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RV TRAINING & TECHNIQUES

THE ANALYST

Ed. Note: While the role of the analyst may indeed
vary between the remote-viewing modes of research,
training, practice, and operations, many remote-
viewing trainers teach that analysts should be blind
to the target(s) in order to be as objectively accurate
in their analysis and judging efforts as possible.

In most fields where information comes from data,
an analyst’s job is to sift through all of it and derive
some coherent information, i.e., a concrete answer.
Rather than jargon, quotes, or individual findings,
customers generally want analysts to review the data
and formulate definite answers that will eliminate their
doubts and point the way to better decision-making.

However, such is rarely the case in the field of
remote viewing because those who request remote-
viewing services generally know most of the data and
what their potential decisions can be. Now, they want
remote viewing to provide two main things:

1) Added bits of data—to help them fine-tune
their decision-making or better understand possible
surprises they cannot otherwise have expected.

2) Dependability—to know how dependable the
information resulting from remote viewing will be.

All of which renders the analysis of remote-viewing
results somewhat more demanding than making
sense of raw conventional intelligence data, police
witness reports, collected business data, survey
results, etc.

There are four basic “modes” of remote viewing
work: research, training, practice, and operations, and
the analyst’s role will vary for each of these modes.

Research

In most remote-viewing research, sessions are
judged according to the goals of the research project.
The analyst then surveys all of the data to discern
where each bit fits on a predetermined scale—that
is, he/she deals with numbers, rankings, scales, and
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by Leonard “Lyn” Buchanan

measurements. Data that a viewer provides about
a target are, for most research goals, used only for
judging the bits against targets that are preselected
(and thus already known) for their applicability to the
research project. This control device is what provides
the ability to judge results and produce the necessary
numbers. Even when research is conducted in live
situations, the findings are generally not as important
as the collected numbers are.

Training

The purposes of training are fourfold: (i) to ensure
that trainees understand and follow the protocols in
performing sessions, (ii) to learn trainees’ strengths
and weaknesses so that training can be further cus-
tomized to suit trainee needs, (iii) to provide immedi-
ate feedback to trainees for their optimal learning,
and (iv) to teach trainees the value of continuing to
collect data on their work after their training is done.
When they leave their training, trainees must at least
know the basics of how to analyze their own work and
understand the importance of doing so.

In training mode, session findings are used only to
provide the numbers that are useful for fulfilling the
above purposes. In this way, analysis during training
is like a research project, but for knowledge about the
trainees themselves instead of some facet of remote
viewing. The saying in training is, “The purpose of
a training target is not to learn something about the
target, it is to learn something about yourself.”

While different trainers use differing methods for
analyzing their trainees’ work, the most effective will
have three main features: (i) a way to weed out the
“garbage” that naturally arises at the beginning of
sessions (e.g., when a viewer is “winking about the
site” or “finding the target”), (ii) a way to score only
those perceptions for which there is feedback, and
teach the trainees that perceptions for which there
is no feedback are not necessarily wrong but are
simply not “scorable”, and (iii) teach them that only a
session’s summary is scored, or is scored separately
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after an analysis of the session’s transcript has been
done—this shows both what trainees can do and how
well they are able to communicate their findings to a
third party who might be able to use the information.

Note: Beginning viewers tend to view their feedback,
and, at the very beginning of basic-level training,
advantage is taken of that by analyzing their work
according to what is shown in the feedback picture;
things not shown in the feedback are counted as un-
scorable. But, because the long-term goal is to teach
them how to view real-world targets, later targets
should also utilize analysis of implied or assumable
feedback. For example, in the event that the actual
feedback is a close-up picture of only a snowman, and
the trainee describes only flat, snowy ground where
strips of snow are missing, the snowman’s very ex-
istence implies that the snow in the surrounding field
was rolled up to make him.

Practice

Becoming a good remote viewer requires (i) learn-
ing how to remote view properly, and (ii) gaining expe-
rience by repetitive practice. The real learning takes
place for trainees if their practicing is done correctly
in accordance with their training—such good practice
is what turns trainees into masters. Bad practice, or
no practice at all, is what makes them into failures as
remote viewers. The comforting, true saying here is,
“The master has failed more times than the failure has
ever tried.” And, because practice mode is where
trainees must do the analysis themselves, all training
courses should teach trainees to be their own analysts
as well as viewers.

