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Ecological Approaches to Scopaesthesia

CAaLLuM E.CoOOPER

Abstract: Scopaesthesia—the scientific term for ‘thesense of being
stared at—has been reported to have been experiertdy between
70% to 90% of people in Europe and the USA when suryed.

Sheldrake (2003) presented such findings, discusemof early research,
and preliminary field-based designs, which then traslated into

extensive laboratory-based work in the late 1980sThe results of
Sheldrake’s work have presented highly significantesults suggestive of
potential psi processes at work that challenge maialist paradigms.

Even though such studies employ experimental conti® to explore
potential psi processes, one could argue that thelack ecological
validity since ‘staring detection’ seems to thrivein the chaos and
spontaneity of real-world settings. This paper exmres the need for
ecological approaches to scopaesthesia and aimsstow what could be
gained from such efforts. Three field studies areidcussed which, to the
author’s knowledge, are the only known field-basedpproaches, with
two being unpublished dissertation and thesis works

Keywords: scopaesthesia, sense of being stared at, fieliestugtological
validity, judging, physiological reactions.

INTRODUCTION

Scopaesthesiamore commonly known as ‘the sense of being stared
at'—is the purported ability of one being able tose when another in the
local environment is staring at the back of onedsh (or the back of the
body in general), without the aid of any known sepscues, especially
visual stimuli to detect the stare (i.e., cues hm peripheral vision; see
Sheldrake, 1994, 2003). This could also includenking the direction from
where the stare is coming from (see Sheldrake, ,200%n overview of the
topic). Scopaesthesia the scientific term for this phenomenon, defivin
from the Greek words folooking and knowing (Carpenter, 2005)lit has
also been referred to as remataring detection(Braud, 2005), to detach
from the idea of &ensory detectio(Braud, 2005), to detach from the idea
of a sensoryprocess which staring detection might not involwhere a

164



Australian Journal of Parapsychology

feeling of being stared at may be more appropriate dueepmrts of
physiological cues before recognition of the staceurs. The act of then
turning around to acknowledge the stare can benacimus or unconscious
process, but certainly demonstrates a need toauals surroundings when
in some public place or open environment. This dd¢ seen at the very
least as a basic evolutionary need to assess f@bteangers within our
surroundings, such as predator/prey relationships @verviews of an
evolutionary/biological basis for psi, see for exden Broughton, 1988,
2015a; Savva, 2014).

Awareness for research in this area has grown nvjghrapsychology
and popular science due to the work of Rupert $akéd(1994, 2003), who
revived such research since its inception at the afithe 20th century. The
original research by Titchener (1898) and Coove®18), found no
evidence to support this commonly reported phen@meWhile Titchener
did not describe the conditions of his study anst jreported negative
results, Coover did go into the details of the gtuith his own students at
Stanford University, with basic protocols of staresiting with their backs
to the starer. Dice throws would determine ‘staed ‘no-stare’ periods.
Even so, Coover found no significant effect in tiadtance to suggest
people can know when they are being stared at. Stuclhies were used by
critics for many years as typical references taniis the phenomenon out-
of-hand, as being caused by known sensory cuesd{@ke, 2003, p. 168);
at least until further studies emerged several diesdater. First came a
Dutch study where correct identification of stariagcurred significantly
more than non-staring (Poortman, 1959), and them $tudent projects
reporting significant staring effects, one at thaivdrsity of Edinburgh
(UK), which applied separation of subjects and a-asay mirror (Peterson,
1978), and one at the University of Adelaide (Aalks#) adopting the use of
CCTV in which to stare at participants (William$8B).

All such empirical research into scopaesthesiaudicg potential
theories and related phenomena, have been sumohanigeSheldrake
(2003). This then followed with a special issue the Journal of
Consciousness Studi€¢2005, volume 12, issue 6), whigiresented the
views of critics to such research, in which Shétdravas invited to present
his own views and a final response to all contidng (Sheldrake, 2005).
Research carried out by Sheldrake consistently detreted potential psi
processes at work (Sheldrake, 2003, 2005). Theskestbegan with very
basic home-styled designs (participants in one regth the staree turned
away from the starer), through to laboratory-basedlies with one-way
mirrors (Sheldrake, 1994, 2003) and technology-thakesigns (Sheldrake,
Overby, & Beeharee, 2008).

