut!ttr. is completely blocked. Adding
to‘this the-high degree of anger underlying his quict exterior and his
massive use of repression, one can easily i rather :upiﬁgive
forces th:tt’mnul& be expected o be triggered in this relationship
especially at firnes connected with such gvents as a bi and an

innrtﬁzmg[]! intolerahle 'rcélauumhsphcm%i!nﬁmuld and his grand-
mother, U JUY %15 09 Mg Cr 1Yl

“c / ) Q4

Ch 3
EEG Examination %L % Qo - IR )
4 3 . P

Qy ¢
Q

7An electroencephalographic (EEG) examirition thnﬂm

madéby Dr. Walter D. Obrist on December 19 at Duke Uiversity,

/. occipital alpha rhythm, averaging 300 50 microvo

Dr: {gpmtpum g,

RsL A * [ %."

The subject was quiet and cooperative; he responded appropriately
to questioning. Thére was some res ess during the examination,
especially persistent movements of the mouth. Slight drowsiness, but
no sleep, was obtained. ‘96

The EEG is characterized by an iftermittént, 10.0 to 10.5 cps.
. : : , Its, and bilaterally
 Vsymmetrical. This rhythm extends to’ the parietal and, posterior
4 temporal regions, The frontal an afiterior temporal areas reyealed
voltage fast waves mixed with irregular Jow-to,modérate amphi-
©/tude theta activity (4-7 cps.). The latter was not considered excessive

hF;hnqt‘ (N ¢ C'Q
/

£
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Five minutes of fairly strenuous nvr.rbmtghing rﬁultmi in a n_ligllt
buildup, which recovered promptly. Very brief sections of drowsiness
were uneventful. At no time were there any seizure patterns, focal

,disturbances ‘or other specific abnormalities. .

CQ/«,

U,

/\]]fr.{}bnsu gcﬁhu,l impression was that Arnold was within’ the

normal limits for his 4ge. </

Ly ~C

As I was preparing. this materidl, I asked Dr. Obrist if he Tad
eparing Sy 8

anything to add to his
of 14 per second positive Spik

3 that there was a burst

‘report.
4 >4 short portion of the

ikes” during

record when the boy wis drowsy, If this effect had been more
foﬁ,rnnnunced it would have indicated’a form of epileptic discharge
which_is common in adolescents’who Have behayioral problems,

' ‘%fmlud’i‘ng dissociative cpisodes. Howeyer, in, Arnold's

s¢ the

ect avas too small to provide anything but the, barest._sugiges-

Q/

O/ afF;
::thuﬂnf this disorder. In view of the evidence of dissociation from the
dther studies, the finding becomes more suggestive and will at Icast

male us attentive to EEG responses of this type in fature RSPK

investigations.

o, | {10,

St/

Psychological Data in Relation to ﬂ;m'ﬁmn

e evidence of Arnold’s repressed hos
n mother, It seems reasonable fo intecpret the

Perhaps the clearest finding from the ;%éz'chg;ggical studies was
ity tow

ard his grand-
déstruction of

* Mis. Parks’ belongings in terms of an‘expression of tensions which
4 _ﬁﬂ find no ut%::r outlet. Let us now, consider whether the
ccould find n

logical fisaterial throws light on any ofcthe disturbdnices or

%Ihe nature of the moyements. / 10 T,

4

g effects: Wher we took into account the time sequence

of the episodes, thére were a few clusterings with regard “to
mdividua&l)' tﬁec;a and types of objects. These forms of focusing

involved a

eréyrochrome battle, ‘4 saltcellar, two ashtrays, and

the punch bowl cups: This is skimpy material to build on, but we
ma P!p:tu]atﬂ that thﬁ’ﬁi;;tur’ﬁmpq of the medicine bottle and the

tableware were symbolic
needs.