Just as in the training mode, distinctions must be
made between data that are “correct”, “incorrect”,
and “can’t feedback.” Again, if the target feedback
does not contain information about any impression
gained in a session, or does not definitely imply it,
that impression should not be marked as “incorrect”
but rather as “can’t feedback” and then not scored.

Most trainees, when judging their own sessions,
also tend to judge everything found in them during
their analysis. However, the three factors of analy-
sis/judging that are utilized in training must also be
applied to practice, especially that the final and most
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important analysis should be of the summary, not the
session transcript. Why? The session transcript has
both good information and the natural garbage of a
session, whereas the summary holds and conveys
what the viewer has found to be most important about
the target. Remote viewers must learn to make good
final judgments as to what information they pass for-
ward. Analysis, then, must center on the summary
in order to get the growing body of numbers and
statistics that tell the viewer his/her strengths and
weaknesses, and where more training and practice
are needed, etc.

Operations

In operations, the analysis of remote viewers’ work
is done by someone else. Ultimately—especially if
the remote viewer has a good project manager—the
final feedback and evaluation of the work will be
done by the customer. But, if you are working on a
remote-viewing team, another person between you
and the customer will act to change your perceptions
and remote-viewing terminology into the customer’s
language, and organize the information according to
the customer’s questions.

There are many differences between the demands
of operational work and the session work done in the
other three modes. The most obvious is that there will
probably be no immediate feedback; indeed, feedback
may not come for years—or never. If you are working
for the police, as soon as the case is solved and there
is feedback to be had, they will be busy with other
cases and will not have the time to provide you with
the feedback you need. If you happen to be working
for a large corporation or some government, military,
or intelligence agency, the feedback may be classi-
fied. You will either get no feedback because you
are not cleared to know the information that you gave
them, or the feedback will be a lie, all to protect infor-
mation about the real outcome of a case. There will
even be cases where the project manager has to sign
one or more non-disclosure agreements that prohibit
feedback being given to the viewers, monitors, and
other people working on the remote-viewing project.

The biggest difference between analysis for opera-
tional remote-viewing work and analysis for research,
training, and practice is that, in operations, the infor-
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mation is more important than the data. And, itis this
fact that causes the greatest number of problems for
the analyst.

When analysis is done for an operational project,
it must always be remembered that you are not there
to solve the customer’s problem, i.e., to decide what
the data means and provide the customer with a final
solution. Rather, you are there only to organize the
remote viewers’ findings in a clear manner so that
the customer will be able to make his/her own deci-
sions. You are not there to tell the customer what the
information means or to weed out things that (i) do
not make sense to you, or (ii) do not agree with either
what you may imagine the answer to be or what any
other viewers are reporting. One viewer may report
something that none of the other viewers does, and
that “something” may be the one thing that the cus-
tomer needs most of all. “Consensus analysis”, where
the analyst only reports what the greatest number
of viewers agrees on, has been one of the greatest
failures in the operational use of remote viewing. The
customer will rarely, if ever, give the remote-viewing
team everything that he/she knows; therefore, any
imagined solution that an analyst may conjure up will
be based on knowledge that is less than complete
for making any such judgment. Only the customer
can know whether the information derived from a
remote-viewing project answers his/her question(s).
In operational mode, the job of the analyst is to sort
the remote viewers’ perceptions according to the
customer’s questions.

If you, as a remote viewer, are not working with a
team and must instead deal with customers face to
face, the correct analysis of your own sessions’ data
is an almost insurmountable task; in a word, you are
just too polluted. So, you must constantly keep in
mind that customers do not want you to tell them what
to do, no matter what they tell you or demand of you.
They only want the information that you can add to
what they already know, so that they can make their
own decisions. The customers who do want you to
make the decision for them are only those who, con-
sciously or not, want someone to blame if and when
things go wrong.