Sheldrake (2003, pp. 142-145) also reports havimgriiewed
security guards who work with CCTV monitoring equignt all day, often
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with the intent to look for those shop-lifting ooramitting other crimes.
However, much of the literature so far has focusedhe laboratory-based
studies, designed and refined over time followiegl4world reports and
surveys of the phenomenon (Sheldrake, 1994, 2@3&n so, little focus in
the literature has been given to ecological apgresaimed at observing
the behavioural signs of scopaesthesia as it gatsand thus, better aid in
its transition into controlled laboratory work.

In the following section, three ecological explésas of
scopaesthesia will be reviewed for their strengthd limitations. Much of
the field work—besides Sheldrake’s studies mentioabdve—has been
carried out as undergraduate dissertation projectthrough postgraduate
research degrees, which as of yet, have not beawnied into papers for
submission to peer-reviewed journals. For examyait (2006) reviewed
96 undergraduate dissertations supervised by thestiar Parapsychology
Unit staff between 1987-2007. Of these, 38 focusegsi-based tasks, and
three focused on ‘staring detection’ themed studigatt also discusses a
file drawer issue regarding how few of these undefgate works reach
publication, or even presentation at the Parapdggimal Association
convention (or related conferences), and so on. yMamiversities
supporting parapsychological research may have stuiadent projects ‘in
the file drawer’. For example, some additional pot§ which have been
discovered as a result of this paper, include Mg&D08) at the University
of Michigan-Flint (USA), and Allum (2017) and Duff2017) at Cardiff
Metropolitan University (Wales) under the supemisdf lan Hume, who is
particularly known for his work in parapsychologyen based at Coventry
University (UK)1

At the University of Northampton (UK), staring detien studies
have also been carried out as part of undergraddiasertation work.
Between the years 2007-2016, two have been ideatifCooper, 2010;
Desborough, 2015) which were both supervised byisCRoe of the
Exceptional Experiences and Consciousness Studésgarch group
(formerly: Centre for the Study of Anomalous PsychologicalcBsses
One of these studies was field-based work.

Reviewed in the next section, are an undergradiiasertation from
the University of Northampton, and a postgraduasearch degree from the
University of Greenwich (UK) where progress of thmject has been
presented to the Annual Conference of the SocmtyPEychical Research
(SPR). It appears that a field study publishechaSkeptical Inquireras a

1 if readers of this paper have conducted but nbtighed such studies, or have supervised a
student project not yet published, please conteetauthor. Rupert Sheldrake and Callum E.
Cooper are currently seeking such studies to atlderdirection of future research.
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response to Sheldrake’s (1996) initial findingsyked the beginnings of an
ecological approach to scopaesthesia (Universienfttucky, USA)

FIELD STUDIES

Field Study—Design |

Baker (2000a) presented a two-part study to test dlaims of
scopaesthesia and challenge the empirical findofgSheldrake. The first
part of the two experiments was a field-study desigvhich | will focus on
here. Baker stated:

Despite the fact that parapsychologists maintaopfeeare sensitive to being
stared at and are physically affected under noswmeill conditions, most of
the research in this area has not involved askeuple if they're aware of
being stared at but has, curiously, monitored subtubthreshold
physiological differences between staring and reirg periods. (Baker,
2000a, pp. 35-36)

Baker further commented that if there is a staefigct, it must be very
weak and insignificant. Baker (2000a) also predictet:

[Pleople who are cognitively focused (i.e., memtaéingrossed in an
activity), will never, under normal circumstancestend to such a weak,
nonintrusive, nonmaterial, competing sensationhas of ‘being stared at'.
Showing that people are not aware they're beingdtat is a demonstration
of ‘common sense,’ not an experiment with an unigtatlle outcome. (p.
36)

Thus, it was clear from the outset that Baker wgairest the idea that a
staring effect would be found.

