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Abstract
The aim of this study is the investigation of the perceptual and cognitive characteristics of Out-ofBody Experiences (OBEs) induced by hypnotic induction.
Five participants selected for their experience with hypnotic inductions were induced into an OBE
and were requested to verbally describe six selected images, either one or two per session, that were
located in two different rooms that were hundreds of kilometers from the place where they were
under hypnosis.
Furthermore, their real-time phenomenological experience was investigated with respect to the
minimal phenomenal selfhood (MPS) and the similarities with the characteristics of spatial and
temporal perception reported in near death experiences (NDEs).
On average, the participants correctly identified 46.7% of the images, whereas two independent
judges correctly identified 66.7% of them, compared to a probability of 25% expected due to
chance.
The phenomenology of their out-of-body perceptual and cognitive experiences revealed a general
commonality among all participants. All participants reported a phenomenological experience of a
disembodied personal selfhood able to perceive simply by an act of will without the physical
limitation of eyesight, to move in the environment instantaneously and exist in a sort of three
dimensional world with no awareness of time.
The validity of these first person verbal reports was discussed to determine whether they were due
to real OBEs or to the participants’ or the hypnotist’s previous knowledge about OBE.
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Introduction
The Out-of-Body Experience (OBE), is a multi-faceted experience whose core characteristic is a
first personal perspective in which the “self” , “himself” or “centre of consciousness” is experienced
as spatially separated from the body (Metzinger, 2005; Terhune, 2009; Carruthers, 2013). Given
these characteristics, this particular state of consciousness attracts much interest spanning from the
philosophy of mind, to neurophysiology and to the study of consciousness in general (see Cardeña
and Alvarado, 2014, for a review).
Usually, such an experience occurs as either an uncontrolled spontaneous event (Cardeña, 2005;
Braithwaite et al., 2011), consequence of traumatic events (Blanke and Castillo, 2007) or induced
by illusory own-body perceptions (Ehrsson, 2007; Blanke, Ortigue, Landis and Seeck, 2002).
In all these studies, the OBE was based on the participants’ verbal reporting obtained by
questionnaires or interviews.
When an OBE occurs unpredictably or induced by illusory own-body perceptions, it is not possible
to study its phenomenology and characteristics extensively, apart from its neural correlates and how
participants perceive their physical bodies (Blanke, 2012; Blanke and Arzy, 2005).
An OBE induced by hypnotic induction, seems a good mean to perform a phenomenological
analysis because an interviewer can be with the experiencer at the time of the experience.
Hypnosis-induced OBEs (Nash, Lynn and Stanley, 1984; Tart, 1998; Tressoldi and Del Prete,
2007) are rare because experienced hypnotists as well as particular subjects who are willing to
participate and trained into this special experience, are required.
However since 1970, there has been an interest in the study of non-spontaneous, that is in self- or
externally induced OBEs by some authors interested in extrasensory perception (ESP). Usually, the
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typical procedure was to ask participants to travel to a nearby location and to obtain information
from preselected target material during an OBE and to report this information when they feel they
have returned to their bodies. A review of this line of research is reported in Alvarado (1982) and
Cardeña and Alvarado (2014).
For example Palmer and Vassar (1974), attempted to induce OBEs by progressive muscular
relaxation techniques and audio-visual stimulation and then instructed their participants to travel to
another room and to try to see a target. However the subjects who reported OBEs obtained scores
demonstrating below chance results. Palmer (1978), in summarizing his experiments, did not find
support for the hypothesis that subjects who report OBEs have ESP scores signiﬁcantly above
chance and signiﬁcantly higher than the scores of subjects who did not report OBEs although an
interaction was found between the type of induction and the direction of the ESP scoring.
A study in which OBE was induced using hypnosis is described in Tart (1998). Seven participants
who were all in the upper 10% of the hypnotic susceptibility range, received a suggestion after they
reached a very hypnotic state to move their consciousness to a distant locked laboratory and to
carefully observe some special target materials. However, none of their reports matched the
characteristics of the targets and no formal analysis was completed.
Tressoldi and Del Prete (2007), aimed at comparing the differences between hypnosis with an OBE
and ordinary (no OBE) hypnosis, with respect to the capacity to perceive distant pictures outside of
the sensory visual range. In this study, no differences were found between the two hypnotic
inductions and both obtained an overall accuracy of 3.7% above chance.
This study is a conceptual replication of Tressoldi and Del Prete (2007). Here the accuracy of the
participants in the image identification also was examined with respect to the physical orientation
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of the target image. In half of the sessions, the target was placed facing up and, in the other half, it
was placed upside down.
Furthermore, the OBE has been examined from the perspective of the minimal phenomenal
selfhood (MPS) as defined by Blanke and Metzinger (2009) whose central deﬁning features are, (i)
a globalized form of identiﬁcation with the body as a whole (as opposed to ownership of body
parts), (ii) spatio-temporal self-location and (iii) a ﬁrst-person perspective (1PP).
Finally, we aimed at investigating the characteristics of perception and cognition during an OBE.
To do so, we devised a semi-structured interview of eleven questions related to what was reported
by people who experienced a Near Death Experience as described by Jourdan (2011). In particular
we devised questions related to: instantaneous moving and zooming, crossing through walls, the
"360°" perception with an unlimited field of vision, the perception "from everywhere
simultaneously", the perception of transparency and the peculiarities of time perception (i.e. a
spatialised or frozen time; an inability to differentiate past, present and future).
Participants were asked simple questions about all of these features while in an out of body state
(see Procedure).

Confirmatory hypothesis
The correct identification of images at a distance will approximate the effect size (ES) value of
0.37 obtained by Tressoldi and Del Prete (2007), rejecting the null hypothesis.
Explorative Hypotheses:
-During the OBE, the characteristics of the MPS will be a spatio-temporal self-location and a ﬁrstperson perspective (1PP) associated with a sense and a perception of disembodiment.
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-During the OBE, the reported experiences will resemble those described in the NDE as reported by
Jourdan (2011).
Materials and Methods
Participants
Five participants took part and were included as co-author in this study. Their inclusion was based
on their experience with hypnosis ranging from 2 to 10 years. Their demographical and general
characteristics are reported in Table 1. The degree of hypnotic suggestibility was estimated using
the Italian version of the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility, Form A (Pascalis, Russo
and Marucci, 2000).
The previous OBE knowledge of each of the participants, was assessed by asking them how many
books, papers or news articles they had read about this state of consciousness. We classified a
knowledge based on no previous specific interest and readings about OBE as “low” and a
knowledge based on specific interest and readings about this state of consciousness, as “high”.
Author LP acted as hypnotist. He has more than twenty years’ experience with hypnosis.
Table 1: Characteristics of the five participants.
ID

SEX

Age

Previous
OBE
experience

Hypnosis
experience
(years)

