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I have been directly involved in Parapsychology since I entered graduate school at John F. Kennedy University in 1979.  Besides the small faculty and my fellow students, one of the first people I got to know was Keith Harary.  Long in the field as both a researcher and research subject, Keith was knowledgeable and very open to sharing his knowledge and experience.


Over the years since that first meeting, we have become good friends and colleagues.  However, a disturbing series of events led to many in the field to consider Keith a bit of a pariah, a troublemaker.  All, apparently, because he somehow "had it in" (a phrase I have heard more than a couple of people connected with this field) for a few researchers.  If he "has it in" for anyone and anything, it is for those people and those research reports that make inappropriate, exaggerated or even false claims about psi.


Keith Harary may have started out in the field of Parapsychology, but he has moved beyond it in many ways.  A well-respected psychologist with experience dealing with Cults (he helped survivors of the Jonestown incident), he is a science journalist writing for many publications, though OMNI sees his byline most often.  He is the co-author (with Pamela Weintraub of OMNI) of a series of books on subjects like Out of Body Experiences, Lucid Dreaming, Memory, Learning, Mystical Experiences, and even INNER SEX (all of which have a tag line of "In Thirty Days" on them).  Most recently, he released a new book called WHO DO YOU THINK YOU ARE:  Exploring Your Many-Sided Self with The Berkeley Personality Profile (HarperSanFrancisco, 1994), co-authored with psychologist Eileen Donahue, Ph.D.


While many may believe he has moved away from psi research, the opposite is true.  He keeps his hand in with work on the clinical side, as well as other projects that occasionally involve the use of psi.  His most interesting and provocative work may involve his Remote Perception work which has included successful experiments for the BBC and for Italian and German television.


He has remarked that he is working with many people in many fields.  "Some of the brightest people I have ever known," said Keith.  "And you know what I'm finding?  Many of these very mainstream, straight scientists, are not averse to psi.  They've experienced it."  Many of these people have privately discussed their experiences with Keith.  "But their reaction to the field has to do with the quality of the work, not the subject matter."


It is this point that partly seems to drive Keith when looking at parapsychological research.  In the July, 1990 issue of THE JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR PSYCHICAL RESEARCH (JASPR), Keith Harary took a first look at work reported by Stephen A. Schwartz and Rand De Mattei of the Mobius Society.  "On 'The Discovery of an American Brig'" dealt with inaccuracies Keith perceived in reports of an expedition to use remote viewing to locate shipwrecks.  

Schwartz and De Mattei responded to Keith's review in the same issue.  However, in the July, 1992 issue of JASPR, Keith presented an extremely detailed analysis of the data that led to Schwartz and De Mattei's reports, which support Keith's contentions. [Note:  I have seen the enormous amount of information that Keith used as source material for his articles on Schwartz and De Mattei's reports, and Keith pointed out to me in this raw material where the contradictions and obvious inaccuracies were]

In the very next issue of JASPR (October, 1992), Keith authored an article looking carefully at experiments conducted by Russell Targ dealing with the use of psi to predict the ups and downs of the silver futures market, "The Goose That Laid the Silver Eggs:  A Criticism of Psi and Silver Forecasting."  This series of predictions got much press and was discussed by Targ in a number of places, including a volume of Time-Life Books.

However, there has been little public discussion of Keith's articles, as if they never happened.  Even the skeptics seemed to ignore his criticism of the field apart from on article in THE SKEPTICAL INQUIRER.  The lack of response by the field (and its critics) is quite interesting and more than a bit unnerving, since it may mean that parapsychologists are often more concerned with the appearance of doing good research than the act of doing good research.  Maybe they thought ignoring Keith and his commentaries (and accompanying documentation) would make him go away. 


In early December, Keith and I sat down to discuss his articles taking apart the work of these parapsychologists, and the motives behind both his articles and the lack of interest on the part of other parapsychologists in addressing what he considers inaccurately reported research.

LA:  What led you to write the first article?