As with all other elements of remote viewing,
Controlled Remote Viewing (CRV) has developed a
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protocol that takes care of analysis at the operational
level. The protocol shown below is not one method
developed by armchair logical thinking but by the effort
of years of successfully working with real, live custom-
ers of all types. While other trainers and “experts”
may claim to have a better way, this method can be
depended on should you find that other methods do
not work. In every event, itis critical to be mindful of
what customers really need:

Step 1 The project manager should talk with
customers to weed out what they say they want
from what they really need. Narrow their questions
down to those that actually need data. For example,
if they want remote viewers to find something that
they can figure out for themselves from an answer
to other questions, the project manager should tell
them so and tell them that it will save them time,
money, and energy to get to the basic roots of the
problem instead of trying to have the viewers answer
everything. Customers will appreciate this tack and
respect you more for looking out for their interests.
Be sure that customers know what remote viewers
can and cannot do; do not make promises that the
viewers cannot keep.

Once the project manager has settled on a specific
list of questions with customers, he/she should get
them to agree to that list. Customers should be told
that remote viewing may find other information and,
if that happens, it will be provided, but that the team
will only be responsible for what is on the list. If you
are working alone instead of with a team, this step will
still be first. Whether done by you working alone or
by a project manager working with a team, this step
makes the job of analysis much faster, easier, and
more useful to the customer.

Step 2 To perform analysis, the analyst does basi-
cally the same as what remote viewers would do for
themselves in training and practice modes; only this
time, instead of organizing the summary according
to the gestalts, the summary is organized per the
customer’s questions. For example:

*  Customers Question #1: What kind of location
should we be looking for?
« Viewer #1 described a location that is: Flat,
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cleared, at a high altitude (eftc.)

* Viewer #2 described a location that is: Near a
large body of fresh water that (efc.)

» Viewer #3 described a location that is: Red-
dish (etc.)

» Customers Question #2: What kind of skills
should we look for when we hire workers?

* Viewer #1 described people who are: Strong,
old-fashioned morality, adapted to high alti-
tudes (etc.)

» Viewer #2 did not address this question.

* Viewer #3 described people who are: Dexter-
ous manually, (etc.)

»  Other things the viewers found that were not
specifically tasked for were: (etc.)

Writing a Good Summary

The process of writing a good and exacting sum-
mary is a subject for another article, but below are a
few pointers to aid remote viewers in facilitating the
best analysis of their sessions when they are done:

* Refrain from thinking back over your session
and rewriting your description of the target.
Many bits in a session will be forgotten, and
those will be left out even though many of them
may be valuable.

* Refrain from going through your session line
by line, perception by perception, painfully or-
ganizing every perception into paragraph (or
outline) form so that the summary includes ev-
erything. Apart from taking forever to do, such
a process brings “garbage” into a summary and
drives you into building “post-session castles.”

* Instead, write your summary using your
analysis of the session. To optimally do both
simultaneously, write the first gestalt that you
still believe to be at the target and then quickly
go through your session to find only those
descriptors that you still believe pertain to
that one single gestalt. “Quickly” is vital here
because, if you dwell on every perception, you
will create mental stories that just are not true.
Trust your mind’s subconscious to make the
important things stand out to you. Then, do the
same for each and every other gestalt that you
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believe to exist at the site. At the end, include
a paragraph starting with “Other things | found
were . ..."”, and include those bits that you still
believe to be valid but which do not pertain to
any of the gestalts (e.qg., “it's daytime”, “the air
is humid”, etc.)

* This “analyze and summarize” method filters
out the perceptions that you no longer believe
to be valid and automatically organizes the
ones you do believe to be valid into a coherent
format. It also makes the process of writing
a full summary “quick and easy.” Here is an
example:

- The target has elements of: land, water, and
manmade.

- The land is: hilly, green, and forested. Itis
in a cold climate (etc.)

- The water is: cold, fresh, and clear. Itis wide
and lake-like. It has (etc.)

- The manmade is: pointed on one end, floats
on the water, and makes a “clunk” sound
when hit. It appears (etc.)