Hypnotic
Susceptibility –
total score*

Sessions
in Lab

NO

Previous
OBE
knowledge
High

S

M

26

2

8

4

A

M

30

NO

High

2

8

4

Al

F

32

NO

High

2

8

0

F

F

53

YES

High

10

9

1

D

F

26

NO

Low

2

9

1

Procedure
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Before starting the formal experiment, all of the participants underwent one or two sessions per
week to get used to the hypnotic procedure and OBE suggestions until the hypnotist decided they
were ready to start the formal experiment. As described in the Supplementary Material, particular
care was devoted to familiarizing each participant about how to reply verbally to the questions
without losing his OBE state and how to feel comfortable in it.
On average, it took four specific OBE sessions for the participants to be ready for the experiment at
a level suitable for them to be hypnotized by phone in the case of difficulties in reaching the
laboratory. The summary of the general induction procedure for hypnosis and the induction of the
OBE is available in the Supplementary Materials.
We placed the images in two different rooms. In the formal sessions, the participants were
requested to identify one image in each of a total of six sessions. In only two cases, the participants
had sufficient time and concentration to identify two images in a single session reducing their
overall sessions to four instead of six. In three cases, the image orientation was facing up and in the
remaining three, it was upside down.
In total, twenty-eight sessions were necessary to complete the study. Eighteen sessions were carried
out by phone with the participants at home.
To achieve a statistical power of 0.80 and an estimated ES of 0.4 with respect to the 0.25 of chance,
all participants contributed to six trials each.
OBE hypnotic induction procedure
All sessions were carried out either in a light-proof and partially soundproof laboratory or at the
participants’ houses. In the case of sessions at the participants’ houses, the participants were
reached by the hypnotist by phone. The participants were lying on a reclined sofa and a digital voice

7

recorder was placed close to the mouth or the phone to record all of their verbal statements. The
formal experiment started with the following instructions:
“The aim of the study is to study the characteristics of the remote viewing of images in terms of an
OBE and how they are perceived in this condition. Once you have entered the OBE state, you will
be asked some questions about how you feel. Later on, you will be asked to arrive at and enter the
room where the image has been placed. Then, you will be asked to look toward where the image
has been located and to describe it, trying to report any visual characteristics, your emotions and
any other information1.
At the end, before ending the OBE state, you will be asked a series of questions about how you can
perceive and “move” in this state of consciousness. Remember, you can stop the session at any time
either by saying NO out loud or by gesturing with your right hand. "
If no further explanations was needed for clarification, the hypnotist then began the hypnotic
induction. When the hypnotist was satisfied with the participant’s hypnotic state, which correspond
to the characteristics of very deep state, that is, loss of contact with the body, retarded psychological
and physiological functioning, and lack of spontaneity as described by Erickson (1952), he
continued with the OBE induction. When the participants were at home, the hypnotist, inferred the
desired hypnotic state noticing the tone and rhythm of their voice. When the hypnotist was sure that
the participant was in an OBE state, he asked him/her the following questions to investigate the
MPS2:
a) Are you feeling your physical body?
b) Where can you see (perceive) your physical body?
1

All participants were offered the opportunity to describe the images by sketching, but everyone preferred the verbal
option.
2
During the sessions, participants were asked further questions related to other characteristics of their experience. Their
answers will be reported in Tressoldi et al.’s (2014) companion article
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c) What connection can you perceive with your physical body?
d) Can you perceive any boundaries as if you were in your physical body?
e) How would you describe this state of consciousness?
After these questions, the hypnotist gave suggestions regarding where to find the picture the
participants were to describe to the hypnotist. The pictures were placed on a cabinet in two different
rooms in Padova University’s Department of Psychology building (more than 190 km from the
laboratory or the participants’ houses), one on the third floor and the second in the basement.
As the pictures were described, each participant was asked the following six questions to investigate
their perceptual and cognitive functioning in that state of consciousness:
a) Did you experience motion towards the places suggested or did you find yourself there
instantaneously?
b) Did you feel anything while you were moving through physical barriers?
c) Could you perceive everything simultaneously or did you feel a sort of exploration
movement?
d) Could you perceive all aspects of an object simultaneously (view from above, below, etc.),
or only one at a time?
e) Could you see anything hidden behind another object or could you see through it?
f) Could you experience the sense of time?
Furthermore, the following question was asked to check the reliability of participants’ reports:
“What day and time is it now?”. We thought that if the participants gave descriptions based only on
their knowledge or inferences, and not their real experience in this state of consciousness, they
9

probably would report the right answer. As the results will show, their phenomenological
experience of time was very different from that experienced in a normal state of consciousness.
Hereafter, the hypnotist gave the suggestions to return to the body and come out of the hypnosis.
Before the participants left the session, they were asked to comment on and give suggestions about
their experience.
All of the participants were asked the same questions in the same format. Sometimes it was
necessary for the hypnotist to repeat the answer to verify if he had understood it correctly or to rephrase the answer to clarify its meaning.
Since we were interested in determining whether the participants were able to remember what they
had experienced during the OBE when in a normal state of consciousness, at the end of the sessions,
all participants were emailed the same eleven questions to answer in writing.
All original audio-recordings in Italian are available from Tressoldi (2013). Transcripts in English
are currently underway.
Questions analysis
Two judges, PT and LP, independently analyzed qualitatively all five answers related to MPS and
the six ones related to the NDE-like experiences, taking into account their contents following
Krippendorff (2012) recommendations by listening to the original recordings. We pre-defined an
overall agreement among participants when the same content was reported by at least 4 out 5 of
them. Overall agreement between the two judges was 90%. Discrepancies were solved by relistening to the original recordings.
Materials
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Six pictures were selected from the Geneva affective picture database (GAPED; Dan-Glauser and
Scherer, 2011). Their inclusion criteria were: a) high arousal values and b) all images related to
human events. Their characteristics are presented in the Supplementary Material and available in
Tressoldi, 2013.
Identification of pictures
To avoid any sensory leakage between the person who had chosen the target image and the
participant, the author PT selected the six target images and randomized their order of presentation,
the room where each one was placed and their orientation, either facing up or upside down, after
which he informed the hypnotist that they were available without disclosing their identity.
When all five of the participants completed the identification of the two images, the hypnotist
informed PT, who replaced the images with two new ones.
After completing the identification of two images, PT emailed each participant two sets of four
images (the target image and three decoys that were taken from other GAPED pictures), as well as
the audio file of their descriptions, and requested to identify the targets. Once they had identified the
target, the participants sent PT a copy of the selected images.
Furthermore, in order to ascertain if two independent judges could use the participants’ descriptions
to identify the target images, PT requested two co-authors (LP and PC) to identify them
independently and blinded to the targets, using the same sets of images and listening to all five
participants’ recordings.
Each image was numbered from one to four. The location of the target within each set was
randomized. All six sets of images are available from Tressoldi (2013).
All randomizations were made by using the online tools available at www.random.org
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Feedbacks to the participants and the judges about their performance, was delivered at the end of
the whole experiment to prevent unintentional communication of the targets’ identity among them.

Results
Data analysis
The percentages of correct identifications (hits) obtained by the participants and the two
independent judges, are presented in Table 2.
Table 2: Raw scores and percentages of correct identification (hits out of 6 trials) of the participants
and the two independent judges.
Hits face-up images
(N=3)

Hits face-down images
(N=3)

Overall Hits (%)

S

0

0

0

A

1

1

33.3

Al

1

3

66.7

F

2

2

66.7

D

2

2

66.7

MEAN (%)

40

53.3

46.7

Judge 1

2

3

83.3

Judge 2

1

2

50

Participant

The overall 46.7% accuracy of the five participants and the 52.4% overall accuracy of participants
plus the two independent judges, exceed the 25% expected by chance. We did not compare the two
orientations (facing up or upside down) because of the low number of trials.
Inferential statistics
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Binomial statistics with corresponding ES and Bayes Factor (BF) values calculated using the online
calculator available here: http://pcl.missouri.edu/bf-binomial , are presented in Table 3. The Bayes
factor compares the probability of the observed data under H1 versus H0, and hence quantifies the
evidence that the data provide for and against the models under consideration. In our case, model
H1, posits that the probability of hits is superior to model H0 positing that hits will approximate the
chance expectation. When the BF exceeds 1.0 (i.e., the value indicating an identical probability of
the two models) the evidence favors model H1 (the alternative model) over model H0 ( the null
model). A convention proposed by some users of BF for interpreting the magnitude of the BF is that
there is “substantial” evidence for H1 when the BF exceeds 3.0 and “extreme evidence” when the
BF is greater than 100, and, equivalently, “substantial” evidence for H0 when the BF is less than 0.3
and “extreme evidence” when the BF is less than 0.01 (Wetzels, Matzke, Lee, Rouder, Iverson, &
Wagenmakers, 2011). However, as for measures of ES, these values must be interpreted within the
research context where, for instance, even a small value may have an important relevance.
Table 3: Binomial z-scores, with corresponding ES, and BFH1/H0 corresponding to the overall
accuracy of all participants and participants plus the two judges.
Only participants