KH:  Schwartz and De Mattei were making claims that weren't completely accurate.  Some of those claims involved my participation on the expedition and some of the things I had seen when I was there.  I did not get into this area of research, to lend my life and my name and my experience to it, so that people could use that to push forward claims that they should not be making.


I was very concerned.  


Keith's wife suggested that he tell his colleagues in the field of parapsychology about it, that they should be as concerned as he was.  Unfortunately, such was not the case, as the general reaction appeared to be one of ignoring his protests or a concern that the general public should hear about it.

LA:  Why do you think that was?

KH:  Because the field has become a political cause more than a science for most of the people in it.  


Keith's concerns come from comments made to him about his protests of both the Schwartz/De Mattei  and the Targ reports.  Colleagues apparently told him while the claims in the papers may not have been accurate; at least they were helping "the cause" and helping to convince people that psi exists.  He was asked to keep quiet about the cited inaccuracies, for what he perceived they had in mind was "the good of the field."

KH:  That's extremely misguided thinking for two reasons.  One, I'm not going to keep quiet about this...and two, it's completely bad for developing any scientific understanding of what's really going on, if you factor in things that are not correct with your real data.



Just look at the writings of the field...they are on an almost evangelical cause to convert other scientists.  To what exactly?  To a belief system that they have about the way things are?

Keith spoke of much of the field being in an "us and them" mentality to "justify their existence," the "them" being other, more "mainstream" scientists and critics.

KH:  In fairness, people did not have the whole picture at the time [he began protesting the studies].   I understand that.  They were getting a lot of misinformation from other people.  They tried to attack me personally.  I tried to disable the effort.  But I'm not the kind of person who's afraid of being on the outside of any group if it means doing what's right.

You would think that, even without all the background information, if somebody said "look, I'm being given credit for a psychic feat and I didn't do it," that would make them think about what was being said.



I saw the most astounding sides of people.  They said things like "It's just unbelievable that you are being given credit for being psychic and you don't want it.  Don't you want it?"  As if that was the brass ring, as if that was the great prize.



They thought, mistakenly, that since I'd been working that end of things [as a subject in experiments] that this was what I wanted.  Wrong!  I want to know what's going on.

And I've also come to the conclusion that it's bad for all of us to be called "psychic."  I was 17 years old when I got into the field, and I'm now quite a lot older than that, and I've been through a lot.  I'm not a kid anymore, and I'm certainly not somebody's mascot.  Which is kind of what I was feeling like in the field for a while.  I'm not interested in that.  


Keith felt they were responding to his comments as a rejection of what they were saying about him, and therefore a rejection of the other researchers themselves, and perhaps a rejection of the field itself.  Some expressed concerns that his comments would bring down the wrath of the critics on their heads, and possibly jeopardize what little finding could be had in this field.

KH:  What we should be worried about is people publishing results that, to put it subtly, are inaccurate.  

LA:  What were the claims you had issue with that were presented by Schwartz and De Mattei?

KH: They were presenting as a psychic hit, the claimed discovery of an American merchant ship which we know carried molasses,  in the Bahamas during an expedition in which they were absolutely looking for one thing: They were looking for treasure.  Specifically a Spanish galleon.  Specifically a galleon called the Santiago El Grande.  


Not only did they not find any treasure or that ship, obviously, or a Spanish galleon, but this was done in a ship's graveyard, an area where there were ships all over the place.

LA:  So unless they found that particular ship they were looking for, it couldn't be a psychic hit at all.

KH:  Unless you said what you were looking for and you found what you were looking for it, it couldn't possibly be a hit because just jumping in the water you're going to see a bunch of shipwrecks. So it was not a matter of locating something, it was a matter of sorting through the garbage.  They were basically presenting this worthless shipwreck as a psychic hit, also intimating I'd help find it when I'd never looked for it.


Keith went on to tell me that the writings of the expedition, which he was on, by the way, had him doing many contradictory things, including sessions on the expedition when his passport showed him in the United States.  Through his letters to his wife Darlene, he documented what he was actually doing on the expedition, so it was not that his memory was faulty.