- Otherthings | found were: It is daytime, cool,
and breezy (etc.)

Afinal note: The analysis of results derived from the
use of Associative Remote Viewing (ARV) should be
done the same way but should be limited to the scene
shown in the feedback picture. The same rule applies
even if other types of ARV feedback are used, e.g., a
range of associated smells, tastes, textures, associ-
ated objects or activities, etc. In ARV, because the
remote viewer’s job is to view what he/she will get as
feedback, the analyst’s job is to judge all perceptions
against the feedback only. Therefore, any perception
of a remote viewer that is not definitely “feedbackable”
must result in a “pass.”

Leonard “Lyn” Buchanan (SFC, USA, ret.), remote
viewer, database manager, property-book officer,
and trainer in the U.S. Army’s Remote Viewing Unit
from 1984-92 is an author, executive director of
Problems=>Solutions>Innovations (a Controlled Re-
mote Viewing training enterprise), and founder of the
Assigned Witness Program based in New Mexico.
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TASKINGS & RESPONSES

AN INTERVIEW WITH
Thomas “Tom” McNear

Ed. Note: This is another in a continuing series of
interviews with remote-viewing luminaries.

Thomas “Tom” McNear was the first member of the
U.S. Army’s Star Gate project to be personally trained
in Coordinate Remote Viewing (aka “Controlled Re-
mote Viewing” or “CRV”) by Ingo Swann and the only
member whom Swann trained
through Stage VI; he was the
“proof-of-principle guinea pig.”
McNear’s sessions also began to
evolve into Stage VII (phonics),
identifying many target sites by
name via phonetics. Fellow for-
mer Star Gate member Paul H.
Smith has written, “Tom’s results
were not just impressive; some
could even be considered spec-
tacular.” In 1985, McNear wrote
the first CRV manual based on
his training with Swann.

After serving in the U.S. Ar-
my’s remote-viewing program
from 1981-85, McNear contin-
ued a successful career in Army
counterintelligence and counter-
espionage. In 1984, he joined
Ingo Swann and three others in
remote viewing the planet Mars. He retired from ac-
tive duty in 1997 and continues to serve the Army as
a civilian intelligence officer. McNear has a Master’s
Degree in Counseling Psychology from Saint Mary’s
University in San Antonio, Texas.

Cheryle Hopton [CH]: How did you come to be in
the remote-viewing program, and what was said to
you that made you want to volunteer for it?

Tom McNear [TM]: Rob Cowart and | were in the
Military Intelligence (Ml) Officer’s Advanced Course
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member, September 1981 - March 1985
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by Cheryle L. Hopton

at Fort Huachuca, Arizona in 1981. F. Holmes “Skip”
Atwater came into the classroom one day under the
guise of performing an “anonymous” psychological
survey—he stated the goal was to ascertain the
psychological makeup of the average Ml officer. He
stated that there was no need to put our names on
our surveys because it was anonymous, but unbe-
knownst to us, they were writing
our names down as we turned
themin. Stanford Research Insti-
tute (SRI) in Palo Alto, California
and the Army had developed a
questionnaire designed to identify
fourteen traits that they believed
would make for a good remote
viewer. Rob and | both scored
very well on the survey; | met all
fourteen traits they were seeking.

Later, Rob and | were called in
and briefed on the Fort Meade,
Maryland program; at the time, it
was known as “Grill Flame.” We
were asked if we would volunteer
to participate, and we both ac-
cepted the challenge. We arrived
at Fort Meade in August of 1981.
Atthe time, | believed that | would
be part of a unit of remote view-
ers, but not that | would necessarily be doing it myself.

Why did | accept? My father was a scientist
for NASA; he was interested in everything, and he
passed that natural curiosity on to me. | was raised
to be curious and to seek the unknown. He and | fre-
quently discussed parapsychology (as it was known
at the time); he was interested in the mystery of the
Jewish Kabbalah. As a teenager, | visited Edger
Cayce’s Association for Research and Enlightenment
(ARE), so | was aware and very interested at a young
age. Later, | met my wife Faye, who was a psychology
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teacher and had taught classes on parapsychology,
so we had discussed it often. It wasn’t difficult for me
to decide to accept the assignment. What was difficult
was that, for many years, | was not able to discuss
the assignment with my father. He would have been
fascinated, but of course Grill Flame was classified,
and | was sworn to secrecy. After the program was
declassified in 1995, we were finally able to discuss it.