Participants plus two judges

Binomial z

2.53*

3.92°

ES(z/√n)
95% CI

0.46 [0.08,0.83]

0.60 [0.27,0.93]

BFH1/H0

5.9

250

*p=0.006; °p=0.00004
The obtained ES value is greater than the expected one of 0.37. Furthermore the BFs indicated that
the alternative hypothesis (H1> 0.25) given the data, is approximately 6 to 250 times more probable
than the null one (H0 = 0.25).
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MPS and NDE-like experiences
The summary of each participant’s answer to each of the five questions related to the MPS is
presented in Table 4.
Table 4: Participants’ answers to the five questions related to the MPS.
Participant

Are you feeling
that you are in
your physical
body?

Where can you
see (perceive)
your physical
body?

What connection
can you perceive
with your
physical body?

Can you perceive
any boundaries
as if you were in
your physical
body?

How would you
describe this
state of
consciousness?

A

No

I cannot perceive
it

I see nothing

I have an
external point of
view, but I
cannot see my
hands, feet or
body

Beatitude; I feel
free

Al

No, there is no
contact

I feel suspended

When I’m
speaking I see a
sort of ethereal
link, but I cannot
see my body

No, no
boundaries;

Expanded; very
pleasant

D

I cannot perceive
it

I feel it partially
seeing a sort of
non-material big
hands; It seems
to be elsewhere.

I can see a sort of
silver cable like a
beam of white
light

No, I have no
boundaries

I feel very light;
very well;

F

I feel my body
only when I’m
speaking or when
I think about it

I cannot see it. I
feel it where I
left it. I feel it as
stranger

No connection; I
can see the silver
cable, but only if
I pay attention to
it

I feel totally free;
I do not perceive
boundaries or
shapes

I’m pure
awareness; It is a
state of
awareness

S

Partially, my
body seems like
a house.

I feel it where it
is now

I can feel it if I
want to.

No, no
boundaries

Like a thought

The summary of the participants’ answers to each of the six questions related to the perceptual and
cognitive characteristics of their OBE is presented in Table 5.
Table 5: Participants’ answers to the six questions related to their perceptual and cognitive
experience in their OBE
Participant

Did you

Did you feel

Could you

Could you

Could you see

Could you
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experience
motion towards
the places
suggested or did
you find
yourself there
instantaneously?

anything
while you
were moving
through
physical
barriers?

perceive
everything
simultaneously
or did feel like
a sort of
exploration
movement?

perceive all
aspects of an
object
simultaneously
(view from
above, below,
etc.) or only
one at a time?

anything
hidden behind
another object
or could you
see through it?

experience
the sense of
time?

A

I focused
immediately.

No, I felt
nothing;
perhaps a
feeling of
warmth.

Sometimes I
could perceive
all
simultaneously;
other times a
vague sense of
movement.

I could
perceive it
simultaneously
from all points
of view.

I knew it was
there; I could
see through the
object.

No, I didn’t
have any
sense of
time.

Al

I need not
move; first a
panoramic view,
followed by an
examination of
each thing at a
time.

No, I felt
nothing.

I could
immediately
perceive all the
things I was
interested in;
after that, I
could look at
them closely
without
moving.

I could see it
from above, as
if from the
ceiling.

I’m not sure, I
may have
moved.

I felt no
sense of
time
travelling to
Padova; I
could sense
it while
moving
around the
room and
while
watching
the objects
as if I were
in my
physical
body.

D

A bit like
zooming in
immediately.

I felt as I was
moving
through
something
insubstantial;
I felt a barely
perceptible
vibration.

I moved around
to explore
things; then I
could see
everything
simultaneously.

I was watching
it from one
point of view at
a time, but I
perceived it as
a whole; I saw
all aspects of it
simultaneously.

I moved to see
it; I was able to
see through it.

I did not
experience
it while
moving
from one
place to
another;
while
watching an
object I
realized
time was
passing, but
I had no
sense of
time.

F

It felt like an
instant zooming
in.

When
moving
through
quickly I felt
nothing;
when moving
through

I could see
everything
simultaneously.

I could see it
any way I
wanted,
depending on
my level of
attention to it.

I could see
everything
simultaneously;
I saw what I
needed to
know.

Not at all; I
was aware
of the
succession
of events,
but not of
time. I
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slowly, I felt
something
very faint
like getting
into water.
S

I moved a sort
of arm to touch
an object and I
could perceive
all.

I didn’t feel
anything;
sometimes, a
sense of
coolness.

could sense
time if I
moved
slowly.
I filled the
environment
up, as if I were
like a fluid to
discover it;
after that I
shifted my
attention to one
object at a
time.

If I focused on
it, I could see
everything
simultaneously;
otherwise, only
one side at a
time.

When I knew
there was
something
there, I didn’t
have to move,
otherwise I had
to look for it.

None sense
of time
when I went
to Padova;
I could
sense it
while
moving
slowly
around a
room.

When the participants were asked to tell the current time and date, they referred to dates and times
different from the right ones with one exception. They reported times, days and/or months earlier
or later than the correct ones. In each case, the hypnotist directed them to the correct date and time
to make the participants aware of the right time to be sure he/she perceived the picture available in
that moment and not those presented in the past or in the future.

Discussion
Confirmatory hypothesis
Participants’ images identification
Participants’ overall accuracy of 47.7% with respect to the expected chance of 25%, is higher than
that observed by Tressoldi and Del Prete (2007). Plausible causes of the differences, are a more
selected sample and fewer identification tasks per session, one or two in this study versus two to
four in Tressoldi and Del Prete (2007), that could have reduced the cognitive fatigue of participants.
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The overall accuracy of the two independent judges of 66.7%, supports the hypothesis that
participants’ descriptions can be used to identify target images.
Participants’ MPS
All participants, independently from their previous OBE experience and knowledge, reported an
experience of disembodiment, with no sense of physical boundaries and a “Self” or “I-identity” that
was separated from their body. The connection with their physical body was described as either
absent or having some form of connection sometimes described as a sort of silvered, bright white
cable, when they spoke about or paid attention to their physical bodies. The emotional description
of this state of consciousness was varied, but it was commonly characterized by a sense of wellbeing. It is important to remind that none of this information was suggested in the OBE induction.
The hypothesis that during OBEs, the only characteristics of the MPS will be: a spatio-temporal
self-location and a ﬁrst-person perspective (1PP) associated with a sense and a perception of
disembodiment, seems to be completely supported.
Compared to Blanke and Metzinger’s MPS description: “MPS is a phenomenal property, namely
the conscious experience of being a self. It is the experience of being a distinct, holistic entity
capable of global self-control and attention, possessing a body and a location in space and time”,
our participants reported an identical phenomenological experience, but without a physical body.
Furthermore all reported having a first person perspective (1PP) that, according to Blanke and
Metzinger’s description can be described as the strongest version of 1PP, which is characterized
“not only as a self, but also as a self in the act of knowing which implies the possession of the
concept of a subject of experience’.
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To summarize, the reported phenomenology of our induced OBEs, seems compatible with a sort of
Disembodied Phenomenal Selfhood (DPS), that retains all the characteristics of the strong version
of the MPS except the possession of a physical body.

