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Editor’s Preface to the Commentaries
about the Leininger Case

The popularity of survival-related research over the past decade plus has been ac-
companied by critical analyses by parapsychologists (e.g., Cunningham, 2012; Roll, 2006;
Sudduth, 2009), as well as intense debates between advocates and skeptics (see e.g.,
Journal of Parapsychology, 80, pp. 169-264). Of course, these are not unexpected trends
with highly controversial topics that can also challenge the belief systems of investigators
and authors. The commentaries that follow thus underscore the importance of methodol-
ogy and rules of evidence relative to cases of the reincarnation type (CORT).

The opposing views of Jim Tucker versus Michael Sudduth are augmented by an in-
vited, two-part commentary by James G. Matlock. He was tasked with identifying key les-
sons in the Sudduth-Tucker exchange to advance new studies and resulting knowledge
above and beyond the present controversy. In Part 1 (published in this issue), Matlock
aims to clarify critical aspects of the Leininger case that speak directly to data accessibil-
ity, quality, and interpretation. Part 2 (appearing in a forthcoming issue) will discuss pro-
tocols that might pre-emptively close gaps between the viewpoints of CORT critics and
advocates. Matlock’s second essay will then be followed by some final reflections from
Sudduth, which will formally close this series of exchanges and commentary.

This approach strives to fulfill our mission of constructive bridge-building as outlined
in this issue’s Editorial. Matlock’s independent analysis and suggestions are not necessar-
ily endorsed by the Journal, but hopefully the collective content of the commentaries will
spark healthy debate and the development of improved research designs in this challeng-
ing domain.

REFERENCES

Cunningham, P. F. (2012). The content-source problem in modern mediumship research.
Journal of Parapsychology, 76, 295-319.

Roll, W. G. (2006). A discussion of the evidence that personal consciousness persists after
death with special reference to poltergeist phenomena. Australian Journal of Parapsy-
chology, 6, 5-20.

Sudduth, M. (2009). Super-psi and the survivalist interpretation of mediumship. Journal of
Scientific Exploration, 23, 167-193.

~7

DI 83

JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC EXPLORATION « VOL. 36, NO 1 - SPRING 2022


mailto:editor@scientificexploration.org
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1725-582X
https://doi.org/10.31275/20201971