‘expressions of the boy's dependency
@S‘Q . qé/h;

There is evidence for area focusing insofar as the objects often

flew from the same site in short succession, but/it was not possible

to interpret thisin terms of any general preference or gvmd:nne for

the rooms !'in;.»queiﬁq% except with regar

d to Arnold’s own room,

which was lessOofterthe scene of disturbances than we might
upcctﬁ’]_';hih of q:uumfiﬁ%m&smm with the psychological picture

which dogs . not”suggest jtha

R
S¢
(S

)

Arnold’s emotions were directed

against himself to lﬂyggqﬁlgl extent, S

-\
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Direction of Movement

Figure | shows a tendency for the objeéts to move toward or
into Mrs. Parks' room. These intrusions into Mrs. Parks' living
space seem consistent with Arnold’s hostility” toward the grand-
mother. On the other hand, Mrs. Parks was never/actually hit by
any/of the objects, though others were. The objects in séveral cases
moved toward Arnold, and on one occasion (Event33) he said he
was actually hit by ane. Once a saltcellar (Event 35) hit a neighbor,
and when Dr, Wrege and Mr. Brown were in the %pumnem,,m
empty’ mustard jar/(Event/43) flew over their heads crashing ‘in

events he was lying down in bed, in eight he was seated, and in
thirteen he was standing. If we follow the rulé of ignoring episodes
within@he 1-10 feet range, all figures are greatly reduced with no
clear indication of favoring activities. A
y N‘ I Iq J’)C,
Unconsciousness of Phenomena “/ v
LTy SR =g ' _ Se
Arnold's responses ir the hypnotic interview and in the poly-
ph examination suggest that he/was niot consciously aware of

L/

., having caused the movements and breakages/ of objects in his

-7 C;

e

front of them. Latey, gh ashtray, (Event 51) fell between the’ two ‘grandmother’s apartment. However,’some of his responses in the

men. The same night; Mr. Beown had been hit by another ashtray
(Event 48) as well'as by d'pepper shaker (Event 49) and a saltcellar
(Event 50), : |

It seems strange that Armeld, Mr, Brown, a neighbor, or other
visitors to the apartment all at'one tie or another were targets
for the missiles, but never Mrs. Parks, who apparently was the

focus forthe boy’s aggressions.

4 , £
Agent’s Activities
In order to dﬂﬂﬁiﬂn,wﬁéﬂ}u Arnold’s activity was related to

-

the disturbances, His behavior at the. time of the occurrences (when
this could be detérmined) has been enifered in Table 9. During two

Table 9.
AmNoLD'S ACTIVITY IN RELATION T0 OcounRENCES

Objects Disturbed L Jueflsl
= - Total Minus
Miscel- Yo, 1 110 Feet ¢
o, Activity. tainers ware Ohbjects niture | tals Unknown
Lying in Bed’ I - e
Seated, Ea 4 1 4 %
E‘“mt, Wl‘ 1 TV 1 : I 1
m&m‘v{?l nknown ¥ 3 0
On Haunches Holding A -
DMFU‘ 3 / 1 4 6\ I 'ﬂ
S WDW I o 1 i | 0
g e 1
Stan g *-knﬂgi_:r Unknown 2 3 R I g | g
&, \'ﬂvnlg, A 3 11 e . |24 ;
ey Cp 0 >

' wordl-association test raise the question’ whethér he was entirely

innocent of everything that went on. Several of the words were

O/meant to refer to the disturbances and theomeans by which

</

light have been caused normally. Arnold’s responses to, *‘mioney,
“trick,” coand “hide” were followed by delays ‘suggesting an

emotional ‘reaction. His replies to the three words were "Tpoeke;t-
book,” “game,"-and “find." It will be recalled that in the ser.:und;
apparently spurious phase of the occurrences, money belonging to,
Mrs. Parks and others mysteriously disappeared from their
pocketbooks, later to be “found"” by Arsold. It was my opinion

,, atthe time that this was simple trickery. His responses to the words

S
[(L
<,

Sare consistent with this view and suggest thatat least these episodes
O, did not occur in dissociated states, Y

Three other words referred to the disturbed objects, These were
“lamip,” “dishes,” and “television.” Asrnold’s’ responses Wwere

immedidte and ccommon, namely “table,” “sink,” @and “Fadio.”

“The words “kitchén’! and “bathroom” referred ‘to plices wherp

inéidents had taken place; Also here, there were no delays and the
replies ‘of “bathroom’ _and*living room” were ordinary( Theére
were also words which déscribéd the manner in which the objects
might have been disturbed, namely *throw’" and “toss,” to :rh:f:h
he immediately gavethe stercotyped responses of “catch” and
“throw.” The words “‘crash,” “hit," ‘and * ,"' which referred
to the effects of the incidents, Ptfdumd the normal responses of
“hlllg," “strike,” and "m“ wi Mnﬂdﬂh}'ﬂ. :

