
Note: These are fictitious reviews.
Dear Authors,

Below are the reviews for your manuscript “Effects of Distant Intention on Water
Crystal Formation: A Triple-Blind Replication”. As you can see, several of the re-
viewers raised some substantial issues and objections to your paper. Due to this, we
cannot accept the paper in its current form. If you wish to resubmit, please send us
your responses to the reviews along with a list of changes you would make to satisfy
the referees’ objections. On the basis of that, we will decide whether to accept your
manuscript along with your proposed changes.

Sincerely yours,

The Editors of the Journal of Scientific Exploration
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Reviewer 1

Paper Title: ”Effects of Distant Intention on Water Crystal Formation: A Triple-Blind
Replication”

Paper Authors: Radin, Lund, Emoto and Kizu

Please rate the paper from 5 (Excellent) to 1 (Unacceptable).

Originality: 4

Significance: 5

Technical strength: 5

Written presentation: 4

Relevance to journal: 5

Your overall recommendation: 4

Please rate how confident you feel of your assessment (due to factors such as closeness
of topic to your area of expertise, level of detail at which you evaluated paper, etc.).

Confidence in review: 4

Reviewer: Please give very detailed comments to explain your ratings and/or to
help the authors improve the paper.

Comments to Author(s): In this paper, the authors perform a careful, triple-blind ex-
periment in order to test whether human thought can affect the molecular struc-
ture of water. They put bottles of water in a steel-lined room on one side of the
globe, and get a large number of people to pray to some of the bottles on the
other side of the globe. They then form snowflakes and ice crystals from the
water, and get people to judge subjectively their beauty. They find a small, but
statistically significant effect, that the water which was prayed to is judged as
more beautiful.

This is an amazing result. I find it very hard to believe, because it seems to violate
the laws of physical and chemistry, but presented here is a very careful investi-
gation with a good triple-blind methodology and statistical support. Therefore,
it is science and it must be published.

Comments to Editors (will not be shown to authors):

Reviewer 2

Paper Title: ”Effects of Distant Intention on Water Crystal Formation: A Triple-Blind
Replication”

Paper Authors: Radin, Lund, Emoto and Kizu

Please rate the paper from 5 (Excellent) to 1 (Unacceptable).

Originality: 4

Significance: 1
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Technical strength: 1

Written presentation: 3

Relevance to journal: 5

Your overall recommendation: 1

Please rate how confident you feel of your assessment (due to factors such as closeness
of topic to your area of expertise, level of detail at which you evaluated paper, etc.).

Confidence in review: 5

Reviewer: Please give very detailed comments to explain your ratings and/or to
help the authors improve the paper.

Comments to Author(s): In this paper, the authors perform a experiment in order to
test whether human thought can affect the molecular structure of water. They put
bottles of water in a steel-lined room on one side of the globe, and get a large
number of people to pray to some of the bottles on the other side of the globe.
The other bottles act as controls. They then form ice crystals from the water, and
get a different group of people to judge subjectively their beauty. They claim a
small, but statistically significant between the subjectively judged beauty of the
intentionally treated water and the control water.

The authors are to be commended for their openness and honesty in presenting
their results, and have attempted a careful experiment to test their rather strange
hypothesis, that human thought can affect water. However, there are serious
methodologic issues in their approach which makes the work unacceptable as
science. First, their claim of a “significant, albeit weak main effect . . . ” under
analysis 1 is belied by Figure 4 which shows very clearly there is no significant
effect. It can be easily seen by eye and with the use of a ruler that the error
bars of two of the grey bars overlap, and the third is within two error bars of
the other two. The distant control and the intentionally treated are within each
other’s error bars; therefore which one is greater cannot be determined. This
picture is exactly what one would expect given three equal numbers plus noise
(one expects one third of the data to fall outside one error bar but within two).
Yet they claim a p of 0.03. From this I conclude either that the authors do not
know how to compute error bars or they don’t know how to compute p values.
They do not give us details of either calculation. Either way, I do not believe
their evidence shows anything other than a random difference.

The second methodological error is that they manipulated the data to get the sign
of the effect they wanted, and this was done after the fact. The black bars in
figure 4 show that the beauty rating of the distant control is higher than that of
the intentionally treated, so they threw out all data with a beauty rating less than
1. This is bad science, to perform the experiment, analyse the data, and then
after the fact manipulate the data to get the effect you want. How many different
threshold were tried before it was found that 1 gives the effect the authors wanted
to see, I wonder. They suggest the reason is that they want to exclude those cases
in which crystal was not form, but why did they not exclude those directly and
why did they not decide to do that at the start of the experiment.

There is also a potential problem with the double-blind mechanism. It is says
that the bottles are labled and photographed. It does not make clear whether the
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labels are obscured in the photographs or not. If not, this would break one of the
double blind aspects. This needs to be made clear.

In summary, this work falls short of the standards of scientific experimental
methods, and as written I think should not be published.

Comments to Editors (will not be shown to authors):

Reviewer 3

Paper Title: "Effects of Distant Intention on Water Crystal
Formation: A Triple-Blind Replication"

Paper Authors: Radin, Lund, Emoto and Kizu

Please rate the paper from 5 (Excellent) to 1 (Unacceptable).

Originality: 1

Significance: 1

Technical strength: 1

Written presentation: 3

Relevance to journal: 3

Your overall recommendation: 1

Please rate how confident you feel of your assessment (due to factors
such as closeness of topic to your area of expertise, level of detail
at which you evaluated paper, etc.).

Confidence in review: 5

Reviewer:
1) Please give very detailed comments to explain your ratings and/or

to help the authors improve the paper.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Comments to Author(s):
This paper is meant to contribute to the hypothesis that human
intention can affect human health by affecting the water inside the
human. These authors test this by testing the hypothesis that a large
group of people praying to a bottle of water will cause the water to
change in some way. They get a group of people to pray to a bottle of
water. Then to test whether the water has changed its properties, they
don’t use standard scientific structural measurements, such as x-ray
crystallography, XAFS, or measure other objective properties, such as
viscosity, specific heat, etc. . Rather, they form ice crystals and
ask people to judge how "beautiful" they are.
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This is pure hokum. There is no reason to do this experiment. There is
no theoretical basis for it, and were the hypothesis to be true, it
would violate all we have learned about physics and chemistry over the
past century or more. I do not need to read the details carefully to
know it is wrong. This is what Langmuir called "pathological
science". Publish it or not, no self-respecting scientist will believe
the results presented here.

Comments to Editors (will not be shown to authors):
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