Participants’ OBE perceptual and cognitive characteristics
With respect to whether the experiences reported during an OBE could resemble those reported in
NDEs as discussed by Jourdan (2011), the answer is a definite yes.
After reading the answers of all five participants, a general consensus emerges regarding
perception, movement around the environment and the sense of time, with some minor differences
in the details they used to describe their experiences.
The acquisition of visual information is described as a purely perceptual act regulated only by the
participant’s intention or goal. The description of the act of perceiving as a “zooming in” that
encompasses all points of view, is quite remarkable. From the participants’ reports, it clearly
emerges that, in this state of consciousness, “perception” is not dependent upon eyes. Even if it was
quite expected, our participants described this difference with certain details which so far have not
yet been documented.
Even the descriptions of moving around the environment and the sense of time offer some very
interesting details. Travel across long distances seems to occur instantaneously. On the contrary, a
vague sense of the sequence of events, associated with some sense of time, is described when a
concentrated inspection of the environment is required. In general, it appears that they are living in
a sort of world in which only the dimension of space, without that of time, is present.
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Identical reports, with minor differences in the details, were described in the questionnaire that the
participants were requested to fill in after the completion of all of the sessions, suggesting that in
their normal state of consciousness, they retain accurate memories of their OBE experiences.
In summary, from all of the participants’ reports, it appears that in this state of consciousness they
can act without the limitations that the physical body imposes on motion and perception especially
with regard to vision. “Movement” and “perception” are mainly regulated by their intentions and
goals. What they perceive depends upon what they want to know. This characteristic allows them to
“move” instantaneously and to perceive things zooming toward them from all points of views. The
participants only perceive a vague sense passing or a sequence of events when they search for
details or move around to explore the environment. Time seems to be absent or similar to a
sequence of video-clips, suggesting that they are living in a three-dimensional universe, very similar
to that described as the “Block Universe” which represents space-time as a fixed whole in which
past and future events already exist in the space-time continuum, in accordance with the special
theory of relativity (Ellis, 2007; Petkov, 2006). Briefly, it seems that the state of consciousness in
an induced OBE, which we defined as a DPS, is very similar to or the same as that described in
NDEs.

Study limitations
Reliability of the OBE status of participants
Where participants induced in a real OBE status of consciousness? Are the participants describing a
real alternative state of consciousness that is different from our normal daily state, or are they
describing what they expect or think should happen during an OBE? The limits of first-person
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verbal reports are well-known although they are essential to the investigation of personal
phenomenology. Very probably, a convergence of first-person and third-person evidence as
reported by Smith and Messier (2014) who used fMRI measures associated with verbal reports,
could give more support to the evidence that participants are in a different state of consciousness.
Reliability of participants’ reports
In our case, among the possible sources of bias, the chance that the participants’ answers simply
reflect the hypnotist’s knowledge about OBEs must be taken into consideration. It is true that the
hypnotist must have an extensive knowledge of the literature related to OBEs, but his aim was not
to confirm his knowledge, but to compare it with the participants’ experience. In fact, unexpected
characteristics of OBEs were discovered (see the companion article by Tressoldi et al. 2014).
Furthermore, the questions were designed to be neutral, so as not to suggest or to lead to specific
responses.
Other possible sources of bias might be the participants’ prior knowledge about OBEs from books
or other sources of information like the internet, or what they expect might happen in this particular
state of consciousness. This potential source of bias is worthy of consideration. The large high
degree of similarity in the participants’ answers to the questions, as well as their difficulty in
determining dates, are facts pointing away from this possibility. The possibility that all five
participants arranged among themselves to give similar answers was excluded, as it would have
been necessary for them to access the same books, articles, websites, etc., and it assumes that those
sources contained information relevant to all the questions.
Another limitation is the lack of practical and reliable instruments to assess the alteration of
consciousness when participants declare that they have achieved an OBE state. Unfortunately, at
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present, there are no such instruments to our knowledge and as a result, different interviews are
used in each investigation (i.e. Blanke et al., 2004).
Future investigations
Only independent replications of our study can confirm our findings, despite the fact that selected
participants and experienced hypnotists are required. A more convincing proof of the reality of the
OBE as a distinct disembodied state of consciousness, as documented in our study, could be
obtained if we could demonstrate that, when in an OBE state, apart from perception at a distance, it
is possible to interact with the physical environment and to “capture” this interaction using
electronic devices. This is our research team’s next goal.
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Supplementary Material
Table S1: Pictures ID and arousal value as reported from the GAPED manual

ID

Arousal

P050

57.6

P097

59.5

P105

66

P124

51.2

H079

71.1

H123

77.07
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STANDARD HYPNOTIC INDUCTION
Translated by Cinzia Evangelista Pannozzo, Melbourne, Australia

INTRODUCTION
To induce relaxation, a traditionally common technique was used, repeatedly stressing the words
relax, muscles, tendons, and ligaments, occasionally mentioning the specific anatomical area on
which to focus. The purpose is to distract the subject’s attention from normal bodily sensations,
which in this situation are considered unwanted background noise, and reach a pre-hypnotic phase
based on visualization. This is followed by complete physical relaxation, with the five senses still
fully alert to stimuli, and then the typical descending staircase leading to a light at the bottom.
An awareness of the escalator is required to avoid boredom and a fear of losing one’s balance due to
walking down the spiral staircase. Even inside the escalator the senses are alternately stimulated
rapidly. When the escalator reaches its destination, hypnotic conditioning is almost complete. A
final stage is added in which sensory stimulation continues further, then suddenly stops when the
appearance of a cloud-like armchair causes all physical sensation to cease, thus entering the true
hypnotic stage. It is important for the guiding voice to remain calm and take part in what is
happening.