In short, the word-association test supports the view that Arnold
was unaware of any involvement in the movements and breakages
of objects., However, as pointed out earlier, there“were fourteen
instances where, according to Arnold's accounts, he may have seen
the objects take off and where it seems possible that his looking at
or attending to them may have been a causative factor. If this is
the case, some :'fm:lﬁﬁ&:;:{; ;Qipth these disturbances is mmntgd
at least at the periphery of consciousness. 1
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CoNcrLusion

In this study, as in most othér RSPK, investigations, only a few
of the events occurred under conditions Avhich”allow us to be
reasonably certain that we aré'‘dealing with genuine psychical
¢ffects. As with other puzzling events in natiife, the best assurance
that/they are real is when they show charicteristics which turfi up
elsewhere, Shared patterns hDLN:fLI“F also ‘point fo the wodus
operandi of the process. It may therefore be of interest to' conclude
with, a ¢omparison bétween the present and the Lessing case
previotsly discussed inr;his«}mn-nu?[}}. S-

In both cases, the agents-weré’boys about the same age, Michael
being twelve and>Arnold thifteen. The Lessing phenomena lasted
about six weeks and‘the Newark ¢ase about fourteen. By a curious
coincidence there werd sixty-four reported disturbances in both
(three unexplained sounds bring tlie total for the Lessing case to
sixty-seven incidents). However, more information was available
about the Lessing than about the Newark”occurrences and it is
possible thay the latter included phenomena additional to those
reported; gspecially in its beginning and concluding phases. Again,
the incidents that were known could often not be dpcscribcd in‘ds
much detail as was the case for the Lessing disturbances. 4

In both cases, the day-to-day and hourly distributions of the
events are atatistically highly irregular. There is little similarity
between the diily groupings, but thechourly distributions resemble
each other. In the eight-hour intervals béginning at midnight, the
figures for the Lessing case aré six, fourteen; and forty-four, and
for the Newark case zero, four, and thirty-eight. In neither case
were there any known incidents' whern'the boys weré-away from
their homes nor when they were deepasleep’: ‘ C

When we turn to the spatial relationships wé find that in both
cases the boys on the average were closer to the events than other
members of their familics. We also find a significant, gradual
deérease/of number of incidents with increased distatice from, the
agents.-If we'suppose that objects in the visual field of the agent
are more likely to- become RSPK targets, we find that Arnold
reported that he was looking at several of the objects in his imme-
diate vicinity at the time they began to move while Michael
apparently never did. The possibility that “observation and target-

grouping artifacts” caused the attenyation seem®unlikely in both

cases because the episodes did not show a’ graduslc decrease in

relation to the other members of ﬂﬁmi!ﬁa,ﬂcﬁp;fﬁr the most

‘remote distance groupings which ofe were probably affécted

‘by_the' llg‘t:daru in which the phenoména took, place. It is

possible, however, that the attenuation could arise’ as a w-product
£

£

UO I/ Vé) R C
/@) 9 S, /.V@O’ 6
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of fraudulent interference since this was most likely to go un-
detected in close proximity to the boys. . '

Onthe assumption that the two curves were fiot entirely duedo.
artifacts they wére studied from the point of view of known mﬁﬂgf
processes, In‘both cases the exponential decay curve was fﬂl}llﬂ:hﬂl
give'a good-fit. Singe this‘eurve is found in natural processes w‘h re
one form of energy is converted to another and since it is reasonable
to postulate Such conyersions to explain the kinetic effects observed
in RSPK occurrénges, it makes good sense that the pattern of events'
follow this function/“The fact that this cugye also fits the Newark
disturbances, which seém mofe opén than“the Lessing case to

chlﬂplamtiun in terms of motivational’and fraud artifacts, gives some

added assurance as to the genuineness of this €ase as a whole.

P s ~In neither case, however, was therea r%ﬂm__ipn hpi,;thé"lmgl:l_'n of
0 movements with increased distance from the agents as we riight

ect tvith familiar energy sources. However, ‘there s some
:;,:npﬁitm;y between the two cases as shown in Table 2. In I;gth;tlbi:
longest average flights occurred between 6-15 feet, followed by the
I-5 feet category, with the shortest movements recorded in the 16-25,
feet groupings. However, it is premature to attempt interpreting
this effect until we se¢ whether 1t occurs in other RSPK cases.

Also, in both cases only a few pieces 6f furniture were involved
and they only turned over without moving any, distance.