Participants (starees) were selected from the Wsityeof Kentucky
library—anyone engaged in computers, TV, eatingnkiing, or reading.
The starer (Baker) positioned himself behind eagtigpant and intently
stared at them for a period of 5 minutes. Followtinig, he would approach
each individual and inform them that they had hestn part of a study and
asked them to fill in a response form. In total,pé®ple had been stared at
by Baker. Two potential participants felt that thegre ‘habitually being
observed and routinely were stared at by other Ipgogo were removed
from the study. One believed they were being oleskhy the FBI, and the
other felt they had conscious control of ESP abdlit Baker believed that
because these two individuals could not designage starer’'s position
during the time of the stare, their claims of saxthesia were perceived as
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unlikely and discarded from the overall analysisrée reported that during
the staring period they felt something was ‘wrong“odd’ and ‘unusual’.
They were perceived as not engrossed in what thezg doing at the time,
and observed to have ‘stood up, looked aroundteshiheir position several
times’ and generally appeared to be distracted. rén@ining 35 claimed
they were totally unaware of being observed. BgkR600a) reports that no
one looked at him and that his presence was omy @sually noticed.
Baker (2000a) concluded that his studies lenctIgtipport to those
people (i.e., parapsychologists in his view) wheish people can sense
being stared at. In his conclusion for this patticstudy, he added a note of
caution that if and when engaging with the pubhd &nforming them that
they have just been involved in such a study, thay claim to be ‘special
people’ able to use ESP and are in need of sdieatiention. Baker states:

[Ulnless replication of these two studies proveeoflise, it is prudent to
conclude that peopleannot tell when they are being stared at. If
experimental pursuits question either the validitythe reliability of the
outcome of these two demonstrations, | suggest thggated them and see
for themselves. If people somehow know they aredstared at—but only
at a subthreshold level (which at the moment isrovgn and only
speculative), this “fact” is of theoretical valualy and is far too weak, and
unreliable to be of any practical use to modern.n{Baker, 2000a, p. 40)

Several things can be noted from this initial dethistudy of an ecological
approach to scopaesthesia. Some have consideredbBiker's (2000a)
studies, field and laboratory, to be somewhat fthweing to the lack of
control group comparison or control conditions bgluding, for example, a
‘no-stare’ condition (Dunbar, 2000). However, Bakg®00b) surprisingly
argued against such a need, stating that:

[It would give] us no information bearing upon tbeperimental question
asked. This, simply, is why ‘control groups’ in seetwo demonstrations are
and were irrelevant and unnecessary. (p. 65)

Sheldrake (2001) also addressed some of the isstiddaker’s
(2000a) research and assumptions. He notes thatthet five individuals
who reacted to ‘something’ and believed it was ptigdly in relation to the
stare, Baker then introduced a new criterion ferdtudy in that the subjects
should be able to detect the direction from whibh stare was coming
from. As none could, the inability was seen as @a-aloility, and therefore,
unsupportive of a staring effect. Sheldrake arghasa sensitivity to being
stared at does not necessarily imply awareneshefstarer, or indeed,
where they are positioned. Baker excludes two ef mhost interesting
participants, on the grounds that they were atienseeking individuals.
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And in regard to an additional ‘quick test’ withthe field study, those
individuals could not detect the direction of Bdkestare and were
therefore perceived by him to be making false ctaiofi their abilities.
Sheldrake (2001) comments on this point, by stating

[1]f the sense of being stared at really existapde with paranoid tendencies
might be more sensitive than most (Sheldrake, 19%4J so might people
who claim to have extrasensory abilities. (p. 58)

It is further argued by Sheldrake (2001), that Baf@901a), in his first
formal effort to test the claim of scopaesthes@yally obtained positive
results consistent with such abilities, despitenulag null findings and
attempting to dismiss any positive findings witly@nents that beg further
guestions. It has been mentioned that experiment#iisknown negative or
dismissive attitudes towards the phenomenon wilédin their conclusions
compared to researchers with a positive mindsetatdsy the same
phenomenon (Wiseman & Schlitz, 1997). Baker's (2()08nalysis and
conclusionsa priori, go in favour of his stated (skeptical) mindset.