RELAXATION PHASE (approximately 4 ½ minutes)
“Begin to relax your toes: start relaxing the muscles and tendons of both big toes, then the next toe,
then all the muscles and tendons of the third toe, move to the fourth and then the little toe. Focus on
the foot and relax all muscles and tendons of the top of the foot, then those on the sole. Now
concentrate on the ankles and relax all those muscles, tendons and ligaments. Move up to the calves
and totally relax the muscles, and those of the shin.
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Now focus on the knees and relax everything there: muscles, ligaments, tendons... everything inside
the knees. Now move your attention to the thighs and let them relax completely, then relax the
groin. Move to the gluteal muscles and relax those, then the lower abdominals. Go inside and relax
all the intestinal and stomach muscles – let them all go. Focus on the back and relax all muscles
and tendons from buttocks to neck.
Now return to the front and relax the remaining abdominal wall muscles, the chest and all the trunk
muscles, then focus again on the digestive system: try and stop motion as much as possible, then
return to the back and move to the shoulder blades. Relax everything above those: muscles,
tendons, everything, and on the front of your body relax everything above the collar bones,
especially the neck.
Focus on the shoulder joints and relax them completely: muscles, tendons, ligaments... then move
down to the arms and relax likewise there. Totally relax the muscles, tendons and ligaments which
join at the elbow. Move down the forearms and focus on relaxing everything there. Now relax the
wrists too and their ligaments. Go to the top of your hands and relax all tendons, then the muscles
and tendons of the palms.
Now focus on relaxing all the tendons in the thumbs and return to the neck. In the neck, relax all the
muscles and tendons in the throat, then those at the back. Move to the muscles in your scalp... relax
those also. Relax your forehead, ears, the cheek muscles, the nose, the mouth muscles, and those in
the chin.
Now your body is completely relaxed; your heartbeat is slow, each breath is deep, slow, and
relaxed, and the blood circulates freely. You are feeling totally at ease and your body has ceased
transmitting signals”.
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(without interruption) PRE-HYPNOTIC PHASE ( approximately 4 ½ minutes)
“Now you are walking barefoot in a meadow surrounded by flowers, you can smell the grass and
under your feet you feel the stems with each step, along with the soft earth, which is warm and a
little damp. You see many beautiful flowers in many shades of colors: red, blue, orange, purple,
yellow, indigo, white. You feel a gentle breeze which carries the scents of all those flowers. With
those scents, your mouth can taste their nectar, like diluted honey, a different taste for each flower.
You hear birds chirping and insects buzzing, you see wispy clouds in a clear sky, you feel the sun’s
warmth on your skin... you’re totally at ease.
You walk towards a cave-like opening in which you see a balustrade. You approach it and see a
very long descending spiral staircase, going deep down into yourself, at the end of which there’s a
small very bright white light you want to reach.
Beside the balustrade you see an elevator. You walk towards it and press the call button. The doors
open and you go inside, pressing the down button. The elevator moves quickly with a light hiss.
There’s a mirror in front of you, and you see a reflection of yourself as more relaxed and light due
to the acceleration. You’re bathed in a gentle blue light, and in the background you hear a relaxing
music playing at low volume. Under your feet you feel the pleasant roughness of carpet and you
lean on the wall, which is a smooth and polished wood.
You catch the smell of freshly baked pastries. Looking around, you see a small triangular table in a
corner on which are some pastries. You step towards it, look at them and choose one which appeals
to you. As you bring it to your mouth you smell its aroma and then feel its warmth from the oven.
You put it in your mouth and savor its delicious taste.
You’re very much enjoying this pastry, knowing that when you finish eating, the elevator will have
reached its destination inside you. You eat it slowly and as you’re almost finished, you feel the
elevator decelerating, slowly at first, and then more forcefully. The floor counter appears again and
begins the countdown: -10., -9.., -8..., -7...., -6....., -5......, -4......., -3........, -2.........,-1.........., 0. The
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elevator stops and the doors open, you exit and find yourself in a room made of rough stone, with a
pleasant temperature and humidity, suffused in a green light which casts no shadows; a nice
background music is playing and there’s an heady fragrance of flowers in the air.
There’s a black leather armchair in the middle of this room. You go and sit on it, and as you sink
into the chair you feel like you’re sitting on a cloud. You suddenly feel weightless. It is amazing –
you really feel great. You can sense only the leather’s slight roughness under your arms and its
smell. After a short while those fade away too...”

HYPNOTIC PHASE
……

POST-HYPNOTIC PHASE
“Now rise from the black armchair, go to the elevator and press the call button. The doors open,
you enter and press the up button. The doors close and it starts to move with a light hiss. You’re
perfectly at ease and enjoy the smell of the pastries, the background music and the diffuse blue light
as you look at your reflection in the mirror.
The elevator travels very quickly and then begins to rapidly slow down. The floor counter is again
visible and begins the countdown: 10., 9.., 8..., 7...., 6....., 5......, 4......., 3........, 2.........,1.........., 0.
The elevator stops, the doors open, you exit and are back here again”.

USEFUL INFORMATION FOR AN HYPNOTICALLY INDUCED OBE

In an OBE induced hypnotically the subject is not referred to as a patient, because there is no
therapeutic intention or goal; rather, the subject has freely and knowingly volunteered to undergo
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this experience purely for interest and for its potential usefulness. It is therefore more appropriate to
refer to the hypnotist as ‘Guide’ and the hypnotized as ‘Traveller’, given that an OBE is a journey
outside the body.
Before beginning the OBE procedure the Guide and the potential Traveller had better have a
detailed discussion to clarify whether there were a genuine desire for knowledge, or simply
curiosity. In the latter case it is hardly worth continuing with the OBE because it is extremely likely
nothing useful for research purposes will result. A prolonged exchange of ideas will allow a
potential Traveller to remove doubts and establish a relationship of mutual trust, therefore
facilitating good results. The object is not treatment of any kind, but obtaining as much information
as possible for both parties, hence the Traveller must be strongly motivated, and not only fearless of
hypnosis but have a strong desire for it. All of the above appreciably gets hypnotic induction phase
easier.
It is important for the Traveller to understand that his/her role is equally as important as the
Guide’s, although totally different, since the Traveller must be able to answer questions without
concerning for their purpose offering the best possible descriptions of what has been seen and felt.
The role of the Guide is getting the Traveller, to answer appropriate questions, keeping the
Traveller’s attention focused and helping overcome any possible difficulties.
During the entire session the Guide must remain fully focused on the Traveller, so as to be aware of
any subtle sensations and to impart the feeling of a shared experience without implying direct
involvement (the Guide must always remain alert and detached). This is simply non-judgment of
what the Traveller says and receiving what is described.
All of this can induce the Guide in an altered state of consciousness so that it gets difficult to carry
out even simple arithmetic.
At the conclusion of the OBE session the Traveller, while returning to normal consciousness had
better have some time to comment about the more salient points of the OBE itself. In the meantime
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an audio recording of the session can be prepared, whose repeated listening can aid the Traveller in
remembering more details or removing uncertainties.

TRAINING FOR THE FIRST INDUCED OBE SESSION

DETACHMENT FROM THE PHYSICAL BODY
To avoid possible traumas, with related trembling, jolts, and perceived loud noises, a gradual ‘exit’
from the body is induced at the end of the induction stage using the following guidelines:
“You are now gently moving out of your body, slowly and without haste, until you find yourself
completely outside of it. You don’t feel any discomfort, but actually you feel better once outside.”
Wait for few seconds in silence, then: “Now that you’re ‘outside’ your physical body, you only need
to express the intention to move or travel and you will do so immediately. Try to turn around and
then go up towards the ceiling and look down at your body below.”

MOVING THROUGH WALLS

The next step must be executed immediately, without waiting for replies and before the physical
body begins to pull the ‘outside entity’ back into itself, and consists of making the non-physical
entity move through walls and/or ceilings. Depending on the experiment location, you choose the
most suitable wall surface and then give the following instructions: “Now move towards that
wall/ceiling, lean on it and note that you can go through it as if it were a projected image rather
than a real object. Express the intention of moving through it and you’ll find yourself immediately
on the other side.”
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CONTROL OF SPEECH
At this point it is important to establish two-way communication with what we have defined the
‘outside entity’. We have found the following instructions to be optimal: “Now that you’re outside
the room, find a peaceful place, stop and be fully aware of being outside your body; concentrate on
your physical body for the time needed to allow it to talk. When you’ve done this, say ‘yes’.”

FLIGHT AND TRAVEL TECHNIQUES
Upon receiving the confirmatory ‘yes’, two-way communication has now been acquired. It is
cautious, however, not to linger there, because focusing on the physical body results in a loss of
control of the ‘outside entity’ and in this early stage of training it is best to avoid distractions. We
choose a location known to both parties and we commence (first travel procedure): “Now go to
(place name). Move around purely through intention. Go slowly at first, then gradually move faster,
following the road you’re familiar with. While travelling, practice full control of motion. When you
arrive at the destination, say ‘yes’.”
For the return trip another technique is used (second travel procedure): “Now return to your point of
departure in a straight line and as fast as possible, ignoring roads. When you get there, say ‘yes’.”
The third technique is done at infinite speed (instantaneously). The instruction is: “Think of the train
station and try to get there immediately. When you’re there, say ‘yes’. Did you get there instantly or
not?”