5. When we look at the directions/of movement; we find that in

both cases there was a significant tendency for the disturbances to

14 origitiate i [“in. neithe was there an
- originate in front of the agent and‘in neither case v ere any
Sft,,,,fﬂ“;ihmng“ufji.du. There was an insignificarit)tendéncy for) the

‘objects to move away from Michael but a significant tendency for

'%/a:hc"m to move toward Arnold. There was a significant trend for the

mayvements, to ‘be clockwise in relation tnM@r;ml:l' mg/;'éurg%u;
but insignificant, téndency with respect to Michael.  “// 0,
M{nml:::ﬁu&tllaz'l mc;,nm;rt :Eji;ts‘ ‘moyed in a northeasterly diréction
in the other comp ~ )
:?gi:iﬁl:;am?nr the Lessing case, This flight pattern is probably to be
interpreted in terms of the location of psychologically significant
rooms in the two homes tather’than to any preference for this
direction as such. Qa Oy,
WE:P:;: Lessing case the removal'of capg-from bottles as well as
three personal observations of the incidents ayrgg:stcd that the
movements werg affected by a circular or rotating force or, possibly,
bg a forct‘moving in a straight line which struck the sides of the
obj

ects, thereby, causing the circular movements. In the Newark

two observations suggested that the objects moved in a circular
%tr. In_addi 3?11,% ‘eurved-paths of motion seem the most
reasonable way, of describing sevéral of the movements since the

mpass digections, but the tendency was only,

g |
OF
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objects could not have followed strdight lines to arrive at their
destinations, There was no mdmﬂnun from the Lessing case that
any objects traveled around cofriers, ;

_In both cases there weresmanyosmore diclectric objects than
l:‘ufnduﬂura, and h}*drugan, oxygen, and earbon headéd the list of
elemeénts composing the disturbed objects.Whetheér the ‘selection
of sich objects as RSPK targets has anything to do (with their

physical chardcteristics or is a chance effect due to the abundance
of stieh objéets in ‘the two homes remains in doubt. for theé presént.

To the ‘Lessing case, there was considerable mdcnc&u{ focusing
on individual’ objects, The/twenty-four repetitions amounted to
three-eighths of :]'u: total of sixty-four occurrences. In the Newark
case there were 1;11.]5*' elevenorepetitions or somewhat less than
one-sixth of the total, In“both ‘cases some of these recurrences
were in close consecutive ordér. With regard to focusing on types
of objects, the Lessing phefomena shnwed a tendency for con-
tainers and perhaps figurines to'be affected. In the Newark case,

ibly because the distances of many of the incidents were not
mm. there seemed to be no evidence for such focusing which
could nét be attributed to the proximity effect. When we examined
the Newark' gpisddes for temporal clusterings, it appeared that
most of these were aséociated with sites in the house rather than
t_v,rpr,n of objects. Neithercase contained definite evidence ‘of
focusing on an {qu the rooms which could not be accounted for by
other factors. owever,.in the Newark case there seemed to be a
marked tendency for the aceurrences to follow each other in certain
places. Having found this effectin the Newirk case, I looked for it
in the carlier case and fdund it<ell ‘represented also there.?
Apparently, objects and areas beeame sensitized to the PK ener
so that an occurrence was likely to- h«:rn]d nddmﬁi’tﬂl mnm wﬁﬁ
thiat object or in that place.

-When we compare the two psychologi c:al pictures; again there is
muéh, similarity, Both Michael and Arnold showed évidencé. of
repressed hostility. In Michael this seemed to be’a asive
element of his'personality and expressed itself in themes of violence
and aggresgion in his Rorschach and TAT stories. In Arnold there
is also some evidence ‘of ion in this material but on a much
lower key. I showed Arnold’s responses to Dr. Gertrude Schmeidler

uh;en focusing, there was one nn:-ilmn-ll{rn:urrmu in r.hn

I'I'm:l: room (Event 34), two upntl,uﬁ:rm

} and 52), and five in the hm‘u !f 19, imi%ﬂ] In

lﬁqmthuumﬂmﬁuunmaduw nﬂ{Emh 20,48, 57,
well/as p one-interval repetition (Event 45), qu]ly,( ./and "'n{u.

thm,wn two immediate (Events 13 and M}mdmw m:mi]
m:rmm vents 26and 51). '

Or

H

0/4'