Baker’s (2001) responses to Sheldrake (2001) farfiger questions.
For example, Baker asks of the two dismissed ppatits, who were
‘paranoid’ about being stared at and believed thed ESP abilities,
“[Wihere is the evidence they are more sensitiantmost to the detection
of being stared at?” (Baker, 2001, p. 61). Bakemam response begs the
guestion as to why he did not take such particgpant test them further to
explore their claims. Even in the early Duke Unsigr experiments, this
was the aim of J. B. Rhine; to find promising seltgeand test them
extensively ¢f. Denis, 1982; Rhine, 1934). Baker’s (2001) resp@pgeears
to only lend further support to Sheldrake’'s (20@bservations, in that
where Baker’s findings appear to show promise farisg detection ability,
exploration of such outcomes are shut down with ogteria imposed, and
justifications posited that are left wanting.

Field Study—Design I

In the study by Cooper (2010), two field-study desi took place
between the years 2008 and 2010 inclusive. These developed as an
undergraduate project with the intention of refqiBaker's (2000a)
protocols. Briefly reported in the dissertationais pilot study, which was
designed in 2008; data was collected in the sunah2009. The procedure
involved going into public spaces as Baker (200@&]) done, and overtly
filming people from behind. The camera was not eated but kept to the
experimenter’s side (I took the role of starer)shopping centres and town
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market-places, | would position myself on benclmesseat myself in coffee
shops (cafés), and waited for a suitable stareeitee along. To be suitable
for the study, potential starees would need to lpedew-shopping, and

stand there for a sufficient period of time (3-4notes at most), or seat
themselves on a bench or in a café, and face awsawy the starer. The
camera was then positioned to record the stardh,neites taken as to the
trial number and the general clothing of the staeddentify them on

playback.

To progress from Baker's (2000a) study, a contiahdition was
included. In this repeated-measures observatioesigd, two sessions
would take place for one participant, on the flipaccoin—heads for stare,
tails for no-stare. Participants would either figt subjected to 20 seconds
of staring, a 10-20 second break, and then a mimgtperiod. When a no-
staring period occurred, the starer would look awag try to think of
something else. In this pilot study, 100 particisdiimed over several days
were collected for data analysis. The benefithef tamera was that it
would demonstrate whether the staree would gegdwik in the direction
of the starer, even when a no-stare condition wgmsed. Each participant
was only stared at once. Thus, each staree only om&s chance at
successfully reacting, and their participation e tstudy was brief and
unknown to them. Using my own self-judging protqocbfound 26% of
people displayed behaviour which could be consilexereaction to the
stare condition, while 6% appeared to stare instaeer’s direction during
the no-stare condition.

The design was then re-assessed with further assestfrom my
supervisor Chris Roe, to add an objective compotetiie project. Filming
was to take place in the same manner (e.g., cipis dletermined stare and
no-stare conditions), but in this case Roe revieaed judged the footage
in lieu of my self-judging protocol. A ‘fidgetingcale’ was also employed
to note how much each staree appeared to act iayahat would suggest
reaction-type behaviour to a stare. This was a Isirhjkert scale of 0 (no
reaction) to 5 (full turn and apparent identificatiof starer).

The first pilot study was conducted in the summeamths, which
was argued as a potential reason for the succebsuatable participants
staying in the desired position for long periodsr this second study, time
was limited for data collection for the project aratl to be conducted in the
winter months. Much of the footage demonstratedi,cehowy, and icy
conditions, which did not produce much need fordeiw shopping, having
lunch on benches, or reading, and so on, but agceeqh there were
displays of behaviour for the need to seek sheafieide, away from the
cold. Even so, a further 100 participants were tadly gathered for this
second phase. As with the pilot study, selectedigi@ants could not be
involved in psychologically absorbing activities iath may have left them
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impervious to any outside awareness such as a 3Jtheeefore, only those
engaged in simple activities were chosen, suclittasgs window shopping,
and simply looking in the opposite direction to #tarer.