THE TRAIN’S DEPARTURE
If the answer is ‘yes’, the train station has been reached, and therefore:
“Find a train about to leave, go in front of it, then enter it, either standing on the tracks or floating
above them. Wait until the train departs the station and get it to move along you. Look inside it as it
moves past and note that you feel nothing.”
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TIME AND DATE
Since the ‘outside entity’ is at a train station, we can ask it to read the time and date; the answer is
usually inconsistent with the actual time, which can be either in the past or in the future (normally
by no more than a few months). When asked if it is night or day, the answer usually matches the
perceived time, but when asked if the sun is shining and if shadows are seen, the answer is usually
this: “There’s a diffuse light, which casts no shadows.” Even people, which usually crowd a train
station, are very often not seen at all, or just perceived as ‘lots of shadows’. After this experience,
we check that the ‘outside entity’ has no problems placing itself in the middle of a road while cars
are passing by, without fear of injury.
At this point basic training has finished; questions can be asked and answers received, delayed at
first and eventually with greater speed. It must be remembered however that in order to speak, the
‘outside entity’ must always focus on the physical body, thus reducing its level of attention even
when speaking get easier. If more complex answers are required, it is suggested to give the ‘outside
entity’ time to concentrate on the answer, as in the following instruction: “Look at (or listen to) such
and such, take your time to concentrate on it to the exclusion of anything else, then answer only
when you’re sure of your answer.”

NB: the best results are obtained when the Traveller has had time (at least half an hour) to relax
sight and hearing before undergoing the OBE. A pleasant journey is ideal.
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Out of Body Experience induced by hypnotic suggestion. Part 1: phenomenology
and perceptual characteristics
Publication history
Submission history:
Frontiers in Human Neuroscience. Received: 29 December 2013; accepted: 17 March 2014;
On 15/5/2014 rejected with the following motivations:
“The editors-in-chief at Frontiers in Human Neuroscience stepped into the process of reviewing this
manuscript. They have decided that this manuscript is not within the scope of our journal and as a
consequence they decided to reject this manuscript (note that our journal is „... devoted to understanding
the brain mechanisms supporting cognitive and social behavior in humans, and how these mechanisms
might be altered in disease states“, see http://www.frontiersin.org/human_neuroscience/about).
Additional reasons for rejection are:
a- the findings and interpretations forwarded in this manuscript are flawed and they cannot be relied upon
as the basis for future work.
b- The authors have not adequately discussed biologically plausible mechanisms for the effects they report
c- The interpretation of the effects violates simple principles of parsimony and indeed, the basic laws of
physics as they are currently understood. It is reasonable to expect that evidence for such violations would
need to be considerably stronger than what has been reported here”
Editors in chief:
John J. Foxe john.foxe@einstein.yu.edu ;
Hauke R. Heekeren hauke.heekeren@fu-berlin.de
No further requested clarifications arrived in particular related to points a- and c-

On 19/6/2014 submitted to Frontiers in Consciousness Research
On 23/06/2014 Anil Seth has sent a message.
Dear Dr Tressoldi,
Unfortunately, I have to inform you that your manuscript “Out of Body Experience induced by hypnotic
suggestion. Part 1: phenomenology and perceptual characteristics”; cannot be accepted for publication in
Frontiers in Psychology, section Consciousness Research.
The reason for this decision is:
The quality of the manuscript is substandard and below the generally accepted standards of the community.

An associate editor for Consciousness Research has carefully reviewed the manuscript and recommended its
rejection based on similar reasons to that noted by the editors of Frontiers in Human Neuroscience. This
editor has identified several methodological weaknesses. However, it does not seem appropriate to enter
into a dialog about these weaknesses given that the paper, as a whole, makes strong claims contrary to
laws of physics as they are currently known.
After the following request:
Dear dr. Seth,
as to the reasons which led you to take such a decision: "An associate editor for Consciousness Research
has carefully reviewed the manuscript and recommended its rejection based on similar reasons to that
noted by the editors of Frontiers in Human Neuroscience. This editor has identified several methodological
weaknesses" at present, these methodological weaknesses are a mystery for all authors given that nobody
took care to describe them.
On 24/6/2014 Anil Seth replied as follows:
Dear Prof Tressoldi
I may assume your message was a request for further feedback on my decision.
I refrained from providing details at the outset because I am rejecting the paper prior to peer review, using
editorial privilege. However if feedback would be useful to you please see below. Please note that this is
not an invitation for an author response. The paper remains rejected.
ENC:
Hypnotic suggestion was delivered via the phone in 18/28 sessions. Five participants with high hypnotic
susceptibility (scores 8 or 9), at least 2 yrs. of hypnosis experience, high previous knowledge of OBE in 4
cases and 1 case with a previous OBE, replied to two series of questions. The first series related to the
characteristics of Minimal Phenomenal Selfhood and asked for information on how the body felt during the
hypnosis/OBE, the second dealt with how participants moved and perceived in this state and was related to
reports on Near Death Experiences. The replies show qualitative between-subject agreement but there is no
attempt to quantify this agreement, or to compare the data to that of other reports.
The main task given to participants was in extrasensory perception. Six arousing images from the Geneva
Affective Picture database were chosen by one of the authors, who placed two of these in two different
rooms at the Padova University, ~190 km from where the participants underwent the procedures.
Participants were to 'arrive and enter the room where the image has been placed. Then [they were] asked
to look toward where the image has been located and to describe it, trying to report any visual
characteristics…'.
Once every participant had been viewing' them, they were sent the target images, each with three
distracters, and the audio records of their descriptions. Each participant sent the image of his/her choice to
the first author. They were replaced by the next and then the third pair; 3/6 images were placed face-down
on a surface, the other three face-up. Two other authors used the same sets of target plus three distracter
images to attempt identification of the target based solely on the subjects’ descriptions.

It is, I think, this part of the manuscript that is most difficult to defend. The participants scored a mean of
48.7% correct in the choice of images, with the proportion higher for face-down images; only one
participant did not have any hit. The two authors scored even higher than the participants. In view of the
25% correct chance level, the results are significantly different from what is to be expected by guessing,
although previous studies, even if they induced OBE by hypnosis, reported no or, in Tressoldi & Del Prete
(2007), much smaller effects.
Although the authors mention suppl. material that should contain the characteristics of the images, this
was not available to me; there is no transcript of the audio descriptions either. Worse, there is no mention
of the features that participants described, and no attempt to explain how the target images may have
stood out from the distracters that were of another stimulus category.”
We replied that all raw materials are available on Figshare as clearly indicated in the paper and we are at
disposal to replicate our experiment with a pre-registered study.