CH: What fears or uncertainties, if any, did you
have at the prospect of learning remote viewing?

TM: | had no fears of accepting the assignment,
but there was one “uncertainty” that arose, and |
have never mentioned this until now. The day after
| accepted the assignment to Grill Flame, the wife of
a friend who lived in our neighborhood at Fort Hua-
chuca spoke with Faye and said it came to her in a
prayer that | was considering an assignment dealing
with psychic functioning. She felt that | should not
accept the assignment!

CH: What were your expectations when you
learned that you would be trained by Ingo Swann?

TM: Atthe time | was offered the assignment, | had
never heard of Ingo Swann—after all, it was 1981.
After accepting the assignment, | read everything |
could about him. I'm not sure what | expected he
would be like, but | was anxious to meet him and get
started with the remote-viewing training.

Rob and | first met Ingo at SRI in January 1982.
Ingo was wearing jeans, cowboy boots, a shirt and
tie, and a sport coat. He once confided to me that he
was probably more nervous about meeting us than
we were about meeting him; he said he didn’t quite
know what to expect from Army officers. | think that
was the last time | saw Ingo in a jacket and tie.

Ingo and | immediately became friends. Rob was
only there for the first few training events at SRI be-
cause he was diagnosed with cancer and was medi-
cally retired from the Army. For me, that was quite
a blow. Rob and | had become good friends, and |
missed him as my traveling partner.

After Rob left the program, it was just Ingo and |
until Paul H. Smith, Charlene Cavanaugh, and Bill
Ray came on board. And, even then, they traveled
on a different schedule than me because they were
training in Stages I-lll and | was on Stages V-VI.

My training was usually in two-week increments,
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punctuated by two-three weeks back at Fort Meade.
Ingo and | spent a considerable amount of time to-
gether during those two-week training periods. We
usually tried to do something fun during the weekends
in the middle.

CH: What impressed you the most about the way
that Ingo Swann conducted your training?

TM: Itis one thing to be able to remote view, and
it's another thing entirely to teach someone to view.
What impressed me most was that Ingo was able to
break remote viewing into discrete stages that built
on one another and then somehow teach people to
doit. That, initself, is amazing. Ingo was demanding
during training; he took it very seriously. How hard
did he push me? Very hard—much like an Olympic
coach pushing his star student. Maybe it would be
better expressed that he pushed us as a team, and
he was excited and appreciative each time we—as a
team—reached some new level of understanding or
performance. | the viewer and he the monitor—we
were very much a team in everything that we did.

What was a typical day like, if ever there was a
typical day? Because Ingo believed remote viewing
could be very taxing mentally and physically, our days
usually began around 0900-0930 hours. We would
relax and discuss the previous day’s efforts, especially
if there had been some kind of a breakthrough. In such
instances, the day might begin with a written essay
to objectify and solidify the new understanding. We
would then do a session or two, relax and discuss
the sessions, and then go to lunch. After lunch, there
would be another session or two and we would call
ita day . .. but the key was “ending on a high.” Just
as in sports training, Ingo believed that any time the
viewer made a real breakthrough or had an especially
good session, that was the time to stop for the day to
allow the mind/body to understand and incorporate
the new understanding. In the afternoon/evening, we
would spend time together, grab dinner, go to a movie,
or just spend time talking and getting to better know
and understand each other. We would generally be
together from 0900-2100 hours or so.

CH: What were your biggest challenges in learning
remote viewing?