KH:  So I was very worried because I didn't want to be associated with it.  I was naively worried that this was bad for the field and that people wouldn't want to be associated with it.  I say naively because that wasn't what the problem was at all.  They were more worried that my bringing things out into the public would be bad for the field.

Reaction from others, that he would in essence "rock the boat," was very unsettling.  Some, according to Keith, wanted to now place him in the camp with the critics.  

KH:  I respect myself.  Therefore, if I found out that the whole entire field was built on fraud and lies, I would do whatever it took to expose that because I would consider it my responsibility to myself as a human being, so I would not have wasted my life.



The really sick thing is there really is a field, there really is something precious to be studied.  And especially out of honor and respect for that and for humanity, we cannot tolerate anything less than really high quality research and honest claims about that research.


The implications for psi are so profound, they are so far-reaching, they are so sensitive, they are so precious, that it leads right into the sacred.  And you do not lie about the sacred.   That's a crime against nature.

One may think I'm waxing religious but I'm not.  For me this is not an abstract philosophical issue.  It is a deeply, deeply felt very important part of my own daily life, based upon a lifetime of experiences with the very thing that's being studied by the field. 



So, when I'm talking about the sacred, I'm talking about getting at the essence of what we're doing here, and the essence of what a human being is...To mislead anyone because of sloppiness or worse in putting together that picture [of what we are as human beings], it's a crime against humanity, because it robs us, potentially, of the possibility to reach our greatest potential.



So if psi research as a field dies, if it isn't accepted by the mainstream.  That's fine.  If it takes longer [to understand psi], that's fine.  Let's not fail to live up to what it really could be.  Because if it takes longer, it still would have been worth taking the journey.  Otherwise, you've just arrived at an illusion.



I don't want to cross the desert and arrive at an hallucination.



Psi is not at all a lie, but there have been a lot of lies built up around it.  Which is probably natural in the course of human events.  But I want to peel away those layers.  I certainly don't want to be on the surface adding more layers.  I cant live with that.

LA:  Tell me about the Delphi Silver Futures project.  The reports of the study indicated that there were several very successful trials.  Yet, you say that there is a problem with the overall study? [Note:  This study dealt with Keith using Associative Remote Viewing to determine whether the silver futures market would rise or fall, and make appropriate investments based on that.  Keith has contended that a series of trials was reported that never took place, at least with his reported involvement]

KH:  It really happened that there were those nine in a row that were correct, and more than that if you included the pilots.  Not that you would.  If you wanted to look at that, you would have to be careful what claims you make when you did that, statistically.  



There was no second series of nine trials replicating the first [As Targ claimed].  There was none.  So when I see that second series reported, and don't know where it's coming from and supposedly it involved me, let's just say that it makes me extremely curious.  Actually, it really worries me, deeply.

Also, I would not have said anything, but I did not appreciate Russell Targ's spreading the idea that something had happened to me that made the thing fail ... You see it doesn't matter, because statistically it was still interesting.  But do you realize the extreme state of mind you have to be in to expect something to work nonstop, perfectly all the time?  

What kind of twisted perspective would you have?



I didn't have it.  I never expected it to work forever.

LA:  It's almost like the perspective of a corporation that expects people to put out the same quality of work all the time.

KH:  We're dealing with psi here.  We're dealing with subtle human processes.  It's interesting because if a person has done something accurately, and you tell them they Didn't do it accurately, what they're going to do is go back and do it again a different way.  If they did it right the first time, the different way has got to be wrong.



I'm not saying this was all a great psi result [the initial trials], because statistically you have to be very limited in the claims you can make about that. 


Keith referred again to the later series of trials reported by Targ (with him apparently involved) that he had no recollection of.  More importantly, after looking at the report of the later series, he came to the conclusion that not only was the judging flawed, but Targ "didn't take into account what I said when I said something was noise at the zoo" [site of one of Keith's series] and he "didn't go to that site to judge it."

KH:  So excuse me, but I will not be held responsible in the press and in write-up after write-up for something that I did not do. 

LA:  You've written both these scenarios up for the journals.  Why do you think it took the skeptics a couple of years to take note of?