Psychology of Consciousness: Theory, Research, and Practice
review outcome
HypnOBE1 – PSICO reviewers
Dear Dr Tressoldi,
Thank you very much for submitting your manuscript on out of body experiences to Psychology of
Consciousness: Theory, Research, and Practice (PSYCON). Personally, I found the topic to be quite
fascinating, and I read your manuscript with great interest. I forwarded your paper to three expert
reviewers for evaluation, and with the reviews in hand, I am now prepared to make a decision regarding
your article. Two of the reviewers did not recommend that the paper be published, and the third reviewer
recommended major revisions prior to publication. The latter reviewer, while very sympathetic to your
efforts, nevertheless called attention to very serious methodological problems that cast doubt concerning
the conclusions that can be drawn from your research. Given the reviews, my own reading of your paper,
and the fact that PSYCON receives many worthy submissions that we are unable to publish due to space
constraints, I regret to inform you that I will not be able to accept your article for publication.
Many of the reviewers' comments, which I will not summarize here, are straightforward and provide
constructive guidance in terms of revising your manuscript for further consideration, should you decide to
submit your work to another journal. Nevertheless, as I alluded to above, methodological problems noted
by the reviewers-- specifically those regarding the randomization of the stimuli presented and the potential
role of systematic error, bias, and the role of beliefs and expectancies as potential confounds--dampened
my enthusiasm for the potential contribution of your research. I also share the concerns expressed about
conducting hypnosis by way of telephone under non-standardized conditions that do not permit direct
observation of participants and potential opportunities for leakage noted by the most sympathetic
reviewer. Indeed, the difference in correct identifications between participants (46.7%) and two
independent judges (66.7%) might reflect leakage, which, in turn, might explain why such high rates of
agreement were evident in the present study compared to much lower rates in a number of previous
studies.
In addition to the reviewers' comments, I would add that the suggestions for OBEs themselves could well
have shaped the participants' reports of OBEs and account for the "high degree of similarity in their
answers to the questions." Although you take pains to state that none of the information regarding a sense
of well being was suggested in the OBE induction, my reading is that suggestions that participants "don't
find any discomfort, but actually you feel better once outside" can be construed as suggestions for well
being, as are suggestions to "find a peaceful place," along with suggestions for relaxation. It is also difficult
to make a strong case for the role of hypnosis in the findings you obtained, as you included neither a
condition with a simple suggestion to mentally travel to a designated location nor a nonhypnotic condition
with imaginative suggestions paralleling those in your hypnotic condition. Braffman and Kirsch (1998)
reported very high correlations between imaginative suggestions (as yours were) delivered in hypnotic and
nonhypnotic contexts, rendering ambiguous the role of "hypnosis" in the findings you secured. Finally, it is
not clear what role the induction of relaxation played in your study.

I am sorry that the review process did not have a more favorable outcome. You are studying a most
interesting phenomenon of considerable interest to our readers, and I thank you again for submitting your
research to PSYCON. I wish you all the best in your research endeavors.
Sincerely,
Steven Jay Lynn
Editor
Psychology of Consciousness: Theory, Research, and Practice
Reviewers' comments:
Reviewer #1: Review of "Out of body experience induced by hypnotic suggestion. Part I: Phenomenology
and Perceptual Characteristics"
This is an interesting manuscript on a provocative (and highly controversial) topic of relevance to the
readership of this journal. Despite the manuscript's potential interest to the audience of the Psychology of
Consciousness, I was left with far too many unresolved questions and concerns to feel that this manuscript
meets the high threshold for publication in an American Psychological Association journal. I do hope,
however, that the authors will find at least some of my comments and constructive criticisms helpful in
their future work in this area.
I should first confess that I found the parts of the manuscript to be difficult to follow and understand.
Despite two readings of the Method section, I was still not entirely certain what the authors did. The large
number of one-sentence paragraphs also gave sections of the manuscript a disjointed feel (e.g., p. 20
consists of only 6 sentences, and a part of a sentence). Moreover, the manuscript struck me as quite diffuse
in its scope and mission. One part of the manuscript focuses on a test of extrasensory perception
(specifically clairvoyance, although the authors do not say so explicitly), whereas another part of the
manuscript focuses on delineating the subjective reports of individuals who have undergone a hypnoticallyinduced out-of-body experience (OBE). As a reader, I did not find these two quite different purposes to be
as well integrated as they could be.
My principal concerns with the manuscript, however, are methodological. The study's sample size is very
small (N=5), raising questions regarding the robustness of the findings. Recently, a number of statisticians
have made the compelling point that small N studies (and this is a very small N study) that yield statistically
significant results tend to be subject to the "winner's curse," whereby significant results that emerge in
such samples are often highly unlikely to replicate in independent samples (e.g., see Button et al., 2013,
Nature Reviews).
Just as important, despite two readings of the Method section, I was left with a large number of
methodological questions. Indeed, I would strongly encourage the authors to provide considerably more in
the way of crucial methodological details in their further work on this manuscript. For example, it was not
evident to me whether the individual communicating with participants was blind to the orientation of the
hidden object; such information is crucial to ruling out the possibility of inadvertent researcher bias. On p.
11, the authors say that the order of the target images was "randomized," but then they go on to say that it
was "identical for all participants." But unless I'm misunderstanding, this is not genuine randomization,
which would differ across participants and thereby minimize the likelihood of systematic error. What the

authors are describing sounds more like a pseudorandom order. If so, this is a potentially serious
methodological problem, because any apparent positive results could reflect order effects in stimulus
selection. The authors also say that the target images were matched on high arousal and that all were
relevant to human events. But were they also matched on familiarity or prevalence in everyday life? If not,
this would strike me as rendering the findings difficult to interpret. Incidentally, the authors provide the
identification numbers of the stimuli in the Appendix (Table S1), but they should state (in the text) the exact
identity of these stimuli.
A number of other important methodological details are missing or unclear. The authors say that the
images were placed in two different rooms for "as long as it was possible to require the identification of
two different images in a single session," but what was the range of times (p. 7)? Was the image orientation
itself randomized (p. 7)? What was the range of OBE sessions (p. 7)? Were any stimuli presented or
pretested during the sessions in which participants were not deemed to be "ready for the experiment at a
level suitable for them to be hypnotized by phone?" How often did the hypnotist need to repeat the
answers to verify if he/she had understood them correctly (p. 10)? If the hypnotist had some awareness of
the target stimuli (see above), how can we rule out the possibility of inadvertent cueing or prompting?
What metric was used to ascertain inter-rater agreement (p. 11)? Were subsidiary analyses conducted in
which the lone subject who was unfamiliar with OBEs was excluded? Also, why was there no medium
knowledge category? Without answers to these and other questions, the authors' findings are difficult to
evaluate.
I was not persuaded by the authors' explanation (p. 23) that the "high degree of similarity in the
participants' answers to the questions" point away from biased induced by prior knowledge concerning
OBEs. Indeed, to the extent to which published sources on OBEs, not to mention extensive media coverage,
emphasize similar subjective experiences, such similarity in participants' responses could quite easily reflect
share biases (the same argument, incidentally, has been made and effectively rebutted for striking
similarities across individuals in alien abduction reports, e.g., see Blackmore, 1998, Skeptical Inquirer).
Hence, although the participants' descriptions are potentially interesting, the extent to which they reflect
their implicit expectancies concerning OBEs, as opposed to their veridical experiences during OBEs, are
unclear.
In the Discussion section, several of the authors' conjectures, such as those invoking "space-time as a fixed
whole" and the "special theory of relativity" (p. 22), go well beyond their preliminary findings.

