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development. By a series of broad-scale land-use
potentiality surveys they classified and defined the
land. Then Research Stations were established at two
type locations to study crop and pasture production.
The first of these was for dryland agriculture at
Katherine, about two hundred miles south of
Darwin, and the second was a joint irrigation
venture with the Western Australian Department of
Agriculture on the Ord River in the East Kim-
berleys.

Accounts are given in ‘“Rural Research in
C.S.I.R.0.” of the successful outcome of research at
these stations over the past decade (25, September
1958). Reasons for past failures have been explained,
and, with the new knowledge, crops such as sugar,
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rice, cotton and peanuts have been -cultivated
successfully under experimental conditions. Returns
from peanuts as & major cash crop at Katherine and
successes with subsidiary crops offer promise for the
establishment of profitable mixed farming with
associated livestock industries over large areas. At
the Kimberley Research Station, sugar has done
oxtremeoly well under irrigation, while rice, cotton
and safflower are very promising. These experimental
results must be supplemented by further economic
data from farm-scale trials before settlement can be
planned.

This information is now being sought as part of a
joint venture with the Western Australian Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

PARAPSYCHOLOGY

HE Institute for the Study of Mental Images

was started informally in May 1956 as a private
venture “in order to evaluate the status and be-
haviour of mental images not immediately related to
sensory stimuli, and to pursue theoretical investi-
gations in general psychophysical theory”. An
investigation of hypnagogic images is claimed to be
in progress, assisted by a grant from the Para-
psychology Foundation, New York. Three com-
munications have now been published*.

In fairness to the authors, it must be made clear
at once that their tripartite paper is a serious and
learned essay in the philosophy of science—or in
scientific philosophy, as it might better be termed in
this case. Of its type, it is good. The technicalities
are mainly in the language of physics, which most
scientific readers will find more to their taste than
symbolic logic ; the text, though it could be clearer,
compares well with that of the majority of dis-
quisitions of this type ; and the authors have avoided
the more obvious traps. On the other hand, they
have had to pay the price of extreme generality,
abstraction and impartiality by seeming a little
inconclusive.

But let them speak for themselves. The paper
attempts ‘“‘to bridge the considerable gap between
psychiatry and advanced physics as the first step
towards a psycho-physical theory of the world. A
beginning is made by following Sir Arthur Eddington
in questioning the usual separability assumptions
which underlie all scientific investigations”. (By
“psychiatry” they clearly mean a class of psycho-
logical theory, not the day-to-day practice of the
art.) Their purpose is ‘“to outline a psycho-physical
world theory which is both self-consistent and of
sufficient generality to provide a framework for the
discussion of all widely held opinions. . . . If this
ideal could be realized, men might indeed become as
little children, and continue throughout their lives to
learn by experience, and to realize their mistakes,
without becoming involved in paranoid ideological
systems—whether religious, scientific, political or
psychoanalytic”.

They add, modestly enough, that their theory
“has two of the chief characteristics of all paranoid

* “Introduction to Parapsychology”. By C. C. L. Gregory and
Anita Kohsen. Communications of the Institute for the Study of
Mental Images. Vol. 1, Part 1 (1957); Parts 2 and 3 (1958). (Church

Cro}(l)kham, Hants : Institute for the Study of Mental Images.) 3s.
each.

phantasy, i.e., that it is self-consistent and incom-
plete”.

The particular “widely-held opinions” exemplified
are, of course, those related to the credibility (in the
ordinary sense) of parapsychological phenomena and
‘miracles’ in general. The central point appears to be
that it is illogical to claim that an alleged paranormal
phenomenon is impossible by appealing to a scientific
argument which rests on an assumption that abso-
lutely precludes the phenomenon ; one might as well
say simply : “I do not believe it because it contra-
dicts what I do believe”. The psychiatrist, Dr.
Michael Balint, is taken to task for falling into this
elementary trap in connexion with the Lourdes
‘miracles’. He is quoted as saying, in effect, that the
criteria. of cure (for example, that it must be in-
stantaneous) are so unrealistic as to force the doctors
concerned to distort the facts. It is true that Dr.
Balint is out of his depth in these logical waters, or
he would have realized that all arbitrary criteria
(including that graven image, ‘statistical significance’)
distort facts; but he is a practising clinician, and
was clearly, though perhaps unwittingly, giving a
clinical opinion rather than a sample of pure reason.

The authors of this paper, on the other hand,
instead of taking sides, have attempted to found a
system of thought in which it will not be necessary
to take sides; in which what we now have to call
either supernatural or bogus will be seen as natural.
This ambitious project may be attempted in in-
numerable ways, varying from the easy to the
impossible. The easiest way is simply to assert that
all things are possible. The respectable empiricist
who insists that no duly authenticated observation
should be rejected on theoretical grounds evades
being charged with this unlimited credulity at the
risk of being challenged on his standard of due
authentication. It is a weakness of this paper that
it does not adequately meet the challenge.

So far as the authors’ discursive style reveals,
their basic strategy is to invoke the well-known
common cause type of theory. Thus, if the universe
is a gigantic statistical family tree, significant cor-
relations of some kind should crop up occasionally in
card-guessing experiments and thelike. Theinterestlies,
not in the general proposition as such, but in how it ig
handled ; here the authors’ many well-informed and
thought-provoking remarksare marred by a disappoint-
ing reluctance to come to the point. W. E. Hick
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