The independent judge (Chris Roe) then assessefbdtege of all
valid trials in staring and control conditions (s@re), giving each a score
on the fidgeting scale. The judge was blind toestard no-stare conditions,
noting what he perceived to be the order per ppait (stare first or no-
stare first) and the amount of behavioural reastiofl participants were
scored even if no reaction seemed to occur, regulti a 0:0 (zero:zero)
score. A typical scoring outcome for the judge migivolve watching the
footage with a ‘no-staring’ trial for the first 28econds of footage
(unbeknown to the judge that it is a no-starin@ltriand seeing the
participant move slightly while sitting on a benblut no body or head turn,
thus scoring 1. For the following 20 seconds, tidgg continues to watch
an actual ‘staring’ trial (unbeknown to the judbattit is now a staring trial)
and perhaps there was a body turn to glance a&rhieonment, but no head
turn (e.g., to look directly behind) and so thegednight score that 3 (e.g.,
1:3). Every participant was subjected to both aestand no-stare condition
within a window of no more than 2-3 minutes of fage.

In this second phase with improved methods, thepeddent judge
was not able to accurately identify which of theot@0-second periods of
footage per participant was the staring conditi@mly 42 trials were
correctly identified as the staring condition by fladge out of 100 (a 42%
hit-rate where MCE = 50%). All of the participantho did receive a
fidgeting/reaction score (any above a 0:0 scorepvierther analysed, thus
accounting for 44 suitable participants. Howevehge tresult again
demonstrated no significant difference in scorimgween staring and no-
staring trials. Finally, all fidgeting scores oftween 4 and 5 (regarded as a
‘direct hit’ or ‘confirmed stare’) were analysed $ee if these high scores
were correctly identified as staring trials (iftaring effect were present, we
would expect at least half to be correctly ideatifby chance alone). Out of
10 high scoring trials, only three were correctientified as the staring
trial. Therefore, in this refined second pilot kred an ecological approach
to scopaesthesia, the null hypothesis was retained.

Field Study—Design IlI

Doctoral research carried out by Ross Friday, utidersupervision
of David Luke, adopted a field study design fortites scopaesthesia
(Friday, 2019). The findings were presented ataimeual conference of the
SPR (Friday & Luke, 2018). The unique element tis ttesearch, and
extending that of the previous and somewhat limgedlies of ecological
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design, is that Friday proposed exploration of atmsthesia also—the
‘sense of being heard’. Previous phases of Fridaygect had explored
both the ability to detect a stare, or detect wheing listened to, under
laboratory conditions (Friday & Luke, 2014, 201812)2 This study also
incorporated physiological reactions determinedelgctrodermal activity
(EDA), in order to compare arousal levels in pgsaots within varying
conditions such as: (a) not under any surveillan@entrol group), (b)
whilst being stared at, (c) whilst being listerted and (d) whilst being
stared at and listened to (studyNLz 112). Based on self-report data, initial
findings appeared to suggest participants were tabdetect being stared at
and listened to. However, when reporting bias was actaml for through
participant self-reports (see Friday, 2019, p.11h®)significant differences
to the control condition were found.

A replication was carried out with improvements amlendments to
the methodology (study 2N = 110). Statistical power was improved
through the running of more self-report trials tmoteract report bias As
Friday (2019) states “concerns of participant fa¢igduring an hour-long
study which was already demanding in terms of &tiarand concentration
led to the researcher deciding on just eight sgibrt trials per participant

. increasing the number of trials to 16 would double statistical power
of the self-report results” (p.154) while cautiorasvgiven as to this not
impacting on participant dedication to the taskand. In this replication,
significant findings were reported for being stamgdand listened to. No
significant findings were reported for the EDA, egt when running the
experiment with a Stroop test and placed in a positvhere they were
made to think that their results mattered for sosason, when in fact it
was a distraction from staring periods about tddeeised upon. The Stroop
test was used as a suitably engaging, novel buéwhiat confusing task for
participants to engage in, as a distraction fraamirsgy (NB: It has also been
used to explore ADHD; see Banks, 2017; Friday, 2@l98).No-staring
vs. being listened toshowed no significant effect (a + c¢), astare vs.
stared at and listened tio + d) showed no significant effect for EDA, yet
all four other comparisons provided significantdiimgys in the differences
for EDA. The conclusion was that being stared afisiened to had to
matter to the participant to demonstrate a possible peiponent at play
alongside measurable stress levels.

2 Although not of ecological focus, the findingsfeiday and Luke have been replicated For
example, O’Connell (2018) found a near-significaositive correlation between mood and
level of staring detection (i.e., where higher jggzaint mood and confidence was observed,
higher accurate identification of staring was otsd}.