TM: | don’t recall any particular challenges. If
you asked Ingo, he would have said that my biggest
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challenge was my lack of expressive articulation. At
that time in my life, things were “neat.” What did |
think of that car? It was pretty neat. Isn’t that sun-
set beautiful? Yes, it's pretty neat. Ingo once said,
“You went to Mars and back, and all you can say is
that it was ‘neat’?” He said that he was going to find
remote-viewing sites that would get a more emphatic
reaction. He was sending me to the edge of the Grand
Canyon, into huge waterfalls, anything he could do to
get a response. My most profound response was to
the viewing of Mars . . . but, for that, | had few words.

INGO SWANN

A LIFE GONE WILD

On May 26, 2017, Faye and | attended the Philip K. Dick Science
Fiction Festival in New York City. A 20-minute introduction to the
upcoming biopic A Life Gone Wild, about the life of Ingo Swann, was
entered into the festival. A Life Gone Wild won first place in the best
short-film biography category. | recommend this documentary to any-
one wanting to better know and understand the amazing Mr. Swann.

CH: Please describe your first remote-viewing
experience.

TM: My first session was at Fort Meade before
| trained with Ingo. When Rob and | first arrived at
Fort Meade, we did “outbounder” sessions using Ex-
tended Remote Viewing (ERV), much like what Joe
McMoneagle uses. My first session was a retirement
center somewhere in the Fort Meade area; Rob and
Joe were my outbounders. | went into an extremely
relaxed state and described the site. At the end of
the session, Skip Atwater said to come back; as | was
bringing my perceptions back into the room, | stopped.
Before returning, | told myself | wanted one concrete
example to prove to myself that | was at the site. |
saw a vivid image of a spiral staircase; satisfied that
the staircase would be my confirmation, | ended the
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session.

After Rob and Joe returned, we piled into the car
and headed for the site. Physically going to the site
was an important part of the process—uvisiting the site
was where we received our feedback and allowed us
to better understand how we accessed the information
and what was correct.

However, before going to the site, Rob and Joe
played a small trick on me: Instead of stopping at the
site, they drove past it. Everyone in the car noticed
that, as we passed the retirement home, | couldn’t
take my eyes off of it; | was looking back over my
shoulder as we drove down the road. A short way
up the road, Joe turned the car around and took us
back to the site.

While at the site, we walked around inside the tar-
get building, but there was no spiral staircase. Much
of what | had reported was correct—the shape of
the windows, the view outside the windows, Joe and
Rob sitting on a bench—but no spiral staircase. As
we were getting ready to depart, | pointed to a room
and asked Joe what was in that room. He stated that
they hadn’t entered the room because a meeting was
taking place inside at the time. | said that I'd like to
look in there now.

We walked into the building’s “multi-purpose room”,
and there was a stage at one end— and in the middle
of the stage was a spiral staircase. That was my
proof! What made it even more interesting to me was
that the outbounders hadn’t even entered that room!
They didn’t see it; they didn’t send me a telepathic
message that the staircase was there. | was there
in that room during my remote-viewing session even
though the outbounders weren't.

CH: What do you consider your most interesting
remote-viewing session?

TM: Without a doubt, my most interesting session
was a remote viewing of the planet Mars as part of
Ingo’s team. On June 15, 1984 at 1730 hours, five
of us (Ingo, me, and three others—I’'m not sure | ever
knew who they were) performed a simultaneous re-
mote viewing of Mars. That being said, | have been
unwilling to speak of these experiences.

Let me explain. Ingo cited my greatest strength as
being my ability to not let analysis interfere with the
incoming information. | had a profound experience
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on Mars. | have perceptions and feelings about that
experience that are inexplicable—even to myself. I'm
trying to remain open so that | can revisit Mars and
continue to receive unadulterated information. If | try
to put my experiences into words that someone else
could understand . . . if | try to explain the inexplicable,
I may end up turning it into something it is not, and
it's too important to risk misrepresenting the facts.

In 2014, | read Joe McMoneagle’s book Mind Trek,
and | was blown away—our perceptions were amaz-
ingly similar. | was astounded. If readers want to
know more, | would recommend that they read Mind
Trek’s chapter 16. There’s one thing that | am willing
to say: There is an object on Mars. It was left there
for a reason; | don’t know what that reason is, but
when we find it, we will know and we will understand.

