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Figure l. Funnel plot showing the distribution of the effect sizes against study size (N = 36). The
dotted line indicates the mean effect size d = .1 1.
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Figure 2. Flot showing the distribution of overall study quality and effect size. Overall quality data was

transformed onto a 0 to 100 rank scale. N = 36,
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Figure 2. Funnel plot intentional studiss with respact to number of bits,
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Is the EEG of the non-stimulated person different from rest at
times at which the other is stimulated ?

Are there statistical anomalities at those time windows?
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Significant deviations
against controls in the
EEG of the non-stimulated
person
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Atmanspacher, Romer & Walach (2002) Complementarity and entanglement
in physics and beyond. Foundations of Physics, 32: 379-406.



Complementarity
between

global and

local

observables




Two descriptions

for and the same object or
situation

that are maximally incompatible,

yet need to be
for a full understanding
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mean improvement in A vs. B
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Complementarity

between Whole and
Part:

relevant for every
system

Hence: additional
coordinating
principle in addition
to or complementary
to local causes
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