3 It should be noted that in Friday's study, termistsas ‘stared at’ ‘watched’ and ‘under
surveillance’ were used interchangeably (FridayoBer 24, 2021).
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For the final phase (Friday & Luke, 2018), the ezshers believed
that with the laboratory studies, their findings ynhave been due to
scopaesthesia and acoustasthesia being taken away the natural
environment in which it was reported. There were brghavioural and
environmental consequences to such phenomena wénicigants were
told to essentially sit there. Therefore, to comelht these laboratory
studies, a field study design was applied. Moralgriwere run and
participants were not aware of the surveillanceFAday stated:

This was the part we were most excited about, & the most ecologically
valid, but it was the most difficult to set up ethiwise, because with this we
couldn’t get them into the lab, we didn’t have Hadety of the lab condition,
and we also couldn’t get their permission for wivat were doing before it
actually took place. Effectively, we had to follgeople, watch people, and
then afterwards, go and ask them whether theytlieit they were being
watched or listened to. (quoted from SPR conferenmbko: Friday & Luke,
2018)

The researchers had considered, especially fronedated evidence of
Sheldrake (2003), that staring detection is mostirdit when there is an
element of danger or a threat involved. Thereftw®, distinct conditions
were created for the field study design. Planstiesh made to conduct one
‘non-threatening scenario’ on the University of &ravich campus, and the
other at an underground car park, with ‘wanted @@rposters carefully
placed around to make visitors to the car park maggant. However, the
university ethics department would not permit aetit scenario’ unless it
took place on campus.

An area near the sports facility was chosen foressatlusion which
contained bushes, woods to one side, and one lafty pith part of it
hidden from view. The setup meant that it was nogsgble for anyone
walking down this path to tell who might walk araunhe corner, so
participants could be taken by surprise. It wassiered ‘not a very
comfortable place to be’, but had the safety ohgein university grounds,
and yet had a very distinct feeling from everywhelse on campus. The
feelings surrounding the threatening location, atwd location and their
selection, was determined by the experimenter éy)ida focus group, and
12 university students who were taken to both locatand were led down
the paths which people could walk and be obsemdggdothetical questions
were asked about safety in both locations and feelngs towards them. It
was reported that “the vast majority of the studgi®3%) suggested that
there was a noticeable difference between the twations in relation to
their atmosphere” (see Friday, 2019, pp.198-199sitidned from the
changing rooms of the sports facility, Friday pdibally stared at people
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walking the selected path. Starees would meet ¥edasearch assistant at
the other end of the path, where they were therstopreed as to whether
they felt like they were being watched (study3; 100).

Unbeknown to the experimenters at the time, a @aphssaults had
taken place in this area close to the time of thdys This would have made
those aware of this information more cautious whextking in this area,
but the experimenters—while noting the assaulta &srible thing to have
happened—felt that it assisted in the study anfintings when assessing
the data (Friday & Luke, 2018). The study took plac the winter. This
season was chosen to avoid distractions for peoplee summer months
(footballs being kicked nearby, lawnmowers, et€his is contrary to the
previous field study, and yet, the data collectsmenario was different.
With Cooper (2010) the methodological design rezplirstarees to stand
still long enough in winter conditions to be filmadd included which was
difficult and hindered the study, while with Fridand Luke (2018) starees
were uniquely on the move in both locations whigénlg stared at within a
set route for the surveillance, which is a pratticaprovement of the
former field study.

Even so, participants would follow the path andttrget away from
being outside. Comparing the mean chance expect#royth outside field
conditions, both areas together produced no samifi findings. The safe
area produced no significant findings, but for damgerous area significant
results were found and suggested that participapte able to tell when
they were and were not being stared at in the duratf the path they had
to walk outside of the sports facility. This waswarexpected finding for the
researchers, as they believed that there would Igirbe too many
distractions for a staring effect to be identifibd} they felt that the overall
thesis would benefit from a final study of ecoladigalidity.