KH:  I'm right in the middle.  The skeptics are saying "Well, that's that parapsychologist psychic guy" ...

LA:  So, the parapsychologists are saying, "Don't listen to him." 

KH:  ... he's a skeptic...

LA:  And the skeptics are saying don't listen to him ...

KH:  ... he's a psychic.

LA:  Even though what you are saying, about the inaccuracies in reported research, is something they have been saying themselves.

KH:  I gave Schwartz and De Mattei two years to respond to that article before it went to press.  And they didn't, they couldn't.  It's very very specific and documented [with regards to contradictions].  There's nothing there that's hearsay.  And the silver study, the same thing.  


If psi is about empathy, try this on for size:  imagine how you would feel finding your name out there with all kinds of claims attached to it by other people that aren't true.

LA:  I had a small taste of that after reading Jenny Randles's recent book [THE AFTERLIFE by Jenny Randles and Peter Hough, New York:  Berkley Books, 1994], in which inaccurate statements were attributed to me about Houdini and about a survey of magicians.  My first name and other facts were also off.

KH:  They make you look like some kind of crazy person or like you were making those untrue claims yourself, or supporting them.  Or that you would ever in a million years as a serious human being want your name on anything claiming itself to be the "National ESP Test Laboratory?"  No.  Or to appear that you are endorsing such?  No.


Imagine how you'd feel if that's not what you ever got into this for.


I thought the field was really trying to get to an honest answer.  If it's not, I don't want any part of it.  And, I will continue to do my work.

LA:  How well is the field looking for that "honest answer?" I don't see a lot of creativity in the field of parapsychology.

KH:  Of course not.  When you're putting all your energy into politics, how can it be creative?  With the Ganzfeld, for example, it's very limiting.  The problem with the Ganzfeld is that it confines psi to a certain arena.  And so you are seeing what happens in that arena, but you are not seeing what psi is doing in the world at large.  

LA:  We're seeing that in a lot of experimental research, limitations on creativity, not just in psi research.  

KH:  A lot of it.  In my own research, which is going on quietly in the background, and in my own experience, psi is capable of going so far beyond that, and the kinds of questions we should be asking are so incredibly far beyond that, there is one main reason why people are still doing the Ganzfeld, and that's because of political reasons.


I'm not interested in doing research for political reasons.  I would like to find out what's going on.  


They want to build up their statistical database.  If that's your goal, then somebody ought to be watching the store, because it's cause-oriented science.  And the only cause that science should be focused on is finding out what's true.

LA: You sound like Mulder on THE X-FILES.  "The Truth is out there."

KH:  Whatever that truth is, we're going to live or die with it.  I certainly don't want to live or die on anything less.


Should people in and around the field of parapsychology be concerned about the implications of Keith's articles (and the seeming lack of interest in following up by critics and researchers alike)?  Has the field become so politicized that many have lost sight of why we are in it, to understand psi?


Granted, some modicum of politics is necessary in order to get what little funding for research is out there.  But perhaps there is another way. Michael Crichton (yes, the author), in an address to the Parapsychological Association in 1989 in San Diego, stressed the importance of getting away from the traditional politics of science, and moving towards getting the general public more directly involved in the research process (and the funding of research).  The reaction from many of the attendees was less than enthusiastic, although I believe his point hit the problem on the head.


The people who are in it, who do study the phenomena, define this field.  However, it is important to remember that while a field of study such as parapsychology involves many people with their own views and opinions, the field, and more specifically what it studies, is not a who but a what.


If we are to understand what psi is, we need to get past all personal politics and ego-issues.  We may need to take a few chances with creativity.  We have to ask more questions.  And as Keith indicated, we need to be more concerned with how the research goes and what we can learn from it than the "image" of doing good science.  In other words, we need to do  good science, and admit when we are merely speculating or just creatively trying new things.  We need to gain dialogue with others about what we are studying, and to do it honestly.  We cannot merely sweep any errors under the rug, for by doing so, we are dishonest with our colleagues, our public, and ourselves.

"The Truth is out there." 
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