Reviewer #2:
Review of Out-of-the-Body Experience induced by hypnotic suggestion by Patrizio Tressoldi et al
The study deserves publishing because potentially it investigates a much neglected area and offers some
challenging findings. It does however require a considerable re-write in which much more information has
to be provided and the claims for the results need to be much more modest and qualified.
The areas dealt with are evidentially controversial and I am well aware that the final decision to encourage
publication or not may well be decided partly by political pressures. Accordingly, I should make my position
clear as to what I bring to this assessment. I am an active university based researcher in the area of altered
states and psi research and while I am prepared to accept that ESP might eventually turn out to be "error
some place", this seems as increasingly unlikely. Ironically the prejudice against any research done this area

seems to be increasing in proportion to the increase in evidential findings. Most of this prejudice seems to
me to be based on a quasi-Newtonian view of physics. If consciousness is at least in some interpretations of
quantum physics assigned an viral role, then my opinion is that we should also have an open but critically
minded attitude in psychology to the phenomena that are being investigated in this study.For this reason,
despite the shortcomings, I give the author an top marks for courage.
I have noted the changes needed below where my greatest concern is the method of target assignment
and the sensory leakage between participants.
The paper deals with hypnosis and OBEs. I do not think these topics can be introduced without some
further presentation and critical assessments. While it would obviously be unfair demand the author
becomes an expert on hypnosis, I do think that before introducing the topic he should at least acquaint
himself with some of the controversies in this area - rather than assuming everyone agrees on hypnosis as
trance: A good beginning would be for instance the series of papers in journal Contemporary Hypnosis
between the years 2003 and 2005. The Nash and Barnier Oxford Handbook of Hypnosis: Theory, Research
and Practice gives an overview of the complexity of the area and the current ones below are also
recommended
Kirsch, I. (2011) The altered state issue: Dead or alive? . International Journal of Clinical and Experimental
Hypnosis, 59:3, 350-362.
Lynn, S. J., Vanderhoff, H., Shindler, K., & Stafford, J. (2002). The effects of an induction and defining
hypnosis as a "trance" vs. cooperation: Hypnotic suggestibility and performance standards. American
Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 44, 231-240.
Lynn, S. J., Woody, E., Montgomery, G., Gaudiano, B. (2014) Hypnosis: Contributions to psychological
science and clinical practice. Psychology of Consciousness: Theory, Research, and Practice, 1, 103-104.
Heading:
I believe the convention is to write "Out-of-the-Body Experience".
Missing Information:
Materials: Is the Geneva version the same as IAPS? This needs a description
Page 2 line 128: accuracy of the Tressoldi and Del Prete is given in the present paper as 3.7% above chance:
What is MCE? Is this a significant effect? I cannot find this figure in the relevant paper and from the scores
in the Appendix A of that paper, the deviations from MCE are much lower and according to my calculations
not significant. Clarification is needed. Likewise under Confirmatory Hypothesis, the meaning of ES figure
needs to be clarified.
Hypnotic Induction: A summary should be made while here referring the reader to the supplementary
material for details of the hypnotic & OBE procedures.
Identification of pictures: The randomization procedure should be under the heading "Procedure" and
described fully.

As I understand it only one set of randomizations were made and the same target selection for used of all
the participants. Usually in these type of experiments separate randomizations are used for every
trial/participant.
The one set of randomizations is a weakness in the design for several reasons:
Any sensory leakage, contact or collusion between participants could potentially spread information about
the nature of targets. It is therefore essential to give information about when feedback was given
individually and if information about the targets could have via email or word of mouth spread to others.
Security aspects need to be addressed.
There is also potential flaw via the stacking effect although this is of most concern when there are large
numbers it could still in principle operate here. Let us there is a bias in the selection which just happens by
chance to correspond to human bias - let us to say to choose two positive pictures in a row and then switch
to a negative one - then this will be enhanced in the correct choice a spurious hits.
Lack of Justification for the study:
The critic would say that the studies presented by the authors here give no justification for further work on
these topics. A better review is needed which justifies the design
I have only access to the earlier review of Alvarado but this says the evidence that most OBEs give little or
no evidence of ESP although there are a few. The Tart review (1998) does contain a brief summary of six
studies but these are not a main part of the review containing studies which Tart's opinion justify "strong
evidence for paranormal perception". This might be worth citing:
http://deanradin.com/evidence/evidence.htm
The current paper is said to be a "conceptual replication" of the earlier Tressoldi and Del Prete study. My
reading of that paper is that although there were significant post hoc findings relating to session effects,
the main hypothesis concerning hypnosis and OBE suggestions gave non-significant results. If it is not so,
then the results of this study need to be presented much clearer.
Results:
Which "on-line calculator"? Give the exact binomial for judging 14 hits from 30 trials (or is it 28??) which in
the case of 30 is 0.016 (two -tailed). N is needed to be specified. I think two tailed tests should always used
in exploratory work
Discussion:
Undoubtedly the most impressive aspect concern the results given by the judge LP 83.35 hits. MCE?? = 1/6
since each set contains 6 pictures , but in the abstract the MCE is given as 25%. I think MCE should be
added to table 2.
The LP scores give a spectacular result which contracts with that of judge PC. The problem is that LP is also
the hypnotist and joint author. This is further reason for the security aspects need to be discussed and even
possible experimenter effects.
NDEs and Block universes: Correct me if I am worng but I think this would be just all too much for the
reader to digest and I question if it is at all necessary. It is surely enough to refer to Metzinger and MPS.

Limitations
Not just books but films, television, internet are all ready sources - I would take this source much more
seriously than the authors do and here the hypnosis references should be of interest: Compare for example
the phenomenology in Kirsch, Mobayed, Council & Kenny, 1999 with that in Cardeña, 2005.
Reviewer #3: General Comments:
The introduction is sketchy at best and needs a good revision. More could be said on the experiential and
cognitive content of OBEs looking at the more recent literature.
I do not believe that OBEs have attracted much interest in general as the authors claim two quasi-studies
from the 1970s and one in 2007 are cited).
The hypotheses could be presented with more details: why look at Blanke and Metzinger's MPS; why use
Jourdan (2011) NDEs' phenomenology. Especially given that the authors make specific hypotheses based on
these.
Specific comments:
Participants:
I noticed that the initials of the participants are the same as the initials of the authors in the list of authors
and four of the five participants have extensive experience on OBEs. Although it may only be a coincidence,
a bit spooky if one looks at the probability of such happening, it would be re-assuring if the authors would
specify if participants and authors were indeed the same or different people?
Procedures:
1. Training: looking at the material on training I was surprised to see how much information is given to the
participants on how they should respond. Some of this info is also part of the questions asked at the end of
the OBEs: sounds like a self-fulfilling prophecy.
2. The whole issue of Traveler-Guide induces more expectations that is necessary and sounds very much
like a pre-set of shared beliefs between participants and experimenters.
3. I do like the idea of eating a pastry while entering hypnosis?
4. Most of the sessions (18 out of 28) were conducted by phone! No matter what the authors claim, this is a
major problem as no control can be set to insure that the participant is hypnotized or having an OBE.
Certainly the idea that the hypnotist on the phone can judge by the tone of voice that the participant is
hypnotized and 'traveling away' is ludicrous?
Results:
Although the authors did not compare the percentage of success between face-up and face down pictures,
it looks like participants and judges were better when the image was face-down. That may be by chance
but it does seem curious.

In the same way the judges seem better at identifying images based on participants' transcripts than the
participants themselves. That is also quite curious. How can judges be better than participants?
The retrospective phenomenological data are quite useless given that four of the five participants had
extensive knowledge and supplementary training. How can one differentiate between expectations based
on prior knowledge and the actual experience?
Discussion:
Lacks any sense of critical thinking. The authors are clearly stating their own beliefs and do not at all see the
role of expectations and beliefs in their data.
Although they have a section on limitations, it rather plays the role of rejecting any potential roles of beliefs
and expectations. An example of this can be seen from line 368 to line 375 where the argument presented
is simply illogical or amazingly naive.
Tables and supplemental material:
Table S1: not sure where the arousal values are coming from.
TableS2: not necessary other than telling us that the participants are not very high on the Harvard. One
would have expected that very high participants would be needed to achieve such behaviors but it may not
be necessary.
Training and hypnotic inductions: although not necessary for the article itself, it should be available in
supplementary material as it illustrates quite well the beliefs of the authors.
Grammar and typos:
In general, the text lacks fluidity and the quality of the English could be improved.