Overall, Friday and Luke (2018) found the effeat &@oustasthesia
to be non-significant, but was complemented by aesthesia. The more
attention someone paid to participants, the mdedyliparticipants seemed
to be able to detect such effects. Levels of emalsament, danger, a need to
know if one is being watched (e.g., Sheldrake, 20@3 discussed this with
CCTV and shoplifters), all appear to be importautdrs. If you can make
it matter to an individual whether they are beitgyed at or listened to, it
appears to improve detection, and thus, the overattomes of the study
were in favour of scopaesthesia.

Friday and Luke (2018) noted that if laboratorydis are
conducted, they made sure they did everything tayd to make sure
good rapport was established, making participargsl fcomfortable,
providing beverages, and so on, which has beerdftae favourable for
many psi-based studies, and indeed, psychologyiestud general (e.g.,
Broughton, 2015b; Desborough, 2015; Palmer & Mill2015; Schlitz, et
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al., 2006; Watt, Wiseman, & Schlitz, 2002). And,ya$ Friday added, for
scopaesthesia, having the participant feel uncaatite, and potentially in
a threatening environment, appeared to enhancpadtemtial presence of a
staring detection ability when observed in the redtworld, which suggests
a potential evolutionary purpose for some aspefcfssio(Broughton, 1988,
2015a; Savva, 2014, Sheldrake, 2003). Therefoeeglbments of anxiety
and danger are variables that require further tinya&tson in such research.

DiscussioN

The commonly cited studies of scopaesthesia haee bboratory
based (e.g., Coover, 1913; Sheldrake, 2003; Sheddet al., 2008;
Wiseman & Schlitz, 1997), and yet we could learncmmore about the
nature of scopaesthesia (i.e., its purposes arnmkepses) from observational
field studies using designs that attempt to docurseopaesthesia at play in
real-world settings. From such rich data, we hawe potential to better
inform designs in laboratory-based studies, or jgi@wa selection protocol
for participants who appear sensitive to scopasi&heThe potential for
such a selection protocol can be seen in elemengdl the documented
field studies (Baker, 2000a; Cooper, 2010, Friday L&ke, 2018).
Successful ‘scopaesthesic participants’ could tbesentially be asked to
take part in a further study under laboratory ctods and could help
consolidate a staring detection effect. This prodénted approach to
identifying potential high scorers, and those whaynbe more ‘psi
sensitive’ is certainly not new, and was well-noted]. B. Rhine’s early
efforts on Duke University campus (Denis, 1982;ehi1934). Whatever
the laboratory-based task may be, the researcheidvadso need to create
meaning or purpose for the participant. That is, participants’ awareness
of staring would also need to matter to them, @hdiding a critical factor to
yes/no responses in ‘staring’ and ‘no-staring’ dbods.

In the Cooper (2010) study, it was considered siaply going back
to places where people may report scopaestheskee inatural world, does
not mean scopaesthesia will be observed again $sberer, 1948¢f.
Cooper, 2020; Marks, 2020, pp. 301-303; Stokes,720dn related
discussions). However, within the scope of an egio approach—the
field study—any participants seen as potentiallynpréo psi, especially
scopaesthesia in this instance, do warrant futtdsting within controlled
settings, instead of instant doubt toward scopasgthor assumed paranoia
on the part of the staree (i.e., Baker, 2000a).p80s study may have
identified perhaps three people at most who could densitive to
scopaesthesia, regardless of the limitations ofstbhdy. And regardless of
the various weaknesses of Baker's (2000a) studg, participants who
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claimed to have acknowledged Baker's staring weseatlded essentially
on the grounds of being paranoid. Future efforuthbe given to potential
recruitment of these types of participants for ¢faninto a laboratory-based
study with suitable control conditions.

Having followed the Sheldrake (2001) and Baker (0B, 2001)
exchanges, Duncan (2001) states that “from an &wolry perspective,
few would argue that the ability to sense staresoisa valuable survival
trait” (p. 75). He further argues that those trytngefute Sheldrake’s work
may have failed in even trying to see the phenomeawgenuine psi, but
see it as produced by subtle natural (normal) cals&r example, it could
be argued that there are other mechanisms at veorithé success of the
field study, including some participant knowleddeatt they were in a
dangerous area where recent attacks had taken platéhey expect to be
watched by a potential attacker? However, Duncsai@tement is supported
by the findings of Friday and Luke (2018). If scepthesia is genuine, it is
showing potential evolutionary and survival/lifevBay  benefits
(Broughton, 1988, 2015a; Savva, 2014). Only by rigkscopaesthesic
participants from the field studies through to Ilgetasted under laboratory
conditions can we be confident that any behavibay tdisplay suggestive
of scopaesthesia is not attributable to conventiowans.