CH: While doing operational sessions, have you
encountered any evidence of remote viewers from
foreign nations, and, if so, what happened?

TM: 1 do not believe | ever encountered another
remote viewer, but there were times | believed that
entities at the site were aware of my presence.

CH: While doing operational sessions, have you
had any profound experiences such as conscious
bilocation or encounters with non-human beings or
non-physical entities?

TM: Bilocation? We didn’'t use that term much
back in the day, but, yes, | frequently achieved biloca-
tion. That’s the goal, isn’t it? Being physically in the
viewing room while your perceptions, your six senses,
are at the site. The key is to keep enough of yourself
in the viewing room so that you can report and objec-
tify information about the site and your experiences.

At times, | might be a little more in the room or a
little more at the site; at times, the site could be in
the room with me (I don’'t know what you call that).
Sometimes, | would “bring things back” into the view-
ing room; this allowed me to better experience them.
It wasn’t something | could intentionally do; it just
happened. When viewing Tulum, the ancient Mayan
ruins in Mexico, | brought a portion of a fresco back
into the viewing room; it was on the wall of the room,
clear as day. This allowed me to really experience
the textures and the colors of the fresco. When Ingo
and | visited Tulum years later in 1987, | was struck
by how faded the colors were. Ingo and | wondered
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if | had viewed it in present time (faded) or in a past
time when the colors were more vivid.

Another time, Ulysses S. Grant joined us in the
viewing room. This was one of the few times that |
used Stage V to its fullest. Stage V revealed tremen-
dous detail about the site itself, but then | encountered
someone at the site, a historical figure, a military figure
wearing a dark blue uniform; he came back to the
viewing room with me. Ulysses S. Grant was stand-
ing next to me in the room! Because | “saw” him, |
declared an Analytical OverLay (AOL) of U.S. Grant
and said that the site was where he lived. All correct!

When | viewed Mars with Ingo, | also brought
something back. | had studied drafting when | was
in high school, so, along with my other perceptions,
| spent some time “drafting” the item in detail—and
then it was gone. That diagram is somewhere in
Ingo’s archieves.

Non-human beings? As | said, read Mind Trek.

CH: | understand that Ingo Swann taught you
stages and techniques beyond Stage VI in Controlled
Remote Viewing (CRV). What can you tell us about
Stage VI, known as “Phonics”, and any other stages
and techniques beyond that? Have you used them,
and, if so, what was your most interesting or significant
experience with them?

TM: | was trained by Ingo in Stages I-VI; at the
time, there was no training for Stage VII. Stage VII
just sort of showed up toward the end of my training.

The training concepts and materials for Stages I-
Il were ready when | started my training. They had
the concepts for Stages IV-VI, and some training was
ready for those stages, but | believe that much of the
training for Stages IV-VI was developed as | was be-
ing trained. | think training in Stages I-1ll went faster
than Ingo anticipated.

Ingo believed that there were more than six stages
out there, but, as | was concluding my training on
Stage VI, phonetics spontaneously began to present
themselves, much to Ingo’s surprise and amazement.
At the time, we called them Stage VII. In fact, | was
able to name, or partially name, each of my last eight
sites! Even though there was no formal training for
Stage VII, | found myself hearing sounds, and my
mouth was trying to say things that | was hearing, but
| struggled to get the sounds on paper. It was similar
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to hearing a bird sing and trying to write that sound on
paper so that the reader could properly replicate the
bird’s song. Not an easy thing to do! It will require
experience and training in Stage VIl to develop a
process to get these sounds properly arranged and
properly objectified on paper. For example, for Bunker
Hill National Monument, | said “Buker’; for the Tulum
pyramid, | said it was an ancient pyramid named
“Toloo”; for the Grand Coulee Dam, | said it was a
dam named “grand’; for the Oconee nuclear-power
plant, | said it was a nuclear plant named “Econtee.” |
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day?

TM: In July 2011, Ingo had a group of friends over
to his loft in New York City; there were about eight of
us there. Ingo asked if | would do a session for the
assembled group. It had been 26 years since | had
remote viewed, and | had never “performed” before
an audience. Robert Knight was also t