@

I
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Q-
in the hope that she might detm/mmﬂlnng bearing on the inter-
Frmuumqu the case as she had in the previaus study. She found

ittle’ 2o add tu the psychological reports. With regard to the

Rofschach, T responses, she said, “T would never have'o;
n::edih:p e fmprsr;m Childhood naughtiness which'he Y
mﬂﬁula mayb 43 ut d&kmncr hostility, no”* (4). The ﬂﬂlﬁft?t! AR
and interviews did show that Arnold had strong feelings of aggression. e %yy S
which he wﬂaml:ﬂfinbl‘g of mhcrégprmng or ntknuwlcdgmg‘?@lt ot O
these were un]]r 9‘“ r{i)ltlﬂll to his grnndnmthnr 0/7[6 '71‘@/ )
Outside this situation, 4}: and normal boy. 2l @s,@
In the Lessing case, sélggpun/ of o appuiﬁdd“t; :E he %;
_ances scemed F!-j"ﬂ]'lﬂlﬂglﬂu Michael’s |

m¢ Per

“ticher and more violent fantasy life was In gically
more. q:;t:mhng disturbances :uch as tljﬁ"bm}j ngpiny" a.lﬁl\the

ts of figurines.
ilafglﬁ both cases the directions of movements tend’é&;; m%tnﬁh;)d
the rooms of family members which were the main ::ts th;e
boys’ thngu of hostility. But when somebody was in the-o gfo
path, in neither case was this the disliked family member. It Q/ .
that even on the “poltergeist level” of the personalities of the two r A
boys, it was not possible to turn the mm:}cnh into instruments of 3
direct threat or harm to the disliked ﬁﬁm

5, We do not have as much information fﬁnut ?ﬁ-uuld'u activities at

the time of the disturbances as we do’ nﬁhgut'i"dmhud‘%:; Hnwew:r, in
both cases there were incidents when. thé boys ﬁa w mhed.d

whin they n;n eating, and when they ﬁu;;: u‘nwd o
us activities, ; uq,}h A
J/C 4y |

| ﬁtgdn ot any EEG data on Mmh:r,-l s0d m
AI'WI&J % t]zﬂll}lﬂ R
The j.@ﬁjﬁg study ;trnngljr suggested that whatevgfb/ﬁﬁcﬁﬁl; 9/7’& S 9
mlemthaﬁmrhgnmm;.kwas unaware of it. This came out’o), 2N )
especially strongly | ﬂ'umthe word-gssociation and Rorschach t 0 &,

The Newark case is similar. A ‘hypnotic interview, the polygraph’ o v, W

examination, and a Word- nﬁ:r,cgﬁn test failed to provide any o8 "~ 08
evidence that the boy was awaré’of having caused the phenomena Sy

¢
in his home. o
In addition to shedding ght ‘on the’ ‘pﬂj‘ﬂhﬁlﬂEBﬂ] aspects of

the pheno these findings are rtlevanm to the quenuun of
tn.:mfmu: m: In this connection it is also mt:mun that the

fformanée 1Qs were relatively modest. Arnold's p-c:rform- © .
Ipd: (of 80) was‘ey 4 yen lower thanFMmhnel 's Ellnﬂ} and neither,, ¢

that the boys could have maulled, L
ﬂm&t?ﬂﬂ;‘gfmw instruments which would apparently &
have been nmgaa:y,m pfhajuu fraudulently the occurrences that Y,

@o O
o ‘



£

174 Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research

took place when they were ‘watched by adult visitors and inves-
tigators. ,

“From.the point of view of the pedple most directly involved in
the disturbances; the Lessing family and’ Mrs! Parks and Arnold,
the main purpose of the investigation was to obtain aid’in dealmg
with the occurrences, the problems which had engendered them,
and the problems which they in turn produced. The Lessing fﬂmﬂ}'
scéemed to gain some insight into the tensions within the family
which appeared to be at least a contributory cause of the dlaturb-
ances."Arnold’s psychological and, psychiatric reports were sent to
the Board of Child Welfare of New-Jersey. On January 22, 1962,
Mrs. Ixrﬂbﬁrg wrote;

we are pleased to report that Arnold hasbeen laced in afmup
sertmg, in accordanee with your recommendation and our own féeeling
about the situation, U his réturn from Durham, Arnold was

placed in a temporary fostér home for a period of two weeks until
these plans could be worked out, Arnold adjusted very well in the
foster home, the foster mother'is.a part,lculm'ly competent person and
was able to meet many of Arnold’s needs during this period. Arnold

had dn opportunity to visit the group placément before permanent
placement there;and‘appeared to be very pleased with it.

Arnold’s relatives, will  be able to visit him while he /is there.
However, our ' Worker made it clear to Arnold that he could decide
who he would like to visit him.
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