An observation to be made from these fields stuidiéisat among the
general public, reports of telepathic experienaes aether elements of psi,
indicate the mind potentially reaching out to ieihce something or
someone within the environment, are in the majoity Sheldrake, 2020,
pp. 253-283; Vernon, 2020, pp. 32-64, for overvievidany believe this
has happened to them at some point in their ligefpaesthesia occurs
quite often with strangers (contrary to our knowgedf telepathy), which
would suggest that this process is not just a &lep exchange (since the
individuals involved are not biologically linked owithin close social
groups), but may have psychokinetic qualities ot the staree often reacts
by ‘fidgeting’ or has a general sense of ‘feelimgcomfortable’ and a need
to then turn and observe their surroundings. Sugbonts suggest an
interference of their relaxed physiological stdthis certainly plays to the
idea of a threat detection—Sheldrake has questioviegther the act of
looking is an act of reaching out and influenciragher than just an illusion
and representation within the brain as the matstialvould argue
(Sheldrake, 2020; see also Kastrup, 2014, for aerview of his anti-
materialist position). Studies of electromagnetiansfers, healing and
placing of hands near biological systems, or sgadhthem to influence
their behaviour or direction of travel, would alslay into this notion (e.g.,
Braud, 2003; Herbert, 1973; Joines, Baumann, & IKr@012; Randall,
1982).
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Conclusion

Ecological approaches to scopaesthesia have reely carried out,
although Sheldrake (2003) has made suggestiontidar the researcher
might go about testing it (i.e., using CCTV testdimling in public spaces).
From the field studies discussed (Baker, 2000a;p€nc2010; Friday &
Luke, 2018), all three provide important conclusidar consideration. To
reiterate, such outcomes include: making sure estagiee not too focused on
other people or weather conditions, starees arkingabet paths rather than
stationary, the use of independent judges, corieiglephysiological
reactions to stares (i.e., fidget reactions), andgbg meaning to the
influence of a stare and how it may matter to thee (i.e., their safety and
wellbeing in the natural setting). Contrary to solaboratory-based studies
for psi where anxiety appears to inhibit its praihre (e.g., Palmer, 1977),
Friday argues from his findings that the situataord the need to detect a
stare has to matter to someone, such as when prdssput on us in timed
tasks, through to dangerous environments whichdcoesgult in injury or
worse (Friday & Luke, 2018).

Additionally, Rock (2010) has argued that respobise should be
considered by researchers of staring detectiongtwhas been given little
attention beyond his assessment. It was foundithe¢-analysing raw hit
rate data of a previous study (Ferris & Rock, 20@93ignificant finding of
correct no-stare identification was an artefactesponse bias, stating that
“the results highlight the importance of exploriqpssible artefactual
sources of ostensibly anomalistic cognition” (Ro2K10, p.150). Friday
(2019) also explored this notion through participaelf-reports of the
laboratory based studies, but as of yet, this lmadeen considered on the
part of the experimenter, starer, or independeiggs, which may be used
within the context of an ecological approach. Thaes in further
replications, response bias is certainly worthycohsideration from the
perspective of the data collection, analysis, aterpretation of findings.

To identify psi, asking ourselves ‘what is it foii8’'important when
we seek out a place in the natural world where ighinbe observed
(Broughton, 1988). From there, as with the Rhinapproach, we can test
promising participants in the laboratory, and l@blscopaesthesia under the
scientific lens, and thus have better controls lac@. To date, the
laboratory-based studies greatly out-number thdss take a formal
ecological approach, which, in the case of theifats a lost opportunity. If
further attention is given to thorough observatainscopaesthesia within
the natural world setting, we could enhance ourewstdnding of its
operation. We may learn more about behavioural ti@a to stares,
conducive settings that produce higher correctrgjadentification, and we
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can ask people situ about their reactions and the personal meaning suc
experiences have for them, within the context efriatural world.
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